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A. DEFINITION OF SCOPING AND LEAD AGENCIES 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) proposes to relocate Southwest 
Fisheries Science Center (SWFSC) to mitigate bluff-retreat hazards and modernize facilities. In 
conformance with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and NOAA Administrative Order 
(NAO) 216-6, NOAA plans to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) analyzing 
relocation of SWFSC. Both existing SWFSC facilities and the preferred relocation site are on the 
campus of University of California, San Diego/Scripps Institution of Oceanography 
(UCSD/SIO), which is a state entity subject to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). Therefore, a CEQA Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is also required. To satisfy the 
requirements of both NEPA and CEQA and promote efficiency in the environmental review 
process, NOAA and UCSD/SIO are collaborating in preparation of a joint EIS/EIR conforming 
to both NEPA and CEQA requirements. 

Public and agency scoping is an early step in the EIS process. NAO 216-6 provides direction to 
NOAA line offices on proper implementation of NEPA. Section 5.02a of NAO 216-6 describes 
scoping as a process “to identify the concerns of the affected public and Federal agencies, states, 
and Indian tribes, involve the public early in the decision making process, facilitate an efficient 
EIS/EA [Environmental Assessment] preparation process, define the issues and alternatives that 
will be examined in detail, and save time by ensuring draft documents adequately address 
relevant issues.” CEQA has a similar requirement for EIRs. 

NEPA and CEQA require the identification of lead agencies for environmental review. The lead 
agency for NEPA purposes is NOAA, who is proposing and funding the proposed action. The 
lead agency for CEQA purposes is the University of California, who is the owner of the existing 
and preferred sites. SRI International is the EIS/EIR preparation consultant, working under 
contract to NOAA. 

B. NOTICE OF INTENT/NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
NAO 216-6, Section 5.02c1, requires that NOAA formally notify the public and responsible 
government agencies of the intent to prepare an EIS; CEQA implementing regulations, Section 
21083, require the same for EIRs. The NEPA notice is termed a Notice of Intent (NOI) and the 
CEQA notice is termed a Notice of Preparation (NOP). To meet these requirements, NOAA and 
UCSD/SIO published an NOI/NOP in a number of sources to meet requirements of and officially 
inform the public and agencies of the official scoping period. The publication dates are listed 
below and certifications of publication are reprinted in Appendix A. 
• Federal Register—February 11, 2008  
• La Jolla Light—February 14, 2008 
• La Jolla Village News—February 14, 2008  
• San Diego Union Tribune—February 16, 2008 
• California State Clearing House—submitted February 8, 2008 
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C. SCOPING MEETINGS 
NOAA and UCSD/SIO participated in regularly scheduled meetings of two local civic 
associations to inform them of the planned EIS/EIR and to solicit comments. Those meetings are 
listed below, and planning notes, minutes and sign-in sheets are included in Appendix B. 

La Jolla Community Planning Association 
Thursday, January 3, 2008 @ 6:00 p.m. 
La Jolla Recreation Center 
615 Prospect Street 
La Jolla, California 
Chair: Tim Golba 

La Jolla Shores Association 
Wednesday, January 9, 2008 @ 7:00 p.m. 
Scripps Institution of Oceanography 
Building T-29 
La Jolla, California 
Chair: Jim Heaton 

NOAA and UCSD/SIO jointly hosted a formal scoping meeting held at SWFSC on February 20, 
2008. Sign-in sheets and a transcript of that meeting are included in Appendix C. 

February 20, 2008 @ 6:00 p.m. 
South West Fisheries Science Center Lab 
Building A, Large Conference Room 
8604 La Jolla Shores Drive 
La Jolla, California  
Host: Meghan Donahue 

C.1. Scoping Input Received by NOAA 
A number of written responses were received from the public and agencies and are reprinted in 
Appendix D. The contents are summarized below. 

Visual Aesthetics. Many members of the local public expressed concern about visual aesthetics. 
Issues raised were the mass and bulk of new construction and the potential for the relocated 
SWFSC to block views of the coast and ocean from La Jolla Shores Drive. The Local 
Community Planning document states that La Jolla Shores Drive is an established scenic route. 
A berm was constructed along La Jolla Shores Drive adjacent to the preferred site about 30 years 
ago and obstructs the views to the west and southwest from La Jolla Shores Drive. Some of the 
local residents would like this berm removed to open views. 

Parking and Traffic. Parking is an important issue that a number of scoping participants want 
addressed in the EIS/EIR. On-campus and off-campus parking in the vicinity of the existing 
SWFSC and preferred relocation site is limited and causes overflow of parked vehicles onto local 
public streets during peak demand periods. Concerns were also expressed about increased traffic 
congestion on La Jolla Shores Drive and traffic and pedestrian safety issues. Nearby residents 
also inquired about the possible future use of the existing SWFSC buildings by SIO after NOAA 
vacates them and whether this would cause additional parking in front of their homes.  
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Historic and Cultural Resources. The Native American Heritage Commission requested that 
NOAA and UCSD/SIO consult listed Native American contacts and the South Coast Information 
Center, and complete a Sacred Lands File Search. The San Diego Archaeological Society 
requested inclusion on the EIS/EIR distribution list. 

Hazardous Materials. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) requested that 
NOAA and UCSD/SIO identify potentially contaminated sites within the proposed project area 
and mitigate these areas. DTSC asked that information on potential contamination be 
summarized in the EIS/EIR. DTSC also commented on the need for a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for stormwater. 

Land Use/Coastal Zone Management. The California Coastal Commission (CCC) stated that 
the proposed action will require a Federal Consistency Determination to comply with CCC 
regulations implementing the Coastal Zone Management Act. 

Air Quality. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) recommends that the alternatives 
discussion in the EIS/EIR include the following discussion areas: baseline or current ambient air 
conditions, National Ambient Air Quality Standards, criteria pollutant non-attainment areas, and 
potential air quality impacts. The EPA recommends including construction-related impacts 
analysis in the EIS/EIR and developing a Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan to mitigate any 
adverse effects to air quality. According to the EPA’s comments, the EIS/EIR should address 
compliance with the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 and Executive Order (E.O.) S-03-05 
in regard to reducing adverse air quality effects. 

Biological Resources. The EPA requested that the EIS/EIR address how the proposed project 
will meet the requirements of E.O. 13112. E.O. 13112 calls for the restoration of native plant and 
tree species.  

Water Resources. The EPA recommends NOAA include green infrastructure in its design plans 
for stormwater management, including but not limited to bioretention areas, vegetated swales, 
porous pavement, and filter strips. The EPA strongly recommends NOAA’s proposed project be 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certified for sustainable site 
development, water savings, energy efficiency, materials selection and indoor air quality. 

Energy Use. The EPA recommends the EIS/EIR discuss how the proposed project will comply 
with the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, requiring federal buildings to use 30% 
less energy over a 10-year period, from 2005 to 2015.  

D. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EIS/EIR 
Visual Aesthetics. In response to public comments, aesthetics will be addressed in the EIS/EIR, 
especially impacts to the view corridor: La Jolla Shores Drive. The EIS/EIR will include 
photosimulations of the proposed SWFSC at the preferred site and will describe the extent to 
which the new SWFSC would obstruct public views of the coast and ocean.  

Parking and Traffic. In response to much of the public comments, traffic and parking will be 
addressed in the EIS/EIR. The EIS/EIR will take into consideration concerns from nearby 
residents about the usage of the existing buildings by SIO and address parking mitigation 
measures. A traffic engineer will prepare a detailed analysis of traffic generation and distribution 
during the construction and operation periods and effects on level of service of local roads and 
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intersections. The traffic analysis will include consideration of cumulative build out in the local 
area in Year 2030, the horizon year established by the San Diego Association of Governments 
for cumulative traffic impact analysis. Parking demand and availability at the new SWFSC will 
also be analyzed. The EIS/EIR will contain appropriate recommendations for mitigation 
measures to address project impacts.  

Historic and Cultural Resources. A cultural resources (CR) survey is in progress and will be 
summarized in the EIS/EIR. As part of that study, the CR consultant contacted the South Coast 
Information Center and performed a Sacred Lands File Search. This survey and discussions 
about any findings on site will be incorporated into the EIS/EIR.  

Hazardous Materials. The EIS/EIR will identify past uses of the existing and preferred sites and 
the potential for those uses to have caused soil and/or groundwater contamination. The EIS/EIR 
will include mitigation for known or potentially contaminated sites within the proposed project 
area per the DTSC letter. The EIS/EIR will also contain recommendations for abatements of 
hazardous building materials at the existing site prior to demolition of Buildings A and D. 
Requirements for an NPDES stormwater permit will be summarized. 

Land Use/Coastal Zone Management. The consistency of the proposed action and alternatives 
with enforceable policies of the CCC applicable to the proposed action will be analyzed in the 
EIS/EIR. Potential reuse by UCSD/SIO of the existing Buildings B and C (which are not 
threatened by the bluff retreat hazard) will be analyzed. 

Air Quality. The EIS/EIR will quantify emissions of air pollutants resulting from the new 
SWFSC during construction and operation periods and compare those with thresholds 
established by the California Air Resources Board and the San Diego Air Quality Management 
District. 

Biological Resources. The EIS/EIR will summarize the results of a biological study of the 
preferred site, currently in progress. The study will describe the plants, and identify sensitive 
habitats and protected species occurring or potentially occurring at the preferred site and possible 
impacts on those species. If necessary, measures to eliminate or reduce adverse effects on 
biological resources will be included. 

Water Resources. Changes in runoff patterns and rates caused by construction of the new 
SWFSC will be analyzed in the EIS/EIR. NOAA intends to include Green Infrastructure and 
LEED principles in the design of the new SWFSC. These design features and their benefits will 
be described in the EIS/EIR.  

Energy Use. The EIS/EIR will quantify existing energy use by the SWFSC and projected future 
energy use by the new SWFSC. Measures to reduce energy uses will be included in the EIS/EIR. 
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(CBP) shall assess, antidumping duties 
on all appropriate entries, pursuant to 
section 751(a)(1) of the Tariff Act and 19 
CFR 351.212(b). The Department 
calculated an assessment rate for each 
importer of the subject merchandise 
covered by the review. Upon issuance of 
the final results of this review, for any 
importer–specific assessment rates 
calculated in the final results that are 
above de minimis (i.e., at or above 0.50 
percent), we will issue appraisement 
instructions directly to CBP to assess 
antidumping duties on appropriate 
entries by applying the assessment rate 
to the entered value of the merchandise. 
Pursuant to 19 CFR 356.8(a), the 
Department intends to issue assessment 
instructions to CBP 41 days after the 
date of publication of these final results 
of review. 

The Department clarified its 
‘‘automatic assessment’’ regulation on 
May 6, 2003. See Notice of Policy 
Concerning Assessment of Antidumping 
Duties, 68 FR 23954 (May 6, 2003). This 
clarification will apply to entries of 
subject merchandise during the POR 
produced by Mexinox for which 
Mexinox did not know the merchandise 
was destined for the United States. In 
such instances, we will instruct CBP to 
liquidate unreviewed entries at the 
30.85 percent all–others rate if there is 
no company–specific rate for an 
intermediary involved in the 
transaction. See id. for a full discussion 
of this clarification. 

Cash Deposit Requirements 
The following cash deposit 

requirements will be effective upon 
publication of these final results for all 
shipments of the subject merchandise 
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, 
for consumption on or after the 
publication date of these final results of 
administrative review, consistent with 
section 751(a)(1) of the Tariff Act: (1) 
the cash deposit rate for the reviewed 
company will be the rate listed above; 
(2) if the exporter is not a firm covered 
in this review, but was covered in a 
previous review or the original less than 
fair value (LTFV) investigation, the cash 
deposit rate will continue to be the 
company–specific rate published for the 
most recent period; (3) if the exporter is 
not a firm covered in this review, a prior 
review, or the original LTFV 
investigation, but the manufacturer is, 
the cash deposit rate will be the rate 
established for the most recent period 
for the manufacturer of the 
merchandise; and (4) the cash deposit 
rate for all other manufacturers or 
exporters will continue to be 30.85 
percent, the all–others rate established 
in the LTFV investigation. See Notice of 

Amended Final Determination of Sales 
at Less Than Fair Value: Stainless Steel 
Sheet and Strip in Coils from Mexico, 64 
FR 40560 (July 27, 1999). These deposit 
requirements, when imposed, shall 
remain in effect until publication of the 
final results of the next administrative 
review. 

Notification to Interested Parties 

This notice also serves as a final 
reminder to importers of their 
responsibility under 19 CFR 
351.402(f)(2) to file a certificate 
regarding the reimbursement of 
antidumping duties prior to liquidation 
of the relevant entries during this 
review period. Failure to comply with 
this requirement could result in the 
Department’s presumption that 
reimbursement of the antidumping 
duties occurred and the subsequent 
assessment of doubled antidumping 
duties. 

This notice also serves as a reminder 
to parties subject to administrative 
protective orders (APOs) of their 
responsibility concerning the 
disposition of proprietary information 
disclosed under APO in accordance 
with 19 CFR 351.305, which continues 
to govern business proprietary 
information in this segment of the 
proceeding. Timely written notification 
of the return or destruction of APO 
materials or conversion to judicial 
protective order is hereby requested. 
Failure to comply with the regulations 
and the terms of an APO is a 
sanctionable violation. 

This notice is issued and published in 
accordance with sections 751(a)(1) and 
777(i)(1) of the Tariff Act. 

Dated: February 4, 2008. 
David M. Spooner, 
Assistant Secretaryfor Import Administration. 

Appendix – Issues in Decision 
Memorandum 

General Issues 

Comment 1: Revocation 
Comment 2: Offsetting for U.S. Sales 

that Exceed Normal Value 

Adjustments to United States Price 

Comment 3: U.S. Indirect Selling 
Expenses 

Comment 4: Temporary Import Bonds 

Adjustments to Normal Value 

Comment 5: Handling Expense 
Comment 6: Circumstance–of-Sale 

Adjustment 

Cost of Production 

Comment 7: Major Input Rule 
Comment 8: Employee Profit Sharing 

Comment 9: Year–End Inflation 
Adjustment to G&A 

Comment 10: Depreciation 
Comment 11: Interest Expense 
Comment 12: Packing Expense 
Comment 13: G&A Expense 

[FR Doc. E8–2464 Filed 2–8–08; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510–DS–S 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

Notice of Intent to Prepare a Joint 
Environmental Impact Statement / 
Environmental Impact Report for the 
Proposed Relocation of the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration’s Southwest Fisheries 
Science Center located in La Jolla, 
California 

AGENCY: National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice of Intent to prepare a 
joint National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) and California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR); 
request for comments. 

SUMMARY: NOAA announces its intent to 
prepare a joint EIS/EIR to analyze the 
environmental impacts of relocating its 
Southwest Fisheries Science Center 
(SWFSC) near the Scripps Institution of 
Oceanography (SIO) within the 
University of California at San Diego 
(UCSD) campus in La Jolla, California. 

Publication of this notice is to request 
public participation during preparation 
of the EIS/EIR to help determine the 
scope of environmental issues and range 
of alternatives to be addressed, and to 
provide information as to how to 
participate. 
DATES: A public scoping meeting will 
held on the following date:Wednesday, 
February 20, 2008 – 5 p.m. tour of 
SWFSC and 6 p.m. meeting start time, 
SWFSC Lab, Building A, Large 
Conference Room, 8604 La Jolla Shores 
Drive, La Jolla, CA 92037. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Anne Elston, Environmental Research 
Analyst, SRI International, 333 
Ravenswood Avenue, G 234, Menlo 
Park, CA 94025–3493; e-mai 
anne.elston@sri.com 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) is responsible for the 
management, conservation, and 
protection of living marine resources 
within the U.S. Exclusive Economic 
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Zone. The SWFSC in La Jolla, 
California, manages and conducts 
research involving Pacific fisheries and 
marine mammal research for the 
protection and management of these 
resources throughout the Western 
Pacific and the Antarctic. The existing 
SWFSC facility, built in 1964, is 
currently adjacent to a coastal bluff that 
is undergoing severe erosion and retreat. 
NOAA proposes to construct a new 
SWFSC building to replace its existing 
NMFS administrative and marine 
research facilities currently located in 
La Jolla, California. A minimum of two 
existing at risk SWFSC structures would 
be removed and the property currently 
used by NOAA would be returned to the 
UCSD for other appropriate uses. 

NOAA is the lead Federal agency for 
implementation of the NEPA. The 
University of California is the lead 
agency under the CEQA. The existing 
and preferred sites for the SWFSC 
headquarters are at the UCSD campus. 
The NMFS, SIO and other marine 
research organizations conduct 
independent and joint research at the 
SWFSC and its salt water laboratory 
facilities. 

The proposed project will require 
construction of a new facility to support 
SWFSC administrative and marine 
research operations. The preferred site 
will enable NMFS, SIO, and others to 
continue collaboration within a wide 
range of programmatic marine research 
disciplines. NOAA, in cooperation with 
UCSD, has decided to prepare a joint 
EIS/EIR to analyze the environmental 
impacts of relocating the SWFSC 
facilities at UCSD. 

Other alternative actions considered 
are: 

Use of other NOAA facility locations 
in California and other Pacific Coast 
states; 

Use of alternative sites at or adjacent 
to SIO for collaborative research; and 

Use of existing alternative NOAA 
facilities and properties away from 
UCSD. 

This joint EIS/EIR will analyze 
environmental impacts that may result 
from construction and/or operation of 
the proposed facilities. These potential 
environmental issues to be addressed 
include: land use and coastal zone 
management; aesthetics; geology; 
hydrology and water resources; 
biological resources and protected 
species; utilities and public services; 
transportation and traffic circulation, 
recreational resources; air quality; noise 
and vibration; visual effects and 
aesthetics; cultural resources; and 
socioeconomics and land use; and 
cumulative effects. 

The most salient and foreseeable 
environmental topics of greatest interest 
are expected to be aesthetics, 
transportation and traffic, hydrology, 
and short term noise effects. 

Interested parties who wish to submit 
suggestions or comments regarding the 
scope or content on the proposed EIS/ 
EIR are invited to attend the public 
scoping meeting. 

Dated: February 6, 2008. 
William F. Broglie, 
Chief Administrative Officer, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 
[FR Doc. E8–2457 Filed 2–8–08; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510–12–S 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control 
Program: Approval Decision on 
Florida’s and South Carolina’s Coastal 
Nonpoint Pollution Control Programs 

AGENCY: National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
ACTION: Notice of Intent to Approve the 
Florida and South Carolina Coastal 
Nonpoint Programs. 

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given of the 
intent to fully approve the Florida and 
South Carolina Coastal Nonpoint 
Pollution Control Programs (coastal 
nonpoint program) and of the 
availability of the draft decision 
documents fully approving the Florida 
and South Carolina coastal nonpoint 
programs. Section 6217 of the Coastal 
Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments 
(CZARA), 16 U.S.C. section 1455b, 
requires States and Territories with 
coastal zone management programs that 
have received approval under section 
306 of the Coastal Zone Management 
Act, 16 U.S.C. section 1455, to develop 
and implement coastal nonpoint 
programs. Coastal States and Territories 
were required to submit their coastal 
nonpoint programs to the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
for approval in July 1995. NOAA and 
EPA conditionally approved the Florida 
and South Carolina coastal nonpoint 
programs on November 18, 1997 and 
February 23, 1998, respectively. NOAA 
and EPA have drafted approval 
decisions describing how Florida and 

South Carolina have satisfied the 
conditions placed on their programs and 
therefore have a fully approved coastal 
nonpoint program. 

NOAA and EPA are making the draft 
decisions for the Florida and South 
Carolina coastal nonpoint programs 
available for a 30-day public comment 
period. If comments are received, 
NOAA and EPA will consider whether 
such comments are significant enough 
to affect the decision to fully approve 
the programs. 

Copies of the draft Approval 
Decisions can be found on the NOAA 
Web site at http:// 
coastalmanagement.noaa.gov/czm/ 
6217/findings.html or may be obtained 
upon request from: Allison Castellan, 
Coastal Programs Division (N/ORM3), 
Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource 
Management, NOS, NOAA, 1305 East- 
West Highway, Silver Spring, Maryland 
20910, phone (301) 713–3155, x125, e- 
mail Allison.Castellan@noaa.gov. 

DATES: Individuals or organizations 
wishing to submit comments on the 
draft Approval Decisions should do so 
by March 12, 2008. 

ADDRESSES: Comments should be made 
to: John King, Chief, Coastal Programs 
Division (N/ORM3), Office of Ocean and 
Coastal Resource Management, NOS, 
NOAA, 1305 East-West Highway, Silver 
Spring, Maryland 20910, phone (301) 
713–3155, x188, e-mail 
John.King@noaa.gov. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Allison Castellan, Coastal Programs 
Division, (N/ORM3), Office of Ocean 
and Coastal Resource Management, 
NOS, NOAA, 1305 East-West Highway, 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910, phone 
(301) 713–3155, x125, e-mail 
Allison.Castellan@noaa.gov. 

(Federal Domestic Assistance Catalog 11.419 
Coastal Zone Management Program 
Administration) 

Dated: February 5, 2008. 

John H. Dunnigan, 
Assistant Administrator for Ocean Services 
and Coastal Zone Management, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 
Benjamin H. Grumbles, 
Assistant Administrator, Office of Water, 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
[FR Doc. 08–596 Filed 2–8–08; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3510–08–M 
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Pre-Scoping Community Outreach Meeting 
NOAA NMFS Southwest Fisheries Science Center (SWFSC) 
La Jolla Lab Replacement Project 
 
 
La Jolla Community Planning Association (LJCPA) 
Thursday, January 3, 2008 @ 6:00 p.m. 
La Jolla Recreation Center 
615 Prospect Street, La Jolla 
Chair: Tim Golba 
 
 
Handouts: 
NOAA La Jolla Lab Replacement (2-pg.) – final to be supplied by Dan Strandy by December 21; 
SRI to duplicate for meeting 
 
Map of 1/30/08 Scoping Meeting location (location, parking, etc.); needs to be prepared for 
meetings; SRI 
 
Display Board:  Enlarged board (approx. 24” x 36”) showing existing and proposed sites; photo 
from Strandy handout is perfect; SRI should secure and have prepared for meeting; UCSD will 
bring easel and poster board.  
 
 
 
Talking Points: 
 

• Introduce participants 
 

• Brief information item to introduce you to a project that is in the planning process and 
about to enter the design and environmental review phase 

 
• This project is a replacement facility for the Southwest Fisheries Sciences Center located 

at the north end of the Scripps Institution of Oceanography campus on La Jolla Shores 
Drive 

 
• The Center is a unit of the National Marine Fisheries Service and part of NOAA – the 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
 

• The Center works in close collaboration with SIO but is a separate facility 
 

• The Center conducts scientific research associated with fisheries development and 
management issues throughout the Pacific Ocean 

 
• The existing Center was built in 1966 and consists of four buildings 
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• Two of the four buildings are now seriously impacted by natural cliff erosion and must be 
vacated and eventually demolished 

 
• The remaining two buildings are structurally sound and maybe left in place 

 
• In order to provide replacement space for all four buildings and maintain their close 

working relationship with SIO, it is planned to construct a new Southwest Fisheries 
Sciences Center to the east on the eastern side of La Jolla Shores Drive 

 
• The new facility would be sited on a 3.305 acre site leased from UCSD  

 
• The new facility would contain approximately 120,000 gross square feet and would be 

completed in early 2012 (following an approximately two-year construction period); it 
would house approximately 300 employees and provide substantially more off-street 
parking.  

 
• At this point in time, the programming phase of the building project has been completed 

and design is being started 
 

• Part of the design process is the environmental review process; because this is a joint 
Federal-State project, there will be both an Environmental Impact Statement and a State 
Environmental Impact Report completed 

 
• The first step in that environmental review process is the issuance of a notice and the 

holding of a scoping meeting where comments from agencies and members of the public 
are solicited 

 
• At the scoping meeting, a more detailed description of the proposed project will be 

presented and areas of potential environmental impact will be identified 
 

• Participants will have the opportunity to recommend topics that they believe should be 
addressed in the environmental review process 

 
• After the 30-day scoping period, the environmental documents will be prepared and 

ultimately circulated for another 30-day public review 
 

• We expect that the public review period will occur in June of this year and that final 
project approval will occur in Fall 2008 

 
• The approval process includes review of the project by the California Coastal 

Commission 
 

• Formal announcement of and information about the scoping process will be distributed 
later this month, but we are here today to also give you that information 
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• The scoping meeting will be held on Wednesday, January 30 at 6:00 p.m. at the 
Southwest Fisheries Science Center on La Jolla Shores Drive; there will be a tour of the 
facility beginning at 5:00 p.m. for those who are interested 

 
• We will continue to keep this group informed about the project and hope that many of 

you will be able to join in the tour and the scoping meeting 
 

• We’d be pleased to take a few minutes now and answer any questions you may have. 
 
 
I. Potential Questions/ Topic of Discussion: 
 

1. Cost of building? Estimated Cost of Construction (ECC) is $84.0 million.  Overall 
estimated project cost is $104.5 million.  

 
2. Funding source(s)? Congressional Authority and Appropriations 

 
3. Number of parking spaces?  Where is parking located?  Will it be adequate? A minimum 

of 154 parking spaces are anticipated to be constructed.  Majority of parking to be located 
under proposed structure.  Proposed parking provided will exceed UCSD/SIO required 
ratio of parking spaces per building occupant for Scripps Neighborhood. 

 
4. How will this affect the traffic on La Jolla Shores Drive?  Traffic Impact Study to be 

completed in early 2008.   
 

5. What is fate of two remaining existing buildings?  And the oceanfront site? The two 
buildings at most risk, buildings B & C are scheduled to be vacated in the summer of 
2008.  Building B & C are tentatively scheduled to be demolished no later than 2017.  
Upon completion of site restoration the existing property would be deeded back to 
UCSD/SIO. 

 
6. What would be required to rehabilitate them (including costs) and who might want to use 

them?  Costs are unknown at this time.  UCSD/SIO has indicated interest in possible 
redevelopment of the existing site. 

 
7. Is this project included in UCSD’s Long Range Development Plan?  The proposed site is 

designated as Academic Use in the 2004 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), and the 
proposed NOAA use would be consistent with that designation. 

 
8. How big and bulky will the new building be? The proposed design anticipates engaging 

the site by nesting the building into the steeply sloped site to minimize physical massing. 
 

9. Why can’t project be located somewhere else (alternative sites considered)? Others sites 
considered do not allow NOAA to continue to maintain its longstanding partnerships and 
co-location with SIO, the California Department of Fish and Game, and the Inter-
America Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC).  
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10. What other reviews and approvals are required? National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA); California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); University of California San 
Diego – MSSPC; CCPC, Design Review Board Committees; The Regents of the 
University of California; and the Department of Commerce – National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration. 

 
11. How many employees at existing buildings?  283 employees are currently occupy the 

existing Southwest Fisheries Science Center Facility. 
 

12. Any detailed questions re: traffic impacts, building design, etc. need to be deferred as 
subjects more appropriately raised at the scoping meeting and addressed in the 
environmental review process 

 
 
II. Key site considerations: 

• Visual Corridors  
• Traffic Circulation 
• Excavation on sloped terrain 
• Biological and Hydrological conditions 
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LLaa  JJoollllaa  CCoommmmuunniittyy  PPllaannnniinngg  AAssssoocciiaattiioonn  

PPrreessiiddeenntt::  TTiimm  GGoollbbaa    VViiccee  PPrreessiiddeenntt::  LLaannccee  PPeettoo    SSeeccrreettaarryy::  DDaarrccyy  AAsshhlleeyy  
  

RReegguullaarr  MMeeeettiinngg--  JJaannuuaarryy  33,,  22000088  
DDrraafftt  MMiinnuutteess  

  
PPrreesseenntt::  DDaarrccyy  AAsshhlleeyy,,  OOrrrriinn  GGaabbsscchh,,  TTiimm  GGoollbbaa,,  MMaarrkk  LLyyoonn,,  PPhhiill  MMccCCoonnkkeeyy,,  MMaarrttyy  
MMccGGeeee,,  PPhhiill  MMeerrtteenn,,  MMiicchhaaeell  MMoorrttoonn,,  LLaannccee  PPeettoo,,  RRoobbeerrtt  TThhiieellee,,  RRaayy  WWeeiissss,,  RRoobb  
WWhhiitttteemmoorree  
  
AAbbsseenntt::  DDaavvee  AAbbrraammss,,  LLyynnnnee  HHaayyeess,,  TToodddd  LLeesssseerr,,  SShheerrrrii  LLiigghhttnneerr,,  PPaauull  MMeettccaallff,,  AAlliiccee  
PPeerrrriiccoonnee  
  
AAggeennddaa  iitteemmss::  
 
1. Welcome and Call To Order:  

The Chair, President Tim Golba called the meeting to order 6:05 pm. 
President Golba announces that Michael Morton has resigned as Secretary & Darcy 
Ashley has been appointed as the Secretary. 

  
2. Request for Agenda modifications:  

 
Motion to move item 12 to after 6.1 passes unanimously. (Ashley/Weiss 11-0-0) 
Affirmative votes: Ashley, Gabsch, Lyon, McConkey, McGee, Merten, Morton, Peto, Thiele, 
Weiss, Whittemore 

 
3. Approval of the December 6, 2007 Minutes.   

 
Motion to defer approval to the February meeting passes unanimously.   
(Ashley/Weiss 11-0-0) 
Affirmative votes: Ashley, Gabsch, Lyon, McConkey, McGee, Merten, Morton, Peto, Thiele, 
Weiss, Whittemore 

 
4. President’s Report    

 
a. Election Committee- the election committee, an ad hoc committee, will be 

established.  The committee with consisting of : Darcy Ashley, Michelle Fulks, 
Lance Peto, Cindy Thorsen, Rob Whittemore   
 

Motion to establish the committee passes unanimously. (Golba/Gabsch 11-0-0) 
Affirmative votes: Ashley, Gabsch, Lyon, McConkey, McGee, Merten, Morton, Peto, Thiele, 
Weiss, Whittemore 

 
b. Coastal Permit Exemption process 
c. Bylaws to City Council Timeline- Keely Sweeney reported that they will be 

scheduled at City Council in late January/ early February. 
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5. Treasurer’s Report: Phil Merten made the report for Lynne Hayes 
Previous ending balance: $800.81.  Collected at December meeting: $143.00.  
Expenses: $255.00 for ½ year rent including overtime.  Ending balance: $688.81. 
 

Motion to provide information to Promote La Jolla, who pledged $500 at the last meeting for 
LJCPA clerical services, that the office of the Secretary is being filled by a volunteer who will do 
the clerical work, thus making their generous donation not needed at this time.  Motion approved 
unanimously. (Ashley/Thiele 11-0-0) 
Affirmative votes: Ashley, Gabsch, Lyon, McConkey, McGee, Merten, Morton, Peto, Thiele, 
Weiss, Whittemore 

 
  
6. Public Comment: 

a. Robert Thiele- presented a copy of the Torrey Pines Community Study to 
members of the community who worked on it.  He presented a copy to La Jolla 
Town Council President Anne Cleveland.  

b. Anne Cleveland- the  meeting time of the La Jolla Town Council has been 
changed to 5pm instead of 4pm. 

c. Sheila Harden (CCDC)- Announced the re-opening of the Balboa Theater on 
January 31st.  She also brought free tickets, available to the public, for 
promotional shows at the theater.  

d. Mary Coakley- the groundbreaking on the Map at La Jolla Shores is likely to be 
the end of February. 

e. Esther Viti- refurbishing concrete trash containers in the Village area is her next 
project.  The first event to do this is on January 27, 2008.  Interested volunteers 
should meet her at the corner of Girard and Prospect at 7am. 

f. Phil McConkey- asked why there was a charge by the Rec. Center for meetings.  
Clarification to him that the charge was for overtime use of the room, since 
LJCPA meetings go past 8pm. 

g. Rob Whittemore-  presented a letter to the Board signed by three trustees 
asking for a Special Members meeting to be held to vote on parking issues by 
the membership.  The letter was withdrawn & a substitute motion was made. 

Motion that when the La Jolla Parking Advisory Board brings to the La Jolla Community 
Planning Association a plan that is ready for a vote, there will be a special meeting scheduled 
for the membership to be heard & vote on the issue. (Whittemore/ Gabsch 9-0-2)  
Affirmative votes: Ashley, Gabsch, Lyon, McConkey, McGee, Merten, Thiele, Weiss, Whittemore 
Abstained: Morton, Peto 

 
 COMPACT- Delegate: Gail Forbes   

 The Escondido train will be operational this month. 
 

 Bird Rock Community Council-  Michelle Fulks 
2nd Annual Home Tour will take place Saturday, January 26th from 11 am to 3pm.   
Tickets are $25.  There are six homes on the tour.  Proceeds to benefit completion 
of the “Waverly Gate” project. 

 
 UCSD Campus Community Planner: Milt Phegley for Anu Delouri  who is on maternity 

leave. 
Item #12 moved to this location- UCSD PROJECTS  -   Milt Phegley provided information 
about an upcoming project planning and environmental review effort that will occur later in 
January.  The project is a replacement (new) facility for the Southwest Fisheries Science 
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Center (SWFSC) located at Scripps Institution of Oceanography (SIO).  SWFSC is a unit of 
the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and works closely with 
SIO.  Their existing facility at SIO is located on land owned by the Federal government and 
two of the existing buildings have significant structural/seismic problems.  The proposed 
project would be a new building located on land leased from UCSD/SIO across La Jolla 
Shores Drive to the east.  The proposed project will have a joint EIR/EIS prepared and the 
scoping meeting for that process is scheduled for January 30; notices of the hearing will be 
distributed in mid-January and there will be a public comment period extending into 
February.  We want to introduce everyone to the proposed project, make them aware of the 
scoping meeting (and a preceding tour of the existing facility), and be available to answer any 
process-related questions.  
In attendance for this presentation were Megan Donahue, Doug Bennet- SIO and John 
Chamberlain SRI Environmental Consulting. 
Comments & Questions from the trustees & the public: 
Melinda Merryweather inquired about the impact of the project on view corridors. 
Presenters answered that the view corridors would be maintained from the roadways. 
Mike Costello: asked if the project was federally funded. 
Presenters answered that it was. 
Jim Fitzgerald asked for the project to provide a virtual view of the project to show the visual 
impact. 
Robert Thiele asked what the status of the existing buildings was. 
Presenters answered that the 2 seaward buildings were to be removed. 
Pat Granger asked about road access during construction. 
Presenters answered that a traffic consultant had been hired. 
Michelle Addington asked whether other locations had been considered. 
Presenters answered that no other site was feasible. 
Tim Lucas asked how large the project is. 
Presenters discussed square footage of new project 
Ed Ward inquired about off- street parking 
John Berol inquired whether off street parking was to be free or for a fee 
Michael Morton asked about plans for the old site 
Presenters answered that it will return to UCSD for academic use. 
Phil Merten asked that the presenters review the La Jolla Community Plan 
Ed Ward asked that they provide parking for both the new facility and the old site. 
Ray Weiss informed the group that UCSD requires that parking is to be paid, not free. 
John Berol suggested that they provide 120 % parking spaces. 
Orrin Gabsch- asked that the presenters have information about how many cubic yards of 
soil will be removed at the scoping meeting. 
 
The Venter Institute will be heard at Coastal Commission in February. 

 
7.   City of San Diego Planning Department: Leslie Henegar present, no report. 

 
8.    Representative for Council President and District 1 Councilman Scott Peters: 

 Keely Sweeney- 
a. Announced Christmas tree recycling at Kate Sessions Park on January 23rd.  
b. Coming up at City Council: Water supply, Oversize vehicle ordinance, funding for 

helicopters for fighting fires, Community Group bylaws. 
c. Many street light outages have been fixed. 
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9.  Representative for District 2 Councilman Kevin Faulconer – Thyme Curtis- not 
present. 
 
   
10.  COMMITTEE REPORTS & CONSENT ITEMS:   

A.) Planned District Ordinance (PDO) - Chairperson: Joe LaCava   

1. Dec 3 Minutes (No mtg. Dec 17) – For CPA Information Only  

2. Recommendations to CDP Committee - None 

3. Final Review – For CPA Approval on Consent  

 A. Donna Marsh, 7710 Fay Avenue, PDO Zone 3, Applicant’s Representative:  Keoni 
Rosa.  MOTION:  Design as presented meets the requirements of the PDO.  
(Collins/Cleveland: 9-0-0) 

LJCPA Approved motion: To accept the recommendation of the PDO committee to 
approve item 10.A.3 Donna Marsh and forward the recommendation to the city. 
(Gabsch/Whittemore 11-0-0) 
Affirmative votes:  AAsshhlleeyy,,  GGaabbsscchh,,  LLyyoonn,,  MMccCCoonnkkeeyy,,  MMccGGeeee,,  MMeerrtteenn,,  MMoorrttoonn,,  PPeettoo,,  
TThhiieellee,,    WWeeiissss,,  WWhhiitttteemmoorree  
  
 B.)  Coastal Development Permit (CDP) Review Committee – 
 Chairperson: C. A. MARENGO not present 
  

     1.) KORNFELD RESIDENCE    APPROVED  7-2-0  (December 11th, 2007 action 
            item) 9460 La Jolla Farms Road – new 13,994 square foot single family  
            residence 

2.) LIAGHAT RESIDENCE    APPROVED  7-2-0  (December 11th, 2007 action item) 
      1700 Torrey Pines Road – new 13,994 square foot single family residence 

3.) COPELAN RESIDENCE    APPROVED  8-0-1   (December 11th, 2007 action item) 
       1320 Inspiration Drive – demolish 2,853 square foot garage 

4.) KLEMM RESIDENCE    Approved 5-1-0 (December 18th, 2007 action item) 
       1723 Castellana Road – new 5,280 square foot single family residence.   

             5.) FEENEY RESIDENCE    Approved 5-0-2 (December 18th, 2007 action item)  

6111 Camino de la Costa – new 2,115 square foot addition to a single family 

residence.  

6.) GOMBOS RESIDENCE    Approved 6-0-1(December 18th, 2007 action item)  
       1805 Amalfi Street – new 6,606 square foot single family residence.  

7.) SEACLIFF RESIDENCE    Approved 5-1-1(December 18th, 2007 action item) 
       1327 Coast Walk – CDP and Variance for conversion of Pavilion.  

LJCPA Approved motion: To accept the recommendation of the CDP committee to 
approve items 10, B-1,2,3,5,6,7 and forward the recommendation to the city. 
(Lyon/Morton 11-0-0) 
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Affirmative votes:  AAsshhlleeyy,,  GGaabbsscchh,,  LLyyoonn,,  MMccCCoonnkkeeyy,,  MMccGGeeee,,  MMeerrtteenn,,  MMoorrttoonn,,  PPeettoo,,  TThhiieellee,,    
WWeeiissss,,  WWhhiitttteemmoorree  
  
LJCPA Approved motion: to accept the recommendation of the CDP committee to 
approve item 10, B-4 Klemm residence and forward the recommendation to the city. 
(Lyon/Morton 10-0-0-1) 
Affirmative votes:  AAsshhlleeyy,,  GGaabbsscchh,,  LLyyoonn,,  MMccCCoonnkkeeyy,,  MMccGGeeee,,  MMoorrttoonn,,  PPeettoo,,  TThhiieellee,,  WWeeiissss,,  
WWhhiitttteemmoorree  
RReeccuusseedd::  MMeerrtteenn  

 

 C.)  La Jolla Shores Permit Review Committee (LJPRC) - Chairperson: Tony Espinoza 
  No items this month.  

D.) Traffic and Transportation (T&T) - Chairperson: Joe LaCava for Mark Broido     

1.     Donna Marsh: Petition for permission to impact street traffic flow and parking for a 
private gala opening of a new store at 7712 Fay Avenue, on January 26th.  Applicant’s 
Rep:  Berkman  

MOTION: Approve closing based on representation that merchant signatures reflect 
acceptance and there is no opposition and also based on the soft closing at 11am and 
hard closing at 5pm and all valet parking will be off-street. (Lesser/Heaton: 3-1-0-1) 

2.     Fay Avenue Extension Vacation/Purchase: The Methodist Church and other 
property owners are working with the City to have a street vacation and correction of 
map inconsistencies where the Fay Avenue Extension crosses La Jolla Hermosa and 
meets La Jolla Boulevard. Jim Anthony, Real Estate Assets, City of San Diego; 
several representatives from the Methodist Church. 

MOTION: At this time, the Board strongly opposes giving up this right-of-way and 
opposes vacating the Fay Avenue Extension. (Lesser/Heaton: 5-1) 

3.    Via Capri (Via Capri at Hidden Valley Road): Pop-out design presentation and 
review as part of a revised traffic calming measures proposed by the City for this 
block. Gary Pence, P.E., City of San Diego 
 
MOTION: Approve the curb bulb-outs on the east side of the intersection with a pilot 
program of restriping the intersection per Gary Pence’s plan with the proviso that we 
continue to work with the City to get a more substantial intersection improvement. 
(Beaver/Heaton: 6-0-0) 

The Fay Avenue Extension Vacation/Purchase was pulled for hearing by the LJCPA at the next 
meeting by Ashley/Lightner. 

Via Capri (Via Capri at Hidden Valley Road) was pulled for hearing by the full Board of the 
LJCPA at the next meeting by Gabsch/ Whittemore. 

LJCPA Approved motion: to accept the recommendation of the T & T committee to 
approve item 10, D-1- Donna Marsh and forward the recommendation to the city. 
(Lyon/Thiele 11-0-0) 
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Affirmative votes:  AAsshhlleeyy,,  GGaabbsscchh,,  LLyyoonn,,  MMccCCoonnkkeeyy,,  MMccGGeeee,,  MMeerrtteenn,,  MMoorrttoonn,,  PPeettoo,,  TThhiieellee,,  
WWeeiissss,,  WWhhiitttteemmoorree  

McGee and McConkey left the meeting. 

11.   CHILDREN’S POOL ROPE BARIER   Despite recent Court action, the City of San Diego is 
continuing to process a permit to place a rope barrier at the Children’s Pool while the 
environmental impact process proceeds for returning the pool for the use specified in the 
Trust that gave the land to the City. 
There were no representatives from the City in attendance to make a presentation. 
Public comment was made in opposition to the installation of a rope by: John Steele, Debbie 
Beacham, Melinda Merryweather, Jean Perry, Richard Garagio, John Lee, Granger. 
Public comment in support of the rope made by: Donata Valley, Eileen Shively 
For more detail on the public comment please see the recorded tape of the meeting. 
 

LJCPA approved motion: The La Jolla Community Planning Association recommends the denial 
of the Coastal Development Permit for the Rope Barrier at the Children's Pool.  Findings 1, 2 & 3 
cannot be made. (Merten/Morton 7-2) 
Affirmative votes: Ashley, Gabsch, Lyon, Merten, Morton, Peto, Thiele 
No votes: Weiss, Whittemore 
 
               13.    ROSELAND DRIVE VACATION-   pulled for Full Trustee consideration – 
Vacation of a portion of Roseland Drive – Portion before the CPA tonight will be for only the 
portion NOT in the Torrey Pines Road right of way.   
Applicant Matt Peterson and Max Leguarti made a presentation of the proposal. 
Edward Doheny representing neighbor Veronica Cushman stated his clients opposition to the  
Proposal, due to concerns about the public right of way & the lack of a public benefit as currently 
proposed. 
 
Approved motion: Motion to endorse the full recommendation of the Traffic & Transportation 
committee, both of its parts: approve the Roseland vacation and deny the Torrey Pines 
vacation.  This is conditioned upon the construction of an all-weather transit path and 
maintenance of the existing dirt path until the new path is constructed. (Weiss/Peto 8-0-1) 
Affirmative votes: Ashley, Lyon, Merten, Morton, Peto, Thiele, Weiss, Whittemore 
Abstained: Gabsch 
 

14. Meeting adjourned to the next regular meeting, February 7th, 2008 
 
Submitted by Darcy Ashley 1/29/08 

 



Pre-Scoping Community Outreach Meeting 
NOAA NMFS Southwest Fisheries Science Center (SWFSC) 
La Jolla Lab Replacement Project 
 
 
La Jolla Shores Association (LJSA) 
Wednesday, January 9, 2008 @ 7:00 p.m. 
Building T-29 at Scripps Institution of Oceanography 
Chair:  Jim Heaton 
 
 
 
 
Talking Points: 
 

• Introduce participants 
 

• Brief information item to introduce you to a project that is in the planning 
process and about to enter the design and environmental review phase 

 
• This project is a replacement facility for the Southwest Fisheries Sciences 

Center located at the north end of the Scripps Institution of Oceanography 
campus on La Jolla Shores Drive 

 
• The Center is a unit of the National Marine Fisheries Service and part of 

NOAA – the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
 

• The Center works in close collaboration with SIO but is a separate facility 
 

• The Center conducts scientific research associated with fisheries 
development and management issues throughout the Pacific Ocean 

 
• The existing Center was built in 1966 and consists of four buildings (all of 

which are nominally three stories in height) 
 

• Two of the four buildings are now seriously impacted by natural cliff 
erosion and must be vacated and eventually demolished 

 
• The remaining two buildings are structurally sound and may be left in place 

 
• In order to provide replacement space for all four buildings and maintain 

their close working relationship with SIO, it is planned to construct a new 
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Southwest Fisheries Sciences Center to the east on the eastern side of La 
Jolla Shores Drive 

 
• The new facility would be sited on a 3.3–acre site leased from UCSD  

 
• The new facility would contain approximately 124,000 gross square feet  

and would be completed in early 2012 (following an approximately two-year 
construction period); it would house approximately 300 employees and 
provide substantially more off-street parking.  

 
• The existing facility is approximately 100,000 sq. feet and there are approx. 

280 employees. 
 

• The proposed building would be about 25% larger than the existing complex 
(approx. 100,000 sq. ft.) 

 
• Part of the new project will be a significant increase in the of-street pain for 

the NAA facility.  Presently, there are 11 spaces on the SWFSC site.  
Additionally, approximately 40 Center employees purchase UCSD parking 
permit and park in UCSD lots.  The remainder of the employees (roughly 
230) either park on the street or use an alternative transportation method. 

 
• The new facility will have at least 154 on-site spaces.  Preliminary design 

studies indicate that approximately 200 spaces could be accommodated in 
the building – and that 200 is a design goal.  Efforts to include as many 
spaces as feasible are part of the design process.  

 
• Another integral part of the project that will be evaluated in the 

environmental process is the retention of two of the four existing buildings.  
These buildings (approximately 50,000 square feet total) may be used by 
UCSD/SIO for relocation of existing employees or for new employees.  The 
parking demand that will occur as a result of these subsequent actions will 
also be evaluated.         

 
• At this point in time, the programming phase of the building project has 

been completed and design is being started 
 

• Part of the design process is the environmental review process; because this 
is a joint Federal-State project, there will be both an Environmental Impact 
Statement and a State Environmental Impact Report completed 
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• The first step in that environmental review process is the issuance of a notice 
and the holding of a scoping meeting where comments from agencies and 
members of the public are solicited 

 
• At the scoping meeting, a more detailed description of the proposed project 

will be presented and areas of potential environmental impact will be 
identified 

 
• Participants will have the opportunity to recommend topics that they believe 

should be addressed in the environmental review process 
 

• After the 30-day scoping period, the environmental documents will be 
prepared and ultimately circulated for another 30-day public review 

 
• We expect that the public review period will occur in June of this year and 

that final project approval will occur in Fall 2008 
 

• The approval process includes review of the project by the California 
Coastal Commission 

 
• Formal announcement of and information about the scoping process will be 

distributed later this month, but we are here today to also give you that 
information 

 
• The scoping meeting will be held on Wednesday, January 30 at 6:00 p.m. at 

the Southwest Fisheries Science Center on La Jolla Shores Drive; there will 
be a tour of the facility beginning at 5:00 p.m. for those who are interested 

 
• We will continue to keep this group informed about the project and hope that 

many of you will be able to join in the tour and the scoping meeting 
 

• We’d be pleased to take a few minutes now and answer any questions you 
may have. 

 
 
I. Potential Questions/ Topic of Discussion: 
 

1. Cost of building At this time, the total project cost is estimated at about 
$105 million; the actual construction is estimated at $84 million. 
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2. Funding source(s)? All of the funding for the new facility will be Federal 
funds.  Currently, funds have been approved by Congress for the continued 
design of the facility together with the environmental review.  Actual 
construction funds would be dependent upon Congressional appropriations 
in future years. 

 
3. Number of parking spaces? Preliminary planning for the project calls for 

a minimum of 154 off-street parking spaces for the exclusive use of the 
occupants and visitors of the proposed building.  Preliminary site deisgn 
indicates that approximately 200 spaces may be able to be accommodated 
within the building.  

 
Where is parking located? All except a handful of spaces are proposed 
to be located in several levels of parking under the structure. 

 
Will it be adequate? Review of the adequacy of the proposed parking is 
certainly one of the more important environmental review issues.  The 
proposed parking represents a many-fold increase over parking on the 
existing site (less than 40 spaces). 

 
How will this affect the traffic on La Jolla Shores Drive?   Part of the project 
design and environmental review process will include detailed traffic 
circulation and safety studies.  This work will be coordinated with and 
reviewed by the City of San Diego.   

 
 

4. What is fate of two remaining existing buildings?  And the oceanfront site? 
At present, the two remaining existing buildings (A and D)and the current 
site would be returned to UCSD.  The two buildings that are most 
endangered (B and C) would be demolished by 2017 and the site restored in 
a manner that would not contribute to any additional erosion. 

 
5. What would be required to rehabilitate them (including costs) and who 

might want to use them?     The precise cost of rehabilitation of the buildings 
to remain is still being examined.  However, UCSD and SIO believe that the 
space could be well used.  

 
6. Is this project included in UCSD’s Long Range Development Plan?  The 

project site is designated in the UCSD LRDP as “academic” and the 
proposed use is consistent with that designation.  Although the proposed 
project is not specifically identified in the LRDP (as is the case with all 
buildings), the building ahs been accounted for in the overall “development 
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envelope” for the campus.  The specific impacts of the proposed project will 
be evaluated in the planned environmental review process. 

 
7. How big and bulky will the new building be?  Certainly there will be a 

change in the visual environment as a result of the construction of a new 
building on a vacant site.  However, site design goals call for the height of 
the building being such that views across the site, especially from the upper 
reaches of La Jolla Shores Drive are not impacted. Portions of the proposed 
project will be three stories in height.    

 
8. Why can’t project be located somewhere else (alternative sites considered)?  

Other sites were evaluated both at SIO and at other UCSD campus locations.  
None of the other sites met either the physical or programmatic needs of the 
facility.  The alternative site evaluation will be contained in the 
environmental document.  

 
9. What other reviews and approvals are required?  Following completion of 

the design aspects of the project, it will be reviewed by the UCSD Design 
Review Board.  The EIR and EIS for the project will be completed and 
certified by the Department of Commerce and the UC Regents.  The Regents 
will also review and approve the ground lease for the site and project.  The 
California Coastal Commission will review the project under their Federal 
Consistency process. 

 
As the project moves through the design and review process, we will keep 
this and other groups and any other interested parties informed of the 
progress.     

 
10. How many employees at existing buildings?     The number of employees in 

the existing buildings will not be substantially increased in the new building.  
There are approximately 283 employees in the existing facilities.    

 
11. Any detailed questions re: traffic impacts, building design, etc. need to be 

deferred as subjects more appropriately raised at the scoping meeting and 
addressed in the environmental review process 

 
 
II. Key site considerations: 

• Visual Corridors  
• Traffic Circulation 
• Excavation on sloped terrain 

Biological and Hydrological conditions. 
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SWFSC PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING  
 

Southwest Fisheries Science Center (SWFSC), NOAA Fisheries Service  
Wednesday February 20, 2008 

 
 
Facility Tour and Research Poster Session 
4:30-6:00pm  Sign in - Front Office 
  Debi Pierson/Laura Tezer/Rosemary Troian 
 
  Tour of B Wing 2nd Floor – Ocean Views, Cliff Retreat, Mesonet, Partnerships 
  Various SWFSC employees 
 

Aquarium 
  Russell Vetter, Leader, Aquarium and Larry Robertson curator 
 

Autonomous Underwater Vehicle (AUV) Technology 
  David Demer, Leader, Advanced Survey Technologies Program (FRD) and  
  Associate Researcher, Marine Physical Laboratory, Scripps Institution of  
  Oceanography, UC San Diego 
 
  Conservation Genetics Laboratory 
  Barbara Taylor, Leader, Marine Mammal Genetics program, John Hyde (SWFSC post  
  doctoral researcher), Aimee Lang and Nick Kellar (Scripps Institution of Oceangoraphy  
  graduate students), Curator (Gabriella Serra Valente) 
 
6:00pm  Large Conference Room 
  Light refreshments, poster sessions, community mingle 
  Station 1. San Diego Bay Turtles (Robin LeRoux) 
  Station 2. Marine Mammal Ecosystem Research Cruises (Lisa Balance/Nacho Vilchis) 
  Station 3. Shark and billfish tagging and tracking (Suzy Kohin) 
  Station 4. CalCOFI and Vessels (Roger Hewitt and Tony Koslow)   
 
Large Conference Room 
6:15-6:30pm SWFSC – Welcome and Overview of Research 

Sarah Mesnick - Science Liaison, SWFSC, and Co-founder, Center for Marine 
Biodiversity and Conservation, Scripps Institution of Oceanography, UC San Diego 

  
6:30-6:45pm Overview of Proposed Facility Project 
  M ark Eberling, Project Manager, NOAA’s Project Planning and Management Division 
 
6:45-7:30pm Environmental Impact Report Process 
  Jim Manitakos, Environmental Program, SRI International 
 
7:30- 9:00pm Questions and Comments 
  Community audience, NOAA, SRI, SIO, UCSD, etc…  
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LA JOLLA, CA  WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 2008  6:17 P.M.

 --oOo-- 

  MS. MESNICK:  All right.  Thank you all for 

coming.  It's a pleasure to see so many people here on a 

cold and windy night.  At least it's not raining.  My name 

is Sarah Mesnick.  I am a science liaison here at the 

Southwest Fisheries Science Center, and I'm also a scientist 

in our Protected Resources Division.  It's my pleasure to 

welcome you to the public scoping. 

  What I'd like to do is take just a moment 

initially to let you know who is in the room with you and to 

introduce some of the folks here.  I'll start by the people 

from the Southwest Fisheries Science Center.  I'm going to 

start way in the back of the room.  Meghan Donohue and 

Jessica Lipsky are in the director's office here and have 

worked hard to put this event together with folks from SRI 

and UC San Diego and the Scripps Director's Office.  If all 

of those folks could raise their hands.  These are the ones 

that are working together to ensure the continuation of 

joint partnerships here and working together for science in 

the marine realm. 

  I'd like to introduce some other people from the 

Southwest Fisheries Science Center.  You're in the midst of 

a number of scientists.  Lisa Ballance is the director of 

the Protected Resources Division.  Roger Hewitt, who I saw a 
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moment ago, is the director of the Fisheries Resources 

Division.  I'm just going to look around the room.  Robin is 

in our Marine Turtle Program.  Do we have some other 

scientists here?  I think that's it. 

  The folks that went out on tours with a number of 

our staff, technicians in a number of the different labs.  

From -- let's see -- I want to introduce some of the 

scientists from Scripps.  Tony Koslow is the head of the 

CalCOFI Program.  I'll be talking about that in a moment.  

And it's a great honor to have Dick Rosenblatt here, who is 

a fisheries scientist, retired Scripps faculty, and knows 

more about the local fish than just about anybody on the 

planet.  And it's a pleasure to have you here. 

 (Applause.) 

  MS. MESNICK:  From a personal note, I did my Ph.D. 

on blenies, which are real small fish.  Dick knows more 

about blenies than just about anybody. 

  I'd like to introduce -- oh, and Russ Davis, also 

from Scripps.  What other scientists, just so I make sure I 

catch everybody -- other scientists from Scripps?  Thank 

you.  Thank you all. 

  We also have from the Inter-American Tropical Tuna 

Commission, we have Guillermo Compian.  He's the director of 

the Tuna Commission -- Brian Hullman, Don Margules and -- 

anybody else from the Tuna Commission? 
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  And then, and most importantly, we have a number 

of our neighbors.  I want to thank you for coming.  Give me 

just a raise of hands of who has come from the local 

community. 

  Great.  We hope that by the end of the evening you 

know everything that you'd like to know about our building, 

what we do in it, and our relationship with Scripps.  If 

anybody's lost this button, you can come and get it. 

  Okay.  I wanted to take just a few moments in 

introduction about who the Southwest Fisheries Science 

Center is, why we are located where we're located, and what 

we do.  I'm going to -- I'd like to stand over by my slides. 

Is that okay? 

  THE REPORTER:  That's fine. 

  MS. MESNICK:  Okay.  It's a simple question, but 

the answer is not always so straightforward when you ask 

about a government agency because of the governmental 

hierarchy.  We are -- NOAA is the National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration.  We're actually part of the U.S. 

Federal Government.  We're part of the Department of 

Commerce. 

  The National Marine Fisheries Service and the 

acronym -- lots of acronyms always -- is NMFS -- is just one 

of the line offices of NOAA.  Some of the other line offices 

you may be more aware of, like the National Weather 
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Service.  They're also part of NOAA.  They're the ones that 

brought the rain today. 

 (Laughter.) 

  MS. MESNICK:  Our mission, that mission of NMFS, 

is to promote sustainable fishery and the recovery of 

protected species.  And so we have sort of a dual function.  

We work on commercial and recreational fisheries, and we 

also work on species such as marine mammals and marine 

turtles and sea birds. 

  NMFS operates six fishery science centers around 

the country.  We are one of those science centers.  We are a 

research lab, and we are full of scientists.  All of these 

science centers are located -- collocated on university 

campuses.  So the Southwest Fisheries Science Center is here 

at Scripps Institution of Oceanography.  The Northwest is on 

the University of Washington campus.  The Northeast is at 

Woods Hole.  Somebody way back when actually had a really 

good idea to collocate fisheries scientists with the 

academic science. 

  At this lab in particular, we are responsible for 

generating scientific information for the conservation and 

management of resources along the U.S. West Coast, but also 

we work all over the entire Pacific, and we work in 

Antarctica as well.  So among these six science centers, 

we're rather unique.  We do more international work than 
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just about any of the other science centers. 

  So what is our relationship with Scripps?  And as 

I mentioned, all these science centers, as a rule, are 

collocated on university campuses.  The answer of why 

they're collocated is very simple, and it's a benefit to all 

of us.  That's how you get the best scientists.  You put the 

best scientists together.  You put a coffee shop in the 

middle.  And you get interaction, and you get for the public 

the best possible answers to tough questions. 

  We, the Southwest Fisheries Science Center, and 

Scripps Institution of Oceanography are partners in 

research, in teaching, and we also share facilities, and we 

share ships.  So it's a real -- also it's a benefit to the 

public because we're efficiently using resources. 

  Lastly, but perhaps not least importantly at all, 

is that we are very much involved in training the next 

generation of scientists.  I did a quick count just 

yesterday of how many Scripps students are working either 

full-time or part-time in our labs, and it's 24.  That is a 

quarter of the graduate students that are in the Departments 

of Biological Oceanography and Marine Biology.  So a lot of 

the students at Scripps have a relationship up here and 

receive training from scientists here. 

  The relationship goes both ways.  A number of our 

scientists here are adjunct professors at Scripps, who teach 
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at Scripps.  Vice versa, a lot of those grad students grow 

up and get jobs here.  So it's a really good way for both of 

the institutions to share knowledge and to grow together, to 

provide for the public the best possible science. 

  I'd like to speak for a moment now about what we 

do.  It's really difficult.  They gave me just two slides.  

I could talk on and on about the science here.  I'm going to 

give you just a few examples, and I'm going to summarize it 

by saying we do biological, economic and oceanographic 

research.  And unlike an academic institution that does 

basic research, most everything we do here is mandated 

through congressional legislation.  So the Magnuson-Stevens 

Fisheries Conservation and Management Act, the Endangered 

Species Act, the Marine Mammal Protection Act -- we produce 

the best possible science so that those laws can be enacted 

with the best possible information. 

  I'm going to give you just a few examples of some 

of the work we do.  I picked these to show the breadth of 

what we do.  The longest research project we have here, as I 

mentioned when I introduced Tony Koslow, is this program 

called CalCOFI, which, again, is an acronym for California 

Cooperative Oceanic Fisheries Investigations.  It's a 57-

year collaboration between Scripps, the NOAA Fisheries 

Service and Cal Fish and Game.  Many of you probably know 

how it started.  It started with the collapse of the sardine 
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fishery that was chronicled in Cannery Row.  People wanted 

to know why this fishery had collapsed.  They realized that 

to understand why, they needed to have a long-term, large-

scale study.  That started CalCOFI.  It continues to this 

day.  It is the, or one of the, very largest, longest 

ecosystem approaches to management.  Today, the sardine 

fishery is a well-managed fishery, and it has come back from 

collapse, and it's because of this understanding that we now 

have based on the interaction between climate change and 

fisheries.  And so they manage the fisheries based on this 

information. 

  We do in our advanced surveys technology -- that's 

an umbrella term actually for a lot of R&D work.  We use 

optical and acoustic technology to devise new ways of 

surveying fish in their habitat.  Traditional methods would 

take a ship and a trawl and crawl along just like a 

commercial fishery would do and pull up the species to look 

at.  What we're trying to do is find new non-lethal ways of 

surveying those resources.  This is particularly important 

when those resources, such as rockfish, are depleted 

themselves, or abalone, which many of you may know is a -- 

it looks kind of like a rock itself.  It's very hard to 

see.  There's no way to survey it.  So we take down video 

equipment or use acoustic equipment to survey fish species.  

We can do this in new ways. 
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  These technologies are not only developed here, 

but they're implemented here, and they're applied to 

fisheries management. 

  Marine mammals.  We work on a distribution and 

abundance of marine mammals all along the Pacific Coast and 

in the Eastern Tropical Pacific and at spots around the 

world.  We have again one of the largest, longest ecosystem 

approaches to management in the Eastern Tropical Pacific.  

We do have -- I should point out, we do have posters on 

these things.  That program is described right here.  For 

instance, our humpback program is described on the poster 

there.  At the end, please have a look around again at 

these. 

  Marine turtles.  Some of you may not know that 

there's a population of marine turtles in San Diego Bay.  

Our turtle team there in the back works not only in San 

Diego Bay, but these turtles are -- to do conservation and 

management effectively of turtles, you must work on the 

nesting beaches, in the open ocean where they encounter 

fisheries, and in the foraging areas.  Our turtle people 

work trans-Pacific.  Many of you may know of a turtle that 

was tagged by this team in Indonesia, and was -- tagged on a 

nesting beach in Indonesia, and came out of the water and 

found -- the satellite tag let us know that it was in 

Oregon.  It didn't come out of the water.  But it went all 
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the way from Indonesia to Oregon.  So our group, to do 

management and conservation of sea turtles, has to work 

across that whole expanse. 

  Here I wanted to point out that we have an 

Antarctic program.  We have the U.S.'s only ecosystem based 

program for management of Antarctic resources that include 

fish -- you may know them -- they're imported here as 

Chilean sea bass as one of the species -- krill and krill 

predators, such as penguins and fur seals. 

  I personally work on sperm whales.  Anyone that 

wants to know anything about any of these research projects 

is welcome to look around or chat with us later on. 

  I wanted to turn now to talk about the facilities. 

 In this building, we have 285 people.  We also -- the 

Southwest Fisheries Science Center has two other facilities, 

one in Santa Cruz collocated on the University of Santa Cruz 

campus, and one up in Pacific Grove, which is collocated 

with Naval Postgraduate Institute. 

  In this building, we have, as many of you saw, 

saltwater aquaria.  These are unique in that we're able to 

alter the temperature of the water to do experiments with.  

So we're not just like Sea World or something.  We actually 

are able to experimentally manipulate the input of the 

water.  It's also why it'd be very hard for this building to 

be far away from the ocean with the salt water. 
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  We have this lab for the advance technologies 

optical and acoustic R&D.  We have a number of vessels, the 

largest of which is the David Starr Jordan, shown down 

there, and it is -- its homeport is San Diego at the marine 

facilities, which, as I mentioned before, is a shared 

facility with Scripps. 

  We have the world's largest or one of the largest 

collections of ichtyoplankton, which are larval fish, marine 

mammal and marine turtle genetic specimens.  So actually in 

this building we're a research lab, we're a museum, we're 

aquarium, and we house scientists. 

  When I say "we" I do this actually very generally. 

 As I mentioned, our partnership with Scripps is research 

and teaching.  We also have the California Department of 

Fish and Game.  A couple people in this building work for 

Cal Fish and Game.  But the biggest partner we have in the 

building is the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, of 

which Guillermo is director.  There's 45 people from that 

commission in this building. 

  We also have partnerships with commercial and 

recreational fisheries.  Us being collocated here enables 

easy access for our partners. 

  So I hope that gave you a quick overview.  Any of 

the partners that wanted to say something, we'll have some 

time at the end for questions, and could fill you in a 
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little bit more about any of the things I mentioned. 

  MR. ROBERT BARTO:  When you say located in this 

building, you mean Building A or the whole facility? 

  MS. MESNICK:  We are very mixed up.  So most of 

the Tuna Commission actually is in Building A, but people 

have offices all around.  It's very nice.  If there's an 

open office, people take that. 

  I'd like to turn this over now to Mark Eberling, 

who is from NOAA's Office of Facilities and Management up in 

Washington.  He'll do anything to come down to the nice 

weather. 

  MR. EBERLING:  You can't blame the rain on me 

today.  Actually, I kind of had an interesting experience 

coming down today with your weather.  Usually I'm used to 

flying into Alaska.  And, yes, we'll have to take a couple 

of runs at the airport.  But I didn't expect that in San 

Diego.  Maybe count that to Alaska Airlines. 

  My name is Mark Eberling, and I'm NOAA's project 

manager based in Seattle.  We're out of the Project Planning 

and Management Division, which is our Western Regional 

Office.  So we basically kind of administer planning 

activities, design activities and construction activities up 

and down the coast from Alaska down the coast to California 

and Hawaii as well. 

  Basically, the existing Southwest Fisheries 
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Science Center facility existing site was deeded to NOAA in 

19- -- in the early '90s -- or excuse me -- early 1960s.  

The facility we're currently in was constructed in 1964. 

  I'm just going to kind of give you a little 

history of the existing site.  We're actually in Building A, 

but the site is actually comprised of four facilities, A, B, 

C and D.  Existing Buildings B and C are currently 

threatened by the continued erosion of the coastal bluff 

that I'm sure many of you are aware of.  Even though 

historically the rate of retreat is basically one-half foot 

per year over a hundred-year projection, that may not seem 

to be a large number.  But currently our Buildings B and C 

are uncomfortably close for our NOAA leadership, which 

basically has provided us with essentially a mandate to 

begin evacuation of Buildings B and C. 

  Actually, in attendance today we actually have our 

geological consultant in the crowd.  Certainly he feels 

comfortable occupying the site.  So even though we feel 

comfortable with where we are, we are expecting to move out 

of Buildings B and C in the summer of this year.  We 

actually have a temporary facility that the staff in those 

buildings will be moving to.  Actually we have some 

restacking efforts that'll also take place, moving folks 

that remain in Building C into Buildings A and D.  So we 

have a lot of activities going on this summer and into the 
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fall. 

  Our proposed project would basically build a new 

facility of approximately 125,000 square feet, 124,000 

square feet.  That's approximately 25 percent larger than 

the existing facility.  It would still house approximately 

285, 283 people that the current facility occupies.  This 

facility, as you might have noticed, certainly wasn't built 

for staffing of 185, and certainly isn't as modern as we'd 

like it in our laboratories.  With the advancement of 

science in the last 40-plus years, certainly we have a lot 

more equipment being placed in our laboratory.  So certainly 

we need the added space to effectively complete the mission 

of the agency. 

  I'm just giving you a real brief history of the 

series of bluff failures that have occurred over, for 

instance, the last ten years.  Basically, two major -- 

quote -- major -- minor -- major -- failures have occurred, 

which basically allowed NOAA to begin a series of mitigation 

measures.  These measures included things such as water 

restrictions on-site, capping of a bluff-top area in the 

patio that you may have seen out there, cracked ceiling to 

prevent water migration into the subsurface, installation of 

inclinometers, which are actually a real-time device to 

sense any movement in the bluff, as well as placing tilt 

meters on a couple of buildings to sense any movement as 
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well.  These are all essentially implemented and put into 

existence to provide NOAA leadership as well as the staff a 

sense of security. 

  Actually another method that we actually installed 

recently was installation of a dewatering well on site.  

This system is a vertical caisson with radial hydro-augers. 

 We're typically not concerned with the slow natural erosion 

process.  But we're certainly concerned with the upland 

water leak.  As many of you know, the bluff failures are 

typically episodic.  So you really have really no idea how 

large they could be.  They could be very small; they could 

be somewhat larger. 

  So with that, NOAA has begun the process to plan 

and do the environmental scoping activities for a proposed 

new facilities.  What is imagined -- or what is working -- 

we are working to is basically working with the university 

and SIO to lease land across the street, at which time the 

existing facility, which was initially deeded form the 

university, would return to the university.  The two at-risk 

buildings, B and C, would actually be demolished at that 

time, sometime in the future, and tentatively at this point 

it would be before 2017.  So that's still considerably out 

in the future. 

  I'm sure everybody's interested in what the 

potential design schedule and construction schedule may be 
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for the proposed new facility.  A project design team has 

actually been selected.  Gibbons, Drake & Scott was selected 

with executive architects Gould Evans, and San Diego-based 

architect Delawie, Wilkes, Rodrigues & Barker.  Many of you 

might be familiar with their work on campus and in the area. 

  Design schedule -- schematic design documents are 

anticipated to be approved in July 2008, with the hope that 

construction documents, design documents would be completed 

in July of 2009.  Currently NOAA has funding in hand to do 

work up through design development, which is typically 65 

percent complete on the design documents.  That would 

essentially take us through early December of 2008. 

  We're hopeful of receiving federal funding.  And 

this project is 100 percent federal funded.  We're hopeful 

of receiving the balance of our design funding in 2009, with 

the possibility of having some construction site work 

funding to begin early site work as early as the summer or 

fall of 2009.  And all of this is predicated on actually 

receiving federally -- federal funds that we request. 

  So we all know typically how Congress works.  

Until the money actually shows up in our hands, there is 

some uncertainty there.  But certainly this is a priority to 

NOAA.  We look forward to moving throughout the process and 

constructing a new facility. 

  As I mentioned, construction could begin as early 
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as late summer of 2009 for the initial site work.  Our 

preferred site is a fairly steep site, which would require a 

fairly large amount of earth to be removed from site.  As we 

get into the environmental process, we'll talk a little bit 

more about individual studies that are ongoing to help 

address some of the initial concerns that we within NOAA 

have, as well as the university, as well as the public. 

  Construction is anticipated to take approximately 

two years.  We're actually bringing on a construction 

manager, and there is a possibility that that could be done 

a little quicker, depending on how funding arrives and how 

our construction manager schedules his work and activities. 

  We anticipate selecting a construction manager 

early spring of this year.  He's going to be able to help us 

with things like construction staging, as well as working 

with the university to potentially temporarily a lease area 

that we can stage off-site and potentially look at bussing 

in the employees from that location so we don't have to deal 

with localized parking issues. 

  One thing I didn't mention, existing facility, as 

many of you arrived, is pretty short on parking.  You know, 

44 years ago, parking may not have been a major concern, but 

certainly it is now.  This existing site has approximately 

30 parking spaces -- very small number.  Our proposed 

facility would have underground parking, and the underground 
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parking would be approximately 202 spaces.  So we believe 

that will alleviate certainly some of the NOAA staff parking 

in the adjacent community, as well as on La Jolla Shores 

Drive. 

  I think that was pretty much it.  With that, I'll 

turn it over to Jim Manitakos, who is our environmental 

consultant.  He can actually go through the environmental 

process. 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  Thanks, Mark. 

  I'm Jim Manitakos from SRI International.  We're 

contracted to NOAA.  We're preparing the environmental 

impact statement/environmental impact report.  Anne Elston 

here works also for SRI. 

  First, I want to talk about why is this project 

necessary.  I think Mark talked a lot about this, but this 

picture shows you pretty clearly -- we're right here in 

Building A, and here's B, C and D.  B and C are on the edge 

of this hard 80-foot bluff.  It's a real hazard to be that 

close to an eroding bluff.  But that's not the only reason.  

The buildings here were built in 1962 to 1964.  I think they 

opened in '64, which makes 'em just a little bit younger 

than me, and I'm falling apart, so they probably are too. 

  There's very tight space that you can see here.  

This is about a two and a half acre piece of land we're on 

here bound by the cliff and private property to the north 
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and La Jolla Shores Drive to the east.  It's a very tight 

space.  So rebuilding on this property is not very 

practical. 

  Okay.  So when NOAA looked at rebuilding this 

facility, there are a bunch of constraints that are very 

important.  We talked about you need to be near the ocean 

because it's a constant seawater flow.  You have to exchange 

the seawater to keep the tanks fresh so that the research 

can continue and the fish and the shellfish that are being 

raised can survive and thrive. 

  This really isn't a project to expand.  The staff 

are projecting we'll go from about 283 now to about 300 in 

the next 20 years.  So very modest increase.  It's not 

really to enlarge it, but to provide modern, safe facilities 

for the research that's ongoing. 

  We talked about the parking problem.  There is 

certainly a deficiency of parking that needs to be 

rectified. 

  There is a need to increase square footage to 

provide the researchers with the facilities and the space 

they need to do the most modern current research. 

  Maybe the most important thing is the ongoing 

collaboration with Scripps Institute of Oceanography.  

That's been going on for decades.  We want to keep that 

going.  We want to keep it close here so that the synergy 
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and the science is promoted well into the future. 

  Just to show you where we are now -- well, I guess 

we don't have a pointer.  I'll use this.  Here's just the 

Pacific Ocean.  Up here you see La Jolla Shores Drive coming 

here.  We're located -- I'm sorry -- this is La Jolla Shores 

Drive, and this is Torrey Pines.  Here we are right here.  

This building shows up pretty well on this USGS map.  Across 

the street right here is where the location of the new 

proposed facility is.  Basically across the street's an 

undeveloped hillside within this horseshoe-shaped part of 

La Jolla Shores Drive. 

  We can show that in a little bit more detail.  

Here's a campus map for some of you who are familiar with 

the campus.  We're right up here.  These are the Scripps 

buildings.  Scripps is over here.  This site right here is 

where the undeveloped piece of property that is slightly 

larger.  This is about two and a half acres here -- about 

three and a half acres there.  That extra room will allow 

the facilities to be built that need to be built. 

  NOAA looked at a lot of different alternatives 

before coming to the preferred alternative.  There was a 

number of studies done over several years to figure out 

what's the best way to go.  We know we need to provide a 

modern, safe physical plant for the Fisheries Science 

Center.  So we looked at different ways.  One of them, 
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obviously, was could we stabilize the bluff and keep these 

buildings here?  Well, it's possible.  We had geological -- 

geologists and geological engineers look at it.  There are 

different schemes that were looked at for doing that.  But 

it's difficult to do.  It is expensive, and it would require 

not only putting very large walls up to secure the bluff, 

but also putting some kind of rebuttment at the bottom on 

the beach to dissipate the wave action that's undercutting 

the bluff.  None of that is a really very good idea.  I 

suppose if you throw enough money at it, you could make it 

work.  But it's probably not the best use of money.  It's 

not the best thing for the beach or for the visual impact.  

So NOAA didn't think that was such a good idea, and I think 

most people would agree with that. 

  Second alternative was just rebuild right here.  

There's a couple problems with that.  It's only two and a 

half acres.  It's a very tight space.  To rebuild on-site, 

you'd have to tear down what's here and move all the people 

out to another location during the construction period, and 

then move them back.  The site is -- if you were to move 

back from the bluff, to be safe for the long-term future, 

you designed these facilities for 40 years, so you'd want to 

account for 40 years of bluff.  You'd have to be move 40 to 

60 feet away from the bluff, not build anything close.  By 

the time you take that space out, the land that's left is 
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really just not adequate for what needs to be done. 

  Another alternative was, well, maybe we could take 

what's safe, the land that's already here that's safe, and 

some adjacent property.  There's an adjacent about half acre 

that the university has that's designated park land right 

here next to La Jolla Shores Drive.  Well, that would still 

be pretty tight, still not enough land really to do it, and 

also, yeah, that land's designated as park land.  There's a 

path planned through it, and it's not really appropriate to 

be building on that. 

  Looking at leased office space, you could go 

somewhere in the area and try to lease office space.  It's 

not really so readily available, and even if it's readily 

available, it's not on the ocean where we can get seawater.  

And it really wouldn't have the kind of specialized 

facilities that we need to do -- it's -- as you saw, if you 

took the tour, there's a lot of scientific facilities that 

occur here.  It's not just offices.  People work at 

computers, but the ocean aquaria, the seawater aquaria, the 

laboratories, all of that is very specialized.  So it'd be 

very expensive to lease office space and modify it for that 

use, even if you could find a way to get seawater to 

available space. 

  Alternative five is just move the whole Fisheries 

Science Center to another NOAA facility.  There are ones, as 
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we talked about, in Pacific Grove and Santa Cruz and Long 

Beach.  A couple of problems with that.  One, those 

facilities really don't have the space for that to build 

this.  It would be difficult to build at any of those 

locations.  They don't have large amounts of land available 

to build on that could support this.  It would move the 

Fisheries Science Center here away from Scripps Institute of 

Oceanography and disrupt the ongoing collaboration and 

synergy there.  It also would move it further away from any 

of the research areas that occur here in Southern California 

if we were to move it up to Central California.  So it 

really is not feasible, though it was looked at. 

  Of course, the last alternative is just to take no 

action and let things go downhill -- well, literally, I 

guess.  That's required by law, so we are looking at that, 

but it's really not a good option.  It's not going to help. 

  Okay.  So the environmental review process, this 

is required by law.  There's the National Environmental 

Policy Act and the California Environmental Quality Act.  

They require that before a major federal or state action 

occurs, the government must look at the environmental 

consequences of it.  That information must be available to 

the decision-makers so they understand the long-term conse-

quences when they decide what to do.  Both of these law 

apply.  NOAA, as a federal agency, is certainly subject to 
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NEPA, and the University of California San Diego, Scripps 

Institute of Oceanography, as a state agency is subject to 

CEQA.  While they're a little bit different, they both have 

pretty much the same intent.  We're going to do one document 

that satisfies both laws. 

  And our point is public input.  We're all here.  

We want to hear what the public has to say, what you think 

about the alternatives and the preferred alternative, what 

you'd like us to study as we go forward.  We certainly want 

to give the public maximum opportunity to do that.  We're 

here to listen.  I'm going to be finishing real soon, so you 

can talk and not have to listen to me drone on. 

  I'm just going to go through -- we're at the very 

first step of this process.  The very first part is public 

scoping, that is, we announce to the public that we're going 

to do a study.  We want to hear feedback from the public as 

to what alternatives we should look at, what they think of 

the preferred alternative.  What issues are you concerned 

about that need to be studied and addressed and mitigated?  

What kind of information you'd like to see in the document?  

So we want to hear about all that.  It's required by law 

that we put out a notice.  The notices have gone out in the 

newspapers, the Federal Register, and the State Clearing 

House.  We'll be accepting the input -- the scoping input 

through March 20th.  I'll talk to you a little bit about how 
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to do that. 

  After that, we'll go and we'll prepare a draft 

environmental impact statement, environmental impact 

report.  That'll look at all these different alternatives 

and look at the environmental consequences of it, what kind 

of impacts will happen, and what kind of ways we have to 

mitigate those impacts and minimize the consequences of 

these different alternatives.  There will be a public 

meeting, as required by law, on the draft EIS/EIR.  The 

schedule of the draft EIS/EIR will be out in early summer, 

and we'll have a mandatory 45-day comment period on that.  

We will have at least one public meeting in which you can 

come and tell us what you think of our document, how well 

it's written, whether you agree or disagree with it.  We 

want to hear. 

  We'll take all that input and we'll respond to it. 

 You'll get a response.  If you give us a question, if you 

give us your opinion, we will answer that in writing in the 

final EIS/EIR -- must respond to every relevant question.  

So nothing will get ignored. 

  And then we'll go through -- there's a cooling-off 

period required by NEPA then.  And then there'll be a 

decision.  This is under NEPA, and that's not CEQA, but 

there'll be a decision made, and it'll be in writing, and 

it'll say the government decided to proceed in this way, and 
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this is why we decided to proceed that way.  That'll be 

clear to everyone who wishes to read that. 

  We're going to look at a number of issues.  I 

won't go over these.  You can read them yourself.  But these 

are all issues that are of concern that we'll be looking 

at.  I won't go -- obviously important, parking, and -- both 

during construction and during operation of the facility, 

traffic circulation, how it's going to affect that.  We're 

going to study that.  We have a traffic consultant that's 

working on a study right now with that.  Visual aesthetics, 

how the building's going to affect both how it's going to 

look to the outside world and how it's going to affect any 

views from views-sheds along La Jolla Shores Drive or other 

parts of the area.  These other issue areas we'll be 

studying and we'll be addressing them in the document. 

  Okay.  One of the things we really want to do is 

get the public input, so I want to turn it over.  But to do 

so, I want to do a couple things.  We have these speaker 

forms that were at the back.  We're having a stenographer 

make a transcript of this meeting, which is required.  So we 

do like to ask that instead of having a free-for-all, so 

that we can get everyone down accurately, that you fill out 

one of these.  We'll call you by name and you come up.  This 

isn't a microphone here -- well, it's a microphone.  It's 

not amplifying the sound.  What it is doing is it's making 
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sure that he gets a clear recording of what's going on.  So 

we'd ask you to come up.  We'll turn this around for you.  

Come up and speak into this.  We'll try to answer what we 

can, but everything you say we'll get on the record, and 

we'll make sure we address it as we move forward in the 

process. 

  Also, if you don't want to come up and speak, 

that's fine.  We have some mailers here that you can put in 

-- you can write down your comments.  You can add sheets to 

it.  And it's preaddressed, so you can mail it back to us, 

and we'll get that in.  And so that's good.  That'll all go 

to Anne here, who's a point of contact, and she's collecting 

all that and making sure it all gets into the record. 

  MS. ANNE ELSTON:  It's in your folder that you 

guys all have, in the blue folder. 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  Yeah, you should have one of 

these.  You can mail it.  We just need it back.  We would 

like to get it back by March 20th, approximately one month 

from now when the scoping period closes, so we can address 

those issues in the document as we're writing it. 

  So I don't know if you've received -- has anyone 

received any of these?  If you want to fill them out -- 

  MS. ANNE ELSTON:  They're in the back. 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  So if anyone wants to, if you 

could fill one out.  We'll take a couple of minutes and hand 
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it up, and we'll call you up and allow you all to have a 

chance to speak. 

 (Pause.) 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  While you're doing that, one last 

point is that, also, if you signed up in the sign-up, as she 

had put it, if you put your name in, and here's Anne's 

address and her e-mail.  We'll get you on the list and make 

sure you get the draft environmental impact statement and 

environmental impact report.  We'll make sure you get on the 

list of that.  We'll have that available both in hard copy 

and electronically for people so that you can -- so you -- 

so you can make sure you get that, and you'll get on the 

list if you send our name to you -- if you send your name to 

us.  We'll get it right.  So did we get -- okay -- we have 

Tim Lucas.  Just stand up and speak to the microphone. 

  MR. LUCAS:  Okay.  First of all, thank you for 

your presentation and for the earlier tour.  That was very 

informative.  I don't know where to begin.  Basically, the 

bottom line to me on this project -- and you're going to 

find this from the local people that have to drive and park 

here -- the view corridors are going to be very essential to 

preserve.  Driving down, it looked like this point you've 

chosen really -- I mean, it is bermed up pretty high, and 

probably won't be blocking much, so that's a good thing.  

But definitely need to look at that. 
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  Landscaping -- how you landscape it -- because 

you're going to be getting rid of the more natural look, and 

it'll probably be a lot more -- have to be a lot more 

tailored.  So that could be a feature and work in your 

favor. 

  The real gorilla in the room is the parking issue. 

 Every space you go to having a complete complement for your 

staff is one step closer you'll get to approval from the 

community.  Right now, I think you're short anywhere from 80 

to 100 parking spaces -- 202 minus 300.  So that -- the 

wildcard here is we don't know what Scripps -- or what -- 

pardon me -- what UCSD has planned for these buildings when 

you turn them over.  If the two buildings remaining, which 

could house 150 people, you could have a situation in the 

future as bad as we've got now.  If we can get some 

assurance from UCSD that they would not bring in uses that 

would require people to be parking, like if it's just 

students that are taking busses down, that's great, you 

know, holding conferences from Scripps Institute up there, 

something like that would be nice.  But otherwise, it would 

really be nice to get the buildings gone so that we can't -- 

so that that just won't happen in the future. 

  Question:  Are you going to be doing -- if I 

understand this, you're going to be doing a complete 

environmental impact study?  Because currently UCSD is 
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pursuing the Venter Institute Project, and they basically 

did a -- I can't remember the exact term -- a negative 

mitigated declaration.  You would not be doing that?  You 

would be doing a full study? 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  Yes, we're doing a full 

environmental impact report, which is the next step up from 

a negative declaration. 

  MR. LUCAS:  Right.  That's excellent.  I think 

that would -- I look forward to that. 

  Do I have any other notes?  So I guess presently 

you only have plans to demolish the two buildings. 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  Tentatively the plan is, yeah, B 

and C would go, and A and D would be retained. 

  MR. LUCAS:  Okay.  I guess that's all my notes 

that I've got.  Appreciate it. 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  Just before you leave, one 

question.  In terms of the view corridor -- I know La Jolla 

Shores Drive is key -- is there any specific locations you'd 

like our -- a part of the road, or anything -- any special 

view point you're interested in? -- because we can address 

that specifically. 

  MR. LUCAS:  I'd love for you guys to exert some 

influence on UCSD and maybe cut down some of the view 

corridors that they've blocked with landscape and everything 

over the years.  That might be a nice little tradeoff.  
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Also, as you're winding down the hill, La Jolla Shores 

Drive, it's really the view corridor from the bend up above 

it that is where you have the view of La Jolla, because once 

you drop down, you're behind basically the berm of where 

you're going to locate. 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  Sure. 

  MR. LUCAS:  So that's probably fairly safe.  It's 

not a bad location.  I would be in favor of it, and I do -- 

I guess it meets all your needs for pumping water and 

everything else. 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  Yes, it does. 

  MR. LUCAS:  All right.  Thank you. 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  Okay.  John Berol. 

  MR. BEROL:  Hi.  It's very nice to be here.  Thank 

you for all your work. 

  Is your EIR going to include UCSD's uses of 

Buildings A and D? 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  Yes.  It will address that.  We're 

addressing that in -- and then the most -- I guess the most 

-- obviously that concerns the traffic and parking as to 

what's going to happen, and we are addressing those in the 

study that's being done by a traffic consultant, is looking 

at the net change that's going to happen when Scripps takes 

over from NOAA and how that's going to -- you know, what the 

difference is, so how that's going to affect traffic 
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generation and parking demand. 

  MR. BEROL:  So presumably, although we haven't -- 

I don't know what the uses are going to be, you will need to 

know what the uses are going to be of Buildings A and D 

before you can do the EIR? 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  That's correct.  Yeah.  We've been 

talking with Scripps.  Is Cammie here?  I saw her.  I guess 

I -- and, yeah, we're talking to Scripps to get an idea, and 

we've been in discussion with them.  We're going to get that 

input to look into it for our studies.  So we're still 

working on exactly what they're going to do.  What we've 

heard so far is it would be a -- you know, it'd be a much -- 

much less dense use.  I mean, the number of employees is 

going to substantially drop.  Exactly how much and exactly 

who's going to be here is still being worked out.  But we're 

going to be finalizing that and getting that input from them 

in the next few weeks. 

  MR. BEROL:  My concern for parking is for the 

existing parcel, which will be under UCSD use.  Any parking 

that is put on that will have to be paid parking under 

California law, because the California law requires that 

UCSD charge for its parking.  At least with respect to 

students that I've observed to a certain extent living 

nearby, that paid parking doesn't get used.  The students 

prefer the free parking, and will go and spill over.  So 
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looking at this as a project as a whole, to the extent that 

you're increasing the UCSD usage of these two parcels, no 

matter what UCSD does on its part, it's going to exasperate 

the parking problem, because people will choose to park off 

campus rather than on campus, no matter how many parking 

spaces are built on the existing where we are right now.  So 

depending upon what you're going -- as a whole going to do 

on the existing parcel for UCSD use, it might be worthwhile, 

from my perspective as a member of the community affected by 

the spillover parking and noticing how other people are 

affected by it as well, to increase free parking in the new 

building on the east side, not only to cover all the 

employees from NOAA, but also to cover some of the usage 

that would be on the old parcels where we are now, because 

only NOAA can legally build a parking space that's not 

charged for.  UCSD cannot do it by state law. 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  Okay.  We'll address that, the 

difference. 

  MR. BEROL:  Thank you. 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  Okay.  Anyone else?  Oh, here we 

are.  Rich Julian. 

  MR. JULIAN:  Yes.  I'm a 36-year resident of San 

Diego.  I wholeheartedly support your project and look 

forward to you going on with it.  Yeah, there's some minor 

things that need to be addressed, but those are small 
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technicalities, by a long-shot.  Over the years that I've 

lived here since 1972, I've enjoyed the relationship between 

SIO and Southwest Fisheries -- a fantastic pool of knowledge 

here.  With the ocean and environment, it's great. 

  Also, I must admit that I do have two long-time 

friends who are former Southwest Fisheries employees, now 

retired, both Al Mirick and Lloyd Farrer -- so -- and not 

because they're my friends, but because of what Southwest 

Fisheries means to San Diego and also SIO.  How could you go 

wrong, both with worldwide recognized institutions?  So go 

for it.  Let's get it on. 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  Thank you.  I appreciate that. 

  Okay.  And Maria Rothschild.  Oh, Marian. 

  MS. ROTHSCHILD:  Marian.  Yes. 

  We happen to have been in the same group, so he's 

heard what I was talking about.  I basically just wanted to 

support what Mr. Berol had to say.  As living also here 

since 1972, and being the parking lot on my street for the 

students and the staff and the people directly who park in 

front of me and tell me they will not pay the money when 

they can park on the street.  So I hope you will definitely 

be able to do something about that. 

  Okay.  Thank you. 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  Okay.  Thank you. 

  Okay.  Sorry.  Is it Robert Barto? 
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  MR. BARTO:  Robert Barto, your neighbor for quite 

a few years.  I want to emphasize the issue of the parking, 

because with the amount of dirt you can take out of that 

space, you can double or triple the amount of parking that 

you're planning.  If you want to increase the view corridor, 

you can remove some of the berm that's already up there, 

which I wouldn't mind.  That would increase the view 

corridor. 

  As far as use of these buildings, I think it was 

mentioned that possibly 17 years or 2017 -- I'm not sure 

which was said -- that you're comfortable with this present 

erosion.  I first toured this building in 1970, and I can't 

tell any difference in erosion then and now.  The water 

that's irrigation, some of the local properties that have 

caused landslides doesn't occur here normally.  With proper 

irrigation and runoff controls, you should be much better 

than it has been in the past. 

  If someone tried to build this close to the coast 

nowadays, they couldn't.  In '64, it wasn't a problem.  So I 

think these buildings should be used as long as possible.  

They should not be demolished until it's definitely sliding 

off the cliff. 

  Thank you.  Robert Barto. 

  MR. MANITAKOS:  Thank you. 

  Anyone else? 
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SRI International
333 Ravenswood Avenue, G229
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(EIR) FOR THE NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC (NOM) SOUTHWEST
FISHERIES SCIENCE CENTE~ (~WFSC) RELOCATION PROJECT, LA JOLLA,
SAN DIEGO COUNTY (SCH#2008021 053)

Dear Ms. Elston:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your submitted
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the above-mentioned project. The following project
description is stated in your document: "The proposed action is the relocation of the
NOM National Marine Fisheries Service's (NMFS) SWFSC at the University of
California San Diego (UCSD) campus. The existing facility, built in 1964, is adjacent to
a coastal bluff that is undergoing severe erosion and retreat. The proposed action is to
construct a new SWFSC facility at a preferred site located across La Jolla Shores Drive
from the existing NOM facilities. A minimum of two existing at-risk SWFSC structures
would be removed and the property currently occupied by NOM returned to UCSD
control for other appropriate uses. Relocation of the SWFSC will allow NMFS to
continue its research collaboration with SIO and other researchers on Pacific fisheries
and marine mammals." DTSC has the following comments; please address if

Iapplicable. I

1 The EIR should identify the current or historic uses at the project site that may
have resulted in a release of hazardous wastes/substances, and any known or
potentially contaminated sites within the proposed Project area. For all identified
sites, the EIR should evaluate whether conditions at the site may pose a threat to
human health or the environment. Following are the databases of some of the
pertinent regulatory agencies:

* Printed on Recycled Paper
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National Priorities List (NPL): A list maintained by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA).

Envirostor: A Database primarily used by the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control, accessible through DTSC's website (see below). II

Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS): A dlatabase
of RCRA facilities that is maintained by U.S. EPA. II

Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability
Information System (CERCLIS): A database of CERCLA sites that is maintained
by U.S.EPA. I

Solid Waste Information System (SWIS): A database provided by the California
Integrated Waste Management Board which consists of both open as well as
closed and inactive solid waste disposal facilities and transfer stations. I

Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) I Spills, Leaks, Investigations and
Cleanups (SLIC): A list that is maintained by Regional Water Quality Cdntrol
Boards. I I

Local Counties and Cities maintain lists for hazardous substances cleanup sites
and leaking underground storage tanks. 11

The United States Army Corps of Engineers, 911 Wilshire Boulevard,
Los Angeles, California, 90017, (213) 452-3908, maintains a list of Formerly
Used Defense Sites (FUDS). II

2) The EIR should identify the mechanism to initiate any required investigation
and/or remediation for any site that may be contaminated, and the government
agency to provide appropriate regulatory oversight. If necessary, DTSC would
require an oversight agreement in order to review such documents. Please see
comment No. 14 below for more information.

3) All environmental investigations, sampling and/or remediation for the site should
be conducted under a Workplan approved and overseen by a regulatory agency
that has jurisdiction to oversee hazardous substance cleanup. The findings of
any investigations, including any Phase I or II Environmental Site Assessment
Investigations should be summarized in the document. All sampling results in
which hazardous substances were found should be clearly summarized in a
table.
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4) Proper investigation, sampling and remedial actions overseen by the respective
regulatory agencies, if necessary, should be conducted at the site prior to the
new development or any construction. All closure, certification or remediation
approval reports by these agencies should be included in the EIR.

5) If any property adjacent to the project site is contaminated with hazardous
chemicals, and if the proposed project is within 2,000 feet from a contaminated
site, then the proposed development may fall within the "Border Zone of a
Contaminated Property." Appropriate precautions should be taken prior to
construction if the proposed project is within a Border Zone Property. I

6) If buildings or other structures, asphalt or concrete-paved surface areas are
being planned to be demolished, an investigation should be conducted for the
presence of other related hazardous chemicals, lead-based paints or products,
mercury, and asbestos containing materials (ACMs). If other hazardous
chemicals, lead-based paints or products, mercury or ACMs are identified, proper
precautions should be taken during demolition activities. Additionally, the
contaminants should be remediated in compliance with California envirdnmental
regulations and policies. JI

7) Project construction may require soil excavation or filling in certain areas.
Sampling may be required. If soil is contaminated, it must be properly disposed
and not simply placed in another location onsite. land Disposal Restrictions
(lDRs) may be applicable to such soils. Also, if the project proposes to import
soil to backfill the areas excavated, sampling should be conducted to ensure that
the imported soil is free of contamination.

8) Human health and the environment of sensitive receptors should be protected
during the construction or demolition activities. If it is found necessary, a study of
the site and a health risk assessment overseen and approved by the appropriate
government agency and a qualified health risk assessor should be conducted to
determine if there are, have been, or will be, any releases of hazardous materials
that may pose a risk to human health or the environment.

9) If it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the
California Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code,
Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations
(California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5). If it is determined that
hazardous wastes will be generated, the facility should also obtain a United
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States Environmental Protection Agency Identification Number by contacting
(800) 618-6942. i

10) Certain hazardous waste treatment processes or hazardous materials, handling,
storage or uses may require authorization from the local Certified Unified
Program Agency (CUPA). Information about the requirement for authorization
can be obtained by contacting your local CUPA.

11) If the project plans include discharging wastewater to a storm drain, you may be
required to obtain an NPDES permit from the overseeing Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB).

12) If during construction/demolition of the project, the soil and/or groundwater
contamination is suspected, construction/demolition in the area should cease
and appropriate health and safety procedures should be implemented.

13) If the site was used for agricultural, livestock or related activities, onsite soils and
groundwater might contain pesticides, agricultural chemical, organic waste or
other related residue. Proper investigation, and remedial actions, if necessary,
should be conducted under the oversight of and approved by a government
agency at the site prior to construction of the project.

14: EnviroStor is a database primarily used by the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control, and is accessible through DTSC's website. DTSC can
provide guidance for cleanup oversight through an Environmental Oversight
Agreement (EOA) for government agencies, or a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement
(VCA) for private parties. For additional information on the EOA or VCA,
please see www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Brownfields, or contact
Maryam Tasnif-Abbasi, DTSC's Voluntary Cleanup Coordinator, at

I I(714) 484-5489.

stan
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15) In future CEQA documents, if the project title changes, please provide historical

project title(s). i

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Tong Qiao, Project
Manager, at tqiaoCQ2dtsc.ca.gov or by phone at (714) 484-5470. I

Sincerely,

~/~~ "'..-
Greg Holmes
Unit Chief
Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch -Cypress Office

cc Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044

state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov.

CEQA Tracking Center
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Office of Environmental Planning and Analysis
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, M.S. 22-2
Sacramento, California 95814
gmoskat@dtsc.ca.gov

CEQA#2070
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The National Marine Fisheries Service, a line office of National Ocean and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA), operates six regional fisheries science centers. The Southwest Fisheries 
Science Center (SWFSC) occupies a four-building complex on the campus of the University of 
California at San Diego (UCSD)/Scripps Institution of Oceanography (SIO) in La Jolla, 
California, and studies ground and pelagic fisheries of the California current, East tropical 
Pacific, and Antarctica. Since construction of the SWFSC buildings in the mid 1960s, the 
adjacent 180-foot coastal bluff has eroded significantly and ongoing bluff retreat represents a 
hazard to the existing SWSFC buildings; NOAA has vacated two of the buildings due to safety 
concerns. NOAA is investigating options for replacement of the SWFSC physical plant. 

Under contract to NOAA, SRI International reviewed three previous government studies 
evaluating SWFSC replacement alternatives, updated the information contained in those studies, 
and performed an independent assessment of the cost and benefits of collocating SWFSC 
programs with seven existing NOAA activities on the West Coast of the United States or Hawaii. 
The following NOAA activities were evaluated to determine collocation cost and benefits: 

• Federal Building, Long Beach, California 
• Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) Headquarters, Santa Barbara, California  
• Pacific Fisheries Environmental Laboratory (PFEL), Pacific Grove, California 
• Santa Cruz Laboratory, Santa Cruz, California 
• Newport Research Station, Newport, Oregon 
• Western Regional Center/Northwest Fisheries Science Center (NWFSC), Seattle, Washington, 

area 
• Pacific Regional Center (PRC), Honolulu, Hawaii 

This study also evaluated construction of a new SWFSC headquarters facility at a site on the SIO 
campus offered by UCSD to NOAA via no-cost lease. SWFSC and SIO collaborate extensively 
in performing scientific research and a number of staff are affiliated with both organizations. In 
addition, researchers benefit from access to NOAA and SIO research ships. The synergy between 
SWFSC and SIO results in improved quality of research and provides cost benefits (for example, 
SIO graduate students work on NOAA research projects). 

None of the NOAA activities have existing building space available to accommodate programs 
relocated from La Jolla. All of the alternatives would require new construction. Relocation of 
SWFSC programs to either the Federal Building in Long Beach or CINMS is not considered 
feasible due to the lack of developable land. Additionally, the existing NOAA activities at Long 
Beach and Santa Barbara do not conduct basic fisheries science and little scientific synergy 
would result from movement of SWFSC programs to these locations; the move would be 
detrimental to existing scientific collaboration between SWFSC and SIO. Long Beach and Santa 
Barbara are 80 and 210 miles (mi), respectively, from the existing SWFSC site, which would 
result in costs to NOAA for employee relocation of $9.9 to $10.6 million. 

The PFEL, Santa Cruz Laboratory, Newport Research Station, NWFSC, and Pacific Islands 
Fisheries Science Center (to be located at the PRC) perform basic fisheries research, which 

i 
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would provide opportunities for synergistic collaboration with SWFSC programs. However, 
based on the types and geographic location of research performed at the SWFSC, the level of 
scientific synergy would be far less than the existing synergy between SWFSC and SIO. The 
PFEL and PRC lack developable land that could be used for new construction to house SWFSC 
programs. Potentially developable land is available in the vicinity of the Santa Cruz Laboratory, 
Newport Research Station, and NWFSC field stations. These three NOAA activities are located 
395 to 1,200 mi from the existing SWFSC, which would result in costs to NOAA for employee 
relocation of $8.9 to $11.4 million. In contrast, NOAA’s preferred site at the UCSD/SIO campus 
for relocation at the SWFSC is only about 200 feet from the existing SWFSC; NOAA would not 
incur employee relocation costs  

Based on construction feasibility, scientific benefits, and employee relocation costs, the most 
advantageous alternative is federal construction of a new SWFSC physical plant on the 
UCSD/SIO campus. 

ii 
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1   PREVIOUS STUDIES AND OBJECTIVES 

This report is intended to summarize and update as necessary the information included in three 
previously prepared studies of the alternatives for replacement/relocation of the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Southwest Fisheries Science Center 
(SWFSC), which is currently located on a 2.48-acre parcel acquired from the University of 
California, San Diego (UCSD) via a 99-year deed dated March 22, 1962. The current SWFSC 
physical plant contains approximately 100,381 gross square feet (GSF) of floor area within four 
buildings located on the campus of UCSD Scripps Institution of Oceanography (SIO) in La Jolla, 
California. This report is also intended to provide an independent assessment of NOAA’s 
selection of construction of a new federally funded facility on the UCSD/SIO campus as the 
preferred alternative to replace the existing at-risk facility.  

The three prior studies (reprinted in Volume II of this report) are summarized below. 

Study 1: Initial Site Analysis Conducted by NOAA in Response to 1997 Department of 
Commerce Office of Inspector General (IG) Report 

Study 1 investigated the potential for relocating programs at the SWFSC to collocate them with 
other existing NOAA facilities on the west coast of the continental United States (U.S.) or 
Hawaii (see Study 1 in Volume II). Specifically, the report addressed the following 
recommendations of the IG: 

• Coast fisheries and ground fish programs should be moved and collocated with the existing 
NOAA laboratory in Newport, Oregon 

• Genetic and protected species programs should be moved to the planned NOAA laboratory at 
Santa Cruz, California 

• Large pelagic research should be moved to Honolulu, Hawaii 
• Antarctic research programs should be moved to Seattle, Washington 

NOAA carefully evaluated each of these recommended moves and determined that they would 
not be beneficial. Specifically, the coast fisheries and ground fish programs benefit from 
scientific collaboration with the California Department of Fish & Game, the Mexican Instituto 
Nacional de Pesca, and the San Diego Sportfishing Association. These collaborations would be 
adversely affected by moving the programs to a distant location. 

The Santa Cruz Laboratory referenced in the 1997 study has since been built. The building is 
fully occupied and there is no space available to accommodate additional programs. 

The Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC) is located at SWFSC pursuant to 
international agreements and an act of Congress. The large pelagic research program at SWFSC 
is closely linked to the IATTC and relocating it to Honolulu, Hawaii, would adversely affect the 
program. 

SWFSC’s Antarctic Research program works closely with SIO and relocation to Seattle, 
Washington, would severely degrade the effectiveness of scientific collaboration with SIO. 
Although the Alaska Fisheries Science Center formerly participated in Antarctic research, the 
center no longer does so and no synergy would be gained by relocating the program to the 
Northwestern U.S. 

1 
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Study 2: Southwest Fisheries Science Center National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration Collocation Options, prepared by SRI International under 
contract to NOAA in May 2004 

Study 2 explored the potential for relocation of research programs currently at SWFSC to the 
following NOAA facilities (see Study 2 in Volume II): 

• Glenn M. Anderson Federal Building, Long Beach, California 
• Pacific Fisheries Environmental Laboratory (PFEL), Pacific Grove, California 
• Santa Cruz Laboratory, University of California, Santa Cruz (UCSC) 
• Marine Science Institute, University of California, Santa Barbara (UCSB) 

Study 2 found that each of these locations lacked adequate building space to accommodate 
programs that would be relocated from the SWFSC. In addition, expansion of existing buildings 
or new construction was not feasible due to the lack of available land and/or development 
constraints. The Federal Building also lacks infrastructure to obtain seawater for necessary 
research aquaria and installing that infrastructure would be prohibitively expensive.  

Study 3: Office of Management and Budget Exhibit 300—Capital Asset Plan and 
Business Case for La Jolla Lab Replacement Project, prepared by NOAA in 
April 2008 

Study 3 is a business case prepared by NOAA of the proposed SWFSC replacement (see Study 3 
in Volume II). The study summarizes the geologic hazards to the existing SWFSC and estimates 
budgetary resources required during 2008 through 2011 and beyond, assuming NOAA will enter 
a long-term no-cost ground lease with UCSD to obtain the preferred site and construct a 
federally owned building, and that two buildings (Buildings B and C) at the existing SWFSC will 
be removed. Buildings B and C are within 25 ft of the crest of an eroding 180-foot (ft) high 
coastal bluff and have been vacated due to the hazard posed by ongoing erosion of the bluff. The 
study states, 

Capacity at other NOAA facilities in California does not exist; and investments 
would be required to relocate/consolidate functions presently at La Jolla at other 
locations. There are business relationships supported at the La Jolla location that 
justify replacing the facility at the alternate UCSD site—including relationships 
with UCSD and SIO, and IATTC.  

The study also describes the level of cooperation between SWFSC and UCSD/SIO: 

The 50 year old California Cooperative Oceanic Fisheries Investigation program 
uses both NOAA and SIO research ships, jointly staffed by SIO and SWFSC 
personnel, to conduct regular surveys. 

SWFSC greatly benefits from its access to SIO graduate students, numbering 
anywhere between 10 and 20, who work on SWFSC research projects critical to 
its mission. SWFSC staff capabilities are strengthened by the interaction and 
collaboration with SIO staff; opportunities for junior NMFS staff to pursue 
advanced degrees at SIO are exceptionally valuable. Several SWFSC senior staff 
accepts [sic] adjunct positions at SIO, keeping professional research skills and 
knowledge on the cutting edge. 

2 
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2   SCOPE OF ANALYSIS AND METHODOLOGY 

A. Scientific Collaboration and Synergy 
As detailed in the prior studies, SWFSC performs detailed fisheries research in several areas, 
with a focus on fisheries and ecosystems of the California current and the eastern Pacific tropical 
tuna. Much of this research benefits from collaboration with SIO, which performs world-class 
scientific research into oceanography and the physical processes of the eastern Pacific Ocean. 
SWFSC/SIO collaboration extends to joint research programs; cooperative studies by scientists 
and graduate students who work at both organizations; and shared use of facilities, infrastructure, 
and marine vessels. The proximity of the two institutions promotes this collaboration. Benefits to 
science that may result from collocation of programs currently housed at SWFSC with other 
NOAA facilities were identified through consultation with NOAA management. 

B. Land and Facility Availability 
The prior studies examined the availability of existing NOAA facilities at each of the alternative 
sites (see Figure 1) to accommodate programs relocated from the SWFSC. They also considered 
the potential for expansion of the existing facilities through new construction at or adjacent to the 
existing NOAA sites. NOAA managers and administrative officers were contacted to reassess 
the prior findings with regard to opportunities for economical relocation of SWFSC programs to 
other existing NOAA facilities. Records of communications with NOAA staff are contained in 
Item 5 in Volume II of this report. 

C. Relocation Costs 
The cost to relocate the SWFSC to locations other than the UCSD/SIO campus is based on 
NOAA’s Estimated Relocation Expense Worksheet, dated January 2008 (see sample worksheet, 
Item 4 in Volume II). If SWFSC is relocated more than 50 miles (mi) from the current location, 
employees would be entitled to reimbursement of relocation expenses for house hunting, travel 
en route to new destinations, cost of subsistence while occupying temporary quarters, 
transportation of household goods, and real estate transactions. All alternative NOAA facilities 
other than the preferred site at the UCSD/SIO campus in La Jolla are greater than 50 mi from the 
existing SWFSC site, thus, NOAA would be liable for payment of relocation expenses to 
employees who relocated to these alternative locations (if NOAA selects one of these 
alternatives). Potential NOAA liability for relocation costs are calculated for each site alternative 
(see Appendix A). The estimates of relocation costs in Section 6B and Appendix A of this report 
only cover NOAA costs for employee relocation. NOAA’s cost for moving its equipment and 
materials to the new SWFSC would occur at all sites and would be programmed by NOAA as 
part of the project construction planning. SRI calculated employee relocation costs based on the 
following assumptions developed by SRI: 

• Four out of five federal employees (i.e., 80%) at the SWFSC would relocate to the new 
SWFSC. 

• The typical NOAA employee’s family consists of one employee, a spouse, and one child over 
12 years old. The average family owns two vehicles. 

3 
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• NOAA employee and spouse would take a 10-day house hunting trip as allowed by 
government policy. Travel would be by car to sites inside California and by airplane outside 
California. 

• Travel en route to a new work location would be via personal vehicles within the continental 
U.S. and via commercial air service to Hawaii. The average NOAA employee would transport 
two cars to Hawaii via marine freight service. 

• Subsistence costs for house hunting, and travel en route, including the first 30 days after 
arrival, are based on 2008 U.S. government lodging, meals, and incidental expenditure rates 
by local area. 

• NOAA would arrange for transport of furniture and household goods to the new location and 
would pay for temporary storage of those goods for 90 days.  

• Three out of five relocated NOAA employees own their residences and would purchase new 
residences at the new location. Median house prices per metropolitan area are based on prices 
published by the National Association of Realtors. 

3   DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES INVESTIGATED 

A. Glenn M. Anderson Federal Building, Long Beach, California 
A number of NOAA line offices occupy the Glen M. Anderson Federal Building (see Figure 2), 
located in Long Beach, California, about 80 mi north-northwest of San Diego: 

• National Weather Service 
• NOAA Office of General Counsel 
• National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Southwest Region Headquarters (HQ) 
• NMFS Restoration Center 
• NMFS Office of Law Enforcement, Southwest Division 
• National Ocean Service (NOS), Damages Assessment Center 
• NMFS Western Seafood Inspection Service 

NOAA leases this space from the U.S. General Services Administration (GSA), which owns the 
buildings. The NOAA staff at the building does not include researchers performing basic 
science. A total of 140 NOAA employees and contractors work at the building, and occupy 
26,811 square feet (sq ft) of net useable space (excludes hallways, etc.) in the building. The 
entire building contains 172,395 useable sq ft of floor space. Major tenants besides NOAA 
include the Internal Revenue Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and Department of 
Homeland Security (Hornof, 2008). 

The Federal Building is fully occupied and located in a densely developed area. There is no 
available space in the building to accommodate programs relocated from La Jolla and no 
adjacent land available for construction of new facilities. The facility does not contain seawater 
aquaria (Hornof, 2008). 

4 
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B. Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary Headquarters, UCSB 
The Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) is a unit of NOS, which is part of 
NOAA. CINMS Headquarters staff are based in 1,500 GSF of leased office space in a building 
located at Santa Barbara harbor, about 210 mi northwest of San Diego (see Figure 3). About 12 
management, administrative, and law enforcement staff plus additional interns and boat crew are 
based at this office which NOAA leases from the City of Santa Barbara. Additionally, CINMS 
and NMFS staff occupy two other offices in Santa Barbara, leased from commercial landlords: 

• Eight staff and contractors are based at a 1,200 GSF office at 735 State Street, Santa Barbara, 
California 

• Five CINMS staff and contractors are based at a 1,000 GSF office at Channel Harbor, Oxnard, 
California 

These offices lack room to accommodate programs relocated from La Jolla. NOAA tentatively 
plans to relocate staff currently posted to these three offices to the UCSB campus in Santa 
Barbara, California. Boat crews and support staff would remain at the harbor office. The CINMS 
staff conduct applied research for management of the CINMS, but are not involved in fisheries 
science research. The current office space is not considered suitable for fisheries research or 
laboratory use (Jacobs and Ostrom, 2008). 

The Marine Science Institute at UCSB conducts research into coastal processes, marine 
biotechnology, ecological analysis, and ocean and coastal policy. UCSB recently constructed the 
Marine Science Research Building at its Isla Vista campus. A seawater intake and distribution 
system supplies aquaria located at several locations at the campus. No NOAA staff are currently 
based at the Marine Science Research Building, which is fully occupied and lacks available 
space for programs relocated from La Jolla. 

C. Pacific Fisheries Environmental Laboratory (PFEL), Pacific Grove, California 
The PFEL is a branch laboratory reporting to the SWFSC. The PFEL has 27 staff based at a 
6,681 GSF laboratory located on a 4.2-acre parcel owned by NOAA in Pacific Grove, California, 
about 370 mi north-northwest of San Diego (see Figure 4). Staff includes 15 NOAA employees, 
6 University of Hawaii researchers, 3 National Research Council post-doc fellows, and 3 retired 
NOAA Corps Officers. The PFEL studies the responses of fish populations to environmental 
changes, and models those effects. Both pelagic and ground fish populations of the California 
current are studied. The PFEL does not contain seawater aquaria. The existing building is fully 
occupied and a 320 sq ft temporary trailer on the grounds is used to supplement the space. There 
is no vacant space at the current facility (Snell, 2008). 

The NOAA property is planned for open space-institutional uses by the City of Pacific Grove 
and adjacent properties are zoned for open space and low-density residential uses (City of Pacific 
Grove, 1994). While undeveloped land exists at the NOAA parcel and adjoining properties, 
substantial expansion of the physical plant is constrained by local land use plans and community 
concerns, and is not considered feasible. 

D. Santa Cruz Laboratory, UCSC 
SWFSC’s Fisheries Ecology Division is based at the Santa Cruz Laboratory. The laboratory has 
74 staff operating from a recently constructed 55,000 GSF building at the UCSC Marine Science 
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Campus at Terrace Point in Santa Cruz (see Figure 5). Both the building and the land are 
federally owned. The existing facility contains seawater aquaria with Pacific Ocean intakes and 
outfalls. The facility is located on a 2.5-acre parcel owned by NOAA in Santa Cruz, California, 
about 395 mi north-northwest of San Diego. The laboratory building was originally designed for 
an additional 10,000 GSF of space, but was not fully built due to funding constraints. The 
existing building is about 95% occupied and laboratory management foresees a need for 
additional space (Miller, 2008).  

The laboratory conducts research into Pacific ground fish and Pacific salmon. There is no 
available space at the current laboratory to accommodate programs relocated from La Jolla. 
However, the Terrace Point campus of UCSC has an approved Master Plan that provides for 
substantial additional construction. Thus, there is potential for construction of new facilities at 
this location to accommodate relocated NOAA programs (Miller, 2008). 

Laboratory scientists cooperate with SWFSC staff in performing research using NOAA’s David 
Starr Jordan research vessel. The David Starr Jordan is based at Scripps pier in La Jolla. The 
laboratory also charters smaller ships based at Monterey or Moss Landing to perform ocean-
going research and uses a boat ramp at Santa Cruz harbor to launch small research vessels 
(Miller, 2008). 

E. National Marine Fisheries Service Newport Research Station, Newport, Oregon 
The Northwest Fisheries Science Center (NWFSC), headquartered in Seattle, Washington, 
operates the Newport Research Station, located on the campus of the Mark O. Hatfield Marine 
Science Center of Oregon State University at Newport on the central Pacific coast of Oregon, 
about 900 mi north-northwest of San Diego (see Figure 6). The station is located on a 3.87 acre 
leased parcel and occupies three federally owned buildings (Buildings 950, 951, and 955), which 
have a total floor area of approximately 77,053 sq ft. Approximately 136 NOAA staff, 
contractors and cooperative researchers are employed at the station. The station contains 
seawater aquaria supplied by a Pacific Ocean intake; used seawater is discharged to the ocean 
(Lundeen, 2008 and Brown, 2008). 

The Newport Research Station specializes in long-term monitoring of environmental conditions 
of the Pacific Ocean. The station coordinates ground fish studies of the U.S. Pacific Coast from 
the Canadian to the Mexican borders, including conducting ground fish surveys, habitat and 
ecosystem surveys, and stock assessments. The station also conducts research into sea floor 
volcanoes off the Northwest Coast of the U.S., behavior patterns and environmental effects on 
marine and anadromous fish, salmon aquaculture, and diseases affecting northwest fish 
populations. The station also includes NOAA law enforcement staff. 

The station is fully occupied and does not have available space to house research programs 
relocated from La Jolla. Thus, new construction would be required to relocate SWFSC research 
programs to the Newport Research Station. There is no land available for new construction 
adjacent to the existing NOAA stations. However, undeveloped land that could potentially 
support new NOAA construction is available at the Hatfield Marine Science Center campus and 
is owned by Oregon State University (Lundeen, 2008). 
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F. NOAA Western Regional Center and NWFSC, Seattle, Washington 
There are 1,011 NOAA employees and contractors who work at the Western Regional Center 
(WRC), located on the shoreline of Lake Washington in Seattle, approximately 1,200 mi north of 
San Diego. WRC contains several buildings with a combined total of approximately 618,000 
GSF of floor space and a dock for research vessels (see Figures 7 (a) and (b)) (Eberling, 2008). 
NOAA owns the land and the buildings. The Center does not have seawater aquaria. Because 
Lake Washington is a freshwater lake, it is not a potential source of seawater for seawater 
aquaria. Construction of infrastructure to supply seawater from Puget Sound, and discharge used 
seawater, would be difficult and expensive at this location. The WRC is currently fully utilized 
with no available space to accommodate additional growth or programs. NOAA is considering 
expansion of the existing facilities at the WRC and has land available to do so (Petre, 2008). 

The NWFSC headquarters is located in a 122,000 sq ft building located on a 7.3 acre parcel at 
Montlake in Seattle (see Figures 7 (a) and (c)). NOAA owns the building and land and leases 
1.9 acres to the Seattle Yacht Club. NWFSC conducts research into anadromous and ground 
fisheries of the Pacific Northwest, including assessment of fishery stocks and ecological factors 
affecting populations. The Montlake facility is on Portage Bay, a freshwater connector between 
Lake Union and Lake Washington, and lacks access to seawater 

NWFSC operates two remote research stations in the Puget Sound area. The Manchester 
Research Station studies salmon aquaculture and operates seawater pens for salmon in Clam Bay 
on the western shore of Puget Sound (see Figures 7 (a) and (d)). The Manchester field station 
contains 45,078 sq ft of floor space and is located on a 21-acre property. NOAA owns the land 
and the buildings. The existing station is fully occupied and has no unused floor space. The 
property has land that could be used to construct new facilities (Herkelrath, 2008). 

The Mukilteo Research Station, located near Everett, Washington, on the eastern shore of Puget 
Sound, includes seawater aquaria. The Mukilteo facility contains a 13,000 sq ft building and is 
located on a 1.1 acre parcel leased from the U.S. Air Force (USAF) (see Figures 7 (a) and (e)). 
NOAA is in the process of acquiring the land from the USAF through the Base Realignment and 
Closure process. Future expansion is not considered feasible (Petre, 2008). 

NWFSC cooperates with SWFSC and California, Oregon, and Washington state fisheries 
departments in providing information on ground fish to the Pacific Fishery Management 
Council. While there would be beneficial synergies in certain research areas from relocating 
SWFSC programs to the WRC, there would also be significant detriments. This location is 
distant from the ecosystems of the California current and tropical Eastern Pacific Ocean studied 
by SWFSC scientists, which would complicate and add to the costs of performing the research. 
The scientific synergy between SIO and SWFSC would also suffer.  

G. Pacific Regional Center, Honolulu, Hawaii 
Like the SWFSC, the Pacific Islands Fisheries Science Center (PIFSC) is one of six regional 
fisheries science centers operated by NOAA. PIFSC contains five research units: Coral Reef 
Ecosystems, Ecosystems and Oceanography, Fishery Biology and Stock Assessment, Fisheries 
Monitoring and Socioeconomics, and Protected Species. The scientific research being performed 
at the PIFSC is similar to the research performed at the SWFSC, but focuses on different fishery 
populations, species, and ecosystems. Scientists at PIFSC study coral reef ecosystems and north 
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central Pacific marine ecosystems as compared with SWFSC, which studies the ecosystems of 
the eastern tropical Pacific, California current, and Antarctica. 

The PIFSC is currently located at the Manoa campus of the University of Hawaii. NOAA plans 
to relocate the PIFSC to the Pacific Regional Center (PRC), which is under construction at Ford 
Island in Pearl Harbor, Honolulu (see Figure 8). The PRC will have 370,000 GSF of floor space 
created through a combination of adaptive reuse of two existing U.S. Navy hangars and new 
construction. The PRC will house 11 NOAA line offices and is fully programmed to support 
current programs located in Hawaii. Seawater aquaria will be included (NOAA, March 2008). 
Occupancy of the PRC is scheduled for 2013 or later depending on appropriation of funds. All 
space in the PRC has been assigned to NOAA line offices relocated from existing facilities on 
the Island of Oahu and there is no unassigned space available to accommodate programs 
relocated from the SWFSC. It is not considered feasible to relocate SWFSC programs to the 
PRC.  

H. Preferred Site at UCSD/SIO, La Jolla, California 
NOAA cooperated with UCSD/SIO in identifying potential locations on the UCSD campus for 
construction of an SWFSC replacement facility. That investigation identified a 3.3-acre 
undeveloped parcel across La Jolla Shores Drive from the exiting SWFSC site as the preferred 
alternative (see Figure 9). This site is of sufficient size to accommodate the necessary 120,000 
GSF building needed to house SWFSC. Because the preferred site is in proximity to the existing 
SWFSC and on the SIO portion of the UCSD campus, the cost to extend seawater pipes serving 
the existing SWFSC will not be prohibitive. Additionally, this site can be connected to the SIO 
seawater return system (currently under construction) at reasonable cost. Because of its 
proximity to the existing SWFSC site, there would be no employee relocation costs to NOAA. 

SIO is the leading oceanographic research institution on the Pacific Coast of the U.S. SWFSC 
and SIO have collaborated in conducting scientific research for over 40 years by sharing 
laboratory space, research equipment, libraries, seawater, motor vehicles, and access to NOAA 
and SIO research ships and aircraft. Equally important, the proximity of SWFSC and SIO creates 
synergies. SIO focuses on oceanography and physical parameters of marine ecosystems, while 
SWFSC focuses on biology of marine ecosystems. Because the physical and biological 
conditions greatly influence one another, the expertise and research undertaken by the two are 
complementary. 

Several senior SWFSC scientists have adjunct positions at SIO and between 10 and 20 SIO 
graduate students work on SWFSC research projects. These relationships benefit both 
organizations by promoting cutting edge research, leveraging combined research skills, and 
realizing efficiencies in performing studies. Equally important is the creation of an environment 
that promotes scientific collaboration, thereby enhancing the quality of fishery and 
oceanographic research. 

The IATTC was established by a convention between Costa Rica and the U.S. in 1949. The 1949 
convention was replaced by the Antigua Convention in 2003. The U.S. signed the Antigua 
Convention on November 11, 2003, and 11 other countries and the European Union have also 
signed the convention. Three additional countries (Mexico, El Salvador, and Taiwan) have 
agreed to abide by the convention. The Antigua Convention requires that the IATTC be located 
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in San Diego, California. The IATTC has 53 staff located at the SWFSC. SWFSC staff provide 
scientific support to the IATTC. 

4   ANALYSIS OF LEASE OPTIONS 

To mitigate the imminent bluff-retreat hazard to occupants of existing Buildings B and C at the 
SWFSC, NOAA is in the process of relocating those occupants to leased office space. NOAA 
signed a lease with the GSA for 53,197 sq ft of local office space in March 2007. The lease 
period is March 2008 through 2012. Occupants of Buildings B and C will be moved to the leased 
space by June 2008. This is a temporary measure to address the imminent hazard. The temporary 
leased office space is not suitable as a permanent facility to house SWFSC operations. 

As detailed in Study 3 of the technical appendices (Volume II), NOAA performed a financial 
analysis of two lease alternatives to the preferred alternative (Alternative 1) of federal 
construction of an SWFSC replacement facility. Alternative 2 is the use of phased leases to 
provide the floor space necessary for SWFSC. This would involve two leases, one for 53,197 
GSF of floor space to be occupied in 2008 and a second for 66,803 GSF to be occupied in 2009. 
Minor repair and alteration of existing Buildings A and D at the SWFSC would occur after 
operations move to the leased space. After Buildings A and D are rehabilitated, SWFSC staff 
would reoccupy them until 2028, at which time the site would be completely emptied and 
operations moved entirely to leased space. Lost productivity due to periodic moves is factored in 
at 1% of annual salary per move. The net present value (NPV) of Alternative 2 costs is estimated 
at $193.46 million. 

Alternative 3 involves fully leasing the necessary floor space, without repair and re-occupancy of 
Buildings A and D. The leased floor space would have the same total area as Alternative 2. Lost 
productivity is factored as for Alternative 2, except that fewer moves would be required. The 
NPV of Alternative 3 costs is estimated at $243.11 million. 

Based on the NPV costs of $117.07 million, NOAA selected construction of a 120,000 GSF 
federal facility as the preferred alternative. The NPV cost of Alternatives 2 and 3 would be 65% 
and 108%, respectively, more than the NPV cost of the preferred alternative. 

5   VALIDATION OF PREVIOUS STUDIES 

The three previous studies contained in Volume II describe the size, number of employees, areas 
of scientific research, and functions of the NOAA units considered as possible hosts for 
programs relocated from the existing SWFSC facility in La Jolla. This information was 
rechecked and found to remain substantially accurate with only a few minor changes in the size 
of facilities. Updated information is presented in the descriptions of each facility in Section 3 of 
this report. 
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6   SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION 

A. Collocation with NOAA Activities Outside the San Diego Area 
It would be technically feasible to relocate portions of the SWFSC operations and collocate them 
with existing NOAA activities at Santa Cruz, California; Newport, Oregon; or Seattle, 
Washington. The IATTC (comprising 53 of the 283 employees at the SWFSC) must remain in 
the San Diego area pursuant to international agreements. Relocation of the SWFSC’s divisions 
(i.e., Antarctic Ecosystem Research, Fisheries Resource, Protected Species, and Management 
and Information Divisions) to alternative locales would require new construction. The 
construction cost would be similar to building a new SWFSC in La Jolla, California. NOAA has 
available land at the WRC in Seattle for construction of a new SWFSC physical plant, but 
providing seawater for necessary seawater aquaria would not be feasible at the WRC. The 
NWFSC performs seawater experiments at three remote research stations, but expansion of those 
stations to accommodate SWFSC research would be difficult due to lack of available land and 
infrastructure.  

Due to the lack of available facilities or land for new construction, collocation of SWFSC 
programs with existing NOAA activities at Long Beach, California; Santa Barbara, California; 
Pacific Grove, California; or Honolulu, Hawaii, is not feasible. 

While technically possible, consolidation of SWFSC programs (other than the IATTC) with 
existing NOAA activities in Santa Cruz, Newport, or Seattle would result in adverse effects on 
the scientific research performed by SWFSC. The SWFSC studies fisheries, sea turtles, marine 
mammals, and ecosystems of the California current, eastern tropical Pacific Ocean, and 
Antarctica. The oceanographic expertise of SIO in these geographic areas complements the 
fisheries expertise of SWFSC, resulting in a high level of scientific synergy. Cooperation 
between the SWFSC and UCSD/SIO includes cooperative research programs, staff maintaining 
relationships with both organizations, and shared usage of marine vessels for research purposes. 
Several SWFSC Scientists are also affiliated with SIO and a number of graduate students 
studying at UCSD/SIO participate in SWFSC research studies. SWFSC research programs 
depend on ocean data collected by research ships operated by both SIO and NOAA’s Office of 
Marine and Aviation Operations, including the David Starr Jordan which is homeported at the 
Scripps pier in La Jolla. Relocation of SWFSC Programs away from SIO would sever convenient 
access to SIO and its world-class oceanographic expertise. SWFSC would likely lose access to 
SIO graduate students, who provide an invaluable and cost-effective resource promoting the 
quality of research at SWFSC. This synergy would suffer if the SWFSC were relocated to any of 
three locations listed above. Some beneficial synergy results in the study of Pacific coast ground 
fish ecology and fisheries from collocation at either Santa Cruz or Newport, but this would be 
outweighed by the detriments to synergy with SIO in other areas of research. Additionally, 
increased transit time and operational costs for researchers and vessels would result as both Santa 
Cruz and Newport are considerably farther from the ocean research areas than La Jolla. 
 

UCSD/SIO has offered to lease to NOAA, at no cost, a 3.3-acre parcel on the UCSD campus that 
is suitable for federal construction of the new SWFSC—the preferred alternative. Two lease 
options for replacement of the SWFSC physical plant in the local La Jolla area were analyzed. 
Alternative 2 would consist of temporary lease of office space to allow rehabilitation of 
Buildings A and D at the current SWFSC facility, followed by reoccupation of these buildings by 

10 



SWFSC Replacement Volume I  April 30, 2008 
 

SWFSC staff until 2028. After 2028, the entire SWFSC staff would move to leased space. 
Alternative 3 consists of NOAA permanently moving from the existing SWFSC facility to leased 
space in phases. The NPV cost of Alternatives 2 and 3 would be 65% and 108%, respectively, 
more than the NPV cost of the preferred alternative. 

B. Employee Relocation Costs 
NOAA would be liable for payment of employee relocation costs if the SWFSC programs were 
relocated greater than 50 mi from its current location in La Jolla, California. Alternative sites at 
Long Beach, California; Santa Barbara, California; Pacific Grove, California; Santa Cruz, 
California; Newport, Oregon; Seattle, Washington; and Honolulu, Hawaii are all greater than 50 
mi from the existing site. Table 1 presents estimates in current dollars of employee relocation 
costs for all of these locations. Employee relocation costs would range from about $8.9 to $13.7 
million, depending on the specific relocation area. NOAA will not incur employee relocation 
costs if a new SWFSC is constructed at the preferred site at the UCSD/SIO campus as the move 
distance would be far less than 50 mi. 

Detailed calculations and assumptions on employee relocation costs are presented in a 
spreadsheet contained in Appendix A. 

Table 1. Employee Relocation Costs 

Relocation Site  
for SWFSC 

Total Estimated  
Employee Relocation Cost 

La Jolla, California $ 0 
Long Beach, California $ 9,912,355 
Santa Barbara, California $ 10,586,227 
Pacific Grove, California $ 11,511,116 
Santa Cruz, California $ 11,418,284 
Newport, Oregon $ 8,941,918 
Seattle, Washington $ 10,278,326 
Honolulu, Hawaii $ 13,654,871 

C. Conclusion 
This study evaluated the benefits and costs of alternatives for relocation of fisheries science 
programs currently housed at the SWFSC headquarters in La Jolla, California. In addition to 
NOAA’s preferred option of federal construction of a new SWFSC physical plant on the campus 
of UCSD/SIO in La Jolla, California, seven alternatives for collocation with existing NOAA 
facilities on the west coast of the continental U.S. and Hawaii were investigated. Table 2 presents 
the results of these investigations. 

None of the NOAA activities has existing building space available to accommodate programs 
relocated from La Jolla. All of the alternatives would require new construction. The Santa Cruz 
Laboratory, Newport Research Station, NWFSC, and PIFSC perform basic fisheries research 
which would provide opportunities for synergistic collaboration with SWFSC programs. 
However, the greatest scientific benefits would result from maintaining the SWFSC programs on 
the SIO campus in La Jolla, California. Based on construction feasibility, scientific benefits and 
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relocation costs, the most advantageous alternative is federal construction of a new SWFSC 
physical plant on the UCSD/SIO campus. 

 
Table 2. Results of Alternatives Evaluation 

Alternative Location 
Scientific 
Synergy 

Room for 
Expansion /  

If Yes, is Seawater 
Obtainable 

Distance from 
Current Site 

(Miles) 

NOAA Employee 
Relocation Cost 

($ Million) 

Federal Building Long Beach, 
California No No / — 80 $  9.9  

CINMS Santa Barbara, 
California No No / — 210 $10.6  

PFEL Pacific Grove, 
California 

Yes,  
Minimal No / — 370 $11.5  

Santa Cruz 
Laboratory 

Santa Cruz, 
California Yes Yes / Yes 395 $11.4  

Newport  
Research Station 

Newport, 
Oregon Yes Yes / Yes 900 $  8.9  

WRC and  
NWFSC 

Seattle, 
Washington 
Area 

Yes Yes / Yes 1,200 $10.3  

PRC and PIFSC Honolulu, 
Hawaii Yes No / — 2,400 $13.7  

UCSD/SIO  
Campus 

La Jolla, 
California 

Yes, 
Greatest Yes / Yes 0.04 $  0  

 

7   REPORT PREPARERS 

The Envirotechnical Program at SRI International prepared this report under contract to the 
NOAA Office of Chief Administrative Officer. During report preparation, a number of NOAA 
personnel were consulted. Citations listing the source of information are included in the report 
text where appropriate and the names, date of contact, and method of communication are 
provided in Section 8, References.  

8   REFERENCES 

Brown, Rick, Captain, NOAA Corps (Retired), Resource Management Specialist, Newport 
Research Station, email to SRI International (April 10, 2008). 

City of Pacific Grove, Land Use Map (January, 1994). 

Eberling, Mark, Project Manager/Engineer, Project Planning and Management Division— 
West Region, NOAA Office of Chief Administrative Officer, email to SRI International  
(April 8, 2008). 

12 



SWFSC Replacement Volume I  April 30, 2008 
 

Herkelrath, James, NWFSC Facility Manager , NOAA, telephone conversation with SRI 
International (April 25, 2008). 

Hornof, Jerry, Manager of NOAA Information Technology Group, NOAA NMFS Southwest 
Region, Office of Management and Information, telephone conversation with SRI 
International (April 9, 2008). 

Jacobs, Todd, Deputy Superintendent, CINMS, and Chris Ostrom, NOS, email to SRI 
International (April 7, 2008). 

Miller, Steve, Administrative Officer, Santa Cruz Laboratory, telephone conversation with SRI 
International (April 8, 2008). 

Lundeen, Hollis, Facility Operations Manager, Newport Research Station, telephone 
conversation and email with SRI international (April 8 and 9, 2008). 

NOAA, Public Draft Environmental Assessment, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration Pacific Region Center, Oahu, Hawaii, March 2008. 

Petre, Dave, Chief, Building Management, WRC, NOAA, telephone conversation with SRI 
International (April 7, 2008). 

Snell, Tracy, Administrative Assistant, PFEL, telephone conversation with SRI International 
(April 8, 2008). 

13 



SWFSC Replacement Volume I  April 30, 2008 
 

This page intentionally left blank. 

14 



SWFSC Replacement Volume I April 30, 2008

NO
AA

Pa
cif

ic 
Re

gio
na

l C
en

ter
Ho

no
lul

u, 
HI

Ne
wp

ort
 R

es
ea

rch
 St

ati
on

Ne
wp

ort
, O

R

NO
AA

 W
es

ter
n R

eg
ion

al 
Ce

nte
r/N

WF
SC

Se
att

le,
 W

A

Ex
ist

ing
 SW

FS
C,

 U
CS

D/
SIO

 C
am

pu
s

La
 Jo

lla
, C

A

Gl
en

n M
. A

nd
ers

on
 Fe

de
ral

 Bu
ild

ing
Lo

ng
 Be

ac
h, 

CA

Ch
an

ne
l Is

lan
ds

 N
ati

on
al 

Ma
rin

e S
an

ctu
ary

He
ad

qu
art

ers
 O

ffic
e, 

Sa
nta

 Ba
rba

ra,
 C

A

Pa
cif

ic 
Fis

he
rie

s E
nv

iro
nm

en
tal

 La
bo

rat
ory

Pa
cif

ic 
Gr

ov
e, 

CA

Sa
nta

 C
ruz

 La
bo

rat
ory

Sa
nta

 C
ruz

, C
A

FIG
UR

E 1
    

 AL
TE

RN
AT

IVE
 N

OA
A S

ITE
S C

ON
SID

ER
ED

 FO
R 

RE
PL

AC
EM

EN
T O

F S
W

FS
C,

 LA
 JO

LL
A, 

CA
LIF

OR
NI

A

Or
eg

on

Wa
sh

ing
ton

Ida
ho

Mo
nta

na

Wy
om

ing

Ut
ah

Ne
va

da
Ca

lifo
rni

a

Ar
izo

na
Ha

wa
iiPa

cif
ic

Oc
ea

n

15

80
 m

i

21
0 m

i

37
0 m

i

39
5 m

i

90
0 m

i

12
00

 m
i

26
00

 m
i

fro
m 

Ex
ist

ing
SW

FS
C



0 400 800
Feet

FIGURE 2     GLENN M. ANDERSON FEDERAL BUILDING, LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA

Source:  http://seamless.usgs.gov/website/seamless/viewer.htm (USGS High Resolution State Orthoimagery for Los Angeles County, California, 2006)
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Source:  http://seamless.usgs.gov/website/seamless/viewer.htm (NAIP 1m UTM Z11)
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Pacific Ocean

CHANNEL ISLANDS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY HEADQUARTERS OFFICE,
SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA

FIGURE 3
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FIGURE 4     PACIFIC FISHERIES ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY, PACIFIC GROVE, CALIFORNIA

Source:  http://seamless.usgs.gov/website/seamless/viewer.htm (Monterey-Santa Cruz, 2003)
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FIGURE 5     SANTA CRUZ LABORATORY, SANTA CRUZ, CALIFORNIA

Source:  http://seamless.usgs.gov/website/seamless/viewer.htm (USGS High Resolution Orthoimagery for the Monterey Peninsula, California Urban Area, 2007)
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FIGURE 6     NEWPORT RESEARCH STATION, NEWPORT, OREGON

Source:  http://seamless.usgs.gov/website/seamless/viewer.htm (USDA-FSA-APFO Aerial Photography Field Office/U.S. Geological Survey, 10-13-2006)
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FIGURE 7(b)     NOAA WESTERN REGIONAL CENTER, SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

Source:  http://seamless.usgs.gov/website/seamless/viewer.htm (USGS High Resolution Orthoimagery for the Seattle, Washington Urban Area, August 2005)
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Source:  http://seamless.usgs.gov/website/seamless/viewer.htm (USGS High Resolution Orthoimagery for the Seattle, Washington Urban Area, August 2005)
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FIGURE 7(d)     MANCHESTER RESEARCH STATION, PORT ORCHARD, WASHINGTON

Source:  http://seamless.usgs.gov/website/seamless/viewer.htm (USGS High Resolution Orthoimagery for the Seattle, Washington Urban Area, August 2005)
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FIGURE 7(e)     MUKILTEO RESEARCH STATION, MUKILTEO, WASHINGTON

Source:  http://seamless.usgs.gov/website/seamless/viewer.htm (USGS High Resolution Orthoimagery for the Seattle, Washington Urban Area, August 2005)
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FIGURE 8     NOAA PACIFIC REGIONAL CENTER (UNDER CONSTRUCTION), HONOLULU, HAWAII

Source:  http://seamless.usgs.gov/website/seamless/viewer.htm (USGS High Resolution Orthoimagery for the Honolulu, HI Urban Area, 2005)
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Source:  http://seamless.usgs.gov/website/seamless/viewer.htm (USGS High Resolution Orthoimage, San Diego, CA, 2004)
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Executive Summary 
 
To support the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration in its facility and 
landscape design for the present and proposed relocation sites for the Southwest Fisheries 
Science Center (SWFSC) headquarters and to analyze project effects, this study assesses 
the affected environment and anticipated impacts on hydrologic resources.   
 
Design and treatment measures are recommended in accordance with applicable mitigation 
measures per the 2004 final version of the University of California San Diego Long Range 
Development Plan Environmental Impact Report (UCSD LRDP EIR).    
 
For the existing SWFSC site to be consistent with the UCSD LRDP EIR, it is recommended 
that coastal sage scrub be established within the demolition areas.  Replacement of building 
structures with vegetation on the present SWFSC site would cause a decrease in the peak 
flow. 
 
At the relocation site, an approximate two cubic feet per second increase in peak flows 
leaving the site is anticipated under the proposed condition scenario and will require 
detention to mitigate for the increase in peak flows.  A conceptual layout with recommended 
Best Management Practices (BMP) to achieve detention is included herein.  Additional BMP 
options for providing detention that are not included in the conceptual layout are listed. 
 
Existing slopes that would be disturbed along the perimeter of the proposed relocation site 
fronting La Jolla Shores Drive are mainly protected by existing vegetation.  In areas of 
sparse vegetation, additional native plantings would be established to prevent erosion on 
these slopes.  Proposed cut slopes would be stabilized by using temporary woven mesh or 
netting restraints until plantings are well established.  
 
This study provides recommendations to eliminate non-storm water runoff from the 
proposed SWFSC relocation into Area of Special Biological Significance 31 in accordance 
with the California Ocean Plan and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit.   
 
A conceptual layout of BMP providing water quality benefits is included herein as an option 
to address the California Ocean Plan.  
 
The project must also comply with the UCSD Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) 
which serves as the Water Quality Control Plan required under the California Ocean Plan.  
The SWMP includes measures to eliminate non-storm water runoff and an Action Plan 
addressing the monitoring activities to determine if non storm water runoff has been 
eliminated.   
 
Water quality would also have the potential to be impacted during site construction.  Under 
the NPDES permit program, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan will be prepared by 
the contractor and BMP implemented for construction and demolition activities. 
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1.0 Background 
 
The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), Southwest Region is one of six regional offices and six research centers 
throughout the United States.  The Region’s Southwest Fisheries Science Center (SWFSC) 
conducts scientific research on fisheries of the Pacific Ocean and provides scientific 
management advice on fishery resources. 
 
NOAA has tentatively identified a proposed action that involves removal of some or all the 
existing SWFSC facilities, and constructing a single new structure on a preferred site.  A 
regional map provides the general location of the study area, see Figure 1.  The present 
site, existing facility, and the proposed relocation site, a 3.6-acre largely undeveloped parcel 
at the northernmost edge of Scripps Institution of Oceanography (SIO), are shown on the 
Vicinity Map, see Figure 2.   
 
The SWFSC headquarters and La Jolla Laboratory are located adjacent to SIO on the 
University of California, San Diego (UCSD) campus in the community of La Jolla located 
within the City of San Diego, California.  The headquarters facilities consist of structures 
threatened by coastal bluff erosion.  For this reason, a prospective site for relocating the 
SWFSC to a new facility within the SIO property is being considered.  Both the demolition of 
the SWFSC at the existing site and construction of the new facility at the proposed 
relocation site require an evaluation of hydrologic conditions for planning purposes and to 
assess project impacts under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
 
Various applicable water quality standards apply to the present and proposed relocation 
sites.  The project must demonstrate compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) (Permit No. CA01017239); the California Ocean Plan (Order 
No. R9-2005-0008); the UCSD Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) (UCSD, 2005); 
and applicable mitigation measures from the UCSD Long-Range Development Plan (LRDP) 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (PBS&J, 2004).  
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2.0 Objectives 
 
To support NOAA in its facility and landscape design for the proposed project and to 
analyze project effects, this study assesses the affected environment, anticipated impacts 
on hydrologic resources, and recommends design and treatment measures that will reduce 
or eliminate on- and near-site erosion and impaired water quality.  The design and 
treatment measures address erosion control methods, maintenance of peak runoff for the 
10-year, 6-hour storm event, and applicable mitigation measures per the 2004 final version 
of the UCSD LRDP EIR. 
 
The California Ocean Plan applies to drainage areas tributary to the San Diego Marine Life 
Refuge, identified by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) as an Area of 
Special Biological Significance 31 (ASBS 31).  The NPDES Permit titled ‘Waste Discharge 
Requirements for University of California, Scripps Institution of Oceanography, San Diego 
County’ is effective until February 9, 2010 and provides an exception to the California 
Ocean Plan for non-storm water discharges at SIO.  The exception is valid until January 1, 
2007; thereafter, all non-storm water discharges are to be eliminated. 
 
The proposed SWFSC relocation is tentatively scheduled for construction beginning in the 
year 2008.  This study provides recommendations to eliminate non-storm water runoff from 
the proposed SWFSC relocation in accordance with the California Ocean Plan and NPDES 
Permit No. CA01017239.   
 
The project must also comply with the UCSD SWMP which serves as the Water Quality 
Control Plan (WQMP) required under the California Ocean Plan.  The SWMP includes 
measures to eliminate non-storm water runoff and an Action Plan addressing the monitoring 
activities to determine if non storm water runoff has been eliminated. 
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3.0 Methodology 
 
The Modified Rational Method following the 1981 San Diego County Hydrology Manual was 
utilized to perform all hydrologic calculations within this study and was chosen to maintain 
consistency with the hydrology study performed as part of the UCSD LRDP EIR.  A 
computerized version of the Modified Rational Method prepared with the HydroWIN 2005 
Advanced Engineering Software (AES) program was utilized to help automate the process.   
 
Nodes represent specific locations within each watershed, such as the upstream or 
downstream end of a pipe, a manhole or inlet location, or a given location on the surface, 
typically either the most upstream location within a watershed, or a point of concentration or 
point of interest for surface flows.  Links represent the reaches between nodes.  A complete 
node-link model for a watershed starts with a node at the upstream end, continues with a 
series of links and nodes in a downstream direction, and ends with a node at the 
downstream end linked together to form a hydrologic model of the entire watershed.   
 
The AES program allows the user to develop a node-link model of the watershed.  The 
nodes are placed as needed to depict the sub-basin topography, and are linked together to 
model conveyance mechanisms and confluence points of the watershed.   
 
The AES program has the capability of performing calculations utilizing 15 functions.  These 
functions are assigned code numbers, which appear in the printed results.  The code 
numbers and their corresponding functions are included in Appendix A. 
 
Existing and developed condition hydrology maps are presented in Figures 4 through 9.  
The hydrology maps depict hydrologic node numbers, drainage basin areas, major and 
minor drainage basin boundaries, land use boundaries and classifications.  Drainage basin 
boundaries were determined from the UCSD LRDP EIR and SWMP for the SIO, field 
reconnaissance, and the proposed relocation site conceptual layout.  Land use designations 
were based on the UCSD LRDP EIR for the existing condition and modified for the ultimate 
condition to reflect the proposed SWFSC at the relocation site and partial demolition at the 
existing SWFSC.   

Hydrologic Criteria 

The following criteria were utilized for hydrologic computations.  Where multiple land uses 
occurred within the same drainage basin, a composite runoff coefficient was calculated. 
 
Hydrologic Soil Type Soil Type “D” (1) 
Runoff Coefficients (based on land use)   
   Turf / Open Space (TUR) 0.45 
   Single Family Residential (SFR) 0.55 
   Multi Family Residential / Dorms (MFR) 0.70 
   Commercial / Administrative (COM) 0.85 
   Paved (PAV)  0.95 
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Hydrologic Soil Type Soil Type “D” (1) 
Rainfall Intensity Based on 1981 intensity-duration curves as 

presented in the 1981 San Diego County 
Hydrology Manual 

Storm Event 10- and 100-year, 6-hour storm event 
 

(1) Four hydrologic soil groups are used for estimating the runoff potential of soils.  Group A has the 
lowest runoff potential, and Group D has the highest.  Groupings are based on soil properties that 
influence runoff, such as water infiltration rate, texture, natural drainage or wetness, and the rock 
presence of a restrictive underlying layer or rock material.  In comparison with Group A through C soil 
types, Group D soils have very slow infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted.  They are chiefly clays 
that have a high shrink-swell potential, soils that have a high permanent water table, soils that have a 
claypan or clay layer at or near the surface, or soils that are shallow over nearly impervious material.  
Rate of water transmission is very slow (Soil Survey, San Diego Area, California 12/73). 

3.1 Evaluation of Hydrology – Existing Conditions 

The existing SWFSC and proposed relocation sites are located within the Penasquitos 
Hydrographic Unit (6.00) of the San Diego Region as defined in the San Diego Basin Water 
Quality Control Plan (1994), referred to as the Basin Plan.  The Penasquitos Hydrographic 
Unit is a triangular shaped area encompassing approximately 170 square miles extending 
from Poway to La Jolla.  The unit is comprised of five hydrologic areas; the SIO property is 
located within the Scripps Hydrologic Area.  Annual precipitation levels with the Penasquitos 
Unit range from approximately 8 inches along the coast to over 18 inches at the inland 
reaches, with Scripps Hydrologic Area averaging approximately 10 inches per year.  The 
SIO property drains directly to the Pacific Ocean via overland flow or within storm drain 
systems, see Figure 2. 
 
The present SWFSC basin point of discharge is perched high on the cliff and flows first to a 
natural swale, then over the cliff, Node 103, and ultimately to ASBS 31, see Figure 4.  Flows 
from the relocation site enter into a storm drain and are conveyed to the watershed outlet 
located to the southwest of Hubbs Hall, Node 207, within the SIO portion of the UCSD 
campus and ultimately to ASBS 31, see Figure 4.   
 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) indicates that the existing SWFSC and proposed 
relocation sites are located in an area designated as Zone X (FEMA, June 19, 1997).  Zone 
X is defined as an area determined to be outside the 100-year and the 500-year floodplains.  
The applicable FIRM panel is 06073C1582F and 06073C1601F. 

3.2  Evaluation of Hydrology - Proposed Conditions  

The proposed condition for the Scripps Hydrologic Area and the FIRM will remain 
unchanged from the existing hydrologic condition.  The points of discharge will similarly 
remain unchanged; however, the land use and topography on both the existing and 
relocation sites will be altered with the proposed changes; therefore, an analysis reflecting 
the existing and proposed scenarios is provided below.   
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The present SWFSC site land use would be altered from the existing condition to include a 
greater share of open space (1.93 acres) and less commercial (0.76 acre) area following 
the demolition of buildings B and C shown on Figure 3.  The topography, for hydrologic 
analysis purposes, remains unchanged.  
 
The proposed relocation site land use would be altered from the existing condition to 
include a greater percentage of commercial space (1.71 acres) and less open space (0.89 
acre).  The topography of the site would be altered to allow for the proposed building 
structure, and the adjusted slopes are reflected in the analysis.  

3.3 Natural Water Quality and Applicable Water Quality Standards  

Runoff is a term used to describe any water that drains or runs off a defined land area into a 
waterway.  Runoff can be the result of rain, in which case it is also sometimes referred to as 
storm water.  Runoff can also result from various other sources or activities such as 
irrigation, hosing down of areas, errant wash water from cleaning, leaks in pipes, and air 
conditioner condensation.  When runoff is not the result of natural precipitation, it is 
sometimes referred to as non-storm water.  Non-storm water runoff is usually the result of 
land uses and activities that have potential to produce pollutants that could adversely affect 
water quality. 
 
As previously stated, the SIO property is tributary to ASBS 31.  Per the California Ocean 
Plan, a WQMP is required for the SIO.  The UCSD SWMP satisfies SIO’s WQMP 
requirement for the California Ocean Plan and is referenced in the analysis.  The  
necessary measures to prohibit non-storm water urban runoff (discharges or urban runoff to 
a storm drain that are not entirely composed of storm water), except those discharges 
associated with fire fighting or other catastrophic events, and the necessary measures to be 
taken to reduce pollutants in the storm water discharges from the demolition and relocation 
sites.  The inspection, monitoring, identification of pollutants, and implementation of Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) presented within the UCSD SWMP.  

3.4 Monitoring Data 

Pollutant monitoring data collected by UCSD Environmental, Health & Safety staff at “Outfall 
001”, corresponding to Node 207 on Figure 4, are provided in Appendix B.  The Action Plan 
provisions presented in the UCSD SWMP (Section 4.4) should be adhered to meet 
monitoring and inspection guidelines.  The Action Plan is included in Appendix C. 
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4.0  Findings 

4.1  General Hydrologic Analysis 

The proposed relocation SWFSC watershed area for combined off-site and on-site 
hydrology consists of 80 acres.  The on-site drainage basin at the proposed relocation site 
consists of 2.6 acres and is located centrally within a larger combined off-site and on-site 
watershed, see Figures 4 through 7.  In general, flows for the watershed traverse east to 
west discharging at Node 207. Node 207 is the most downstream location in the watershed 
where runoff enters the Pacific Ocean, corresponding to “Outfall 001” as named in the 
UCSD SWMP.   
 
The elevations of the combined watershed containing the proposed relocation site varies 
between 385 feet mean sea level (MSL) near the eastern boundary of the watershed to a 
low of approximately 18 feet MSL near the western boundary of the watershed.  The 
drainage basins for the combined watershed are provided, see Figures 4 and 7. 
 
On site, the preferred site varies in elevations at the proposed relocation site vary between 
293 feet MSL near the northeastern boundary to a low of approximately 213 feet MSL near 
the southwestern boundary.  The on-site drainage basins are provided, see Figures 5 and 
6. 
 
The watershed area for the existing SWFSC combined off-site and on-site hydrology 
consists of 4.8 acres.  The on-site drainage basin for the existing SWFSC site consists of 
2.7 acres and is situated at the downstream end of a larger combined off-site and on-site 
watershed, see Figures 4 and 7 through 9.  In general, flows for the watershed traverse east 
to west discharging to Node 203.  Node 103 is the most downstream location in the 
watershed where runoff enters the Pacific Ocean, corresponding to “Outfall Fisheries” as 
named in the UCSD SWMP.   
 
The elevations of the combined watershed containing the existing SWFSC site varies 
between 377 feet MSL near the eastern boundary of the watershed to a low of 
approximately 195 feet MSL near the western boundary of the watershed.  The drainage 
basins for the combined watershed are provided, see Figures 4 and 7. 
 
On-site elevations at the present SWFSC site vary between 290 feet MSL near the eastern 
boundary to a low of 195 feet MSL at the southern boundary.  The on-site drainage basins 
are provided, see Figures 8 and 9. 
 
For purposes of determining appropriate mitigation measures, the proposed hydrologic 
condition is performed under the assumption that all runoff leaves the relocation site.  Per 
proposed BMPs presented in Section 4.4, a substantial portion of the flows would be 
contained within the relocation site to mitigate for an increase in peak flows and to eliminate 
the release of non-storm water discharges.   
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4.2  Existing and Proposed Condition Hydrologic Analysis Comparisons 

Table 1 below summarizes the results of the hydrologic analysis for the proposed relocation 
site.  Eight scenarios were modeled for the existing and developed conditions analyzing the 
10-year and 100-year storm events for the combined on-site and off-site watershed as well 
as the on-site drainage basin.  The table presents each scenario along with the most 
downstream node, the peak flow, tributary area, and the time of concentration.     
 

Table 1.  Proposed Relocation Site 10-Year and  
100-Year Storm Event Peak Runoff Summary 

Condition Storm Event Location Figure Node(s) 
Q (cubic feet 
per second) 

A 
(acres) tc (minutes) 

On-site Outlet 5 203 2.8 2.6 12.0 
10-year, 6-hour 

Watershed Outlet 4 207 81.2 79.9 22.7 

On-site Outlet 5 203 4.0 2.6 11.2 
Existing 

100-year, 6-hour 
Watershed outlet 4 207 114.0 79.9 21.7 

On-site Outlet 6 2003 4.4 2.6 12.2 
10-year, 6-hour 

Watershed Outlet 7 207 82.4 79.9 22.7 

On-site Outlet 6 2003 6.2 2.6 11.4 
Developed 

100-year, 6-hour 
Watershed Outlet 7 207 115.7 79.9 21.7 

 
 
Table 2 below summarizes the results of the hydrologic analysis for the present existing 
SWFSC site.  Similar to the hydrologic analysis for the preferred proposed relocation site 
hydrologic analysis, the same eight scenarios were modeled.  The table presents the each 
scenario along with the most downstream node, the peak flow, tributary area, and the time 
of concentration.     
 

Table 2.  Existing Site 10-Year and 100-Year Storm Event Peak Runoff Summary 

Condition Storm Event Location Figure Node(s) 
Q (cubic feet 
per second) 

A 
(acres) tc (minutes) 

On-site Outlet 8 103 4.4 2.7 10.3 
10-year, 6-hour 

Watershed Outlet 4 103 8.6 7.5 9.9 

On-site Outlet 8 103 5.9 2.7 9.9 
Existing 

100-year, 6-hour 
Watershed outlet 4 103 10.5 7.5 18.4 

On-site Outlet 9 103 4.0 2.7 10.5 
10-year, 6-hour 

Watershed Outlet 7 103 8.2 7.5 10.1 

On-site Outlet 9 103 6.0 2.7 17.9 
Developed 

100-year, 6-hour 
Watershed Outlet 7 103 10.2 7.5 18.4 
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Implementation of the proposed project would result in the demolition of two buildings at the 
existing SWFSC site, and construction of a new commercial building, landscaping, and 
other features at the relocation site.  After demolition of the existing buildings, the general 
drainage patterns at the present SWFSC site would remain unchanged.  Therefore, 
demolition is expected to result in a slight decrease in on-site runoff at the existing site due 
to a change in runoff coefficients from commercial, 0.85, to turf, 0.45. However, the project 
is expected to result in a slight increase in on-site runoff at the proposed relocation site due 
to a change in the runoff coefficients from turf, 0.45, to commercial, 0.85.  The general 
drainage patterns of the proposed relocation site and the existing site would remain 
unchanged. 
 
Table 3 provides a comparison of the peak runoff as modeled for changes in land use.  
Mitigation, as discussed in the next section, is required to detain increases in peak flows 
that exceed the existing flows at the watershed outlet.   
 

Table 3.  Change in Peak Runoff from Existing to Developed Condition Hydrology 

Q10 (cfs) Q100 (cfs) 
Location Existing Proposed dQ(1) Existing Proposed dQ(1) 

Present Site at Watershed 
Outlet - Node 203 

8.6 8.2 -0.4 10.5 10.2 -0.3 

Preferred Relocation Site 
at Watershed Outlet - 
Node 207 

81.2 82.4 +1.2 114.0 115.7 +1.7 

(1) dQ represents the change in peak runoff for a given storm event.   
(2)  An increase in peak runoff during the 10-year, 6-hour storm event must be mitigated by detention 

within each major drainage basin pursuant to the 2004 UCSD 2004 LRDP EIR.    
 
 
At the existing SWFSC site, there would be a decrease in the peak flows leaving the site.  
At the relocation site, an increase in peak flows leaving the site is anticipated under the 
proposed condition scenario.  The flows from the proposed relocation site converge with off-
site drainage at Node 207.  The determination point for the attenuation of peak flow rates is 
at Node 207, where the flows leave the USCD property limit; and, the hydrologic analysis 
required to satisfy mitigation measures is based on the 10-year, 6-hour storm event.   At this 
node, the total basin area is 80 acres.  The total existing Q10 storm flow is 81.2 cfs.  The 
total proposed Q10 storm flow is 82.4 cfs, a 1.2 cfs increase in storm flows across UCSD 
property limits.  Detention is to occur on site to mitigate for the increase in the peak flow at 
the site limits and is discussed in Section 4.3.1.  The 1.2 cfs increase for mitigation is a 
conservative estimate that does not account for on-site detention.  During subsequent 
design stages, the effect on peak flows due to detention on site should be included in the 
analysis. 
 
Results of the rational method hydrologic calculations for the existing and developed 
condition 10- and 100-year storm events for the proposed relocation site are presented in 
Appendix D.  The results of the existing and developed condition 10- and 100-year storm 
events for the existing SWFSC site are presented in Appendix E.   
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4.3 Criteria for Final Site Design  

Applicable runoff mitigation measures from the Hydrology Technical Report prepared for the 
UCSD LRDP EIR include the following: 
 

“For each development or redevelopment project that would result in an increase of 
5,000 square feet or more of impervious surface, the engineer of record shall 
perform a drainage study approved by the UCSD Facilities Design and Construction 
and Physical Planning departments that complies with the following conditions. 
BMPs and other recommendations used to comply with these conditions shall be 
incorporated into construction plans and other relevant project development plans. 
BMPs shall be consistent with UCSD adopted physical plans, shall be operational 
prior to project completion and occupancy, and shall be maintained by UCSD.  
 
Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate for developments where the increased peak storm 
water discharge rate will result in increased potential for downstream erosion. 
Therefore, all developments are required to maintain the peak runoff for the 10-year, 
6-hour storm event. In cases where known or potential on or off-site erosion 
problems have been identified, the engineer of record in coordination with UCSD 
shall determine if maintenance of peak runoff for a larger storm event is necessary. 
 
Measures that protect slopes and channels such as energy dissipaters, vegetation, 
and slope/channel stabilizers shall be applied where appropriate.” 

 
The above requirements were restated in the following Mitigation Measures Hyd-1A (ii) and 
(iii) from the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program of the UCSD LRDP EIR. 
 
Hyd-1A (ii) “Measures that protect slopes and channels such as energy dissipaters, 
vegetation, and slope/channel stabilizers shall be applied where appropriate.” 
 
Hyd-1A (iii) “All developments that will increase impervious surfaces by 5,000 square feet 
or more are required to maintain the peak runoff for the 10-year, 6-hour storm event.  In 
cases where known or potential on or off-site erosion problems have been identified, the 
engineer of record in coordination with UCSD shall determine if maintenance of peak runoff 
for a larger storm event is necessary. 
 
“This standard shall be applied at the location where storm runoff from the drainage basin in 
which the project is located flows across UCSD property limits, either as overland flow or 
contained within a storm water conveyance system.” 

4.3.1 Proposed Relocation Site  

Recommended site design BMPs were selected using the California Stormwater 
Management Practices Handbook prepared by California Stormwater Quality Association 
(CASQA) and previous experience.   
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A conceptual layout with recommended BMP options to address the detention of peak flows 
is provided, see Figure 10.  This conceptual plan provides one option for detention.  
Different BMPs may become more suitable to the site as the design progresses.  Within the 
conceptual plan, the proposed building is a four-level structure with an open area deck or 
roof on levels three and four.  Planter boxes with native sedges are proposed on the roof 
tops to capture additional runoff  
 
Roof runoff from levels three and four would be routed through drain pipes and collected in 
rain barrels situated at the ground floor along the north and east building perimeters. The 
collected rain runoff would flow through pipes into one of three rain gardens within the 
landscaped areas adjacent to the north and east sides of the building.  The rain gardens 
would serve to retain flows collected from the impervious roof area.  In addition to the rain 
gardens, foundation plantings are proposed within the landscaped areas to eliminate 
erosion around the base of the commercial building that could otherwise occur due to 
concentrated sheet flows during heavy rains.  These areas promote infiltration of runoff and 
mitigate for base flows on site.   
 
A short-term parking area is proposed adjacent to the southwest corner of the building to 
have permeable pavement to maximize infiltration, provide retention, slow runoff, and 
minimize impervious area.  Runoff in the short-term parking area would flow to several 
planting islands without a curb and gutter to provide additional mini-retention basins 
(vegetated sumps).   
 
Additional options to achieve mitigation not included in this conceptual plan may include 
infiltration trenches, vegetated swales, vegetated buffer strips, infiltration basins, or bio-
retention amongst other available BMP providing protection. 
 
The Urban Runoff Quality Management Approach is a method of sizing volume-based 
BMPs for planning level estimates and the methodology is described in detail in the 
American Society of Civil Engineers Manual of Practice No. 87.  The Urban Runoff Quality 
Management Approach, corresponding to approximately an 85th percentile runoff event, 
estimates 3900 cubic feet of storage would be required on the project site for treatment 
control.  The BMPs recommended in this conceptual layout would need to collectively 
provide the 3900 cubic feet of storage.  The calculations to determine the required 
treatment volume are included in Appendix F.   
 
Existing slopes that would not be disturbed along the perimeter of the proposed relocation 
site fronting La Jolla Shores Drive are mainly protected by existing vegetation.  In areas of 
sparse existing vegetation, additional native plantings would be established to prevent 
erosion on these slopes.  Proposed cut slopes would be stabilized by using temporary 
woven mesh or netting restraints until plantings are well established. 
 
Proposed development flows leave the site in an existing storm drain infrastructure system.  
A non-erosive existing storm drain infrastructure system is in place and would convey the 
flows from the demolition and proposed relocation project off site.  Velocities within the 
storm drain system are not anticipated to increase as a result of the project and energy 
dissipating measures at the outlet of the storm drain facilities are not recommended.  







 
 

 22 Hydrology Report  
 NOAA SWFSC Relocation Project 

In addition to providing detention in accordance with Mitigation Measures Hyd-1A (ii) and 
(iii) from the UCSD LRDP EIR, the BMPs recommended above would provide water quality 
benefits and capture non-storm water related discharges as conditioned in the California 
Ocean Plan.  Runoff containing potential pollutants from the developed areas would pass 
through mini-retention features to capture both the storm water flows and potential 
discharges.  As described as an option above, the mini-retention features would include rain 
barrels, rain gardens, vegetated sump islands in the short-term parking area, covered 
parking garage and loading dock and trash areas, landscaping, and the use of materials 
that serve to eliminate the leaching of metals.  The building perimeter rain barrels or 
cisterns would direct roof runoff to rain gardens capturing and filtering associated storm 
water pollutants.  Vegetated sump islands within the short-term parking area would collect 
potentially contaminated runoff and allow infiltration.  Pervious pavement proposed in this 
parking area would also serve to maximize infiltration, provide retention, slow runoff, and 
minimize impervious land coverage.  A canopy cover is recommended to protect the loading 
dock and trash areas.  If the canopy cover interrupts the building design, then a media filter 
may alternatively be used.  These BMPs function to eliminate non-storm water runoff 
discharges into ASBS 31 and to protect water quality.  Other options to protect water quality 
may be considered in place of those BMPs included in this conceptual layout.  Additional 
BMPs that may be considered on the site include bio-retention, vegetated swales, 
vegetated buffer strips, vortex separator, media filter, drain inserts, water quality inlets, 
infiltration trenches, and an infiltration basin amongst other BMPs that work effectively to 
treat water quality. 

4.3.2 Existing SWFSC Demolition Site  

For the existing SWFSC site to be consistent with Mitigation Measures Hyd-1A (ii) and (iii) 
from the UCSD LRDP EIR, it is recommended that coastal sage scrub be established within 
the demolition areas.  Replacement of building structures with vegetation on the present 
SWFSC site would cause a decrease in the peak flow.   

4.4  Sea Water Return System Waste Discharge Requirements 

Although the California Ocean Plan prohibits waste discharges into ASBS 31, the SWRCB 
adopted Resolution No. 2004-0052 on July 22, 2004, which included a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for a conditional exception to the prohibition against waste discharges.  The 
exception establishes requirements and conditions applicable to the discharges into ASBS 
31 from the seawater system at SIO.  The exception is conditioned on compliance by 
UCSD/SIO with its NPDES Permit No.CA0107239, Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR). 
 
Numerical effluent limits for seawater (solely seawater or seawater co-mingled with storm 
water) discharges into ASBS 31 by UCSD/SIO, were set forth in “Section C. Special 
Conditions, Item 1, Numerical Effluent Limitations for Outfalls #001,…” of the WDR.  
Numerical effluent limits for the dry weather seawater waste discharge from Outfall #001 
became effective on February 9, 2005. 
 
In order for UCSD/SIO to monitor its dry weather discharges separately and to address 
“Section C. Item5. Prohibition c,” which prohibits discharge of non-storm water to a storm 
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drain system, Southwest Fisheries/UCSD/SIO is required to separate the seawater return 
system from the storm water conveyance system, and install a designated seawater return 
system that will allow separate sampling of seawater discharge from the storm water.  

4.5  Flooding On Site or Off Site 

Flooding is not expected to occur at the existing SWFSC and proposed relocation sites as a 
result of the proposed changes in land use because site design mitigation to detain peak 
flows to their existing condition is recommended. 

4.6  Water Quality Degradation and Water Quality Evaluation 

Per the UCSD SWMP, pre-project water quality discharges would need to be monitored to 
establish baseline levels.  Post-project water quality discharges shall not be worsened as a 
result of the project.   Monitoring and inspection data guidelines will be adhered to, in 
accordance with Section 4.4 (Action Plan) of the SWMP.  

4.7 Considerations During Construction 

Water quality would also have the potential to be impacted during site construction.  Land 
disturbing construction activities associated with implementation of the proposed project, 
such as grading and excavation, construction of new building foundations, roads, 
driveways, and trenches for utilities, could result in the localized alteration of drainage 
patterns. These alterations may temporarily exceed the capacity of storm water facilities if 
substantial drainage is rerouted. Temporary ponding and/or flooding could also result from 
temporary alterations of the drainage patterns or from the temporary creation of a sump 
condition due to grading. Land alterations may temporarily result in erosion and siltation if 
flows were substantially increased or routed to facilities or channels without capacity to 
carry the flow.   

Under the NPDES permit program, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will 
be prepared by the contractor and BMPs implemented for construction and demolition 
activities on both the existing SWFSC and proposed relocation sites. BMPs identified in the 
SWPPP shall accomplish the following:  
 
Minimizing land disturbance.  Clearing of land is limited to that which will be actively 
under construction; new land disturbance during the rainy season is minimized; and 
disturbance to areas that would not be affected by construction is avoided. 

 
Stabilizing disturbed areas.  Temporary stabilization of disturbed soils is provided via 
implementation of on-site erosion and sediment control BMPs whenever active construction 
is not occurring on graded portions of the site; and permanent stabilization is provided after 
finish grading via implementation of landscaping, irrigation and maintenance. 

 
Protecting off-site slopes and channels.  To avoid erosion of slopes and channels 
outside of the approved grading area, disturbance of natural channels is avoided, 
unvegetated off-site slopes are stabilized via implementation of erosion control BMPs, and 
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increases in runoff velocity caused by project construction is managed via implementation 
of on-site diversion or detention measures. 

 
Controlling construction site perimeters.  Upstream runoff is diverted around or safely 
conveyed through the construction sites and is kept free of excessive sediment and other 
constituents via implementation of filtration BMPs.  Sediment-laden waters from disturbed or 
active construction areas within the existing SWFSC and proposed relocation sites are 
detained from discharging downstream via implementation of perimeter sediment control 
BMPs. 

 
Implementation of appropriate BMPs as part of compliance with the General Construction 
Storm Water Permit would protect the quality of storm water runoff from the existing SWFSC 
and proposed relocation sites.  In addition, the construction sites would be managed under 
the UCSD SWMP in compliance with the Phase II regulations and the 2004 UCSD LRDP 
EIR. Therefore, short-term water quality and hydrology impacts resulting from alterations of 
drainage patterns during construction would be less than significant. 
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1.0 BACKGROUND  
 
The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), Southwest Region conducts scientific research on fisheries of the Pacific 
Ocean and provides scientific management advice on fishery resources. The Region’s Southwest 
Fisheries Science Center (SWFSC) is the headquarters for six regional headquarters in the 
United States.  
 
The SWFSC headquarters is located on the campus of the Scripps Institution of Oceanography 
(SIO), a portion of the University of California, San Diego (UCSD) campus in La Jolla, 
California. The headquarter facilities consist of structures which are being threatened by coastal 
bluff erosion. For this reason, NOAA NMFS is considering relocating the SWFSC headquarters. 
The preferred site for the new SWFSC facility is largely undeveloped and impacts resulting from 
the proposed project will be assessed under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
 
The existing facility is located on a 2.48-acre parcel on the UCSD campus. The 3.3-acre 
relocation site is currently undeveloped and is located east of the existing facility just south of La 
Jolla Shores Drive, as shown in Figure 1 (Vicinity Map). 
 
2.0 OBJECTIVES 
 
This biological technical report was prepared to provide SRI International with current biological 
data to satisfy the review of the proposed project under CEQA, NEPA, and other federal, state, 
and local regulations. The report describes vegetation communities as well as sensitive resources 
observed or detected on the preferred site that could be potentially affected upon implementation 
of the proposed project. In addition, this report includes analyses of impacts to vegetation 
communities and sensitive resources. Mitigation measures are proposed to offset the proposed 
project’s potentially significant impacts to sensitive vegetation communities and sensitive plant 
and animal species.  
 
3.0 METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1 Literature Review 
 
Existing information pertaining to the project region was reviewed prior to the initiation of the 
field surveys. Such information included an aerial photograph of the project area; the Biological 
Resources section of the 2004 UCSD Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Final Program 
EIR; the Biological Resources Technical Report (2004) prepared by Helix Environmental 
Planning, Inc. for the 2004 LRDP EIR; California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB); and the previous vegetation map and 
biological technical report prepared for the preferred site in 2006. 
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3.2 Reconnaissance Survey 
 
A reconnaissance survey of the preferred site was conducted by foot on February 19, 2008 by 
Jim Rocks of Rocks Biological Consulting and Kate Gentles from PBS&J. An aerial photograph 
was used as a base layer to create a vegetation map. Vegetation communities/land uses were 
identified and delineated in the field and then digitized by using a Geographic Information 
System (GIS). A U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) protocol level survey for the coastal 
California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) was also conducted and is described 
below. No other focused surveys for rare, threatened, or endangered species were conducted, but 
the locations of sensitive species, if observed, were recorded on the aerial photograph. No formal 
jurisdictional wetland delineations were conducted because hydric soils are not present and no 
evidence of wetland hydrology or vegetation was observed. 
 
3.3 Protocol-level Coastal California Gnatcatcher Surveys 
 
All potentially appropriate California gnatcatcher habitat (all coastal sage scrub habitat) within 
the preferred site was surveyed. A total of three surveys, at least 7 days apart, were conducted 
within the appropriate habitat areas between February 19, 2008 and March 3, 2008. Surveys 
were conducted on foot, and all bird and other wildlife species were identified and recorded (see 
attached species list in Appendix B). A taped California gnatcatcher vocalization was played at 
regular intervals throughout each survey to increase the chances of locating California 
gnatcatchers. Following the protocol, taped vocalizations were discontinued if a response ensued. 
All surveys were conducted during times of appropriate weather conditions and are detailed in 
Table 1, below. The survey letter report is available in Appendix C. 
 
 
Table 1.  Summary of Weather Conditions during Coastal California Gnatcatcher Surveys 

 
Date Surveyor Time Temp (ºF) Wind (mph) % Clouds Precip. 

2/19/2008 Jim Rocks 0940-1200 58-65 1-4 100-60 0 

2/25/2008 Jim Rocks 0900-1005 61-66 1-4 5-0 0 

3/3/2008 Jim Rocks 0930-1040 65-68 1-6 0-0 0 

 
 
3.4 Scientific Nomenclature 
 
Scientific nomenclature used in this report is from Holland (1986) and Oberbauer (1996) for 
vegetation communities; Simpson and Rebman (2006), Lightner (2006), and CNPS (2007) for 
flora; and Laudenslayer (1991) for animals.  
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4.0 BIOLOGICAL SETTING 
 
The preferred site is surrounded by developed areas on the UCSD campus. As shown in Figure 2 
(Preferred Relocation Site), existing land uses surrounding the preferred site include residential, 
academic, and park lands within the UCSD/SIO campus, and single-family residences and open 
space off campus to the north. The elevation of the preferred site is approximately 213 to 304 
feet above mean sea level. The preferred site is generally disturbed and supports coastal sage 
scrub habitat and ornamental vegetation. Figure 3 (Preferred Site Vegetation Map) shows the 
distribution of vegetation communities within the preferred site.  
   
5.0 RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION 
 
5.1 Vegetation Communities 
 
Several vegetation types were identified within the preferred site. Table 2 lists the vegetation 
communities and land uses that occur within the preferred site and the approximate acreages of 
each. Figure 3 (Preferred Site Vegetation Map) shows the distribution of vegetation communities 
within the preferred site. This section provides a general description of the vegetation observed 
within the preferred site. A compendium of plant species observed during field surveys is 
provided in Appendix A. 
 
 

Table 2.  Vegetation Communities and Land Uses within the Preferred Site 
  

Vegetation Community or Land Use(1) 
Total Acreage Within 

Project Area 
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub  1.63 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub  - disturbed 0.08 

Disturbed Habitat 0.73 

Eucalyptus Woodland 0.37 

Urbanized 0.49 

TOTAL 3.30 
(1)   Vegetation community names in italics are considered sensitive. 

 
 
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (including disturbed) 
The Diegan coastal sage scrub is comprised of low, soft-woody subshrubs, which grow up to 
about one meter (three feet) high. Many of plants in this community are facultatively drought-
deciduous. This association is typically found on dry sites, such as steep, south-facing slopes or 
clay-rich soils that are slow to release stored water. Diegan coastal sage scrub within the 
preferred site is mostly degraded vegetation, with only a few intact patches, probably caused by 
minor clearing or other disturbance to the vegetation. The dominant native plant species present 
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in this community include California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), California box-thorn 
(Lycium californicum), lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia), wild cucumber (Marah 
macrocarpus), bush sunflower (Encelia californica), and coast prickly-pear (Opuntia littoralis). 
The dominant non-native species include Bermuda buttercup (Oxalis pes-caprae) and black 
mustard (Brassica nigra). Diegan coastal sage scrub is considered a sensitive habitat by the 
resource agencies. Therefore, impacts on Diegan coastal sage scrub within the preferred site 
would be considered significant.    
 
Disturbed Habitat 
Disturbed habitat is any land on which the native vegetation has been significantly altered by 
construction or other land-clearing activities, and the species composition and site conditions are 
not characteristic of the disturbed phase of a plant association. Disturbed habitat is typically 
found in vacant lots, roadsides, construction staging areas, or abandoned fields, and is dominated 
by non-native annual species and perennial broadleaf species. The dominant on-site plant species 
in this community include Bermuda buttercup, black mustard, peppergrass (Lepidium nitidum), 
iceplant (Carpobrotus chilensis), eucalyptus (Eucalyptus spp.), red-eye acacia (Acacia cyclops), 
and myoporum (Myoporum laetum). Disturbed habitat occurs within the preferred site; however, 
impacts on this community would not be considered significant. 
 
Eucalyptus Woodland 
Stands of eucalyptus trees (Eucalyptus sp.) occur across the preferred site and occur in areas in 
the vicinity of the preferred site. Plants in this genus, imported primarily from Australia, were 
originally planted in groves throughout many regions of coastal California as a potential source 
of lumber and building materials, for their use as windbreaks, and for their horticultural novelty. 
They have increased their cover through natural regeneration, particularly in moist areas 
sheltered from strong coastal winds. Gum trees naturalize readily in the state and, where they 
form dense stands, tend to completely supplant native vegetation, greatly altering community 
structure and dynamics. Very few native plants are compatible with eucalyptus. Impacts on 
eucalyptus trees would not be considered significant.  
 
Urbanized 
Urbanized land includes areas of development and redevelopment (locations of existing man-
made structures), roadways, parking lots, pedestrian paths, horticultural open spaces, landscape 
buffers and courtyards, plazas, gardens, and recreation fields. Urbanized land is not considered 
sensitive, nor is it regulated by any resource agency. 
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PREFERRED SITE VEGETATION MAP FIGURE 3

SOURCE: Google, 2008 and PBS&J, 2008
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5.2 Plant and Animal Species 
 
A total of 37 plant species were observed during the reconnaissance survey, including nine 
patches of California box thorn (Lycium californicum), a California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 
List 4 species. List 4 species are “watch list” plants that are still relatively common, are not 
considered sensitive by UCSD, and, therefore, do not impose a significant biological constraint 
on the proposed project. A complete list of plants observed is included in Appendix A.  
 
A total of 18 animal species were observed or detected during the reconnaissance survey and the 
coastal California gnatcatcher surveys. A complete list of animals observed or detected is 
included in Appendix B. All of the animal species were identified by direct observation or 
vocalizations, the presence of scat and/or tracks, or other signs.  
 
5.3 Sensitive Resources 
 
Sensitive resources are those defined as the following: (1) habitat areas or vegetation 
communities that are unique, are of relatively limited distribution, or are of particular value to 
wildlife; and (2) species that have been given recognition by federal, state, or local government 
agencies and organizations due to limited, declining, or threatened populations. 
 
A review of the CNDDB, the LRDP Biological Resources Technical Report, and the 2004 LRDP 
Final EIR was conducted prior to the field survey. With the aid of those documents and local 
knowledge of biological resources, Tables 3 and 4 were created. The tables list sensitive species 
and their habitat requirements and assess their potential to occur within the 3.3-acre preferred 
site. Significant biological impacts typically involve USFWS listed species or sensitive habitats; 
however, the less sensitive species listed below, such as Species of Concern, must be considered 
in the planning and CEQA process, as well. The following discussion is focused on sensitive 
vegetation communities, plants, and wildlife species that occur or have the potential to occur 
within the 3.3-acre preferred site.   
 
One sensitive vegetation community occurs within the preferred site:  Diegan coastal sage scrub. 
Both intact and disturbed areas of this vegetation community are considered sensitive by the 
CDFG and USFWS because this vegetation community is known to support sensitive plant and 
wildlife species.  
 
Table 3 lists the sensitive plant species that could potentially occur within the preferred site. As 
shown in Table 3, one sensitive plant species, San Diego sea dahlia (Coreopsis maritima), which 
is a CNPS List 2.2 species, was found to occur just to the southeast of the preferred site (i.e., off-
site). List 2 species are defined as those species which are rare, threatened, or endangered in 
California, but are more common elsewhere. Because this species does not occur within the 
preferred site, this species does not pose a significant biological constraint on the proposed 
project. 
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Table 3.  Sensitive Plant Species Potentially Occurring within the Preferred Site 
 
Species  Status(1) Potential to Occur within the Preferred Site 
San Diego thorn-mint  
(Acanthomintha ilicifolia) 

FT / SE / 1B.1 Very Low. Occurs on clay lenses in open areas. Habitat not 
observed on-site. 

California adolphia  
(Adolphia californica) 

2.1 None. Occurs in canyons and washes in coastal sage scrub. 
Would have been observed if present. 

Shaw’s agave  
(Agave shawii) 

2.1 None. Occurs in coastal sage scrub and coastal bluff scrub. 
Would have been observed if present. 

San Diego ambrosia  
(Ambrosia pumila) 

FE / 1B.1 None. Found in open grassland areas and coastal sage scrub, 
often on historic river floodplains. Habitat not observed on-
site. 

Aphanisma  
(Aphanisma blitoides) 

1B.2 Low. Occurs in sandy soils in coastal bluff scrub, coastal 
dunes, and coastal sage scrub. Habitat not observed on-site. 

Del Mar Manzanita  
(Arctostaphylos glandulosa ssp. crassifolia) 

FE / 1B.1 None. Occurs in southern maritime chaparral. Would have 
been observed if present. 

Coastal dunes milk vetch  
(Astragalus tener var. titi) 

FE / SE / 1B.1 None. Occurs in coastal dunes and sandy places along the 
coast.  

Encinitas baccharis 
(Baccharis vanessae) 

FT / SE / 1B.1 None. Occurs in southern maritime and southern mixed 
chaparral. Would have been observed if present. 

White coast ceanothus   
(Ceanothus verrucosus) 

FSC / 2.2 None. Occurs in chaparral. Would have been observed if 
present. 

Orcutt’s spineflower  
(Chorizanthe orcuttiana) 

FE / SE / 1B.1 None. Occurs in coastal chaparral openings in chamise, in 
loose sandy substrate. 

Long-spined spineflower 
(Chorizanthe polygonoides var. longispina) 

1B.2 Very Low. Occurs in chaparral and coastal sage scrub.  

Summer holly  
(Comarostaphylis diversifolia ssp. 
diversifolia) 

1B.1 None. Occurs in chaparral. Would have been observed if 
present. 

San Diego sea dahlia  
(Coreopsis maritima) 

2.2 Observed, to the southeast of the preferred site. 

San Diego sand aster   
(Corethrogyne filaginifolia var. incana) 

1B.1 None. Occurs in coastal bluff scrub, chaparral, and coastal 
scrub. Would have been observed if present. 

Del Mar Mesa sand aster  
(Corethrogyne filaginfolia var. linifolia) 

1B.1 None. Typically occurs in sandy and disturbed areas of 
southern maritime chaparral. Would have been observed if 
present. 

Short-leaved dudleya  
(Dudleya brevifolia) 

SE / 1B.1 Very Low. Occurs in dry, sandstone bluffs in chaparral. 
Habitat not observed on-site. 

Variegated dudleya  
(Dudleya variegata) 

1B.2 Very Low. Occurs on clay soils on dry hillside and mesas. 

Sticky dudleya  
(Dudleya viscida) 

1B.2 Very Low. Occurs in coastal bluff scrub, chaparral, coastal 
scrub with rocky soils 

San Diego button celery   
(Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii) 

FE / SE / 1B.1 None. Occurs in vernal pools. Habitat not observed on-site. 

San Diego barrel cactus  
(Ferocactus viridescens) 

FSC / 2.1 None. Occurs in dry slopes in coastal sage scrub. Would have 
been observed if present. 

Robinson’s pepper-grass  
(Lepidium virginicum var. robinsonii) 

1B.2 None. Occurs in chaparral and coastal scrub. Would have been 
observed if present. 
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Species  Status(1) Potential to Occur within the Preferred Site 
Willowy monardella  
(Monardella viminea) 

FE / SE / 1B.1 None. Occurs on terraces of alluvial ephemeral washes.  
Habitat not observed on-site. 

San Diego goldenstar  
(Muilla clevelandii) 

1B.1 Very Low. Perennial herb occurring in chaparral, coastal sage 
scrub, valley and foothill grasslands, and vernal pools. 

Spreading navarretia  
(Navarretia fossalis) 

FT / 1B.1 None. Occurs in vernal pools. Habitat not observed on-site. 

California Orcutt grass  
(Orcuttia californica) 

FE / SE / 1B.1 None. Occurs in vernal pools. Habitat not observed on-site. 

Brand’s star phacelia  
(Phacelia stellaris) 

FC / 1B.1 None. Occurs in coastal dunes. Habitat not observed on-site. 

Torrey pine  
(Pinus torreyana ssp. torreyana) 

1B.1 Ornamental plantings of species observed within the project 
site.  

San Diego mesa mint  
(Pogogyne abramsii) 

FE / SE / 1B.1 None. Occurs in vernal pools. Habitat not observed on-site. 

Otay Mesa mint  
(Pogogyne nudiuscula) 

FE / SE / 1B.1 None. Occurs in vernal pools. Habitat not observed on-site. 

Nuttall’s scrub oak  
(Quercus dumosa) 

FSC / 1B.1 None. Occurs in chaparral, coastal scrub with sandy or clay 
loam soils. Would have been observed if present. 

Parry’s tetracoccus  
(Tetracoccus dioicus) 

1B.2 None. Occurs in coastal sage scrub. Would have been 
observed if present. 

(1)  Federal Candidates and Listed Plants 
FE = Federally listed, endangered; FT = Federally listed, threatened; FC = Candidate for federal listing;  
FSC = Federally special concern species 

    State Listed Plants 
SE = State listed, endangered 

    California Native Plant Society Lists 
1A = Species presumed extinct; 1B = Species, rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. These species 

are eligible for state listing. 
2 = Species rare, threatened, or endangered in California but which are more common elsewhere. These species are eligible 

for state listing. 
3 = Species for which more information is needed. Distribution, endangerment, and/or taxonomic information is needed. 
4 = A watch list of species of limited distribution. These species need to be monitored for changes in the status of their 

populations. 
0.1 = Seriously endangered in California. 
0.2 = Fairly endangered in California. 

 
 
Table 4 lists the sensitive animal species that could potentially occur within the preferred site 
based on a review of the CNDDB, the LRDP Biological Resources Technical Report, and the 
2004 LRDP Final EIR. The site supports habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher. Protocol 
surveys for the preferred site were conducted in August through October 2001 by Helix 
Environmental Planning, Inc; in May and June 2005 by PBS&J; and in February and March 
2008 by Rocks Biological Consulting. In 2001, there were four California gnatcatcher 
observations within SIO. The surveys conducted in 2005 and 2008 both yielded negative results. 
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Table 4.  Sensitive Animal Species Potentially Occurring within the Preferred Site 
 

Species 

Status(1) 

Federal / State / 
Other Potential to Occur within the Preferred Site 

Amphibians   
Western spadefoot 
(Spea (=Scaphiopus) hammondii) 

None / CSC Low. Most common in grasslands, coastal sage scrub near rain 
pools or vernal pools, riparian habitats. Habitat not observed on-
site. 

Reptiles   
Belding’s orange-throated whiptail  
(Aspidoscelis hyperythra beldingi) 

None / CSC Low. Occurs in coastal sage scrub and chaparral. Also found in 
weedy, disturbed areas adjacent to these habitats. Important 
habitat requirements include open, sunny areas, shaded areas, 
and abundant invertebrate prey base, particularly native ants and 
termites.  

Rosy boa 
(Charina trivirgata) 

FSC / None Very Low. Prefers rocky areas in coastal sage scrub, chaparral, 
and desert habitats 

Northern red-diamond rattlesnake  
(Crotalus exsul) 

FSC / CSC  Very Low. Favors rocky outcrops in coastal sage scrub, 
chaparral, creosote bush scrub and areas dominated by cactus. 

Coronado Island skink 
(Eumeces skiltonianus interparietalis) 

FSC / CSC  Low. Prefers grassland, coastal sage scrub, and open chaparral 
habitat where there is abundant leaf litter or low, herbaceous 
growth. 

Coast (San Diego) horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma coronatum (blainvillii 
population)) 

FSC / CSC  Very Low. Prefers coastal sage scrub and chaparral habitat. 

Coast patch-nosed snake 
(Salvadora hexalepis virgultea) 
 

FSC / CSC  Very Low. Primarily found in chaparral but also inhabits coastal 
sage scrub and areas of grassland mixed with scrub. 

Birds   
Southern California rufous-crowned 
sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens) 

None / CSC  None. Prefers Coastal sage scrub where it occurs on rocky 
hillsides and in canyons. Would have been observed if present. 

Coastal California gnatcatcher 
(Polioptila californica californica) 

FT, USBC / CSC Low. Prefers coastal sage scrub, coastal sage scrub-chaparral 
mix, and coastal sage scrub-grassland ecotone habitats. 
However, none were observed during focused surveys. 

Mammals   
Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse 
(Chaetodipus fallax fallax) 

FSC / CSC   Low. Can occur in coastal sage scrub and ruderal areas, often in 
sandy washes. 

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus 
californicus bennettii) 

FSC / CSC  Low. Occurs primarily in open habitats including coastal sage 
scrub, chaparral, grasslands, croplands, and open, disturbed areas 
if there is at least some shrub cover present.  

San Diego desert woodrat  
Neotoma lepida intermedia 

FSC / CSC  Low. Prefers coastal sage scrub habitat and other xeric habitats. 

(1)  Federal Designations 
FE = Federally endangered; FSC = Federal Species of Concern; FT = Federally threatened;  
USBC = U.S. Bird Conservation watch list  

    State Designations 
CSC = California Species of Concern; SE = State-listed as endangered 
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6.0 PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Impacts addressed in this section are considered either direct or indirect. A direct impact occurs 
when the primary effects of the project replace the existing habitat with graded or developed 
areas. An indirect impact consists of secondary effects of a project such as decreased water 
quality (e.g., through sedimentation, urban contaminants, or fuel release), colonization of non-
native plant species, edge effects, human activity, animal behavioral changes, night lighting, and 
roadkill. The magnitude of an indirect impact can be the same as a direct impact; however, the 
effect usually takes longer to become apparent.  
 
6.1 Sensitive Plant Species 
 
No sensitive plant species that would constrain the proposed project were detected within the 
preferred site. As shown in Table 3, some other sensitive plant species have some potential to 
occur within the preferred site, albeit a low or very low potential. Because these species have a 
low potential of occurring within the preferred site, any potential impacts to such species would 
be less than significant.  
 
6.2 Sensitive Animal Species 
 
No sensitive animal species were observed within the preferred site. However, there are two 
species which could be directly impacted by construction of the proposed project:  coastal 
California gnatcatcher and raptors. A direct impact could occur to coastal California gnatcatcher 
as a result of habitat loss due to project grading and construction. If on-site habitat clearing 
occurs prior to March 2009, impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher would be less than 
significant, because the recent 2008 surveys were negative. However, because, coastal California 
gnatcatcher surveys are valid for only one calendar year, if on-site habitat clearing occurs after 
March 2009, the direct impact to coastal California gnatcatcher could be significant.  
 
Additional direct impacts to roosting and nesting habitat for raptor species could occur as a result 
of removing tall trees, such as eucalyptus trees, with active nests. The direct loss of suitable 
habitat for coastal California gnatcatcher and raptors would result in a significant impact to 
sensitive animal species.  
 
However, the eucalyptus trees can provide nest sites for raptor species and, if trees will be 
removed during the raptor breeding season (approximately February 1 through August 31), a 
survey for nests should be conducted prior to clearing the trees. If an active nest(s) is present, 
impacts on the trees must be avoided until the nest is no longer active. 
 
As shown in Table 4, several other sensitive animal species have some potential to occur within 
the preferred site, albeit a low potential. Because these species have a low potential of occurring 
within the preferred site, any potential impacts to such species would be less than significant.  
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Implementation of following mitigation measures will reduce impacts to coastal California 

gnatcatcher, if construction were begin after March 2009, and raptors to a less than significant 

level.  

 

MM-1 If habitat clearing should occur after March 2009, three surveys at least seven to 10 

days apart shall be conducted to determine the presence or absence of the coastal 

California gnatcatcher, as required by 2004 LRDP EIR mitigation measure Bio-2A. 

The permittee shall submit the 10-day pre-survey notification to the USFWS Carlsbad 

Permits Division, including an explanation that three surveys will be conducted and 

that UCSD will mitigate all impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub at a 2:1 ratio (MM-

3), regardless of whether or not it is occupied, through on-site preservation in the 

UCSD Park. Documentation of the survey results shall be provided to USFWS. 

 

 If habitat located within the preferred site is determined to be occupied by coastal 

California gnatcatcher, the following measures shall be implemented.  

 

i. Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat shall not be removed during the gnatcatcher 

breeding season (February 15 through August 30). If gnatcatchers are not 

present, then only mitigation for the habitat loss shall be required (MM-3) and 

habitat clearing can occur at any time in the year following the survey. 

ii. If construction activities are proposed during the gnatcatcher breeding season or 

operational noise would exceed noise thresholds suggested by the USFWS and 

gnatcatchers are found within 500 feet of the grading limits based on the survey 

to determine presence/absence, an acoustical technician shall be consulted to 

identify appropriate measures for reducing construction or operational noise 

levels to 60 dB(A) hourly Leq during the part of the breeding season when 

active nests are most likely. If ambient noise levels currently exceed this level, 

then noise attenuation measures shall be implemented to prevent construction or 

operational noise from exceeding ambient levels during this period. If noise 

reduction measures are determined to be necessary, the acoustical technician 

shall confirm, through noise measurements, that noise attenuation measures are 

effective at maintaining noise at or below the specified threshold. 

iii. Impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub (regardless of occupancy) shall be 

mitigated at a 2:1 ratio by preserving areas in the Park (MM-3). 

MM-2 Prior to initiation of project construction, during the raptor nesting season (generally 

February 1 through August 31) where suitable trees for raptor nesting occur within 

the preferred site or within 500 feet of the preferred site, pre-construction surveys for 

raptor nests shall be performed by a qualified biologist. These surveys shall be 

conducted no more than ten days before construction. Construction activities within 

500 feet of active nests shall not be allowed to resume during the breeding season 

until a qualified biologist determines that the nest is no longer active. 
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6.3 Sensitive Vegetation Communities 
 
Approximately 1.71 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub was identified within the preferred site, 
as shown in Table 2. Both intact and disturbed areas of this vegetation community are considered 
sensitive by the CDFG and USFWS because this vegetation community is known to support 
sensitive plant and wildlife species. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would 
directly impact this sensitive vegetation community and would result in a significant impact to 
Diegan coastal sage scrub.  
 
Implementation of following mitigation measure, which is based on Mitigation Measure Bio-3B 
from the 2004 LRDP EIR, will reduce impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub to a less than 
significant level.  
 
MM-3 In accordance with the 2004 UCSD LRDP EIR Mitigation Measure Bio-3B, prior to 

project construction, all direct impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub greater than 0.1 
acre shall be mitigated at a ratio of 2 to 1.  

Mitigation for Diegan coastal sage scrub impacts shall consist of preservation of 
habitat on campus combined with habitat creation and/or enhancement on-campus 
lands. All on-campus mitigation shall occur in the Park, particularly in the Ecological 
Reserve. This may require reclassifying at least some Restoration Lands and/or Grove 
Reserve as Ecological Reserve if they contain appropriate habitat to satisfy the 
mitigation requirement(s). Restoration activities could occur within portions of the 
Park that are currently disturbed, or in areas disturbed by project impacts, if they 
occur adjacent to other habitat in the Park. Mitigation credit should be given only 
where the habitat would be considered to be viable in the long-term, given the other 
surrounding uses planned by the 2004 LRDP.  

The Applicant shall coordinate the preservation of habitat with UCSD’s Department 
of Physical Planning. The process of preserving habitat is an administrative process 
where UCSD will quantify the impacts and bank suitable habitat near the preferred 
relocation site, most likely in Skeleton Canyon on the SIO Campus. 

6.4 Wetlands and Jurisdictional Waterways 
 
Waters of the United States is a broad category of water bodies which encompasses both wetland 
and non-wetland aquatic habitats, such as streams, creeks, rivers, lakes, ponds, bays, and oceans. 
These non-wetland waters are referred to as “Other Waters of the U.S.” No wetlands or 
jurisdictional waterways were detected within the preferred site. Therefore, the proposed project 
would result in no impacts to wetlands or jurisdictional waterways.  
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6.5 Wildlife Movement Corridors 
 
A wildlife movement corridor is defined as a patch of wildlife habitat which joins two or more 
larger areas of wildlife habitat. The preferred site is located adjacent to a small area of open 
space habitat, but in general, the preferred site is located within an urbanized area. Because there 
are no larger areas of habitat in the vicinity of the preferred, the project area would not be used as 
a wildlife movement corridor. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not 
result in a significant impact on wildlife movement corridors.  
 
7.0 PLANT PALETTE 
 
The following is a list of recommended native plants that would be desirable for landscaping the 
preferred relocation site. 
 
Shrubs 

California sagebrush (Artemisia californica) 
Coast cholla (Cylindropuntia prolifera) 
California encelia (Encelia californica) 
Coast California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum) 
California box-thorn (Lycium californicum) 
Lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia) 
Coastal deerweed (Lotus scoparius var. scoparius) 
Laurel sumac (Malosma laurina) 
Coast monkey flower (Mimulus aurantiacus var. puniceus) 
Coast prickly-pear (Opuntia littoralis) 
White sage (Salvia apiana) 

 
Herbaceous Perennial and Annuals 

Morning glory (Calystegia macrostegia) 
Fascicled tarweed (Deinandra fasciculate) 
Dudleya (Dudleya spp.) 
Golden yarrow (Eriophyllum confertiflorum) 
California poppy (Eschscholzia californica) 
California everlasting (Gnaphalium californicum) 
California goldfields (Lasthenia californica) 
Southern goldfields (Lasthenia coronaria) 
Tidy tips (Layia platyglossa) 
Ground pink (Linanthus dianthiflorus) 
California wishbone (Mirabilis laevis) 
Purple needlegrass (Nassella pulchra) 
Blue-eyed grass (Sisyrinchium bellum) 
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8.0 REPORT AUTHORS AND QUALIFICATIONS 
 
Kate Gentles conducted the literature review prior to the field survey, assisted with the field 
survey, prepared the Biological Technical report, and assisted with presence/absence survey 
reports for the threatened California gnatcatcher. Ms. Gentles has a Bachelor of Arts degree in 
Biology from the University of San Diego and a Master of Environmental Science and 
Management degree from the University of California, Santa Barbara. She has over three years 
of experience in environmental studies in which she has served as Project Manager and Assistant 
Project Manager in the preparation of documents for compliance with CEQA, NEPA, and other 
applicable environmental and planning-related laws and regulations. Over the past two years, she 
has conducted general biological surveys and wetland delineations and has prepared biological 
technical reports, jurisdictional delineations, and Natural Environment Studies. Ms. Gentles has 
participated in the environmental documentation for a variety of projects including multi-use 
development, environmental restoration, coastal development, redevelopment, and bridge 
replacement projects.  
 
Jim Rocks served as the lead biologist for this project. As such, he conducted the field surveys, 
conducted the presence/absence surveys for the coastal California gnatcatcher, and reviewed the 
Biological Technical report and focused survey reports. Mr. Rocks has a Master of Science 
degree in Biological Sciences from Southern Illinois University; and over nine years of 
biological experience in southern California, primarily in San Diego County. His expertise 
includes vegetation mapping, rare plant surveys, habitat assessment, wetland delineation, and 
native plant revegetation. Mr. Rocks has permits to conduct presence/absence surveys for the 
coastal California gnatcatcher, quino checkerspot butterfly, and all California fairy shrimp. He 
has conducted surveys for quino checkerspot butterfly, coastal California gnatcatcher, fairy 
shrimps, arroyo toad, least Bell’s vireo, desert tortoise, southwestern willow flycatcher, and other 
sensitive wildlife species. 
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APPENDIX A 
Plant Species Observed Within Preferred Relocation Site 

 
Species Name Common Name 
  
GYMNOSPERMS  
PINACEAE – Pine Family  
Pinus torreyana Torrey Pine 
  
ANGIOSPERMS - MONOCOTYLEDONS  

IRIDACEAE – Iris Family  
*Chasmanthe floribunda African Cornflag 
*Iris sp. Iris (ornamental) 
  
POACEAE - Grass Family  
*Avena barbata Wild Oat 
*Bromus diandrus   Ripgut Brome 
*Cynodon dactylon Bermuda Grass 
Nassella sp. (not flowering) Needlegrass 
  
THEMIDACEAE – Brodiaea Family  
Dichelostemma capitatum Blue Dicks 
  
ANGIONSPERMS - DICOTYLEDONS  

AMARANTHACEAE - Amaranth Family  
Atriplex lentiformis  Quailbush 
*Salsola tragus Russian Thistle 
  
ANACARDIACEAE - Sumac Family  
Rhus integrifolia Lemonadeberry 
  
ASTERACEAE - Sunflower Family  
Artemisia californica  California Sagebrush  
Coreopsis maritima San Diego Sea Dahlia 
*Cynara cardunculus Artichoke Thistle (Cardoon) 
Encelia californica Bush Sunflower 
Grindelia camporum var. bracteosum Gumplant 
  
AZIOACEAE – Fig-Marigold Family  
*Carpobrotus chilensis Iceplant 
  
BRASSICACEAE - Mustard Family  
*Brassica nigra  Black Mustard  
*Lepidium nitidum Peppergrass 



 

A-2 

Species Name Common Name 
  
CACTACEAE – Cactus Family  
Cylindropuntia prolifera Coast Cholla 
Opuntia littoralis Coast Prickly-pear 
  
CONVOLVULACEAE - Morning-Glory Family  
Calystegia macrostegia  Morning-Glory  
  
CRASSULACEAE – Stonecrop Family  
Dudleya pulverulenta Chalk Dudleya 
  
CUCURBITACEAE - Gourd Family  
Marah macrocarpus  Wild Cucumber  
  
EUPHORBIACEAE - Spurge Family  
*Ricinus communis Castor Bean 
  
FABACEAE – Pea Family  
*Acacia cyclops Red-eye Acacia 
Astragalus trichopodus var.lonchus Milkvetch 
Lupinus succulentus Arroyo Lupine 
*Medicago polymorpha Bur-clover 
  
GERANIACEAE – Geranium Family  
*Erodium cicutarium Filaree 
  
MYRTACEAE – Myrtle Family  
*Eucalytus sp. Gum Tree 
  
NYCTAGINACEAE – Four O’Clock Family  
Mirabilis laevis var. crassilfolia Wishbone Bush 
  
OXALIDACEAE – Oxalis Family  
*Oxalis pes-carpe Bermuda Buttercup 
  
SCROPHULARIACEAE – Figwort Family  
*Myporum laetum Myporum 
  
SOLANACEAE - Nightshade Family  
Lycium californicum California Box-thorn 
  
TROPAEOLACEAE – Nasturtium Family  
*Tropaeolum majus. Garden Nasturtium 
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APPENDIX B 
Animal Species Detected Within Preferred Relocation Site 

 
Common Name Species Name 
  
Birds  
American Crow Corvus brachyrhyncos 
Anna’s Hummingbird  Calypte anna 
Bewick’s Wren Thryomanes bewickii 
Black Phoebe  Sayornis nigricans 
Bushtit Psaltriparus minimus 
California Towhee  Pipilo crissalis 
Cassin’s Kingbird Tyrannus vociferus 
Common Raven  Corvus corax 
House Finch Carpodacus mexicanus 
Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura 
Red-tailed Hawk  Buteo jamaicensis 
Scrub Jay Aphelocoma coerulescens 
Spotted Towhee Piplio erythrophthalmus 
White-crowned Sparrow Zonotrichia leucophtys 
Wrentit Chamaea fasciata 
Yellow-rumped Warbler Dendroica coronata 
  
Mammals  
Rabbit (scat) Sylvilagus sp. 
  
Arthropods  
California trapdoor spider Bothriocyrtum californicum 
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ROCKS BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING 
 

 

3242 FALCON ST  ����  SAN DIEGO, CA 92103 

PH: 619-843-6640.  FAX: 619-297-9005.  E-MAIL: JIM@ROCKSBIO.COM 
 

 

 

May 12, 2008 

 

 

Ms. Sandra Marquez 

Recovery Permit Coordinator 

Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office 

6010 Hidden Valley Road 

Carlsbad, California 92011 

 

RE: 45-day Summary Report of Focused, Protocol-Level Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

(Polioptila californica californica) Surveys for the Proposed National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Southwest Fisheries Science Center (SWFSC) 

Relocation Project in La Jolla, San Diego County, California 

 
Ms. Marquez: 

 

In compliance with the Special Terms and Conditions for Endangered and Threatened Wildlife Species 

Permit TE 063230-3, I am submitting this report, which presents the results of focused, protocol-level 

surveys I conducted to determine the presence/ absence of the coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila 

californica californica) within and adjacent to the proposed National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration (NOAA) Southwest Fisheries Science Center (SWFSC) Relocation Site in La Jolla, San 

Diego County, California (Figure 1).   

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

    

The existing SWFSC headquarters facility is located on the campus of the Scripps Institution of 

Oceanography (SIO) a portion of the University of California, San Diego (UCSD) campus in La Jolla, 

California. The headquarters facility consists of structures which are being threatened by coastal bluff 

erosion. For this reason, NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service proposes relocating the SWFSC 

headquarters facility to an undeveloped site located east of the existing facility. The proposed relocation 

site is a 3.3-acre site located just south of La Jolla Shores Drive, as shown in Figures 1 and 2. 

 

SURVEY AREA DESCRIPTION 

 
The survey area consisted of the 3.3-acre preferred relocation site. The survey area was characterized by a 

steep, sloping hill dominated by Diegan coastal sage scrub, disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, 

eucalyptus woodland, disturbed habitat, and urbanized areas, including ornamental landscaping, as shown 

in Figure 3. 

 

SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

 
Focused surveys for the coastal California gnatcatcher occurred three (3) times from February 19 to 

March 3, 2008 and were conducted under my permit number TE-063230-3.  I followed the current UCSD 

protocol, which requires that three surveys separated by a minimum of seven days be conducted within all 

habitat that has a potential to support the coastal California gnatcatcher. Although UCSD is not an 

enrolled jurisdiction under the NCCP, this protocol was developed during previous meetings and 



arrangements with Sandy Marquez at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (pers. comm. PBS&J).  Ms. 

Marquez agreed that the UCSD protocol would be sufficient to determine presence or absence of the 

coastal California gnatcatcher within and adjacent to the preferred relocation site because: 1) nine coastal 

California gnatcatcher surveys were conducted for the entire UCSD campus in 2001; 2) no gnatcatchers 

have been observed previously within 500 feet of the preferred relocation site, and 3) UCSD agrees to 

mitigate for all gnatcatcher habitat impacts at a ratio of 2:1. 

  

I surveyed all suitable habitats within the preferred relocation site for the presence of the coastal 

California gnatcatcher by walking meandering transects through appropriate habitat for the species, 

including Diegan coastal sage scrub and adjacent habitats that may support gnatcatcher foraging or 

nesting activities. I surveyed passively by listening and looking for the coastal California gnatcatcher. 

When no observations of the species were made after approximately 5 to 10 minutes of passive survey 

activity, played a taped vocalization of the coastal California gnatcatcher for approximately 5 to 10 

seconds and then listened and looked for the species again. This technique was repeated throughout the 

survey area. 

 

A list of all wildlife species detected during the surveys was compiled and is included as Attachment A to 

this report. 

 

RESULTS 

 

All surveys were conducted according to the schedule presented in Table 1, below. Weather conditions 

during the surveys were mild with no precipitation. See Table 1 for a summary of weather conditions for 

each survey date.   

 

Table 1. Summary of Weather Conditions during Coastal California 

 Gnatcatcher Surveys 
 

Date Surveyor Time Temp (ºF) Wind (mph) % Clouds 

2/19/2008 Jim Rocks 0940-1200 58-65 1-4 100-60 

2/25/2008 Jim Rocks 0900-1005 61-66 1-4 5-0 

3/3/2008 Jim Rocks 0930-1040 65-68 1-6 0-0 

 

No coastal California gnatcatchers were observed within or adjacent to the preferred relocation site. 

 

If you have any questions or comments about this summary report, please feel free to contact me at 

(619) 843-6640. 

 

By signing this report, I certify that the information in this survey report and attached exhibits fully and 

accurately represent my work. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Jim Rocks 

Principal, Rocks Biological Consulting 

 

Attachments 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT A 



Wildlife Species Observed or Detected During Coastal California Gnatcatcher Surveys for the 

NOAA Southwest Fisheries Science Center (SWFSC) Relocation Project  

 

 

Common Name Scientific Name 

 

Birds 

 

American Crow Corvus brachyrhyncos 

Anna’s Hummingbird  Calypte anna 

Bewick’s Wren Thryomanes bewickii 

Black Phoebe  Sayornis nigricans 

Bushtit Psaltriparus minimus 

California Towhee  Pipilo crissalis 

Cassin’s Kingbird Tyrannus vociferus 

Common Raven  Corvus corax 

House Finch Carpodacus mexicanus 

Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura 

Red-tailed Hawk  Buteo jamaicensis 

Scrub Jay Aphelocoma coerulescens 

Spotted Towhee Piplio erythrophthalmus 

White-crowned Sparrow Zonotrichia leucophtys 

Wrentit Chamaea fasciata 

Yellow-rumped Warbler Dendroica coronata 

 

Mammals 

 

Rabbit (scat) Sylvilagus sp. 

 

Arthropods 

 

California trapdoor spider Bothriocyrtum californicum 

 



VICINITY MAP FIGURE 1
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SOURCE: Google, 2008 and PBS&J, 2008
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Duration PM2.5 PM2.5 PM2.5 PM2.5 Description of
Emission Type (days) (lbs/day) (tons/day) (tons/project) (tons/year) Emissions

Fugitive Dust 75 0.03414 0.00002 0.00128 _ Fugitive Dust from 
Blasting or Wrecking a 

Building

Vehicle Exhaust 75 _ 0.02000 1.50000 _ Vehicle Exhaust from 
Personal vehicles to get 

to job site and 
Demolition vehicle 

emissions

0.02002 0.02002

Notes: 1 - U.S. EPA Fugitive Dust Background Document and Technical Information Document for Best Available 
Control Measures, 11-19-92: 2-14
2 - Exhaust Emissions using CARB's EMFAC2007. The scenario assumes a greater ratio of Heavy duty trucks to 
passenger cars and a 30 VMT per vehicle per trip.

Estimated PM2.5 Emissions During SWFSC Demolition Period

Passenger cars to 
Heavy duty trucks2

Total PM2.5 

Emissions

Vehicle Type

Waste Tonnage from 
Demolition1
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Duration PM10 PM10 PM10 PM10 Description of
Emission Type (days) (lbs/day) (tons/day) (tons/project) (tons/year) Emissions

Fugitive Dust 75 0.03414 0.00002 0.00128 _ Fugitive Dust from Blasting 
or Wrecking a Building

Vehicle Exhaust 75 _ 0.02000 1.50000 _ Vehicle Exhaust from 
Personal vehicles to get to 

job site and Demolition 
vehicle emissions

0.02002 0.02002

Notes:

2 - Exhaust Emissions using CARB's EMFAC2007. The scenario assumes a greater ratio of Heavy duty trucks 
to passenger cars and a 30 VMT per vehicle per trip.

Total PM10 Emissions

Passenger cars to Heavy 
duty trucks2

Vehicle Type

Waste Tonnage from 
Demolition1

Estimated PM10 Emissions During SWFSC Demolition Period

1 - U.S. EPA Fugitive Dust Background Document and Technical Information Document for Best Available 
Control Measures, 11-19-92: 2-14
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Duration NOx NOx NOx
Emission Type (days) (tons/day) (tons/project) (tons/year)

Vehicle Exhaust from 
Demolition Vehicles

75 0.3300000000 24.75 _

75 0.3300000000 24.75 24.75

Notes:

Estimated Ozone Precursors (NOx) Emissions During SWFSC Demolition Period

1 - Exhaust Emissions using CARB's EMFAC2007. The scenario assumes a greater ratio of Heavy duty trucks to 
passenger cars and a 30 VMT per vehicle per trip.

Total NOx 
Emissions

Vehicle Type

Passenger cars to 
Heavy duty trucks1
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CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
 
I. PROJECT INFORMATION 
 
1. Project title:  Replacement of National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 

Southwest Fisheries Science Center (SWFSC) headquarters facility. 
  

 

2. Lead agency name and address:  

CEQA Lead Agency – University of California (UC)  

NEPA Lead Agency - NOAA 
  

 

3. CEQA contact person and phone number:  Catherine Presmyk, 858-534-3860 
  

 

4. Project location:  UCSD/SIO Campus 
  

 

5. Project sponsor’s name and address: (See #2 & #3): NOAA Project Planning & 
Management Division-Western Region, 7600 Sand Point Way NE/WC3, Seattle, WA 
98115-6226 (attn: Mark Eberling) 

  
 

6. Custodian of the CEQA administrative record for this project (if different from response to 
item 3 above.): UCSD Physical Planning Office 

  
 

7. Identification of previous EIRs relied upon for tiering purposes (including all applicable 
LRDP and project EIRs) and address where a copy is available for inspection. 

  
For CEQA purposes, the UCSD 2004 LRDP and 2004 LRDP EIR (Sch. No. 2003081023).   
Available at the UCSD Physical Planning Office. 
 

 
II. PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 
1. Description of project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to 

physical characteristics, site, later phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or off- 
site features necessary for its implementation and site selection process. Attach additional 
sheets if necessary. 
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 Construction of a new facility approximately 124,000 sq. ft. in size at an undeveloped 3.3-
acre site on the UCSD/SIO campus to replace the existing NOAA SWFSC facility, which is 
obsolete and has been partially vacated due to bluff erosion hazards. After construction of 
the replacement facility for SWFSC, two of the four buildings at the existing SWFSC 
would be demolished and the remaining two buildings (about 60,000 sq. ft. of space) would 
be turned over to UCSD/SIO for possible rehabilitation and re-use.  Construction is 
expected to occur during 2010 through 2012 and occupancy of the new structure would 
occur in 2012. 
 

2. Project CEQA Objectives: 
  

The following project objectives have been identified by the University for the proposed 
project: 
 
• Provide for a new SWFSC facility in the UCSD SIO neighborhood in proximity to 

other buildings that share programmatic relationships with SWFSC, thereby promoting 
the interaction and collaboration between SIO and SWFSC researchers and graduate 
students. 

• Provide a new facility with access to a seawater infrastructure system that minimizes 
environmental disturbance. 

• Foster continued collaboration between SIO and the SWFSC, by providing expansion 
space for future program growth. 

• Expand onsite parking opportunities for SWFSC in order to minimize parking impacts 
offsite on City streets and in other UCSD parking lots. 

The objectives of the project are consistent with UCSD’s 2004 Long Range Development 
Plan (LRDP) which serves as the land use plan for the physical development of the campus. 
Specifically the development of the SWFSC replacement project at UCSD would allow the 
continuation of forty plus years of productive scientific collaboration between NOAA 
NMFS and SIO, in addition to expanding and supporting existing and future scientific and 
research opportunities.  The proposed project would also assist the University in its mission 
and commitment to excellence in teaching, research, and public service, and by maintaining 
academic excellence, would serve as a resource to the surrounding community, city, state, 
and nation. 
 

3. Surrounding land uses and environmental setting: Briefly describe the project’s 
surroundings: 

  
The existing SWFSC site is bounded on the north by single-family residences, on the west 
by a 180-ft tall coastal bluff adjoining Black’s Beach, on the south by academic uses, and 
on the east by La Jolla Shores Drive. 
 
The preferred site for construction of the replacement facility is bounded on the west and 
north by La Jolla Shores Drive and on the east and south by academic uses. 
 

2 



4. Discretionary approval authority and other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., 
permits, financing approval, or participation agreement.) 

  
UC, NOAA, California Coastal Commission, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, San 
Diego Air Pollution Control District 
 

 
5. 
 

 
Consistency with the LRDP: (Describe the project's consistency with: the scope of 
development projected in the LRDP; campus and community population levels projected in 
the LRDP; LRDP designation for this type of project; and applicable policy objectives and 
goals of the LRDP). 

  
The proposed project is an academic research use which is consistent with the underlying 
2004 LRDP land use designation of “Academic”. 
 

 
III. 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.  The 2004 LRDP EIR concluded that implementation of the 
2004 LRDP did not have the potential to result in significant impacts related to Agricultural 
Resources and Mineral Resources.  Therefore, further analysis of potential impacts to those 
resources has been scoped out for the project level analysis. 
 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture Resources   Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources   Geology/Soils 

 Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials  Hydrology/Water 

Quality   Land Use/Planning 

 Mineral Resources   Noise   Population/Housing 

 Public Services   Recreation   Transportation/Traffic 

 Utilities/Service Systems   Mandatory Findings of Significance 
 
 
IV. DETERMINATION: (To be completed by lead agency) 
 
On the basis of the initial evaluation that follows: 
 

 The proposed project WOULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 
 

 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 

3 



made that will avoid or reduce any potential significant effects to a less than significant 
level. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 
 

 The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment. An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT has been* prepared. 
 

 
*A joint EIS/EIR was prepared for the proposed project and the purpose of this 
checklist is to identify where each CEQA related impact is discussed in the document. 

 
 
V. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 
During the completion of the environmental evaluation, the lead agency relied on the following 
categories of impact noted as column headings in the IS checklist: 
 
A) “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that the 

project’s effect may be significant.  If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impacts” 
a Project EIR will be prepared. 

 
B) “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of 

project specific mitigation measures will reduce an effect from “Potentially Significant 
Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” All mitigation measures must be described, 
including a brief explanation of how the measures reduce the effect to a less than significant 
level. 

 
C) “Less Than Significant Impact” applies where the project will not result in any significant 

effects.  The project impact is less than significant without the incorporation of mitigation. 
 
D) “No Impact” applies where a project would not result in any impact in the category or the 

category does not apply.  “No Impact” answers need to be adequately supported by the 
information sources cited, which show that the impact does not apply to projects like the one 
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone).  A “No Impact” answer should 
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., 
the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project specific 
screening analysis). 
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Impact Questions and Responses 
 

 (A) (B) (C) (D) 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact  
 
1. AESTHETICS – Would the project:     

 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? EIS/EIR Section - 4.10.2, 4.10.3 

    

 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state 
scenic highway? EIS/EIR Section - 4.10.2 

    

 
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? EIS/EIR Section - 4.10.2, 4.10.3 

    

 
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? EIS/EIR Section - 4.10.2, 
4.10.3 

    

 
 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project-
level 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact  
 
2. 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? EIS/EIR Section 
4.8.2, 4.8.3 
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Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project-
level 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact  
 
2. AIR QUALITY (continued)     

 
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? EIS/EIR Section 4.8.2, 4.8.3 

    

 
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)? EIS/EIR Section 4.8.2, 4.8.3 

    

 
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? EIS/EIR Section 4.8.2 

    

 
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? EIS/EIR Section 
4.8.2 

    

 
f)     Result in greenhouse gas emissions that would 
result in a conflict with State plans to achieve the 
goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions 
pursuant to AB 32? EIS/EIR Section 4.8.2, 4.8.3 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project-
level 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact  
 
3. 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? 
EIS/EIR Section 4.4.2 

    

 
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 
EIS/EIR Section 4.4.2, 4.4.3 
 

    

 
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? EIS/EIR Section 4.4.2 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
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? EIS/EIR Section 4.4.2 

    

 
e) Conflict with any applicable policies protecting 
biological resources? EIS/EIR Section 4.4.2, 4.4.3

    

 
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other applicable habitat 
conservation plan? EIS/EIR Section 4.4.2 
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Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact  
 
4. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.5? EIS/EIR Sections 4.11.2 

    

 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064.5? EIS/EIR Sections 4.11.2, 
4.11.3 

    

 
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? EIS/EIR Sections 4.11.2 
 

    

 
d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? EIS/EIR 
Sections 4.11.2, 4.11.3 
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No 

Impact  
 
5. 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. EIS/EIR Section 4.2.2 

    

 
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? EIS/EIR 
Sections 4.2.2, 4.2.3 

    

 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? EIS/EIR Section 4.2.2 

    

 
iv) Landslides? EIS/EIR Sections 4.2.2, 4.2.3     

 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? EIS/EIR Sections 4.2.2, 4.2.3, 4.3.3 

    

 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? EIS/EIR Section 4.2.2, 
4.2.3 
 

    

 
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? EIS/EIR Section 4.2.2 
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No 
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5. GEOLOGY AND SOILS (continued)     

 
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? EIS/EIR Section 
4.3.2 

    

 
 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project-
level 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact  
 
6. 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? EIS/EIR Section 
4.15.2, 4.15.3 

    

 
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? 
EIS/EIR Section 4.15.2, 4.15.3 

    

 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? EIS/EIR Section 4.15.2 

    

 
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? EIS/EIR Section 4.15.2 
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6. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
(continued) 
 
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? 
EIS/EIR Section 4.1.2 

    

 
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? 
EIS/EIR Section 4.1.2 

    

 
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? EIS/EIR Section 
4.14.2, 4.14.3 

    

 
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? EIS/EIR Section 4.13.2 

    

 
 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project-
level 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact  
 
7. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- 
Would the project: 

  
 

  
 

 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? EIS/EIR Sections 4.3.2, 
4.3.3 
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7. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
(continued) 

    

 
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)? EIS/EIR 
Section 4.3.2 

    

 
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? EIS/EIR Section 4.3.2 

    

 
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site? EIS/EIR Sections 4.3.2, 4.3.3 

    

 
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? EIS/EIR 
Sections 4.3.2, 4.3.3 

    

 
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
EIS/EIR Sections 4.3.2, 4.3.3 

    

 
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? EIS/EIR Section 
4.3.2 
 

    

12 



Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project-
level 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact  

7. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
(continued) 

    

 
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect flood 
flows? EIS/EIR Section 4.3.2 

    

 
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? EIS/EIR Sections 4.3.2 

    

 
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
EIS/EIR Sections 4.3.2 

    

 
 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project-
level 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

8. LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
a)  Physically divide an established community? 
EIS/EIR Section 4.1.1 

    

 
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 
LRDP, general plan, specific plan, local coastal 
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? EIS/EIR Section 4.1.1 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? EIS/EIR Section 4.1.1 

    

 
d)  Create other land use impacts? EIS/EIR 
Section 4.1.1 
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9. NOISE -- Would the project result in:  

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise 
levels in excess of standards established in any 
applicable plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? EIS/EIR Sections 
4.9.2, 4.9.3 

    

 
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? EIS/EIR Sections 4.9.2, 4.9.3 

    

 
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? EIS/EIR Section 
4.9.2 

    

 
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project (including 
construction)? EIS/EIR Sections 4.9.2, 4.9.3 

    

 
e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? EIS/EIR Section 4.1.1 

    

 
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? EIS/EIR Section 4.1.1 
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10. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the 
project: 

    
 
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 
EIS/EIR Section 4.14.2 

    

 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? EIS/EIR Section 
4.14.2 
 

    

 
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? EIS/EIR Section 4.14.2 

    

 
 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project-
level 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact  
 
11. PUBLIC SERVICES 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
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: 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
a) Fire protection? EIS/EIR Sections 4.13.2, 
4.13.3 
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11. PUBLIC SERVICES (continued)     

 
b) Police protection? EIS/EIR Section 4.13.2     

 
c) Schools? EIS/EIR Section 4.13.2     

 
d) Parks? EIS/EIR Section 4.13.2     

 
e) Other public facilities? EIS/EIR Section 4.13.2     

 
f) Create other public service impacts?  
EIS/EIR Section 4.13.2 

    

 
 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 
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Less Than 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 
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12. 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? EIS/EIR Section 4.6.2, 4.6.3 

    

 
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? EIS/EIR 
section 4.6.2 
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13. 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)? EIS/EIR Sections 4.5.2, 4.5.3 
 

    

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a 
level of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated 
roads or highways? EIS/EIR Section 4.5.2 
 

    

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? EIS/EIR Sections 4.5.2 

    

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? EIS/EIR Section 4.5.2 
 
 

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 
EIS/EIR Sections 4.14.2 and 4.14.3 
 

    

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? EIS/EIR 
Section 4.5.2 
 

    

g) Conflict with applicable policies, plans, or 
programs supporting alternative transportation 
(e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? EIS/EIR 
Section 4.5.2, 4.5.3 
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14. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- 
Would the project:     
 
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? EIS/EIR Section 4.3.2 

    

 
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? EIS/EIR Section 4.13.2 

    

 
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? EIS/EIR 
Section 4.3.2 

    

 
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements 
needed? EIS/EIR Section 4.13.2 

    

 
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? EIS/EIR 
Section 4.13.2 

    

 
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? EIS/EIR section 4.15.2 

    

 
g) Comply with applicable federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 
EIS/EIR Sections 4.15.2, 4.15.3 

    

 
h) Create other utility and service system impacts? 
EIS/EIR Section 4.13.2 
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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, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory? 
EIS/EIR Section 5.2 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

     
 
b) Does the project have the potential to achieve 
short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage 
of long-term environmental goals? EIS/EIR 
Section 5.4 

    

 
c) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means 
that the incremental effects of a project are 
significant when viewed in connection with the 
effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of past, present and 
probable future projects)? EIS/EIR Section 6 

    

 
d) Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 
EIS/EIR Section 5.2 
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Fish and Game Determination 
 
Based on consultation with the California Dept. of Fish and Game, there is no evidence that the 
project has a potential for a change that would adversely affect wildlife resources or the habitat 
upon which the wildlife depends.   
 

 Yes (No Effect) 
 

 No (Pay fee) 
 
 
VI. SUPPORTING INFORMATION SOURCES – See the EIS/EIR 
 
VII. INITIAL STUDY PREPARERS – See the EIS/EIR 
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