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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT FOR THE ENVIRCNMENTAL
ASSESSMENT FOR THE MIRAMAR PIPELINE REPAIR AND RELOCATION
PROJECT, NAVAL BASE POINT LOMA, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

Pursuant to the Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40
Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508) implementing
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Department
of the Navy (Navy) NEPA regulations (32 CFR Part 775), and Chief
of Naval Operations Manual-5090.1, the Navy gives notice that an
Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared and an
Environmental Impact Statement is not required for the Miramar
Pipeline Repair and Relocation Project, Naval Base Point Loma
(NBPL), San Diego, California.

Proposed Action: The purpose of the Proposed Action is to remedy
technical degradation associated with the Miramar Fuel Pipeline,
an eight-inch pipeline that transports fuel between NBPL and
Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar. The project is located
in the first five miles of pipeline extending out into the City
of San Diegc. Pipeline section relocation and repairs are
necessary to address: 1) pipeline anomalies (e.g., dents,
corrosion, and metal loss); and 2) seismic geohazards (e.g.,
liquefaction/lateral spread, active fault crossing), to ensure
the safe and long-term use of the pipeline. The project is
needed to support the Navy's and Department of Homeland
Security’s existing and future fueling needs and service
operations, while allowing the Navy to maintain readiness.
Implementation of the Proposed Action will occur approximately
from December 2015 through December 2017.

Public Participation: The public participation process involved
the publication of a public meeting notice in the San Diego
Union Tribune, Peninsula Beacon, and San Diego Reader on

16 January 2014 that initiated a 30-day public scoping pericd.
The scoping period began on 16 January 2014 and ended on

16 February 2014. A public meeting was held on 29 January 2014
from 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. at Portuguese Hall on Point Loma in San
Diego, California.

A Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EA was published in
the San Diego Union Tribune, Peninsula Beacon, and San Diego
Reader on 07 November 2014 to initiate a 30-day public review of
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the Draft EA. The public review/comment period for the Draft EA
began on 07 November 2014 and ended on 06 December 2014. A
public meeting was held on 03 December 2014 from 5 p.m. to

8 p.m. at Portuguese Hall on Point Loma in San Diego,
California. Public involvement materials and the Draft EA were
made available for public review online, and at the San Diego
Central, Ocean Beach, and Point Loma/Hervey libraries. Public
comments on the Draft EA were submitted electronically to the
Navy at: http://www.navyregionsouthwest.com/go/doc/4275/1996890.
Written comments were also received via mail at: NBPL Miramar
Pipeline EA, Project Manager Naval Facilities Engineering
Command Southwest Attention: (RUE20.TB) 2730 McKean Street,
Building 291 San Diego, CA 92136-5198. Additionally, written and
oral comments were received at the public meetings held during
public scoping on 29 January 2014 and during public review of
the Draft EA on 03 December 2014.

Public comments were received during the scoping period and
Draft EA public review period. The primary topic of concern
expressed by the public during the scoping period was the impact
to traffic, specifically traffic impacts on Rosecrans Street and
associated impacts to local residences and businesses. Another
primary topic raised was the concern about preserving and
restoring the La Playa Waterfront area and Bayside Trail
following construction activities.

The public concerns raised during the Draft EA review period
were similar in nature to those expressed during the scoping
period. The primary topics of concern raised during the Draft EA
public comment period were with respect to traffic impacts along
Rosecrans Street, local resident/business notification
procedures during comstruction activities, and impacts to the La
Playa waterfront area and Bayside Trail. All comments received
during the Draft EA public comment period are included in
Appendix B of the EA, followed by responses to those comments.

A Notice of Availability of the Final EA and this Finding of No
Significant Impact will also be published in the San Diego Union
Tribune, Peninsula Beacon, and San Diego Reader. Copies of the
documents will also be placed at the San Diego Central, Ocean
Beach, and Point Loma/Hervey libraries and on the Navy website
at: http://www.navyregionsouthwest.com/go/doc/4275/1996890.

Altermnatives Analyzed:
1) Proposed Action/Alternative 1 is the continued use of the
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existing eight-inch fuel pipeline from NBPL to MCAS Miramar as a
Government Owned Government Operated system and would implement
the pipeline relocation within a modified easement that
incorporates changes necessary to address pipeline anomalies and
geochazards. Alternative 1 is comprised of the following key
components:

¢ Relocation of NBPL to Lytton Street pipeline segment to
Rosecrans Street to address pipeline anomalies. A traffic
control plan would be implemented to minimize traffic flow
disruption.

e TInstallation of a pipeline valve station at Scott Street
and Keats Street.

¢ The pipeline section currently crossing under the San Diego
River would be closed in place and new pipeline would be
suspended from the Pacific Highway Bridge. Two new valve
stations would also be installed (San Diego River
Crossing).

¢ Tnstallation of two valve stations to address geochazards
(area east of Mission Bay).

e All existing pipeline segments would be closed in place.

2) Alternative 2 consists of the same project components as
described under Altermnative 1, except that portions of the
existing pipeline along the La Playa waterfront area and the
Bayside Trail from McCall Street to Talbot Street would be
removed instead of closed in place after relocating the pipeline
to Rosecrans Street. Under Alternative 2, portions of the
existing pipeline within the La Playa Bayside Trail, where the
pipeline is currently exposed due to surface erosion, would be
removed after the pipe is drained of fuel and cleaned.

The portions of existing pipeline along the La Playa waterfront
area that are under paved streets or structures would be closed
in place and the pipe filled with concrete after being drained
of fuel and cleaned. Of the 3,975 total feet of pipeline along
the La Playa waterfront area, it is expected that 1,480 feet
would be removed, and 2,495 feet would be closed in place.
Temporary closure of specific portions of the La Playa Bayside
Trail may be necessary during pipeline removal activities.

Once the existing pipeline has been removed, the area would be
backfilled with native material from the trench excavation, and
the ground surface would be restored to maintain the original
pathway condition. Disturbed areas beyond the footpath would be
revegetated with non-invasive, native plant species. Where the
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trench excavation disturbs the waterfront bank, it would be
restored to its original/pre-disturbed bank condition.

Proposed pipeline removal at the ILa Playa waterfront area would
be expected to take approximately one to two months to complete,
and would include pipe closure in accordance with regulatory
guidelines and permitting requirements. Additicnal time may be
required for periodic maintenance of the restoration wvegetation.

3) Alternative 3 consists of the same project components as
described under Alternative 1, with the exception that to
address geohazards where the existing pipeline crosses beneath
the San Diego River, the new pipeline would be suspended from
the Santa Fe Raillroad Bridge over the river rather than
suspended from the Pacific Highway Bridge as under

Alternative 1.

4) Under the No-Action Alternative, the Naval Supply Systems
Command Fleet Logistics Center San Diego would not implement the
pipeline changes necessary to address pipeline anomalies and
gechazards.

Alternative to be Implemented:

Alternative 2 is selected for implementation as it best meets
the purpose and need for the project and would have no
gsignificant impacts to the human oxr natural environment.

Existing Conditions: All the components of the project are
located in San Diego County, California at various points along
the existing 17-mile Pipeline. The project area is located
between NBPL Defense Fuel Support Point (DFSP} in the NBPL
Complex (south end of the pipeline) and the first five miles of
pipeline extending out into the City of San Diego. The sections
of fuel pipeline addressed in this project cross the City of San
Diego communities of Peninsula and Midway-Pacific Highway. NBPL
is located on the west side of San Diego Bay, near the mouth of
the bay directly opposite Naval Base Coronado. NBPL is bordered
to the north by the communities of La Playa and Sunset Cliffs;
to the east by the San Diego Bay; to the west by the Pacific
Ocean; and to the south by Cabrillo National Monument and the
Pacific Ocean.

The first portion of the pipeline repair and relocation would
occur on the section of pipeline that runs from NBPL to Lytton
Street. The pipeline would be relocated to the residentially and
commercially developed Rosecrans Street area. In addition, a new
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pipeline would be installed in a separate location at the San
Diego River crossing.

The only threatened or endangered species with the potential to
occur within the project area is the least Bell’s vireo.
However, the nearest documented least Bell’s wvireo occurrence is
approximately 0.8 mile upstream from (i.e., to the east of) the
project area. Potential habitat within the project area is of
very limited extent and would not be affected.

Project transportation and circulation includes the roadway
segments, intersections, bicycle facilities, bus stops, and bus
route alignments that may be affected by the construction of the
proposed replacement pipeline. The project would be located in
an urbanized area of the City of San Diego. Most of the land has
been fully developed, although in many instances at a
comparatively low density. Vehicle parking is accommodated by a
combination of on-street spaces and off-street lots. Although
non-motorized vehicle travel and public transit are
accommodated, the primary mode of travel is by passenger car or
other vehicles. The roadway segments that accommodate traffic
and pedestrians that coincide with the replacement pipeline
alignment include Rosecrans Street between Strothe Road and
Talbot Street, Rosecrans Street between Keats Street and
Roosevelt Road, Rosecrans Street between Roosevelt Road and
Lytton Street, Lytton Street to Sports Arena Boulevard, Talbot
Street between Rosecrans Street and Scott Street, Keats Street
between Scott Street and Rosecrans Street, Scott Street between
Talbot Street and Garrison Street, Scott Street between Garrison
Street and Keats Street, and Pacific Highway.

Environmental Effects: The following is a summary of the
environmental consequences of the selected alternative
(Alternative 2). Also included are mitigation, conservation, and
impact minimization measures that would be implemented to reduce
potential impacts and ensure that impacts would be less than
significant:

Geological Resources. Alternative 2 would not have significant
impacts on geological resources. Compliance with applicable
requlations and engineering reguirements and use of erosion
control measures and best management practices {(BMPs), would
further reduce any potential impacts that could occur. Through
addressing pipeline geological hazard concerns, operation of
Alternative 2 would result in beneficial effects on geological
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resources.

Avoidance and Impact Minimization Measures/Special Conservation
Measures (SCMs}:

¢ Compliance with the Construction General Permit, including
implementation of erosion control measures and BMPs.

e Monitoring and sampling the pipeline excavation and closure
corridors for potential contamination and proper
characterization and disposal of any contaminated soil and
groundwater encountered.

¢ Compliance with applicable Federal, State, and County
regulations for pipeline construction.

Biological Resources. Construction activities at the San Diego
River crossing would occur above and outside of the San Diego
riverbed and would not affect biological resources. Draining,
cleaning, and f£illing the existing pipe with concrete also would
not impact biological resources. As such, potential
construction-related impacts to biological resources would be
limited to aguatic habitats and to developed and landscaped
areas that currently lack native vegetation. Noise from
construction activities would be temporary and generally
consistent with the nature of the area. Therefore, noise from
construction would have minor short term impacts on local
wildlife that may leave the area during construction and return
when construction is over. Any bird species passing through the
project areas, including species protected under the Migratoxry
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), would likely fly over the pipeline and
would be unaffected by pipeline construction. Since bats do not
occur at the Pacific Highway Bridge, no bats would be affected
by project construction, and operations would not affect
potential bat habitat. The only threatened or endangered species
with the potential to occur within the project area is the least
Bell’s vireo. However, the nearest documented least Bell’'s vireo
occurrence 1s approximately 0.8 mile upstream from (i.e., to the
east of) the project area and potential habitat within the
project area is of very limited extent and would not be
affected. Therefore, the implementation of Alternative 2 would
not affect any threatened or endangered species, and no
significant impacts would occur. Implementation of Alternative 2
would provide a beneficial effect to the biota found at the San
Diego Bay and San Diego River by reducing the risk and potential
volume of a fuel spill from the pipeline during operations. As
gsuch, impacts to bioclogical resources associated with
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implementation of Alternative 2 in the San Diego River and San
Diego Bay areas would be legs than significant.

Removal of the pipeline in the La Playa area would require
obtaining a Section 401 Regional Water Quality Control Board
permit as well as a Section 404/Section 10 permit from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers for all construction activities
occurring within jurisdictional wetlands and/or waters of the
U.S. All jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S.
would need to be fully restored, if impacted. As such,
implementation of Alternative 2 would only result in temporary
impacts to the habitat found at the La Playa waterfront area.
Also, implementation of the below listed avoidance and impact
minimization measures would further reduce any potential impacts
to biclogical resources. Therefore, implementation of
Alternative 2 would have less than significant impacts to
biological resources in the La Playa area.

Avoidance and Impact Minimization Measures/SCMs:

¢ All construction activities would occur outside of the San
Diego riverbed, and barriers such as silt fences and sand
bags would be placed where appropriate to prevent debris,
sediment, or other materials from entering the San Diego
Bay or the San Diego River during construction.

* Project-related activities would not be permitted to cause
the removal or failure of an active nest of any MBTA-
protected species. To that end, prior to construction
during the avian breeding season (1 February - 31 August),
a qualified bioclogist would survey the affected area to
confirm that no nests are present or to ensure avoidance of
any active nests that are present.

e Where appropriate to discourage nesting on structures that
are subject to construction, those structures may be
screened or covered.

¢ Another bat survey would be performed within 30 days prior
to commencing construction activities that would disturb
the bridge structure. If bat species are found during the
pre-construction survey effort, then an avoidance and/or
relocation effort would be developed and implemented.

¢ Estuary seablite and woolly seablite along the La Playa
waterfront area would be flagged and avoided to the maximum
extent possible. If avoidance is not possible, the project
revegetation plan would be amended to include the planting
of these two rare and native plant species commensurate
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with the level of impact in appropriate habitat along the
La Playa waterfront area.

Water Resources. Alternative 2 would result in no impacts to
surface water and would not result in significant impacts to
groundwater, water quality, or floodplains. Compliance with
applicable regulations and engineering requirements and use of
erosion control measures and BMPs would further reduce any
potential impacts that could occur. In addition, the reduced
risk of pipeline leakage from this project would result in a
beneficial impact to surface water, groundwater, and water
gquality.

Avoidance and Impact Minimization Measures/SCMs:

¢ Compliance with the Construction General Permit, including
implementation of erosion control measures and BMPs.

e Dewatering activities would comply with General Waste
Discharge Requirements for Discharges from Groundwater
Extraction, 1f necessary.

¢ Monitoring and sampling the pipeline excavation and closure
corridors for potential soil contamination would occur. If
any contaminated soils are found they would be properly
characterized and disposed of.

¢ Compliance with applicable Federal, State, and County
regulations for pipeline construction.

Hazardous Materials and Wastes. No increase in human health risk
or environmental exposure to hazardous materials or hazardous
wastes would result from construction and operation of
Alternative 2. Implementation of the below avoidance and impact
minimization measures would further reduce any potential impacts
that could occur. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 2
would have a less than significant impact with respect to
hazardous materials and hazardous wastes. Implementation of
Alternative 2 at the location of the geohazards would reduce the
potential for release of fuel during an earthquake, which would
result in a beneficial effect.

Avoldance and Impact Minimization Measures/SCMs:

e Proper management of hazardous materials and waste during
the trenching and construction of the new pipeline and
during the closure of the existing pipeline.

¢ Monitoring and sampling the pipeline excavation and closure
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corridors for potential soil and groundwater contamination,
and proper characterization and disposal of any
contaminated soil and groundwater encountered.

¢ Compliance with applicable Federal, State, and County
regulations for pipeline construction.

Public Health and Safety/Protection of Children. The pipeline
would be constructed and operated in compliance with all
applicable Federal, State, and County regulations, and in
accordance with Navy policies and procedures. Implementation of
all applicable safety procedures would prevent and minimize
potential risk to human health and the environment associated
with construction and operation of the new pipeline sections;
therefore, no significant impacts would occur. Alternative 2
would enhance the pipeline’s overall safety, reliability and
integrity. It would also increase public and environmental
safety by minimizing the potential for future pipe leaks or
breaks; thus, long-term effects are considered beneficial. No
disproportionate risk of injury or hazardous substances exposure
to children per Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children
from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, would occur.

Avoidance and Impact Minimization Measures/S8CMs:

¢ Avoidance and impact minimization measures/SCMs would be
the same as described under Hazardous Materials and Wastes
above.

Noise. Construction generated noise associated with Alternative 2
would be compliant with City of San Diego’s noise ordinance.
Construction noise would be temporary and generally consistent
with the developed nature of the area; therefore, there would be
no significant impacts from noise.

Avoidance and Impact Minimization Measures/SCMs:

e No avoidance and impact minimization measures/SCMs are
proposed.

Alr Quality. Estimated air emissions associated with
Alternative 2 would be below the de minimis thresholds foxr Clean
Air Act Conformity; therefore, there would be no significant
impacts to air quality.

Avoidance and Impact Minimization Measures/SCMs:

s No avoidance and impact minimization measures/SCMs are
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proposed.

Socioeconomics and Environmmental Justice. Beneficial economic
impacts would occur from construction activities as short-term
jobs will be created. There would be no disproportionately high
environmental or health impacts on low-income or minority
populations. Therefore, there would be no impacts to
sociceconomics and environmental justice.

Avoidance and Impact Minimization Measures/SCMs:

¢ No avoidance and impact minimization measures/SCMs are
proposed.

Transportation and Circulation. The Proposed Action would not
have any significant effect on peak hour commuting within and
through the transportation region of influence because: (1)
construction would be scheduled to avoid the peak hour and peak
direction on Rosecrans Street to the extent feasible; (2) open
trenches would be covered while construction is suspended; and
(3) trenchless construction would be expedited to minimize
construction duration. Therefore, because the impacts are
temporary, localized, and occur primarily during non-peak
traffic periods, the transportation and circulation impacts are
less than significant.

Avoidance and Impact Minimization Measures/SCMs:

¢ Notify residents and businesses of upcoming road work and
preclusion of access to their driveways.

e Minimize the duration of precluded access by adhering to
the City of San Diego’s standard maximum open trench length
of 500 feet.

* Construct in a manner, through phasing and construction
techniques, to minimize the duration of closure of Nichols
Street (east leg), Qualtrough Street (east leg), Tennyson
Street, Udall Street, Voltaire Street, Whittier Street, and
Yonge Street to the extent feasible.

¢ Strategically phase construction to limit the number of
cross-streets that will be closed and detour traffic
traveling to/from or along side streets blocked by the
construction trench to the next available side street.

¢ Through the use of traffic control, modify existing roadway
geometrics to best maintain vehicular and bicycle access
and provide capacity during the construction period within
the available roadway right-of-way.

10
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¢ For locations with temporary roadway closures or
limitations on allowed turning movements during
construction, sign detour routes to direct detoured traffic
to collector or arterial streets to discourage cut-through
traffic on residential streets.

* Where the project crosses high volume roadways, use
trenchless construction techniques to reduce or eliminate
effects to the crossing roadway.

¢ Where trenchless comstruction is required, the launch and
receiving pits should be protected by temporary railing,
and the construction activity should be expedited to
complete this stage of comnstruction as quickly as feasgible.

e Nighttime construction should be implemented in selected
nonresidential areas to minimize construction duration,
which would in turn reduce both traffic and economic
effects.

e Notify surrounding land uses of upcoming loss of on-sgstreet
parking prior to beginning construction.

e Provide guidance for bicyclists to maneuver around the
construction zone through the use of traffic control or
detour routes.

® Coordinate with the Metropolitan Transit System prior to
construction to identify changes to bus stops or bus
routes.

¢ Provide public notification of changes to bus stops or bus
routes prior to comnstruction.

¢ During pipeline closure in place, locate pipeline access
pits outside of major streets and high traffic areas to the
extent possible.

Utilities. The proposed replacement pipeline would not intersect
any existing utility, and no temporary interruption of utility
service would result from construction activities. Installation
of the replacement pipeline would have no effect on access to
existing utilities for the purposes of maintenance or repair.
Therefore, there would be no significant impacts to utilities.

Avoidance and Impact Minimization Measures/SCMs:

e No avoidance and impact minimization measures/SCMs are
proposed.

i1
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Finding: Based on the analysis presented in the EA and
coordination with the City of San Diego, Unified Port of San
Diego, and the California Coastal Commission, the Navy finds
that implementation of the Selected Alternative (Alternative 2)
will not significantly impact the quality of the human or
natural environment or generate significant controversy.

The EA prepared by the Navy addressing this action is on file
and interested parties may obtain a copy from:

NBPL Miramar Pipeline EA Project Manager
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest,
Attention: (RUE20.TB)

2730 McKean St., Building 291

San Diego, CA 92136-5198,

24005 [ o 0
Date RADM Patrigk Y.\ Borge, USN
Commmander Na Region Southwest
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE MIRAMAR PIPELINE
REPAIR AND RELOCATION
NAVAL BASE POINT LOMA (NBPL)

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

ABSTRACT

The U.S. Department of the Navy (Navy) has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code
§ 4321, as amended); the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of NEPA (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] §§ 1500-1508, 1 July
1986); Navy Procedures for Implementing NEPA (32 CFR § 775); and the Chief of Naval
Operations Instructions for Implementing NEPA (OPNAV M-5090.1, Chapter 10).

The EA addresses the environmental effects associated with the repair and relocation of the
existing Navy owned 8-inch Miramar Fuel Pipeline along various locations in the City of San
Diego within the first five miles of the pipeline. The project is needed to maintain the safe,
consistent, and continuous use of the pipeline between Naval Base Point Loma (NBPL) Defense
Fuel Support Point (DFSP) and Marine Corps Air Station Miramar. This project would repair
various pipeline anomalies and mitigate potential geohazards to provide for the continued
fueling needs of existing and future Navy ships. The EA evaluates the potential environmental
effects of three action alternatives as well as the No-Action Alternative on the environment.

Action Proponent: NBPL

Point of Contact:

NBPL Miramar Pipeline EA Project Manager
Department of the Navy
NAVFAC Southwest, Coastal IPT
2730 McKean Street, Building 291
San Diego, CA 92136-5198
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The U.S. Department of the Navy (Navy) has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) in
accordance with: the 1969 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code §
4321, as amended); The Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for Implementing
NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508); and the Chief of Naval
Operations Instructions for Implementing NEPA (OPNAV M-5090.1, Chapter 10). The action
proponent for this project is Naval Base Point Loma (NBPL).

The Navy proposes to repair and relocate portions of the existing Navy owned 8-inch Miramar
Fuel Pipeline along various locations in the City of San Diego within the first five miles of the
pipeline. The first portion of the pipeline repair and relocation would occur on the pipeline that
runs from NBPL to Lytton Street, where the majority of anomalies have been found during past
inspections. In addition, new pipe would be installed in a separate location to address the
geohazard concern at the San Diego River crossing. The total length of pipeline repair and
relocation would be approximately 5 miles. The project also includes installation of five
isolation valve stations to allow isolation of pipeline segments associated with geohazards 1 and
2. This EA addresses the potential environmental impacts of three action alternatives, and the
No-Action Alternative.

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of the project is remedy the acute challenges to the long-term viability of the
Miramar Pipeline which equates to making the necessary changes and repairs associated with:
1) pipeline anomalies (e.g., dents, corrosion, and metal loss); and 2) seismic geohazards (e.g.,
liquefaction/lateral spread, active fault crossing), to ensure the safe and long-term use of the
pipeline.

The project is needed to address the current pipeline anomalies and geohazards to support the
Navy's and Department of Homeland Security’s existing and future fueling needs and service
operations, while allowing the Navy to maintain readiness. Implementation of this project
would help to ensure that NBPL Fuel Pier 180 continues to serve as a fuel depot for loading and
unloading tankers. The NBPL Fuel Pier 180 is the primary fueling station for Navy and other
federal agency ships in the vicinity, and visiting foreign Navy vessels, as well as transferring
fuel to the local replenishment vessels and other small craft operating in San Diego Bay. Fuel
Pier 180 at NBPL Defense Fuel Support Point (DFSP) is critical to the mission of the Navy and is
the largest active Navy fueling facility in the vicinity.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Reasonable Alternatives Screening Factors

The project screening factors that would allow Navy mission, operational, and support
functions to be fulfilled include:

e Fuel product transfer between NBPL to Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar and
from MCAS Miramar to NBPL must be retained;

ES-1
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¢ Any new pipeline constructed would be fully compliant with all applicable 49 CFR 195
pipeline construction codes during the removal and pipeline construction phases; and

e NBPL and MCAS Miramar must be able to continue normal operations and not be
severely impacted during pipeline repair and relocation activities. Short-term
disruptions in use of the pipeline would be acceptable, provided that military
installation operations are not impacted.

Based on the screening factors outlined, three action alternatives have been identified that meet
the purpose and need of the project. The No-Action Alternative has also been carried forward
for detailed analysis in this EA.

Proposed Action/Alternative 1

The Proposed Action (herein referred to as Alternative 1) is the continued use of the existing
8-inch fuel pipeline from NBPL to MCAS Miramar as a Government Owned Government
Operated system, and would implement the pipeline relocation within a modified easement
that incorporates changes necessary to address pipeline anomalies and geohazards.

Alternative 1 comprises the following key components:

e Relocation of NBPL to Lytton Street pipeline segment to Rosecrans Street to address
pipeline anomalies. A traffic control plan would be implemented to minimize traffic
flow disruption.

e One valve station installation at Scott Street and Keats Street.

e The pipeline section currently crossing under the San Diego River would be closed in
place and new pipeline suspended from the Pacific Highway Bridge. Two new valve
stations would also be installed (San Diego River Crossing).

e Installation of two valve stations to address geohazard 2 (area east of Mission Bay).
e All pipeline segments no longer in use would be closed in place.
Alternative 2

Alternative 2 would consist of the same project components as described under Alternative 1,
except that portions of the existing pipeline along the La Playa waterfront area and the Bayside
Trail from McCall Street to Talbot Street would be removed instead of closed in place after
relocating the pipeline to Rosecrans Street.

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 would consist of the same project components as described under Alternative 1,
with the exception that to address geohazard 1, under Alternative 3, where the existing pipeline
crosses beneath the San Diego River, the pipeline would be suspended from the Santa Fe
Railroad Bridge over the river (rather than suspended from the Pacific Highway Bridge as
under Alternative 1).

ES-2



Miramar Pipeline Repair and Relocation Final EA April 2015

No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Naval Supply Systems Command Fleet Logistics Center
San Diego would not implement the pipeline changes necessary to address pipeline anomalies
and geohazards. The existing locations where the pipeline anomalies and geohazards that have
been identified during past inspections would remain.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Alternative 2 is selected for implementation as it best meets the purpose and need for the
project and would have no significant impacts to the human or natural environment.

PUBLIC AND AGENCY PARTICIPATION

The Navy coordinated with the following agencies in support of preparation of this EA:
California Coastal Commission (CCC), Regional Water Quality Control Board, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE), Port of San Diego, City of San Diego, Metropolitan Transit System, and
California Department of Transportation.

A 30-day public scoping period was initiated on January 16, 2014 and ran through February 16,
2014. One public scoping meeting was held on January 29, 2014, from 5 p.m. to 7 p.m., at
Portuguese Hall in San Diego, California. The purpose of the public scoping meeting was to
offer the public an opportunity to learn about the project, speak one-on-one with Navy
representatives and subject matter experts, and to submit comments on the proposal. The public
had an opportunity to submit written comments during the public scoping meeting.
Additionally, the Navy provided a project website where the public could access project
information and submit comments electronically to the Navy project manager
(http:/ /www.navyregionsouthwest.com/go/doc/4275/1996890). Comments on the proposal
were also accepted via postal mail.

The Draft EA was available to the public for review and comment. A 30-day public review
period occurred from November 07, 2014 through December 06, 2014. One public meeting was
held on December 03, 2014, from 5 p.m. to 8 p.m., at Portuguese Hall in San Diego, California.
The purpose of the public review of the Draft EA was to provide the public with the
opportunity to participate in the project and to provide comments on the adequacy and
accuracy of the EA. All comments received on the Draft EA are included in Appendix B,
followed by responses to those comments.

The Draft EA was available for public review online, and at the San Diego Central, Ocean Beach
and Point Loma/Hervey libraries. Comments were also accepted electronically via the Navy’s
website link at: http:/ /www.navyregionsouthwest.com/go/doc/4275/1996890.

Written comments were also accepted via mail at the following address: NBPL Miramar
Pipeline EA Project Manager Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest Attention:
(RUE20.TB) 2730 McKean St., Building 291 San Diego, CA 92136-5198.
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Potential environmental impacts have been analyzed for the following resources: geological
resources, biological resources, water resources, hazardous materials and wastes, public health
and safety/protection of children, noise, air quality, socioeconomics and environmental justice,
transportation and circulation, and utilities.

Table ES-1 summarizes determinations of environmental consequences followed by the
respective avoidance and minimization measures/special conservation measures (SCMs) for:
Alternative 1, Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and the No-Action Alternative. Chapter 3 provides a
detailed discussion of the baseline (existing) conditions and the environmental consequences.
As described in Table ES-1, implementation of Alternative 1, Alternative 2, Alternative 3, or the
No-Action Alternative would not result in significant impacts to any resource area.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

¢ Monitoring and sampling the pipeline
excavation and closure corridors for
potential contamination and proper
characterization and disposal of any
contaminated soil and groundwater
encountered.

e Compliance with applicable federal, state,
and county regulations for pipeline
construction.

o
o
g
° Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Action Alternative
)
&
Alternative 1 would not have significant Under Alternative 2, geological Under Alternative 3, geological Under the No-Action Alternative,
impacts on geological resources. resources impacts would be similar resources impacts would be similar to | the proposed new pipeline sections
Compliance with applicable regulations and | to those described under Alternative | those described under Alternative 1, and isolation valves would not be
engineering requirements and use of 1, and no significant impacts to and no significant impacts to constructed. Fueling transfer
erosion control measures and best geological resources would occur. geological resources would occur. operations would continue using
ices (BMP 1 isting ali -
management practices ( M S)’ would Avoidance and Minimization Avoidance and Minimization the existing alignment and valves
further reduce any potential impacts that There would be no change from the
Measures/ SCMs: Measures/ SCMs: . . .. e e .
could occur. existing conditions. The pipeline in
, ' Avoidance and minimization Avoidance and minimization the area of geohazards 1 and 2
Through addressing the geological haz.ard measures/ SCMs for Alternative 2 measures/ SCMs for Alternative 3 would continue to be vulnerable to
o | COomncems at geohazards 1 ar'1d 2, op?r'atlon of | would be the same as for Alternative | would be the same as for Alternative 1. failure during a major seismic event.
o | Alternative 1 would result in beneficial 1 .
1 . . . : However, the Navy would continue
5 | impacts associated with geological hazards. . . N
3 to inspect and monitor the pipeline
® | Avoidance and Minimization Measures/ to ensure its safety and reliability;
E SCMs: therefore, the No-Action Alternative
“ . . ..
& ¢ Compliance with the Construction WOUld result m less than mgmf{cant
2 General Permit, including impacts associated with geologic
$ implementation of erosion control hazards.
o measures and BMPs. Avoidance and Minimization

Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Biological Resources

Construction activities at the San Diego
River crossing would occur above and
outside of the San Diego riverbed and
would not affect biological resources.
Draining, cleaning, and filling the existing
pipe with concrete also would not impact
biological resources. As such, construction
impacts would be limited to developed and
landscaped areas that lack native vegetation
communities and aquatic habitats. Noise
would be temporary, generally consistent
with the nature of the area, consistent with
normal construction practices, limited by
the local noise ordinance, and would not
significantly alter the overall noise
environment found in the project areas. Any
bird species passing through the project
areas, including species protected under the
MBTA, would likely fly over the pipeline
and would be unaffected by pipeline
construction. Since bats do not occur at the
Pacific Highway Bridge, no bats would be
affected by project construction, and
operations would not affect potential bat
habitat. The only threatened or endangered
species with the potential to occur within
the project area is the least Bell’s vireo.

Impacts from Alternative 2 would be
similar to those described for
Alternative 1. Removal of the
pipeline in the La Playa area would
require obtaining a Section 401
RWOQCB permit as well as a Section
404 /Section 10 permit from the
USACE for all construction activities
occurring within jurisdictional
wetlands and/or waters of the U.S.
All jurisdictional wetlands and other
waters of the U.S. would need to be
fully restored, if impacted. As such,
implementation of Alternative 2
would affect the habitat found at the
La Playa waterfront area, but these
impacts would be temporary. With
implementation of the avoidance and
minimization measures,
implementation of Alternative 2
would have less than significant
impacts to biological resources.

Impacts from Alternative 3 would be
similar to those described for
Alternative 1. Habitat at the Santa Fe
Railroad is similar to habitat at the
Pacific Highway Bridge. Alternative 3
would have less than significant
impacts to biological resources.

Existing conditions would remain
unchanged and there would be no
impact to biological resources. The
Navy would continue to inspect and
monitor the pipeline to ensure its
safety and reliability. Therefore,
there would be no impacts to
biological resources under the No-
Action Alternative.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Biological Resources (continued)

However, the nearest documented least
Bell’s vireo occurrence is approximately 0.8
mile upstream from (i.e., to the east of) the
project area and potential habitat within the
project area is of very limited extent and
would not be affected. Therefore, the
implementation of Alternative 1 would not
affect any threatened or endangered species,
and no significant impacts would occur.
Implementation of Alternative 1 would
provide a beneficial impact to the biota
found at the San Diego Bay and San Diego
River by reducing the risk and potential
volume of a fuel spill during operations. As
such, impacts to biological resources
associated with implementation of
Alternative 1 would be less than significant.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

In addition to the SCMs provided for
Alternative 1, Alternative 2 also
includes:

Estuary seablite and woolly seablite
along the La Playa waterfront area
would be flagged and avoided to the
maximum extent possible. If
avoidance is not possible, the project
revegetation plan would be
amended to include the planting of
these two rare and native plant
species commensurate with the level
of impact in appropriate habitat
along the La Playa waterfront area.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs under Alternative 3
are the same as those for Alternative 1.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Biological Resources (continued)

Avoidance and Minimization Measures/
SCMs:

o All construction activities would occur
outside of the San Diego riverbed, and
barriers such as a silt fence or sand bags
would be placed where appropriate to
prevent debris, sediment, or other
materials from entering the San Diego Bay
or the San Diego River during
construction.

e Project-related activities would not be
permitted to cause the removal or failure
of an active nest of any MBTA-protected
species. To that end, prior to construction
during the avian breeding season (1
February - 31 August), a qualified
biologist would survey the affected area to
confirm that no nests are present or to
ensure avoidance of any active nests that
are present.

e Where appropriate to discourage nesting
on structures that are subject to
construction, those structures may be
screened or covered.

o Another bat survey would be performed
within 30 days prior to commencing
construction activities that would disturb
the bridge structure. If bat species are
found during the pre-construction survey
effort, then an avoidance and/or
relocation effort would be developed and
implemented.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Water Resources

Alternative 1 would result in no impacts to
surface water and would not result in
significant impacts to groundwater, water
quality, or floodplains. Compliance with
applicable regulations and engineering
requirements and use of erosion control
measures and BMPs would further reduce
any potential impacts that could occur. In
addition, the reduced risk due to pipeline
damage would result in a beneficial impact
to surface water, groundwater, and water
quality.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures/

SCMs:

e Compliance with the Construction
General Permit, including implementation
of erosion control measures and BMPs.

e Dewatering activities would comply with
General Waste Discharge Requirements for
Discharges from Groundwater Extraction, if
necessary.

e Monitoring and sampling the pipeline
excavation and closure corridors for
potential contamination and proper
characterization and disposal of any
contaminated soil and groundwater
encountered.

e Compliance with applicable federal, state,
and county regulations for pipeline
construction.

Under Alternative 2, water resources
impacts would be similar to those
described under Alternative 1, and
no significant impacts to water
resources would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs for Alternative 2
would be the same as for Alternative
1.

Under Alternative 3, water resources
impacts would be similar to those
described under Alternative 1, and no
significant impacts to water resources
would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs for Alternative 3

would be the same as for Alternative 1.

Under the No-Action Alternative,
the new pipeline sections and
isolation valves would not be
constructed. Fueling transfer
operations would continue using
the existing alignment and valves.
There would be no change from the
existing conditions. However, the
Navy would continue to inspect and
monitor the pipeline to ensure its
safety and reliability; therefore, the
No-Action Alternative would result
in less than significant impacts to
water resources.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Hazardous Materials and Wastes

No increase in human health risk or
environmental exposure to hazardous
materials or hazardous wastes would result
from construction and operation of
Alternative 1. Implementation of avoidance
and minimization measures would further
reduce any potential impacts that could
occur. Therefore, implementation of
Alternative 1 would have a less than
significant impact with respect to hazardous
materials and hazardous wastes.
Implementation of Alternative 1 at the
location of geohazards 1 and 2 would
reduce the potential for release of fuel
during an earthquake; this would be a
beneficial impact.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures/

SCMs:

e Proper management of hazardous
materials and waste during trenching and
construction of the new pipeline, and
closure of the existing pipeline.

¢ Monitoring and sampling the pipeline
excavation and closure corridors for
potential contamination and proper
characterization and disposal of any
contaminated soil and groundwater
encountered.

e Compliance with applicable federal, state,
and county regulations for pipeline
construction.

Under Alternative 2, hazardous
materials or hazardous wastes
impacts would be similar to those
described under Alternative 1, and
no significant impacts would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs for Alternative 2
would be the same as for Alternative
1.

Under Alternative 3, hazardous
materials or hazardous wastes impacts
would be similar to those described
under Alternative 1, and no significant
impacts would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs for Alternative 3

would be the same as for Alternative 1.

Under the No-Action Alternative,
the new pipeline sections and
isolation valves would not be
constructed. Fueling transfer
operations would continue using
the existing alignment and valves.
There would be no change from the
existing conditions. However, the
Navy would continue to inspect and
monitor the pipeline to ensure its
safety and reliability; therefore,
implementation of the

No-Action Alternative would not
have a significant impact with
respect to hazardous materials and
wastes.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Public Health and Safety/Protection of Children

The pipeline would be constructed and
operated in compliance with all applicable
federal, state, and county regulations, and in
accordance with Navy policies and
procedures. Implementation of all
applicable safety procedures would prevent
and minimize potential risk to human
health and the environment associated with
construction and operation of the new
pipeline sections; therefore, no significant
impacts would occur. Alternative 1 would
enhance the overall safety, reliability and
integrity, and increase public and
environmental safety by minimizing the
potential for future pipe leaks or breaks;
thus long-term impacts are considered
beneficial. No disproportionate risk of
injury or hazardous substances exposure to
children per EO 13045, Protection of Children
from Environmental Health Risks and Safety
Risks, would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures/
SCMs:

Avoidance and minimization measures/
SCMs would be the same as described
under Hazardous Materials and Wastes above.

Under Alternative 2, public health
and safety impacts would be similar
to those described for Alternative 1,
and no significant impacts would
occur. Alternative 2 would enhance
the overall safety, reliability and
integrity, and increase public and
environmental safety by minimizing
the potential for future pipe leaks or
breaks; thus long-term impacts are
considered beneficial. No
disproportionate risk of injury or
hazardous substances exposure to
children per EO 13045, Protection of
Children from Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks, would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs would be the same
as described under Hazardous
Materials and Wastes above.

Under Alternative 3, public health and
safety impacts would be similar to
those described for Alternative 1, and
no significant impacts would occur.
Alternative 3 would enhance the
overall safety, reliability and integrity,
and increase public and environmental
safety by minimizing the potential for
future pipe leaks or breaks; thus long-
term impacts are considered beneficial.
No disproportionate risk of injury or
hazardous substances exposure to
children per EO 13045, Protection of
Children from Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks, would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs would be the same
as described under Hazardous Materials
and Wastes above.

Under the No-Action Alternative,
there would be no change from the
existing conditions. Although the
pipeline does not currently pose a
risk to public or environmental
health and safety, under the No-
Action Alternative the beneficial
safety features associated with the
proposed project would not be
implemented. However, the Navy
would continue to inspect and
monitor the pipeline to ensure its
safety and reliability; therefore, the
No-Action Alternative would result
in less than significant impacts to
public health and safety.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

No avoidance and minimization measures/
SCMs are proposed.

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.

)

g

§ Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Action Alternative

&
Construction generated noise associated Under Alternative 2, noise impacts Under Alternative 3, noise impacts Under the No-Action Alternative,
with Alternative 1 would be compliant with | would be similar to those described would be similar to those described no construction activities would
City of San Diego’s noise ordinance, under Alternative 1, and no under Alternative 1, and no significant | occur, and the existing noise
temporary, and generally consistent with significant noise impacts would noise impacts would occur. environment would not change.
the developed nature of the area; therefore, occur. ) e e . Therefore, there would be no noise

% | there would be no significant noise impacts. Avoidance and Minimization impacts.

2 Avoidance and Minimization Measures/ SCMs:

Z | Avoidance and Minimization Measures/ Measures/ SCMs: . e Avoidance and Minimization
SCMs: ' S No avoidance and minimization Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization measures/ SCMs are proposed.

No avoidance and minimization measures/ | measures/ SCMs are proposed. No avoidance and minimization
SCMs are proposed. measures/ SCMs are proposed.
Estimated emissions associated with Estimated emissions associated with | Estimated emissions associated with Under the No-Action Alternative,
Alternative 1 would be below the de minimis | Alternative 2 would be below the Alternative 3 would be below the no construction activities would
thresholds for CAA conformity; therefore, de minimis thresholds for CAA de minimis thresholds for CAA occur, and existing air quality
there would be no significant impacts to air conformity; therefore, there would conformity; therefore, there would be would not be affected. Therefore,

E quality. be no significant impacts to air no significant impacts to air quality. there would be no impacts to air

m . . . .

8, Avoidance and Minimization Measures/ quality. Avoidance and Minimization %ﬁgﬁgﬁﬁﬁg ;g:}e;tatlon of the

= | SCMs: Avoidance and Minimization Measures/ SCMs: ’

< Measures/ SCMs: Avoidance and Minimization

Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Socioeconomics and Environmental

Justice

Beneficial economic impacts would occur
from construction with no significant
impacts identified.

There would be less than significant impacts
on the environment and health of
populations, related to noise and
transportation. These impacts would not be
high or adverse nor would they
disproportionately affect minority or low-
income populations. Therefore, there would
be no impact to environmental justice.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures/
SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization measures/
SCMs are proposed.

Under Alternative 2, socioeconomic
and environmental justice impacts
would be similar to those described
under Alternative 1, and no
significant impacts would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.

Under Alternative 3, socioeconomic
and environmental justice impacts
would be similar to those described
under Alternative 1, and no significant
impacts would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.

Implementation of the No-Action
Alternative would have no
socioeconomic or environmental
justice impacts.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Transportation and Circulation

The Proposed Action would not have any
significant effect on peak hour commuting
within and through the ROI because: (1)
construction would be scheduled to avoid
the peak hour and peak direction on
Rosecrans Street to the extent feasible; (2)
open trenches would be covered while
construction is suspended, and (3);
trenchless construction would be expedited
to minimize construction duration. In
addition, because the impacts are
temporary, localized, and occur primarily
during non-peak periods, the transportation
and circulation impacts are less than
significant.

Under Alternative 2, transportation
and circulation impacts would be
similar to those described under
Alternative 1, and no significant
impacts would occur.

Under Alternative 3, transportation
and circulation impacts would be
similar to those described under
Alternative 1, and no significant
impacts would occur.

Under the No-Action Alternative,
no construction activities would
occur, and existing traffic conditions
would not change. Therefore, there
would be no impact relative to
transportation and circulation.

ES-14




Miramar Pipeline Repair and Relocation

Final EA

April 2015

Table ES-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Transportation and Circulation (continued)

Avoidance and Minimization Measures/
SCMs:

¢ Notify residents and businesses of
upcoming road work and preclusion of
access to their driveways.

¢ Minimize the duration which access is
precluded by adhering to the City of San
Diego’s standard maximum open trench
length of 500 feet.

¢ Construct in a manner, through phasing
and construction techniques, to minimize
the duration of closure of Nichols Street
(east leg), Qualtrough Street (east leg),
Tennyson Street, Udall Street, Voltaire
Street, Whittier Street, and Yonge Street to
the extent feasible.

e Strategically phase construction to limit
the number of cross-streets that will be
closed and detour traffic traveling
to/from or along side streets blocked by
the construction trench to the next
available side street.

o Through the use of traffic control, modify
existing roadway geometrics to best
maintain vehicular and bicycle access and
provide capacity during the construction
period within the available roadway
right-of-way.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs for Alternative 2
would be the same as for Alternative
1.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

¢ Alternative 3 would be designed to
incorporate measures to avoid or
minimize impacts to transportation
and circulation during construction
along the portion of the alignment
located east of Pacific Highway.

e Other avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs for Alternative 3

would be the same as for Alternative

1.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Transportation and Circulation (continued)

For locations with temporary roadway
closures or limitations on allowed turning
movements during construction, sign
detour routes to direct detoured traffic to
collector or arterial streets to discourage
cut-through traffic on residential streets.

Where the project crosses high volume
roadways, use trenchless construction
techniques to reduce or eliminate effects
to the crossing roadway.

Where trenchless construction is required,
the launch and receiving pits should be
protected by temporary railing, and the
construction activity should be expedited
to complete this stage of construction as
quickly as feasible.

Nighttime construction should be
implemented in selected nonresidential
areas to minimize construction duration,
which would in turn reduce both traffic
and economic effects.

Notify surrounding land uses of
upcoming loss of on-street parking prior
to beginning construction.

Provide guidance for bicyclists to
maneuver around the construction zone
through use of traffic control or detour
routes.
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Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Transportation and
Circulation (continued)

e Coordinate with MTS prior to
construction to identify changes to bus
stops or bus routes.

¢ Provide public notification of changes to
bus stops or bus routes prior to
construction.

¢ During closure in place, locate pipeline
access pits outside of major streets and
high traffic areas to the extent possible.

Utilities

The proposed replacement pipeline would
not intersect any existing utility, and no
temporary interruption of utility service
would result from construction activities
(i.e., installation of the replacement pipeline
and removal of portions of the existing
pipeline). Installation of the replacement
pipeline would have no effect on access to
existing utilities for the purposes of
maintenance or repair. Therefore, there
would be no significant impacts to utilities.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures/
SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization measures/
SCMs are proposed.

Under Alternative 2, utilities impacts
would be similar to those described
under Alternative 1, and no
significant impacts would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.

Under Alternative 3, utilities impacts
would be similar to those described
under Alternative 1, and no significant
impacts would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Alternative 3 would be designed to
avoid potential conflicts with existing
utilities (i.e., avoidance of temporary
utility service interruption and
maintaining access to existing utilities
for maintenance) along the portion of
the proposed alignment located east of
Pacific Highway and south of Friars
Road.

Under the No-Action Alternative,
the new pipeline sections and
isolation valves would not be
constructed. Fueling transfer
operations would continue using
the existing alignment and valves.
There would be no change from the
existing conditions. Therefore,
implementation of the

No-Action Alternative would have
no impact with respect to utilities.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Cultural Resources (not carried forward for detailed analysis)

In the absence of known historic properties
in most of the Alternatives” APE, but with
the identified archaeological potential,
assessing effect in conformance with
Stipulation VIII of the NBPL Programmatic
Agreement (PA) here requires that Section
106 compliance be for a conditional finding
of “no adverse effect” under 36 CFR
800.4(d)(1). As such, the demonstration of
Section 106 compliance here is provisional,
pending results of the monitoring to be
conducted during the ground disturbance
phase for any project alternatives (see
below).

Avoidance and Minimization Measures/
SCMs:

e Under Stipulation IX.A of the NBPL PA,
the Navy “will provide for archaeological
monitoring of ground disturbing
activities within areas of known or
provisional archaeological sensitivity” for
identifying the presence or absence of any
sub-surface archaeological deposits of
features during construction.

Impacts for Alternative 2 would be
similar to those described for
Alternative 1.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs for Alternative 2

would be the same as for Alternative

1.

Impacts for Alternative 3 would be
similar to those described for
Alternative 1.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs for Alternative 3

would be the same as for Alternative 1.

No impacts to cultural resources
would occur with implementation
of the No-Action Alternative.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Action Alternative

Cultural Resources (continued)

e In accordance with the NBPL PA, the
Pipeline Relocation Project would
therefore be required to retain qualified
contracted archaeological monitoring
support to identify, and assist in quickly
dealing with, any such features or
deposits encountered during the
excavation of trenches for relocating the
pipeline and installing isolation valve
stations.

e The NBPL Cultural Resources Program
Archaeologist would review and approve
the project’s choice for contracted
archaeological monitoring support to
ensure that the individuals involved meet
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Standards for qualified prehistoric and
historic archaeologist.

In consultation with the NBPL Cultural
Resources Program Archaeologist, the
contracted archaeological consultant
would, prior to construction monitoring,
prepare a Monitoring and Discovery Plan
that would lay out monitoring protocols,
historic context, eligibility thresholds, and
other required procedures for approval
by the Navy.

Notes: Best Management Practices (BMPs), Clean Air Act (CAA), Executive Order (EO), Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Special Conservation
Measures (SCMs).
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CHAPTER 1
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT

1.1 INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code [USC] § 4321, as amended);
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural
Provisions of NEPA (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] §§ 1500-1508, 1 July 1986);
Navy Procedures for Implementing NEPA (32 CFR § 775); and the Chief of Naval Operations
Instructions for Implementing NEPA (OPNAV M-5090.1, Chapter 10). The action proponent for
this project is Naval Base Point Loma (NBPL).

The existing Miramar Pipeline is an approximately 17-mile-long, American National Standard
Institute (ANSI) Class 300, 8-inch carbon steel, liquid fuel pipeline owned by the U.S.
Department of the Navy (Navy) that runs underground between NBPL and Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS) Miramar, San Diego, California (Figure 1-1). Much of the pipeline passes
through developed areas (residential, commercial, and high traffic). Some areas of the pipeline
traverse natural and semi-natural habitats. The fuel pipeline crosses the City of San Diego
communities of Point Loma, Clairemont, Bay Park, and Miramar.

The pipeline was constructed in 1954 within City of San Diego easements to the Navy, and
carries both jet propellant fuel no. 5 (JP-5) and diesel fuel marine (DFM) to NBPL and JP-5 to
MCAS Miramar (Navy 2012). Miramar Station is a commercially operated breakout facility that
receives and stores government owned product via a commercial pipeline and is connected to
NBPL and MCAS Miramar via the 8-inch Navy owned pipeline. It is located approximately 13
miles from NBPL and 4 miles from MCAS Miramar and consists of four 80,000-barrel tanks, a

commercial pipeline, and a pump house. Current operations include:

e Shipments of both JP-5 and DFM from Miramar Station to NBPL

e Shipments of JP-5 from Miramar Station to MCAS Miramar

o Transfer of JP-5 between NBPL and MCAS Miramar in both directions
e Simultaneous receipt of JP-5 to MCAS Miramar and DFM to NBPL

The project would continue use of the existing 8-inch pipeline in a manner that addresses
pipeline anomalies and geohazards consistent with the Pipeline Installation and Maintenance
Agreement that the Navy Real Estate group is negotiating with the City of San Diego. Pipeline
anomalies are dents, corrosion, or metal loss with the potential to compromise pipeline
integrity. A geohazard is a geological state that presents a potential risk to the human
environment. The geohazards applicable to the project area include the high seismic risk
potential associated with active fault zones and liquefaction, and lateral spreading that could
occur as a result of seismic activity.
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The first portion of the pipeline repair and relocation would occur on the pipeline that runs
from NBPL to Lytton Street, where the majority of anomalies have been found during past
inspections. In addition, the new pipe would be installed in a separate location to address the
geohazard concern at the San Diego River crossing. The total length of pipeline repair and
relocation would be approximately 5 miles. The project also includes installation of five
isolation valve stations to allow isolation of pipeline segments as discussed further in Chapter 2
of this EA.

1.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The project area is located between NBPL Defense Fuel Support Point (DFSP) in the NBPL
Complex (south end of the pipeline) and the first 5 miles of pipeline extending out into the City
of San Diego. The sections of fuel pipeline that will be addressed in this project cross the City of
San Diego communities of Peninsula and Midway-Pacific Highway. NBPL is located on the
west side of San Diego Bay, near the mouth of the bay directly opposite Naval Base Coronado,
as shown in Figure 1-1. NBPL is bordered to the north by the communities of La Playa and
Sunset Cliffs; to the east by the San Diego Bay; to the west by the Pacific Ocean; and to the south
by Cabrillo National Monument and the Pacific Ocean.

1.3 BACKGROUND
1.3.1 Regulatory Context

The U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT), through its Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration (PHMSA), regulates pipelines per the requirements in 49 CFR 195 for
hazardous liquids only, and has no jurisdiction or authority of natural gas or and other gases.
These regulations provide minimum safety standards, and they apply to national pipeline
systems owned and operated by pipeline operators. Federally owned pipeline systems are
exempt from USDOT regulations, as such USDOT has no jurisdiction over the Miramar
pipeline.

Although the 8-inch pipeline does not fall under the jurisdiction of PHMSA and the
requirements in 49 CFR 195, the Navy uses this regulation as a Best Management Practice
(BMP) guideline for repair of pipeline anomalies (e.g., dents, corrosion, and metal loss)
identified during inspections (Navy 2008a). Accordingly, the government has elected to
consider the entire pipeline route as a High Consequence Area as defined in 49 CFR 195.452,
Pipeline Integrity Management in High Consequence Areas. Therefore, all work to relocate, or repair
the pipeline shall meet the requirements of 49 CFR 195 and related guidelines of the PHMSA for
design, material procurement, construction, and construction documentation.

1.3.2 Recent Pipeline Inspections, Studies, and Repairs

The Miramar Pipeline is inspected internally approximately every five years consistent with
American Petroleum Institute 570, Piping Inspection Code: In-service Inspection, Repair, and
Alteration of Piping Systems. The most recent in-line inspection commenced in August 2013 and
preliminary data results were reported in October 2013. Confirmation digs were completed in
July 2014 and analysis is ongoing. In 2008, several inspections and/or studies were conducted




Miramar Pipeline Repair and Relocation Final EA April 2015

on the pipeline including an Inspection Assessment, a Metal Loss Comparison Study, Corrosion
Growth Study, High Consequence Analysis, and a Geohazard/Seismic Assessment. More than
140 anomalies identified during these inspections and studies were corrected by eight repairs
made to the pipeline. A hydraulic analysis of the entire pipeline was performed (Navy 2011a).

The pipeline system is rated to operate at a maximum flow rate of 1,571 barrels per hour. This is
the safe operating flow rate that will keep surge pressures below 814 pounds per square inch,
the surge limit of a fully-qualified Class 300 pipeline system. To meet the overall Navy mission
as discussed below in Section 1.4, Purpose and Need, at this reduced flow rate (i.e., reduced from
full surge limit), Naval Supply Systems Command Fleet Logistics Center San Diego (NAVSUP
FLC SD) operates the pipeline 10-12 hours per day six days per week (Navy 2011a).

NAVFAC conducted the Miramar Pipeline Optimization Study (Navy 2011a) requested by
NAVSUP FLC SD and funded by Defense Logistics Agency-E to determine the best operational
and most economical solution for resupply of liquid fuel between NBPL and MCAS Miramar. A
number of factors were considered during the Study, including cost and benefit, schedule,
advantages and disadvantages, and risk assessment. The preferred option identified in the
Optimization Study called for realigning portions of the pipeline, addressing geohazards
associated with seismic issues (liquefaction and lateral spread), and other miscellaneous repair
needs (Navy 2011a). This option was recommended because it is the lowest cost alternative,
meets all of the operational requirements and constraints, can be completed in the least amount
of time, and the government does not give up ownership of its asset.

The Optimization Study also discussed replacing the existing pipeline between NBPL and
Lytton Street (approximately 3.5 miles), which would address the sections of pipeline where the
highest numbers of anomalies have been historically identified, and would eliminate the
majority of metal loss features found during inspections.

In addition, the Optimization Study identified potential modifications to alleviate the problems
associated with the following geohazard areas: (1) Pipeline along the southern bank of the San
Diego River, and (2) Active fault crossing of the Rose Canyon Fault Zone.

In 2009 emergency repairs were made to several sections of pipeline identified as requiring
immediate action to maintain pipeline integrity. The potential environmental effects of these
repairs were analyzed under Categorical Exclusion NEPA documentation (Navy 2008b, 2009b),
and in accordance with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Nationwide Permit
Authorization (File No. SPL-2008-00898-K]JC) (USACE 2009).

1.3.3 Historical Leaks and Erosion Issues Along the La Playa Waterfront Area

There have been several fuel leaks along the La Playa waterfront area section of the pipeline in
the past. Specifically, spills occurred in 1994 (San Antonio Avenue and McCall Street), 1995 (San
Antonio Avenue and Qualtrough Street), and in 1996 (San Antonio Avenue and Noren Place,
plus Talbot Street and Anchorage Lane). These spills resulted in the government patrolling the
area every day (5-days/week) as required by the Underground Service Alert (Dig Alert)
program. In 2009, hourly patrols during fuel transfers to monitor for leaks were initiated
because of severe erosion along the Bayside Trail.

14
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Erosion along the waterfront is also a problem. Currently, there are several locations within this
section of pipeline where surface erosion has exposed the piping so that sections of the pipe are
now protected with a temporary cover of sand bags. Emergency repairs took place in 2009 to
replace the cover over a section of the pipeline that was exposed at La Playa Beach
(Navy 2009a). A 2010 survey of the pipeline identified three new exposed areas of pipeline that
occurred mainly as a result of winter storms in 2009 and also due to stormwater runoff from
residential irrigation discharges, continuous wave action, and water craft wake. Bayside Trail, a
popular walking path, runs parallel to La Playa Beach and over the existing pipeline.
Emergency repairs to provide temporary coverage of this section of the buried pipeline and to
address soil erosion problems began in late 2011 (Navy 2011b). These pipeline repairs were
made in accordance with USACE Nationwide Permit Authorization (File No. SPL-2011-00489-
RRS) (USACE 2011).

1.34 Geohazard Assessment and Issues Identified

A study of pipeline geological hazards or “geohazards” performed in May of 2008 identified
geohazards associated with a 1,000-foot section of pipeline that crosses the San Diego River and
runs parallel to its southern bank. That section of the pipeline was identified as being
vulnerable to failure during a major seismic event (Navy 2008a). The problems associated with
this section of pipe include liquefaction and lateral spread of the soil surrounding the pipe.
Liquefaction is the conversion of soil into a fluid-like mass during an earthquake or other
seismic event. Lateral spreading is a form of liquefaction that results in the horizontal
movement of the soil due to a slightly sloped ground surface.

Based on a magnitude 6.9 earthquake and a 475-year return period peak horizontal ground
acceleration, this section of the pipeline has the potential to be subjected to 5 to 15 feet of soil
displacement, and it is expected that this would result in a loss of pipeline integrity. The
475-year return period event equates to a 10 percent probability of exceeding the event in 50
years and is the most common standard used to assess seismic risk. In addition, it is also the
basis for many building codes for seismic design. It was estimated that the existing pipe is only
capable of 3.3 feet of movement in this area (Navy 2008a).

The existing pipeline crosses the Rose Canyon Fault Zone east of Mission Bay and is intersected
by three inferred fault traces (the Mission Bay fault, the Rose Canyon fault, and the Old Town
fault). All three of these faults are capable of producing an earthquake of magnitude 6.9.
According to the geohazard assessment for the pipeline, an earthquake of this magnitude could
produce a horizontal surface rupture or offset of 6 feet or more (Navy 2008a). The pipeline in
these areas would not withstand the stresses caused by such a movement (the pipe currently
has an estimated capability of withstanding 1 foot of movement). Replacing the pipe with
increased wall thickness and/or strength would not alleviate the situation (Navy 2008c).

14 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT

The overall mission of the Navy is to maintain, train, and equip combat-ready Naval forces
capable of winning wars, deterring aggression, and maintaining freedom of the seas. The
government-owned pipeline between NBPL and MCAS Miramar (Miramar Pipeline) is a
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strategic Department of Defense (DoD) logistic asset that sustains an uninterrupted supply of
petroleum products necessary to meet the overall mission as well as the Navy's U.S. Pacific
Fleet and Department of Homeland Security defense mission requirements. The U.S. Pacific
Fleet mission is to protect and defend the maritime of the U.S. in the Indo-Asia Pacific region,
and the mission of the Department of Homeland Security is to ensure a homeland that is safe,
secure, and resilient against terrorism and other hazards. Further, Base Realignment and
Closure and other base consolidations have brought additional Navy assets into the Metro San
Diego area, which has increased the demand for petroleum requirements within the area. A
continuous uninterrupted flow of fuel product is required to meet the increased military
demand.

The NAVSUP FLC SD provides logistics, business, and support services to fleet, shore, and
industrial commands of the Navy, U.S. Coast Guard (USCG), Military Sealift Command, and
other joint and allied forces. NAVSUP FLC SD is responsible for the safe transfer of fuel
between the fuel facility and military ships or vessels as well as overall operation of the
pipeline.

The purpose of the project is to remedy the acute challenges to the long-term viability of the
Miramar Pipeline which equates to making the necessary changes and repairs associated with:
1) pipeline anomalies (e.g., dents, corrosion, and metal loss); and 2) seismic geohazards (e.g.,
liquefaction/lateral spread, active fault crossing), to ensure the safe and long-term use of the
pipeline. Based on recent inspections discussed in Section 1.3, portions of the existing pipeline
must be relocated, repaired, upgraded, or replaced to remove dents, corrosion, and metal loss to
minimize potential future leaks and enhance its overall safety, reliability, and integrity.

The project is critically needed to address the current pipeline anomalies and geohazards to
support the Navy's and Department of Homeland Security’s existing and future fueling needs
and service operations, while allowing the Navy to maintain readiness. Implementation of this
project would help to ensure that NBPL Fuel Pier 180 continues to serve as a fuel depot for
loading and unloading tankers. The NBPL Fuel Pier 180 is the primary fueling station for Navy
and other federal agency ships in the vicinity, and visiting foreign Navy vessels, as well as
transferring fuel to the local replenishment vessels and other small craft operating in San Diego
Bay. Fuel Pier 180 at NBPL DFSP is critical to the mission of the Navy and is the largest active
Navy fueling facility in the vicinity. More than 11 million gallons of fuel are issued and received
every month to an average of 43 ships from the Military Sealift Command, Expeditionary
Warfare Training Groups, three carrier strike groups, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, Department of Homeland Security, and other nations. In addition, the fuel
pipeline provides jet fuel to aircraft at Naval Base Coronado/Naval Air Station North Island.
These installations rely on fuel from the pipeline to ensure their operations are carried out
successfully.

1.5 DECISION TO BE MADE

The decision to be made as a result of the analysis in this EA is to decide if an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) needs to be prepared. An EIS will need to be prepared if it is determined
that the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) or other alternative ultimately selected for
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implementation would have significant impacts to the human or natural environment. Should
an EIS be deemed unnecessary based on the effects analysis of the alternative selected for
implementation, this selection would be documented in a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI).

1.6 SCOPE OF THE ANALYSIS

NEPA, CEQ regulations, and Navy procedures for implementing NEPA specify that an EA
should address only those resource areas potentially subject to impacts. In addition, the level of
analysis should be commensurate with the anticipated level of environmental impact. Relevant
inspections and pre-planning studies that determined the scope of analysis include: 2011
Miramar Pipeline Optimization Study (Navy 2011a); the 8-Inch Pipeline In-line Inspection and
Geohazard Assessment (Navy 2008a); Geotechnical Exploration and Recommendations Navy
Jet Fuel Pipeline Repair (Navy 2008c); NEPA documents for previous pipeline repairs
(Navy 2008b, 2009a, 2009b, 2011b, 2011c); Corrosion Growth Study for the 8-inch Pipeline (Navy
2008d); Biological and Cultural Resources Surveys for the Miramar Pipeline (Navy 2011d);
USACE permits pursuant to Clean Water Act (CWA) for previous repairs (USACE 2009, 2011),
Repair 8-Inch Miramar Pipeline NBPL to MCAS Miramar (Naval Facilities Engineering
Command Southwest [NAVFAC SW] 2014a), and Repair 8-Inch Miramar Pipeline NBPL to
MCAS Miramar - Improvement Drawings (NAVFAC SW 2014).

Resources carried forward for detailed analysis in this EA include: geological resources,
biological resources, water resources, hazardous materials and wastes, public health and
safety /protection of children, noise, air quality, socioeconomics and environmental justice,
transportation and circulation, and utilities. Airspace, land use, coastal zone management,
aesthetics, recreation, and cultural resources were not carried forward for detailed analysis
because the project would not affect or would only negligibly affect these resources. The
rational for not carrying these resources forward for detailed analysis is provided at the
beginning of Chapter 3 and is briefly summarized below.

J Airspace - None of the alternatives would affect airspace within the project area,
therefore, no significant impacts to airspace would occur.

. Land Use - None of the alternatives would change or modify existing land uses within
the project area, therefore, no significant impacts to land use would occur.

J Coastal Zone Management - None of the alternatives would have long-term effects on
public access or boater recreation; would have no long-term effects on biological
productivity, water quality and sensitive biological species; would not increase human
health risk or environmental exposure to hazardous materials or hazardous wastes;
would not disturb archaeological sites or other cultural resources; would not alter the
visual character of the area, and would not generate regionally significant air emissions.
None of the alternatives would have significant impacts to coastal uses and resources.

. Aesthetics - None of the alternatives would alter the visual character of the project area,
therefore no significant aesthetics impacts would occur.
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1.7

Recreation - Public recreational access would be only temporary limited along La Playa
waterfront area and the Bayside Trail would be restored to its current condition or better
than current condition, therefore no significant recreation impacts would occur.

Cultural Resources - In the absence of known historic properties in most of the
Alternatives” area of potential effect (APE), but with the identified archaeological
potential, assessing effect in conformance with Stipulation VIII of the Naval Base Point
Loma Programmatic Agreement (NBPL PA) here requires that Section 106 compliance
be for a conditional finding of “no adverse effect” under 36 CFR 800.4(d)(1). As such, the
demonstration of Section 106 compliance here is provisional, pending results of the
monitoring to be conducted during the ground disturbance phase for any project
alternatives. If no historic-period deposits or features are identified during monitoring,
or if those observed do not possess content or integrity sufficient to recommend their
National Register of Historic Places eligibility, then the effects assessment under
Stipulation VIII would be “no historic properties affected”. If eligible deposits or
features are found, but the project work would not adversely affect these, then the
current “no adverse effect” would stand and the EA could remain unchanged. However,
if newly-identified deposits or features are found eligible and would be adversely
affected by project activities, then the project work affecting the deposits or features
would stop for a period sufficient to provide for an expedited consultation to define
resolution of the adverse effect, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6, with this EA then
amended to reflect this change. This would require execution of a Memorandum of
Agreement with the CASHPO, and possibly the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, stipulating actions required for resolving the adverse effect, which would
then still support this EA’s finding of no significant impact (FONSI) to cultural
resources. Project work would continue following completion of the stipulated actions.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION

The Navy is working with the following agencies in support of preparation of the EA:

California Coastal Commission (CCC): Concurrence with the Navy’s application for a
Coastal Commission Negative Determination (CCND) in accordance with the Coastal
Zone Management Act (CZMA) (refer to Appendix A).

Regional Water Quality Control Board (San Diego RWQCB) - For consultation.

USACE - For consultation.

Port of San Diego.

City of San Diego - To obtain necessary right-of-way permits.

Metropolitan Transit System (MTS).

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).

Appendix A of the EA will document the correspondence between the Navy and the regulatory

agencies involved in this project.

1.8

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

A 30-day public scoping period was initiated on January 16, 2014 and ran through February 16,
2014. One public scoping meeting was held on January 29, 2014, from 5 p.m. to 7 p.m., at
Portuguese Hall in San Diego, California. The purpose of the public scoping meeting was to

1-8



Miramar Pipeline Repair and Relocation Final EA April 2015

offer the public an opportunity to learn about the project, speak one-on-one with Navy
representatives and subject matter experts, and to submit comments on the proposal. The public
had an opportunity to submit written comments during the public scoping meeting.
Additionally, the Navy provided a project website where the public could access project
information and submit comments electronically to the Navy project manager
(http:/ /www.navyregionsouthwest.com/go/doc/4275/1996890). Comments on the proposal
were also accepted via postal mail.

The Draft EA was available to the public for review and comment. A 30-day public review
period occurred from November 07, 2014 through December 06, 2014. One public meeting was
held on December 03, 2014, from 5 p.m. to 8 p.m., at Portuguese Hall in San Diego, California.
The purpose of the public review of the Draft EA was to provide the public with the
opportunity to participate in the project and to provide comments on the adequacy and
accuracy of the EA. All comments received on the Draft EA are included in Appendix B,
followed by responses to those comments.

The Draft EA was available for public review online, and at the San Diego Central, Ocean Beach
and Point Loma/Hervey libraries. Comments were also accepted electronically via the Navy’s
website link at: http:/ /www.navyregionsouthwest.com/go/doc/4275/1996890.

Written comments were also accepted via mail at the following address: NBPL Miramar
Pipeline EA Project Manager Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest Attention:
(RUE20.TB) 2730 McKean St., Building 291 San Diego, CA 92136-5198.
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CHAPTER 2
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

This chapter includes a list of the reasonable alternatives screening factors and descriptions of
the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), additional action alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3), and
the No-Action Alternative. It also includes descriptions of alternatives considered but not
carried forward for detailed analysis.

2.1 REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES SCREENING FACTORS

The project screening factors that would allow Navy mission, operational, and support
functions to be fulfilled include:

e Fuel product transfer between NBPL to MCAS Miramar and from MCAS Miramar to
NBPL must be retained,;

e Any new pipeline constructed would be fully compliant all applicable 49 CFR 195
pipeline construction codes during the removal and pipeline construction phases; and

e NBPL and MCAS Miramar must be able to continue normal operations and not be
severely impacted during pipeline repair and relocation activities. Short-term
disruptions in use of the pipeline would be acceptable, provided that military
installation operations are not impacted.

Based on the screening factors outlined, three action alternatives have been identified that meet
the purpose of and need for the project. The No-Action Alternative has also been carried
forward for detailed analysis in this EA. Section 2.6, Alternatives Considered but Not Carried
Forward for Detailed Analysis, describes those pipeline repair or relocation alternatives that were
considered but not carried forward for detailed analysis in this document.

2.2  PROPOSED ACTION/ ALTERNATIVE 1

The Proposed Action (herein referred to as Alternative 1) is the continued use of the existing
8-inch fuel pipeline from NBPL to MCAS Miramar as a Government Owned Government
Operated system and would implement the pipeline relocation within a modified easement that
incorporates changes necessary to address pipeline anomalies and geohazards (Figure 2-1).
Pipeline relocation would be coordinated with the City of San Diego, Port of San Diego,
USACE, MTS, and Caltrans as necessary.
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A Traffic Analysis and a Traffic Control Plan has been prepared and analyzed and circulated
through the City of San Diego review process. The Traffic Analysis utilizes existing traffic count
data to determine preferred times of construction that would have the least impact to traffic
flow in the area. It has also established ways to segment the construction activities to minimize
traffic flow disruption while not impeding on construction feasibility, and provide detour
routes for vehicles and pedestrians when appropriate. The Traffic Control Plan has developed
the actual sign, cone, and other construction equipment locations for each phase of
construction. The phases are based on the findings of the Traffic Analysis. The goals of the
Traffic Analysis/Traffic Control Plan effort are to reduce impacts to the local community,
businesses, churches, and schools in the area, especially along Rosecrans Street, while
maintaining standard traffic control geometries and operations during construction.

Under Alternative 1, the pipeline relocation and valve station installation activities discussed in
the subsections below would begin in December 2015 and would take 2 years and 1 month to
complete (1 month in 2015 [December], 12 months in 2016, and 12 months in 2017).

Regarding project operations, there is currently sufficient NAVSUP FLC SD staff qualified to
carry out fueling operations throughout the pipeline repair and relocation periods, and to
operate the pipeline when all repairs and pipe installations are complete. No additional
personnel would be assigned to operate and maintain the pipeline. Personnel associated with
project construction are discussed under the project alternatives presented below.

221 Relocation of NBPL to Lytton Street Pipeline Segment to Rosecrans Street to Address
Pipeline Anomalies

To provide a long-term solution to address the majority of anomalies that have been found
during past inspections and erosion problems along the La Playa waterfront area, the pipeline
from NBPL to Lytton Street would be relocated outside the La Playa waterfront area to within
the Rosecrans Street right-of-way (Figure 2-2a). Additionally, a new valve station would be
installed at Scott Street and Keats Street as shown on Figure 2-2a. Under Alternative 1, the
existing pipeline in the La Playa area would be closed in place after defueling, cleaning,
disposing of waste, and filling the pipe with concrete, in accordance with regulatory
requirements. The estimated cost for closing the pipeline in place within the La Playa
waterfront area would be approximately $22,650.

As per the project design specifications, the new pipe would consist of new 8-inch carbon steel
and would be delivered to the site in 40-foot sections that would be pre-coated and welded
onsite, above or in the pipeline trenches. A factory-applied fusion-bonded epoxy coating would
be applied on all buried pipe as well as field-applied fusion-bonded epoxy coating for the field
joints, and bend fittings. The above grade portions of the pipe would be provided with a
military-standard low volatile organic compound (VOC) epoxy/polyurethane coating system.
Some belowground welding in the trenches would be needed to join the existing and new
sections of the pipe together. These joints would also be coated with field-applied fusion-
bonded epoxy coating.
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The overall length of new pipeline installation to address pipeline anomalies from NBPL to
Lytton Street (La Playa waterfront area) is approximately 3.5 miles. The proposed pipeline
relocation would be expected to take between 6 and 12 months to complete, including start-up
and demobilization. It is estimated that approximately 10-15 workers would be onsite during
construction. Heavy equipment and vehicles would be used onsite for excavation and trenching
activities. Typical equipment needed may include excavators, loaders, compactors, multiple
heavy-duty trucks, paving equipment, concrete trucks, water trucks, dump trucks, welding
truck, excavation shoring equipment, air compressors, and other typical construction tools. The
equipment would generally be stationed onsite during construction at the Navy parking area
located near North Harbor Drive. To alleviate traffic impacts, at most a few hundred feet of pipe
is expected to be constructed each day between the hours of 7:00 am. and 7:00 p.m. on
weekdays. Construction activities on Rosecrans Street would be scheduled to avoid traffic
congestion during the peak hour and in the peak direction of travel, to the extent feasible. At the
end of each construction day, trench areas will be trench-plated, or backfilled and paved, so that
the excavated area can be crossed by vehicle traffic.

2.2.2 Pipeline Relocation and Valve Station Installation to Address Geohazard 1
(San Diego River Crossing)

As previously discussed in Section 1.3, geohazards applicable to the project area include the
high seismic risk potential associated with active fault zones and liquefaction, and lateral
spreading that could occur as a result of seismic activity.

To alleviate the geohazard concern identified along the 1,000-foot section of the pipeline that
crosses the San Diego River, the pipeline would be relocated as shown in Figure 2-2b. Under
Alternative 1, where the existing pipeline crosses beneath the San Diego River, it would be
suspended from the Pacific Highway Bridge over the river and continue along Pacific Highway
to Rosecrans Street, connecting to the existing pipeline via Kurtz Street. A remotely activated
isolation valve station would be installed on the north side of the San Diego River crossing. In
addition, a valve station would be installed near the Kurtz Street and Camino Del Rio
intersection. The length of the pipeline between the valve stations would be approximately
4,600 feet. There would be no excavation or disturbance to the ground surface or subsurface
where the existing pipeline crosses under the San Diego River. That portion of the pipeline
would be taken out of service by filling the pipe with concrete, which would be pumped into
the pipe from the cut ends where the new pipeline is tied into the existing pipeline at both the
north and south ends of the Pacific Highway Bridge. Excavation of the pits to make the pipe tie-
in welds would be conducted outside of wetlands. All regulatory guidelines and permitting
requirements would be followed to ensure safe closure of the pipeline. Proposed pipeline
relocation and valve station installation within the San Diego River area would be expected to
take between 6 and 12 months to complete, including start-up and demobilization. It is
estimated that approximately 10-15 workers would be onsite during construction. Heavy
equipment and vehicles would be used onsite for excavation and trenching activities. All
construction activities would occur outside of the riverbed.
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Typical equipment needed may include scaffolding, excavators, loaders, compactors, multiple
heavy-duty trucks, paving equipment, concrete trucks, water trucks, dump trucks, welding
truck, excavation shoring equipment, air compressors, and other typical construction tools. The
equipment would generally be stationed onsite during construction at the Navy parking area
located near North Harbor Drive when not in use.

2.2.3 Valve Station Installation to Address Geohazard 2 (Area East of Mission Bay)

To alleviate the geohazard concern identified along the existing pipeline that crosses the Rose
Canyon Fault Zone east of Mission Bay, two remotely activated isolation valve stations would
be installed to limit the amount of potential product spilled in the event that a major earthquake
would severely damage the pipeline. One value station would be installed in the Tecolote
Nature Center parking lot, and the other near the end of Knoxville Street in the paved cul-de-
sac, east of West Morena Boulevard. Figure 2-2c indicates the approximate location of the fault
lines and the locations of the proposed valve stations.

The isolation valve vaults would be below ground reinforced concrete structures, constructed
within the City of San Diego street right-of- way, and would include traffic rated lids equipped
with a lockable hatch that is accessible from the ground surface. The vault structures would be
approximately 8 by 12 feet in size. The vaults would contain a full-port double-block and bleed
plug valve, equipped with a motor actuator. The motor actuator would be remotely controlled
by the Automatic Fuel Handling Equipment control system at NBPL in a similar configuration
to the other existing isolation valve stations along the pipeline. Communication with the
Automatic Fuel Handling Equipment system would be by phone line to match the existing
system. The valve station would also contain a pressure transmitter which would allow pipeline
operators at NBPL to monitor the pipeline pressure at the valve station.

Proposed valve station installations within this area would be expected to take approximately
one to two months to complete, including start-up and demobilization. It is estimated that
approximately 3-5 workers would be at each location during construction. Heavy equipment
and vehicles would be used onsite for excavation and trenching activities. Typical equipment
needed may include excavators, loaders, compactors, multiple heavy-duty trucks, paving
equipment, concrete trucks, water trucks, dump trucks, excavation shoring equipment, air
compressors, and other typical construction tools. The equipment would generally be stationed
onsite for during construction at the Navy parking area located near North Harbor Drive when
not in use.
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2.3 ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2 would consist of the same project components as described under Alternative 1
(see Figures 2-1, 2-2a, 2-2b, 2-2c), except that portions of the existing pipeline along the La Playa
waterfront area from McCall Street to Talbot Street would be removed instead of closed in place
after relocating the pipeline to Rosecrans Street. Under Alternative 2, portions of the existing
pipeline within the Bayside Trail (where the pipeline is currently exposed due to surface
erosion) would be removed after the existing pipe is drained of fuel and cleaned, prior to
disposing of the pipe. The estimated cost for removing portions of the pipeline within the La
Playa waterfront area would be approximately $634,500.

The portions of existing pipeline along the La Playa waterfront area that are under paved streets
or under structures that have been placed over the top of the pipe, would not be removed, but
would be closed in place by filling the pipe with concrete.

Of the 3,975 total feet of pipeline along the La Playa waterfront area, it is expected that 1,480 feet
would be removed, and 2,495 feet would be closed in place.

Temporary closure of specific portions of the Bayside Trail may be necessary during pipeline
removal activities. Work associated with the decommissioning and removal of the pipeline, and
surface restoration along the Bayside Trail would entail the planting of native species
appropriate to the waterfront environment. The restoration work, grading, and planting along
the waterfront would be coordinated with and approved by the Port of San Diego and USACE
as appropriate and would occur for a minimum of 12 months or more pursuant to the USACE
permit requirements.

Once the existing pipeline has been removed, the area would be backfilled with native material
from the trench excavation, and the ground surface would be restored to maintain the original
pathway condition. Disturbed areas beyond the footpath would be revegetated with non-
invasive, native plant species. Where the trench excavation disturbs the waterfront bank, it
would be restored to its original/pre-disturbed bank condition, utilizing a biodegradable jute
mesh fabric or similar erosion control blanket to prevent bank erosion until the new plant
materials have been re-established. Plant materials would be replaced with in-kind, existing
native materials as set forth through Port of San Diego/USACE guidelines and permitting
requirements. Placement of shoreline stabilization measures, such as rip-rap or sheet piling,
would not be proposed as part of this project.

Proposed pipeline removal at the La Playa waterfront area would be expected to take
approximately one to two months to complete, and would include pipe closure in accordance
with regulatory guidelines and permitting requirements. Additional time may be required for
periodic maintenance of the restoration vegetation. It is estimated that approximately 5-8
workers would be onsite during construction. Typical equipment needed to remove the
pipeline and place plant materials may include a small excavator and loader, small compactors,
flatbed truck, pickup truck with winches, and various hand tools. The equipment would be
stationed at the Navy parking area located near North Harbor Drive when not in use.
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24 ALTERNATIVE 3

Alternative 3 would consist of the same project components as described under Alternative 1
(see Figure 2-1, 2-2a, 2-2c), with the exception that to address geohazard 1, under Alternative 3,
where the existing pipeline crosses beneath the San Diego River, the pipeline would be
suspended from the Santa Fe Railroad Bridge over the river and would be relocated along a
slightly different route as shown in Figure 2-3. The existing pipeline that would no longer be in
service would be closed in place after defueling, cleaning, disposing of waste, and filling the
pipe with concrete. All regulatory guidelines and permitting requirements would be followed
to ensure safe closure of the pipeline. Proposed pipeline relocation construction duration and
procedures, and valve station installation locations for Alternative 3 would be similar to those
described under Alternative 1. The length of the pipeline between the two valve stations would
be approximately 5,000 feet.

2.5 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the No-Action Alternative, the NAVSUP FLC SD would not implement the pipeline
changes necessary to address pipeline anomalies and geohazards. The existing locations where
the pipeline anomalies and geohazards that have been identified during past inspections would
remain. The No-Action Alternative provides a measure of the baseline conditions described in
Chapter 3, against which the potential impacts of the action alternatives can be compared. As
such, the No-Action Alternative is carried forward for analysis.

2.6 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT CARRIED FORWARD FOR DETAILED
ANALYSIS

Four project alternatives were considered, but were not carried forward for detailed analysis.
These alternatives and the rationale for not carrying them forward for detailed analysis are
presented below.

1. Replace the entire existing pipeline vice replacing only a portion of the pipeline. This
alternative was not carried forward because no repairs of the existing pipeline are
currently necessary beyond what is being proposed in the most southern five miles of
the pipeline.

2. Alternative pipeline route. An alternate route for the replacement pipe was considered
from Lytton Street through Chatsworth Boulevard and Catalina Boulevard back to
NBPL. This alternative was considered not feasible however, because according to
NAVSUP FLC SD the pump house system hydraulics for fuel transfers to MCAS
Miramar would not be functional without considerable upgrades using this route,
therefore this alternative was not carried forward for detailed analysis.

2-10



.

Q R
o‘\b priat®
z'°$
% o
>
o
[+
oy
o
(=]
=
[\ \
o e 3
X3 S, g
T 7s, oy
N o
s g \
»
-
X
o(\%
&S
& %%,
z e,
>
N
S
2, <
7
2,
\ 3
\ ’7&’
%
Ky N
N RY
‘s,
9, Y S
‘»@\%‘ <,
. \9{ Q
Sporgs Are & \ X
Na é” L\ Q)
Sy & \ &
0,,)‘1) ' N
& \
4—0,, “
54 .
. N
A Q
\s q;Q
) RS .
o $ N
% N \ 5o,
& N % AR
Midway Dr Lo N ¢
7 \
& X 7 .
[ ], ~
c A %
%, NS & 8, N
6 N S 7, !
4 S <& 0,1; A2
LEGEND Figure 2-3

PACIFIC
OCEAN

Proposed Pipeline Relocation

Existing 8-inch Pipeline
. Proposed Isolation Valve Location

Fault Lines

Proposed Pipeline Relocation and
Valve Station Installation to
Address Geohazard 1 -
Alternative 3

0 400 800
e — | T
I ) Meters

0 100 200

A

2-11



Miramar Pipeline Repair and Relocation Final EA April 2015

2.7

3. An alternative to using the pipeline for fuel transfer (e.g., truck, ship, barge, or rail).

This alternative was not carried forward for detailed analysis because the pipeline
transportation cost per unit is much lower than using a truck, ship, barge, or rail for fuel
transportation. For example, if the fuel was shipped to the facility without using the
pipeline, a total of 12,500 tanker trucks per year may be needed and it would increase
the carbon footprint and represent a significant cost to the Navy. It would also provide
disruptions to local traffic flow on Rosecrans Street on a daily basis.

Repair pipeline and place the pipeline back into existing trench. This alternative was
not carried forward for detailed analysis because it would not allow the pipeline to
remain operational during pipeline repair. It is critical to ensure that the pipeline and
fuel flow remain operational during the construction and repair process. In addition,
permitting requirements through USACE within the La Playa waterfront area make it
highly improbable that continual repairs could occur there. This alternative would not
allow the Navy mission, operational, and support functions to be fulfilled. It would also
not address the continual erosion problems that occur to the pipeline in the La Playa
waterfront area.

Replace pipeline through/under the San Diego River. This alternative was not carried
forward for detailed analysis because the potential impacts to riverine habitat and
biological resources would be potentially significant and would result in a significant
cost to the Navy.

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Potential environmental impacts have been analyzed for the following resources: geological
resources, biological resources, water resources, hazardous materials and wastes, public health
and safety/protection of children, noise, air quality, socioeconomics and environmental justice,
transportation and circulation, and utilities. Airspace, land use, aesthetics, recreation, and
cultural resources were not carried forward for detailed analysis because the project would not
affect or would only negligibly affect these resources. The rational for not carrying these
resources forward for detailed analysis is provided at the beginning of Chapter 3.

Table 2-1 provides a summary of environmental consequences for each alternative by resource
area. Chapter 3 provides a detailed discussion of the baseline (existing) conditions and the

environmental consequences.
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Table 2-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

¢ Monitoring and sampling the pipeline
excavation and closure corridors for
potential contamination and proper
characterization and disposal of any
contaminated soil and groundwater
encountered.

e Compliance with applicable federal, state,
and county regulations for pipeline
construction.

)
19
5
o Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Action Alternative
)
4
Alternative 1 would not have significant Under Alternative 2, geological Under Alternative 3, geological Under the No-Action Alternative,
impacts on geological resources. resources impacts would be similar resources impacts would be similar to | the proposed new pipeline sections
Compliance with applicable regulations and | to those described under Alternative | those described under Alternative 1, and isolation valves would not be
engineering requirements and use of 1, and no significant impacts to and no significant impacts to constructed. Fueling transfer
erosion control measures and best geological resources would occur. geological resources would occur. operations would continue using
ices (BMP! 1 isti i .
management practices ( M S)’ would Avoidance and Minimization Avoidance and Minimization the existing alignment and valves
further reduce any potential impacts that There would be no change from the
Measures/ SCMs: Measures/ SCMs: . .. - e e
could occur. existing conditions. The pipeline in
. ' Avoidance and minimization Avoidance and minimization the area of geohazards 1 and 2
Through addressing the geological haz.ard measures/ SCMs for Alternative 2 measures/ SCMs for Alternative 3 would continue to be vulnerable to
o | Comcems at geohazards 1 af‘d 2, oper 'atlon of | would be the same as for Alternative | would be the same as for Alternative 1. failure during a major seismic event.
o | Alternative 1 would result in beneficial 1 .
S . . . : However, the Navy would continue
5 | impacts associated with geological hazards. . . o
2 to inspect and monitor the pipeline
i Avoidance and Minimization Measures/ to ensure its safety and reliability;
E SCMs: therefore, the No-Action Alternative
G . . s
Eb e Compliance with the Construction Would result m less than 51gmf1‘cant
2 General Permit, including impacts associated with geologic
S implementation of erosion control hazards.
© measures and BMPs. Avoidance and Minimization

Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Table 2-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Biological Resources

Construction activities at the San Diego
River crossing would occur above and
outside of the San Diego riverbed and
would not affect biological resources.
Draining, cleaning, and filling the existing
pipe with concrete also would not impact
biological resources. As such, construction
impacts would be limited to developed and
landscaped areas that lack native vegetation
communities and aquatic habitats. Noise
would be temporary, generally consistent
with the nature of the area, consistent with
normal construction practices, limited by
the local noise ordinance, and would not
significantly alter the overall noise
environment found in the project areas. Any
bird species passing through the project
areas, including species protected under the
MBTA, would likely fly over the pipeline
and would be unaffected by pipeline
construction. Since bats do not occur at the
Pacific Highway Bridge, no bats would be
affected by project construction, and
operations would not affect potential bat
habitat.

The only threatened or endangered species
with the potential to occur within the project
area is the least Bell’s vireo.

Impacts from Alternative 2 would be
similar to those described for
Alternative 1. Removal of the
pipeline in the La Playa area would
require obtaining a Section 401
RWQCB permit as well as a Section
404 /Section 10 permit from the
USACE for all construction activities
occurring within jurisdictional
wetlands and/or waters of the U.S.
All jurisdictional wetlands and other
waters of the U.S. would need to be
fully restored, if impacted. As such,
implementation of Alternative 2
would affect the habitat found at the
La Playa waterfront area, but these
impacts would be temporary. With
implementation of the avoidance and
minimization measures,
implementation of Alternative 2
would have less than significant
impacts to biological resources.

Impacts from Alternative 3 would be
similar to those described for
Alternative 1. Habitat at the Santa Fe
Railroad is similar to habitat at the
Pacific Highway Bridge. Alternative 3
would have less than significant
impacts to biological resources.

Existing conditions would remain
unchanged and there would be no
impact to biological resources. The
Navy would continue to inspect and
monitor the pipeline to ensure its
safety and reliability. Therefore,
there would be no impacts to
biological resources under the No-
Action Alternative.
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Table 2-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Biological Resources (continued)

However, the nearest documented least
Bell’s vireo occurrence is approximately 0.8
mile upstream from (i.e., to the east of) the
project area and potential habitat within the
project area is of very limited extent and
would not be affected. Therefore, the
implementation of Alternative 1 would not
affect any threatened or endangered species,
and no significant impacts would occur.
Implementation of Alternative 1 would
provide a beneficial impact to the biota
found at the San Diego Bay and San Diego
River by reducing the risk and potential
volume of a fuel spill during operations. As
such, impacts to biological resources
associated with implementation of
Alternative 1 would be less than significant.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

In addition to the SCMs provided for
Alternative 1, Alternative 2 also
includes:

Estuary seablite and woolly seablite
along the La Playa waterfront area
would be flagged and avoided to the
maximum extent possible. If
avoidance is not possible, the project
revegetation plan would be
amended to include the planting of
these two rare and native plant
species commensurate with the level
of impact in appropriate habitat
along the La Playa waterfront area.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs under Alternative 3

are the same as those for Alternative 1.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Table 2-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Biological Resources (continued)

Avoidance and Minimization Measures/
SCMs:

o All construction activities would occur
outside of the San Diego riverbed, and
barriers such as a silt fence or sand bags
would be placed where appropriate to
prevent debris, sediment, or other
materials from entering the San Diego Bay
or the San Diego River during
construction.

e Project-related activities would not be
permitted to cause the removal or failure
of an active nest of any MBTA-protected
species. To that end, prior to construction
during the avian breeding season (1
February - 31 August), a qualified
biologist would survey the affected area to
confirm that no nests are present or to
ensure avoidance of any active nests that
are present.

e Where appropriate to discourage nesting
on structures that are subject to
construction, those structures may be
screened or covered.

e Another bat survey would be performed
within 30 days prior to commencing
construction activities that would disturb
the bridge structure. If bat species are
found during the pre-construction survey
effort, then an avoidance and/or
relocation effort would be developed and
implemented.
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Table 2-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

General Waste Discharge Requirements for
Discharges from Groundwater Extraction, if
necessary.

¢ Monitoring and sampling the pipeline
excavation and closure corridors for
potential contamination and proper
characterization and disposal of any
contaminated soil and groundwater
encountered.

o Compliance with applicable federal, state,
and county regulations for pipeline
construction.

v

19

5

o Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Action Alternative

U

~
Alternative 1 would result in no impacts to | Under Alternative 2, water resources | Under Alternative 3, water resources Under the. No.—Action. Alternative,
surface water and would not result in impacts would be similar to those impacts would be similar to those .the new pipeline sections and
significant impacts to groundwater, water described under Alternative 1, and described under Alternative 1, and no | isolation valves vYould not be
quality, or floodplains. Compliance with no significant impacts to water significant impacts to water resources C0n5trl'1Cted- Fueling trgnsfer ‘
applicable regulations and engineering resources would occur. would occur. operat.lops WO.UId continue using
requirements and use of erosion control . e e . e e . the existing alignment and valves.
measures and BMPs would further reduce Avoidance and Minimization Avoidance and Minimization There would be no change from the

1 Measures/ SCMs: Measures/ SCMs: isti iti

any potential impacts that could occur. In / / existing conditions. However, the
addition, the reduced risk due to pipeline Avoidance and minimization Avoidance and minimization Navy would continue to inspect and
damage would result in a beneficial impact | measures / SCMs for Alternative 2 measures/ SCMs for Alternative 3 monitor the pipeline to ensure its
to surface water, groundwater, and water would be the same as for Alternative | would be the same as for Alternative 1. | safety and reliability; therefore, the
quality. 1. No-Action Alternative would result

® in less than significant impacts to

§ Avoidance and Minimization Measures/ water resources.

2 | SCMs: . e e .

° _ . . Avoidance and Minimization

& | o Compliance with the Construction

Y . . . Measures/ SCMs:

&~ General Permit, including implementation ) o

E of erosion control measures and BMPs. No avoidance and minimization

§ ¢ Dewatering activities would comply with measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Table 2-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Hazardous Materials and Wastes

No increase in human health risk or
environmental exposure to hazardous
materials or hazardous wastes would result
from construction and operation of
Alternative 1. Implementation of avoidance
and minimization measures would further
reduce any potential impacts that could
occur. Therefore, implementation of
Alternative 1 would have a less than
significant impact with respect to hazardous
materials and hazardous wastes.
Implementation of Alternative 1 at the
location of geohazards 1 and 2 would
reduce the potential for release of fuel
during an earthquake; this would be a
beneficial impact.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures/

SCMs:

¢ Proper management of hazardous
materials and waste during trenching and
construction of the new pipeline, and
closure of the existing pipeline.

¢ Monitoring and sampling the pipeline
excavation and closure corridors for
potential contamination and proper
characterization and disposal of any
contaminated soil and groundwater
encountered.

¢ Compliance with applicable federal, state,
and county regulations for pipeline
construction.

Under Alternative 2, hazardous
materials or hazardous wastes
impacts would be similar to those
described under Alternative 1, and
no significant impacts would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs for Alternative 2
would be the same as for Alternative
1.

Under Alternative 3, hazardous
materials or hazardous wastes impacts
would be similar to those described
under Alternative 1, and no significant
impacts would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs for Alternative 3

would be the same as for Alternative 1.

Under the No-Action Alternative,
the new pipeline sections and
isolation valves would not be
constructed. Fueling transfer
operations would continue using
the existing alignment and valves.
There would be no change from the
existing conditions. However, the
Navy would continue to inspect and
monitor the pipeline to ensure its
safety and reliability; therefore,
implementation of the

No-Action Alternative would not
have a significant impact with
respect to hazardous materials and
wastes.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Table 2-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Public Health and Safety/Protection of Children

The pipeline would be constructed and
operated in compliance with all applicable
federal, state, and county regulations, and in
accordance with Navy policies and
procedures. Implementation of all
applicable safety procedures would prevent
and minimize potential risk to human
health and the environment associated with
construction and operation of the new
pipeline sections; therefore, no significant
impacts would occur. Alternative 1 would
enhance the overall safety, reliability and
integrity, and increase public and
environmental safety by minimizing the
potential for future pipe leaks or breaks;
thus long-term impacts are considered
beneficial. No disproportionate risk of
injury or hazardous substances exposure to
children per EO 13045, Protection of Children
from Environmental Health Risks and Safety
Risks, would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures/
SCMs:

Avoidance and minimization measures/
SCMs would be the same as described
under Hazardous Materials and Wastes above.

Under Alternative 2, public health
and safety impacts would be similar
to those described for Alternative 1,
and no significant impacts would
occur. Alternative 2 would enhance
the overall safety, reliability and
integrity, and increase public and
environmental safety by minimizing
the potential for future pipe leaks or
breaks; thus long-term impacts are
considered beneficial. No
disproportionate risk of injury or
hazardous substances exposure to
children per EO 13045, Protection of
Children from Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks, would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs would be the same
as described under Hazardous
Materials and Wastes above.

Under Alternative 3, public health and
safety impacts would be similar to
those described for Alternative 1, and
no significant impacts would occur.
Alternative 3 would enhance the
overall safety, reliability and integrity,
and increase public and environmental
safety by minimizing the potential for
future pipe leaks or breaks; thus long-
term impacts are considered beneficial.
No disproportionate risk of injury or
hazardous substances exposure to
children per EO 13045, Protection of
Children from Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks, would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs would be the same
as described under Hazardous Materials
and Wastes above.

Under the No-Action Alternative,
there would be no change from the
existing conditions. Although the
pipeline does not currently pose a
risk to public or environmental
health and safety, under the No-
Action Alternative the beneficial
safety features associated with the
proposed project would not be
implemented. However, the Navy
would continue to inspect and
monitor the pipeline to ensure its
safety and reliability; therefore, the
No-Action Alternative would result
in less than significant impacts to
public health and safety.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Table 2-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

No avoidance and minimization measures/
SCMs are proposed.

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.

(]
i~
§ Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Action Alternative
&
Construction generated noise associated Under Alternative 2, noise impacts Under Alternative 3, noise impacts Under the No-Action Alternative,
with Alternative 1 would be compliant with | would be similar to those described would be similar to those described no construction activities would
City of San Diego’s noise ordinance, under Alternative 1, and no under Alternative 1, and no significant | occur, and the existing noise
temporary, and generally consistent with significant noise impacts would noise impacts would occur. environment would not change.
the developed nature of the area; therefore, occur. . e .. Therefore, there would be no noise
% | there would be no significant noise impacts. Avoidance and Minimization impacts.
= Avoidance and Minimization Measures/ SCMs:
Z. | Avoidance and Minimization Measures/ Measures/ SCMs: . e Avoidance and Minimization
SCMs: . S No avoidance and minimization Measures/ SCMs:
No avoidance and minimization measures/ SCMs are proposed.
No avoidance and minimization measures/ | measures/ SCMs are proposed. No avoidance and minimization
SCMs are proposed. measures/ SCMs are proposed.
Estimated emissions associated with Estimated emissions associated with | Estimated emissions associated with Under the No-Action Alternative,
Alternative 1 would be below the de minimis | Alternative 2 would be below the Alternative 3 would be below the no construction activities would
thresholds for CAA conformity; therefore, de minimis thresholds for CAA de minimis thresholds for CAA occur, and existing air quality
there would be no significant impacts to air conformity; therefore, there would conformity; therefore, there would be would not be affected. Therefore,
g quality. be no significant impacts to air no significant impacts to air quality. there would be no impacts to air
“ . . . .
& Avoidance and Minimization Measures/ quality. Avoidance and Minimization Ei)eﬁliczﬁfgﬁn;ﬁrsﬂjﬁn:}e;tanon of the
= | SCMs: Avoidance and Minimization Measures/ SCMs: ’
< Measures/ SCMs: Avoidance and Minimization

Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Table 2-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Socioeconomics and Environmental

Justice

Beneficial economic impacts would occur
from construction with no significant
impacts identified.

There would be less than significant impacts
on the environment and health of
populations, related to noise and
transportation. These impacts would not be
high or adverse nor would they
disproportionately affect minority or low-
income populations. Therefore, there would
be no impact to environmental justice.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures/
SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization measures/
SCMs are proposed.

Under Alternative 2, socioeconomic
and environmental justice impacts
would be similar to those described
under Alternative 1, and no
significant impacts would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.

Under Alternative 3, socioeconomic
and environmental justice impacts
would be similar to those described
under Alternative 1, and no significant
impacts would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.

Implementation of the No-Action
Alternative would have no
socioeconomic or environmental
justice impacts.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Table 2-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Transportation and Circulation

The Proposed Action would not have any
significant effect on peak hour commuting
within and through the ROI because: (1)
construction would be scheduled to avoid
the peak hour and peak direction on
Rosecrans Street to the extent feasible; (2)
open trenches would be covered while
construction is suspended, and (3);
trenchless construction would be expedited
to minimize construction duration. In
addition, because the impacts are
temporary, localized, and occur primarily
during non-peak periods, the transportation
and circulation impacts are less than
significant.

Under Alternative 2, transportation
and circulation impacts would be
similar to those described under
Alternative 1, and no significant
impacts would occur.

Under Alternative 3, transportation
and circulation impacts would be
similar to those described under
Alternative 1, and no significant
impacts would occur.

Under the No-Action Alternative,
no construction activities would
occur, and existing traffic conditions
would not change. Therefore, there
would be no impact relative to
transportation and circulation.
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Table 2-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Transportation and Circulation (continued)

Avoidance and Minimization Measures/
SCMs:

¢ Notify residents and businesses of
upcoming road work and preclusion of
access to their driveways.

e Minimize the duration which access is
precluded by adhering to the City of San
Diego’s standard maximum open trench
length of 500 feet.

¢ Construct in a manner, through phasing
and construction techniques, to minimize
the duration of closure of Nichols Street
(east leg), Qualtrough Street (east leg),
Tennyson Street, Udall Street, Voltaire
Street, Whittier Street, and Yonge Street to
the extent feasible.

e Strategically phase construction to limit
the number of cross-streets that will be
closed and detour traffic traveling
to/from or along side streets blocked by
the construction trench to the next
available side street.

e Through the use of traffic control, modify
existing roadway geometrics to best
maintain vehicular and bicycle access and
provide capacity during the construction
period within the available roadway
right-of-way.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs for Alternative 2
would be the same as for Alternative
1.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

o Alternative 3 would be designed to
incorporate measures to avoid or
minimize impacts to transportation
and circulation during construction
along the portion of the alignment
located east of Pacific Highway.

e Other avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs for Alternative 3

would be the same as for Alternative

1.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.
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Table 2-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Transportation and Circulation (continued)

For locations with temporary roadway
closures or limitations on allowed turning
movements during construction, sign
detour routes to direct detoured traffic to
collector or arterial streets to discourage
cut-through traffic on residential streets.

Where the project crosses high volume
roadways, use trenchless construction
techniques to reduce or eliminate effects
to the crossing roadway.

Where trenchless construction is required,
the launch and receiving pits should be
protected by temporary railing, and the
construction activity should be expedited
to complete this stage of construction as
quickly as feasible.

Nighttime construction should be
implemented in selected nonresidential
areas to minimize construction duration,
which would in turn reduce both traffic
and economic effects.

Notify surrounding land uses of
upcoming loss of on-street parking prior
to beginning construction.

Provide guidance for bicyclists to
maneuver around the construction zone
through use of traffic control or detour
routes.
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Table 2-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Avoidance and Minimization Measures/Special Conservation Measures (SCMs)

Resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No-Action Alternative

Transportation and
Circulation (continued)

¢ Coordinate with MTS prior to
construction to identify changes to bus
stops or bus routes.

¢ Provide public notification of changes to
bus stops or bus routes prior to
construction.

¢ During closure in place, locate pipeline
access pits outside of major streets and
high traffic areas to the extent possible.

Utilities

The proposed replacement pipeline would
not intersect any existing utility, and no
temporary interruption of utility service
would result from construction activities
(i.e., installation of the replacement pipeline
and removal of portions of the existing
pipeline). Installation of the replacement
pipeline would have no effect on access to
existing utilities for the purposes of
maintenance or repair. Therefore, there
would be no significant impacts to utilities.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures/
SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization measures/
SCMs are proposed.

Under Alternative 2, utilities impacts
would be similar to those described
under Alternative 1, and no
significant impacts would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs are proposed.

Under Alternative 3, utilities impacts
would be similar to those described
under Alternative 1, and no significant
impacts would occur.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

Alternative 3 would be designed to
avoid potential conflicts with existing
utilities (i.e., avoidance of temporary
utility service interruption and
maintaining access to existing utilities
for maintenance) along the portion of
the proposed alignment located east of
Pacific Highway and south of Friars
Road.

Under the No-Action Alternative,
the new pipeline sections and
isolation valves would not be
constructed. Fueling transfer
operations would continue using
the existing alignment and valves.
There would be no change from the
existing conditions. Therefore,
implementation of the

No-Action Alternative would have
no impact with respect to utilities.

Avoidance and Minimization
Measures/ SCMs:

No avoidance and minimization
measures/ SCMs a