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mitigation is needed to achieve the same compensatory habitat function.  Because habitat 
function is accumulated over time once the mitigation habitat is in place, the longer the delay in 
initiation of mitigation, the greater the additional habitat area needed (i.e., mitigation ratio 
increasingly greater than 1.2:1) to offset losses.  Unless a specific delay is authorized or dictated 
by the initial schedule of work, federal action agencies should determine whether delays in 
mitigation initiation in excess of 135 days warrant an increased final mitigation ratio.  If 
increased mitigation ratios are warranted, NMFS should recommend higher mitigation ratios (see 
Attachment 7).  Where delayed implementation is authorized by the action agency, the increased 
mitigation ratio may be determined by utilizing the Wetlands Mitigation Calculator (King and 
Price 2004) with an appropriate value for parameter D (See Attachment 4).  Examples of delay 
multipliers generated using the Wetlands Mitigation Calculator are provided in Attachment 5.   
 
Conversely, implementing mitigation ahead of impacts can be used to reduce the mitigation 
needs by achieving replacement of eelgrass function and services ahead of eelgrass losses. If 
eelgrass is successfully transplanted three years ahead of impacts, the mitigation ratio would 
drop from 1.2:1 to 1:1.  If mitigation is completed less than three years ahead of impacts, the 
mitigation calculator can be used to determine the appropriate intermediate mitigation ratio.   
 

6. Mitigation Monitoring and Performance Milestones 
 
In order to document progress and persistence of eelgrass habitat at the mitigation site through 
and beyond the initial establishment period, which generally is three years, monitoring should be 
completed for a period of five years at both the mitigation site and at an appropriate reference 
site(s) (Section II.B.4. Reference Site Selection).  Monitoring at a reference site(s) may account 
for any natural changes or fluctuations in habitat area or density.  Monitoring should determine 
the area of eelgrass and density of plants at 0, 12, 24, 36, 48, and 60 months after completing the 
mitigation.  These intervals will provide yearly updates on the establishment and persistence of 
eelgrass during the growing season.  These monitoring recommendations are consistent with 
findings of the National Research Council (NRC 2001), the Corps requirements for 
compensatory mitigation (33 CFR 332.6(b)), and other regional resource policies (Corps 2010, 
Evans and Leschen 2010, SFWMD 2007).   
 
All monitoring work should be conducted during the active eelgrass growth period and should 
avoid the recognized low growth season for the region to the maximum extent practicable 
(typically November through February for southern California, November through March for 
central California, November through March for San Francisco Bay, and October through April 
for northern California).  Sufficient flexibility in the scheduling of the 6 month surveys should be 
allowed in order to ensure the work is completed during this active growth period.  Additional 
monitoring beyond the 60-month period may be warranted in those instances where the stability 
of the proposed mitigation site is questionable, where the performance of the habitat relative to 
reference sites is erratic, or where other factors may influence the long-term success of 
mitigation.  Mitigation plans should include a monitoring schedule that indicates when each of 
the monitoring events will be completed.   
 
The monitoring and performance milestones described below are included as eelgrass transplant 
success criteria in the SCEMP.  These numbers represent milestones and associated timelines 
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typical of successful eelgrass habitat development based on NMFS’ experience with: (1) 
conducting eelgrass surveys and monitoring and (2) reviewing mitigation monitoring results for 
projects implemented under SCEMP.  Restored eelgrass habitat is expected to develop through 
an initial 3 year monitoring period such that, within 36 months following planting, it meets or 
exceeds the full coverage and not less than 85 percent of the density relative to the initial 
condition of affected eelgrass habitat.  Restored eelgrass habitat is expected to sustain this 
condition for at least 2 additional years.   
 
Monitoring events should evaluate the following performance milestones: 
 

Month 0 – Monitoring should confirm the full coverage distribution of planting units over 
the initial mitigation site as appropriate to the geographic region. 

 
 Month 6 – Persistence and growth of eelgrass within the initial mitigation area should be 

confirmed, and there should be a survival of at least 50 percent of the initial 
planting units with well-distributed coverage over the initial mitigation site.  For 
seed buoys, there should be demonstrated recruitment of seedlings at a density of 
not less than one seedling per four (4) square meters with a distribution over the 
extent of the initial planting area.  The timing of this monitoring event should be 
flexible to ensure work is completed during the active growth period.  

 
 Month 12– The mitigation site should achieve a minimum of 40 percent coverage of eelgrass 

and 20 percent density of reference site(s) over not less than 1.2 times the area of 
the impact site. 

 
 Month 24– The mitigation site should achieve a minimum of 85 percent coverage of eelgrass 

and 70 percent density of reference site(s) over not less than 1.2 times the area of 
the impact site. 

 
 Month 36– The mitigation site should achieve a minimum of 100 percent coverage of 

eelgrass and 85 percent density of reference site(s) over not less than 1.2 times the 
area of the impact site. 

 
 Month 48– The mitigation site should achieve a minimum of 100 percent coverage of 

eelgrass and 85 percent density of reference site(s) over not less than 1.2 times the 
area of the impact site. 

 
 Month 60– The mitigation site should achieve a minimum of 100 percent coverage of 

eelgrass and 85 percent density of reference site(s) over not less than 1.2 times the 
area of the impact site. 

 
Performance milestones may be re-evaluated or modified if declines at a mitigation site are also 
demonstrated at the reference site, and therefore, may be a result of natural environmental 
stressors that are unrelated to the intrinsic suitability of the mitigation site.  In the EFH 
consultation context, NMFS should provide recommendations regarding modification of 
performance milestones as technical assistance during interagency coordination as described in 



27 
 

the mitigation plan or as EFH Conservation Recommendations if the federal action agency re-
initiates EFH consultation. 
 

7. Mitigation Reporting 
 

NMFS biologists should request monitoring reports and spatial data for each monitoring event in 
both hard copy and electronic version, to be provided within 30 days after the completion of each 
monitoring period to allow timely review and feedback from NMFS. These reports should 
clearly identify the action, the action party, mitigation consultants, relevant points of contact, and 
any relevant permits.  The size of permitted eelgrass impact estimates, actual eelgrass impacts, 
and eelgrass mitigation needs should be identified, as should appropriate information describing 
the location of activities.  The report should include a detailed description of eelgrass habitat 
survey methods, donor harvest methods and transplant methods used.  The reports should also 
document mitigation performance milestone progress (see II.F.6. Mitigation Monitoring and 
Performance Milestones).  The first report (for the 0-month post-planting monitoring) should 
document any variances from the mitigation plan, document the sources of donor materials, and 
document the full area of planting.  The final mitigation monitoring report should provide the 
action agency and NMFS with an overall assessment of the performance of the eelgrass 
mitigation site relative to natural variability of the reference site to evaluate if mitigation 
responsibilities were met.  An example summary is provided in Attachment 3.   
 

8. Supplemental Mitigation 
 
Where development of the eelgrass habitat at the mitigation site falls short of achieving 
performance milestones during any interim survey, the monitoring period should be extended 
and supplemental mitigation may be recommended to ensure that adequate mitigation is 
achieved.  In the EFH consultation context, NMFS should provide recommendations regarding 
extended monitoring as technical assistance during interagency coordination as described in the 
mitigation plan or as EFH Conservation Recommendations if the federal action agency re-
initiates EFH consultation.  In some instances, an adaptive management corrective action to the 
existing mitigation area may be appropriate. In the event of a mitigation failure, the action 
agency should convene a meeting with the action party, NMFS, and applicable regulatory and/or 
resource agencies to review the specific circumstances and develop a solution to achieve no net 
loss in eelgrass habitat function.   
 
As indicated previously, while in-kind mitigation is preferred, the most appropriate form of 
compensatory mitigation should be determined on a case-by-case basis. In cases where it is 
demonstrated that in-kind replacement is infeasible, out-of-kind mitigation may be appropriate 
over completion of additional in-kind mitigation.  The determination that an out-of-kind 
mitigation is appropriate will be made by NMFS, the action agency, and the applicable 
regulatory agencies, where a regulatory action is involved. 
 

G. Special Circumstances  
  

Depending on the circumstances of each individual project, NMFS may make recommendations 
different from those described above on a case by case basis.  For the scenarios described below, 
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for example, NMFS could recommend a mitigation ratio or 1:1 or for use of out-of-kind 
mitigation.  Because NMFS needs a proper understanding of eelgrass habitat in the project area 
and potential impacts of the proposed project to evaluate the full effects of authorized activities, 
NMFS should not make recommendations that diverge from these guidelines if they would result 
in surveys, assessments or reports inferior to those which might be obtained through the 
guidance in Section II.   The area thresholds described below are taken from the SCEMP and/or 
reflect recommendations NMFS staff have repeatedly made during individual EFH consultations.  
These thresholds minimize impacts to eelgrass habitat quality and quantity, based on NMFS’ 
experience with: (1) conducting eelgrass surveys and monitoring and (2) reviewing project 
monitoring results for projects implemented under SCEMP.  The special circumstance included 
for shellfish aquaculture longlines is supported by Rumrill and Poulton (2004) and the NMFS 
Office of Aquaculture.   
 

1. Localized Temporary Impacts  
 

NMFS may consider modified target mitigation ratios for localized temporary impacts wherein 
the damage results in impacts of less than 100 square meters and eelgrass habitat is fully restored 
within the damage footprint within one year of the initial impact (e.g., placement of temporary 
recreational facilities, shading by construction equipment, or damage sustained through vessel 
groundings or environmental clean-up operations).  In such cases, the 1.2:1 mitigation ratio 
should not apply, and a 1:1 ratio of impact to recovery would apply.   A monitoring program 
consisting of a pre-construction eelgrass survey and three post-construction eelgrass surveys at 
the impact site and appropriate reference site(s) should be completed in order to demonstrate the 
temporary nature of the impacts.  NMFS should recommend that surveys be completed as 
follows: 1) the first post-construction eelgrass survey should be completed within 30 days 
following completion of construction to evaluate direct effects of construction, 2) the second and 
third post-construction surveys should be performed approximately one year after the first post-
construction survey, and approximately two years after the first post-construction survey, 
respectively, during the appropriate growing season to confirm no indirect, or longer term effects 
resulted from construction.  A compelling reason should be demonstrated before any reduced 
monitoring and reporting recommendations are made. 
 

2. Localized Permanent Impacts  
 
a) If both NMFS and the authorizing action agencies concur, the compensatory mitigation 
elements of this policy may not be necessary for the placement of a single pipeline, cable, or 
other similar utility line across existing eelgrass habitat with an impact corridor of no more than 
1 meter wide.  NMFS should recommend the completion of pre- and post-action surveys as 
described in section II.B. and II.D. The actual area of impact should be determined from the 
post-action survey. NMFS should recommend the completion of an additional survey (after 1 
year) to ensure that the action or impacts attributable to the action have not exceeded the 1-meter 
corridor width.  NMFS should recommend that, if the post-action or 1 year survey demonstrates 
a loss of eelgrass habitat greater than the 1-meter wide corridor, mitigation should be undertaken.  
 
b) ) If both NMFS and the authorizing action agencies concur that the spacing of shellfish 
aquaculture longlines does not result in a measurable net loss of eelgrass habitat in the project 
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area, then mitigation associated with local losses under longlines may not be necessary.  NMFS 
should recommend the completion of pre- and post-action surveys as described in section II.B. 
and II.D. NMFS should recommend the completion of additional post-action monitoring surveys 
(to be completed approximately 1 year and 2 years following implementation of the action) to 
ensure that the action or impacts attributable to the action have not resulted in net adverse 
impacts to eelgrass habitat.  NMFS should recommend that, if the 1-year or 2-year survey 
demonstrates measurable impact to eelgrass habitat, mitigation should be undertaken. c) NMFS 
should consider mitigation on a 1:1 basis for impacts less than 10 square meters to eelgrass 
patches where impacts are limited to small portions of well-established eelgrass habitat or 
eelgrass habitat that, despite highly variable conditions, generally retain extensive eelgrass, even 
during poor years.  A reduced mitigation ratio should not be considered where impacts would 
occur to isolated or small eelgrass habitat areas within which the impacted area constitutes more 
than 1% of the eelgrass habitat in the local area during poor years.   
 
c) If NMFS concurs and suitable out-of-kind mitigation is proposed, compensatory mitigation 
may not be necessary for actions impacting less than 10 square meters of eelgrass.   
 
III. Glossary of Terms 
 
Except where otherwise specified, the explanations of the following terms are provided for 
informational purposes only and are described solely for the purposes of this policy; where a 
NMFS statute, regulation, or agreement requires a different understanding of the relevant term, 
that understanding of the term will supplant these explanations provided below.    
 
Compensatory mitigation – restoration, establishment, or enhancement of aquatic resources for 
the purposes of offsetting unavoidable authorized adverse impacts which remain after all 
appropriate and practicable avoidance and minimization has been achieved. 
 
Ecosystem – a geographically specified system of organisms, the environment, and the processes 
that control its dynamics. Humans are an integral part of an ecosystem. 
 
Ecosystem function – ecological role or process provided by a given ecosystem. 
 
Ecosystem services – contributions that a biological community and its habitat provide to the 
physical and mental well-being of the human population (e.g., recreational and commercial 
opportunities, aesthetic benefits, flood regulation). 
 
Eelgrass habitat – areas of vegetated eelgrass cover (any eelgrass within 1 square meter quadrat 
and within 1 m of another shoot) bounded by a 5 m wide perimeter of unvegetated area 
 
Essential fish habitat (EFH) – EFH is defined in the MSA as “...those waters and substrate 
necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.” 
 
EFH Assessment – An assessment as further explained in 50 C.F.R. § 600.920(e).   
 
EFH Consultation – The process explained in 50 C.F.R. § 600.920  
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EFH Conservation Recommendation – provided by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to 
a federal or state agency pursuant to section 305(b)(4)(A) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act regarding 
measures that can be taken by that agency to conserve EFH.  As further explained in 50 C.F.R. § 
600.925, EFH Conservation Recommendations may be provided as part of an EFH consultation with 
a federal agency, or may be provided by NMFS to any federal or state agency whose actions would 
adversely affect EFH . 
 
Habitat – environment in which an organism(s) lives, including everything that surrounds and 
affects its life, including biological, chemical and physical processes. 
 
Habitat function – ecological role or process provided by a given habitat (e.g., primary  
production, cover, food, shoreline protection, oxygenates water and sediments, etc.). 
 
In lieu fee program – a program involving the restoration, establishment, and/or enhancement of 
aquatic resources through funds paid to a governmental or non-profit natural 
resources management entity to satisfy compensatory mitigation needs; an in lieu fee program 
works like a mitigation bank, however, fees to compensate for impacts to habitat function are 
collected prior to establishing an on-the-ground conservation/restoration project. 
 
In-kind mitigation – mitigation where the adverse impacts to a habitat are mitigated through the 
creation, restoration, or enhancement of the same type of habitat. 
 
Mitigation – action or project undertaken to offset impacts to an existing natural resource.  
 
Mitigation bank – a parcel of land containing natural resource functions/values that are 
conserved, restored, created and managed in perpetuity and used to offset unavoidable impacts to 
comparable resource functions/values occurring elsewhere.  The resource functions/values 
contained within the bank are translated into quantified credits that may be sold by the banker to 
parties that need to compensate for the adverse effects of their activities. 
 
Out-of-kind mitigation – mitigation where the adverse impacts to one habitat type are mitigated 
through the creation, restoration, or enhancement of another habitat type 
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ATTACHMENT 1.  Graphic depiction of eelgrass habitat definition including spatial 
distribution and aerial coverage of vegetated cover and unvegetated eelgrass habitat. 
 

 
 
 
  

Example Eelgrass Habitat 

~vegetated Habitat (Sm) 

Areal Extent: 
Vegetated Area 

5.1 Acres (20,487 Square Meters) 

Unvegetated Area 
3.4 Acres (4,206 Square Meiers) 
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ATTACHMENT 2.  Example Eelgrass Habitat Percent Vegetated Cover. 
 
 

  

Eelgrass Habitat 
(vegetated + unvegetated) = 5.1 acres 

Vegetated Cover= 2.6 acres 

Eelgrass Habitat 
(vegetated + unvegetated) = 3.4 acres 

Vegetated Cover= 2.4 acres 

Percent Vegetated Cover= 
2.4 acres/3.4 acres= 70% 

Example Eelgrass Habitat 
Percent Vegetated Cover 

Percent Vegetated Cover 

l'.Z:Zl 50% Vegelated Cover 

EJ 70% Vegetated Cover 

- Vegetated CCNer 

Unvegetated Habitat {Sm) 
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ATTACHMENT 4.  Eelgrass transplant monitoring report. 
 
In order to ensure that NMFS is aware of the status of eelgrass transplants, action agencies 
should provide or ensure that NMFS is provided a monitoring report summary with each 
monitoring report.  For illustrative purposes only, an example of a monitoring report summary is 
provided below.    

 
ACTION PARTY CONTACT INFORMATION: 
 

 
Action Name (same as permit reference):   
 

 
(a) Action party Information 

 
Name  Address  

Contact Name  City, State, Zip  
Phone  Fax  
Email    

 
MITIGATION CONSULTANT 
 

Name  Address  
Contact Name  City, State, Zip  

Phone  Fax  
Email    

 
PERMIT DATA: 
 

Permit Issuance Date Expiration Date Agency Contact 
    
    
    

 
EELGRASS IMPACT AND MITIGATION NEEDS SUMMARY: 
 

Permitted Eelgrass Impact Estimate (m2):  

Actual Eelgrass Impact (m2):  On (post-construction 
date):  

Eelgrass Mitigation Needs (m2):  Mitigation Plan 
Reference:  

Impact Site Location:  

Impact Site Center Coordinates (actionion &  

I 

I 
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datum): 

Mitigation Site Location:  
Mitigation Site Center Coordinates (actionion & 
datum):  

 
ACTION ACTIVITY DATA: 
 

Activity Start Date End Date Reference Information 
Eelgrass Impact    
Installation of Eelgrass Mitigation    
Initiation of Mitigation Monitoring    

 
MITIGATION STATUS DATA: 
 

 Mitigatio
n 

Milestone 

Scheduled 
Survey 

Survey 
Date 

Eelgrass 
Habitat 

Area 
(m2) 

Bottom 
Coverage 
(Percent) 

Eelgrass 
Density 

(turions/m2

) 

Reference 
Information 

M
on

th
 

0       
6       
12       
24       
36       
48       
60       

 
FINAL ASSESSMENT: 
 

Was mitigation met?  

Were mitigation and monitoring performed timely?  

Were mitigation delay increases needed or were supplemental mitigation 
programs necessary?  
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ATTACHMENT 5.  Wetlands mitigation calculator formula and parameters. 

Starting mitigation ratios for each region within California were calculated using “The Five-Step 
Wetland Mitigation Ratio Calculator” (King and Price 2004) developed for NMFS Office of 
Habitat Conservation.  The discrete time equation this method uses to solve for the appropriate 
mitigation ratio is as follows: 

 
 
 
 
 
The calculator parameters in the above equation and values used to calculate starting mitigation 
ratios for CEMP are as follows: 

 * The value for E was based on regional history of success in eelgrass mitigation and varied between regions (see 
Attachment X). 

**  NOAA suggests the use of a 3 percent real discount rate for discounting interim service losses and restoration 
gains, unless a different proxy for the social rate of time preference is more appropriate. (NOAA-DARP 1999)  We 
use this value here, because it is based on best available information and is consistent with the NOAA Damage 
Assessment and Restoration Program.  

Symbol Calculator Parameter Value  

A The level of habitat function provided at the mitigation site prior to the mitigation 
project 

0% 

B The maximum level of habitat function that mitigation is expected to attain, if it is 
successful 

100% 

C The number of years after construction that the mitigation project is expected to 
achieve maximum function 

3 yrs 

D The number of years before destruction of the impacted wetland that the mitigation 
project begins to generate habitat function 

0 yrs 

E The percent likelihood that the mitigation project will fail and provide none of the 
anticipated benefits 

various* 

L The percent difference in expected habitat function based on differences in landscape 
context of the mitigation site when compared with the impacted wetland 

0% 

k The percent likelihood that the mitigation site, in the absence purchase or easement 
would be developed in any future year 

0% 

r The discount rate used for comparing gains and losses that accrue at different times in 
terms of their present value 

3%** 

Tmax The time horizon used in the analysis (chosen to maintain 1.2:1 ratio at E=100% and 
other parameter values listed above). 

13 yrs 
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ATTACHMENT 6.  Example calculations for application of starting and final mitigation 
ratios for impacts to eelgrass habitat in southern California. 
 
In this example, a pier demolition and construction would impact 0.122 acres of vegetated 
eelgrass habitat (dark green) and 0.104 acres of unvegetated habitat (pink).  Area of impact is 
indicated by purple hatch mark.  Application of recommended starting mitigation ratio for 
southern California (1.38:1) and final mitigation ratio (1.2:1) to compute starting and final 
mitigation area for this example are shown in the table. 

 

 

  

Eelgrass Habitat Affected by 
Pier Demolition and Construction 

-- ---- -

- Unvegetated Eelgrass Habitat 

D H,g, Intertidal 

~Shaded 

Impact Mitigation Mitigation Mitigation Mitigation 

Area Ratio (start) Area l stan ) Ratio I f inal) Area f inal) 
0.122 1.38: 1 0.168 1. 2: 1 0.146 

1.2:1 0.125 l.2:1 o.ns 

0.226 0.293 0.271 
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ATTACHMENT 7.  Example mitigation area multipliers for delay in initiation of 
mitigation activities. 

Delays in eelgrass transplantation result in delays in ultimate reestablishment of eelgrass habitat 
values, increasing the duration and magnitude of project effects to eelgrass.  The delay 
multipliers in the table below have been generated by altering the implementation start time 
within “The Five-Step Wetland Mitigation Ratio Calculator” (King and Price 2004). 
 

MONTHS POST-IMPACT DELAY MULTIPLIER  
(Percent of Initial Mitigation Area Needed) 

0-3 mo 100% 
4-6 mo 107% 
7-12 mo 117% 
13-18 mo 127% 
19-24 mo. 138% 
25-30 mo. 150% 
31-36 mo 163% 
37-42 mo. 176% 
43-48 mo. 190% 
49-54 mo. 206% 
55-60 mo. 222% 
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ATTACHMENT 8.  Summary of Eelgrass Transplant Actions in California 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

See table starting next page. 

J OAA FISHERIES 
.'\......:;;"'~ 
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SUMMARY OF EELGRASS (ZOSTERA MARINA) TRANSPLANT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 
Consistent with Success Net 

No. Region System Location Year Size* Type** Permit Conditions Status*** Result**** 
!ouiliern c:;aliforn1a Eelgrass ~esiorai1on R1siory 

Southern San Diego Bay North Island 1976 <0.1 SP yes no 
Southern San Diego Bay "Delta" Beach 1977 1.6 SP yes partial 
Southern San Diego Bay North Island 1978 <0.1 SP yes yes + 

Southern Newport Bay Carnation Cove 1978 <0.1 SP no no 
Southern Newport Bay West Jetty 1980 <0.1 SP yes partial 0 
Southern Mission Bay multiple beaches 1982 <0.1 SP no partial 0 
Southern LA/LB Harbor Cabrillo Beach 1985 <0.1 BR yes yes + 

Southern Alamitos Bay Peninsula 1985 <0.1 BR yes yes + 

Southern Huntington Hbr. Main Channel 1985 <0.1 BR yes no 0 
Southern Newport Bay Upper 1985 <0.1 BR yes no 0 
Southern Mission Bay Sail Bay 1986 2.7 BR yes yes + 

Southern San Diego Bay NEMSI 1987 3.8 BR no yes + 

Southern San Diego Bay Chula Vista Wildlife Reserve 1987 <0.1 BR yes no +1 

Southern San Diego Bay Harbor Island 1988 0.1 BR yes yes + 

Southern Huntington Harbour Entrance Channel 1989 0.1 BR no yes + 

Southern San Diego Bay Le Meridien Hotel 1990 <0.1 BR yes yes + 

Southern San Diego Bay Embarcadero 1991 <0.1 BR yes yes +2 

Southern Mission Bay Sea World Lagoon 1991 <0.1 BR yes yes + 

Southern San Diego Bay Loew's Marina 1991 <0.1 BR yes yes + 

Southern San Diego Bay NEMS2 1993 <0.1 BR yes yes + 

Southern San Diego Bay Sea Grant Study 1993 <0.1 BR yes yes + 

Southern Agua Hedionda Lagoon Outer Lagoon 1993 <0.1 BR yes yes + 

Southern San Diego Bay NEMS5 1994 04 BR yes yes + 

Southern Mission Bay South Shores Basin 1994 2.9 BR yes yes + 

Southern Talbert Marsh Talbert Channel 1995 <0.1 BR na yes +4 

Southern Mission Bay various sites 1995 4.8 BR yes yes + 

Southern Mission Bay Ventura Cove5 1996 0.5 BR yes yes +6 

Southern Mission Bay Santa Clara Cove 1996 <0.1 BR yes no 010 

Southern Mission Bay West Mission Bay Drive Bridge 1996 <0.1 BR no yes 010 

Southern Mission Bay De Anza Cove 1996 <0.1 BR yes yes + 

Southern Batiquitos Lagoon all basins 1997 21.6 7 BR yes yes +4 

Southern San Diego Bay NEMS5 1997 7.1 BR yes yes + 

Southern San Diego Bay Convair Lagoon 1998 2.5 BR yes no 12 

Southern San Diego Bay NEMS6 1999 0.3 BR yes yes + 

Southern Aqua Hedionda Bristol Cove 1999 0.3 BR yes yes + 

Southern Aqua Hedionda Middle Lagoon and Inner Lagoon 1999 4 BR yes yes + 
Southern Newport Bay Balboa ls.Grand Cana 1999 <0.1 BR yes yes + 

Southern Mission Bay West Ski Island 2001 0.2 BR yes yes + 
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Consistent with Success Net 
No. Region System Location Year Size* Type** Permit Conditions Status*** Result**** 

Southern San Diego Bay Expanded NEMS 6 2001 0.6 BR yes yes + 

Southern Newport Bay USCG Corona del Mar 2002 <0.1 BR yes yes + 

Southern Huntington Harbour Sunset Bay 2002 <0.1 BR yes yes + 

Southern San Diego Bay Navy Enhancement Is. 2002 1 BR yes yes + 

Southern San Diego Bay Coronado Bay Bridge 2003 0.3 BR no no 0 
Southern LA Harbor P300 Expansion Area 2003 5.9 BR yes partial -9 

Southern Newport Bay Newport Bay Channel Dredging 2004 04 BR yes no -
Southern San Diego Bay South Bay Borrow Pit 2004 4.2 BR yes yes pend ing8 

Southern San Diego Bay USCG ATC Pier 2004 0.1 BR yes yes + 

Southern San Diego Bay South Bay Borrow Pit Sup. 2006 4.2 BR yes yes pend ing8 

Southern San Diego Bay D Street Marsh 2006 0.3 BR yes pending pending 
Southern LA Harbor P300 Supplement 2007 0.8 BR yes yes pending 
Southern San Diego Bay Glorietta Bay Shoreline Park 2007 0.2 BR yes yes pending 
Southern Bolsa Chica Pilot Eelgrass Restoration 2007 0.5 BR yes yes +4 

Southern San Diego Bay Borrow Pit Supplement 2007 4.2 BR yes yes pend ing8 

Southern San Diego Bay Sweetwater Silvergate Frac-out 2008 <0.1 BR yes yes 011 

Southern San Diego Bay Harbor Drive Bridge/NTC Channel 2009 <0.1 BR yes pending pending 
Southern CalIfornIa Eelgrass Success Rate (1989-2009, Last 20 Years) 87% -n=43 

jcentral California Eelgrass Restoration History 
Central Morro Bay Anchorage Area 1985 <0. 1 BR no yes + 

Central Morro Bay Target Rock 1997 <0.1 BR no yes + 

Central Morro Bay Morro Bay Launch Ramp 2000 <0.1 BR yes yes + 

Central Morro Bay Mooring Area A1 2002 0.3 BR yes yes + 

Central Morro Bay Western Shoal 2010 0.8 BR yes pending pending 
Central California Eelgrass Success Rate (1985-2009, Inadequate History to Exclude Older Projects) 100% n=4 

San Francisco Bay Eelgrass Restoration History 
San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Richmond Training Wall 1985 <0.1 BR NA no NA" 
San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Keil Cove and Paradise Cove 1989 0.1 Plugs NA partial NA4 

San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Bayfarm Island/Middle Harbor Shoal 1998 0.1 BR and Plugs NA partial NA4 

San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Bayfarm Island 1999 0.1 BR NA partial NA4 

San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Brickyard Cove, Berkeley 2002 0.2 BR yes yes + 13 

San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Emeryville Shoals 2002 0.1 Mixed Test NA no NA4 

San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Marin CDay, R&GC, Audubon 2006 0.6 Seed Bouy NA partial pending4 

San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Marin CDay, R&GC, Audubon 2006 <0.1 mod. TERFS NA partial pending4 

San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Marin CDay, R&GC, Audubon 2006 <0.1 Seeding NA no NA4 

San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Clipper Yacht Harbor, Sausalito 2007 <0.1 Frames yes pending pending 
San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Albany, Emeryville, San Rafael 2007 <0.1 BR NA partial pend ing4 

San Francisco Bay San Francisco Bay Belvedere 2008 <0.1 Frames yes pending pending 
San Francisco Bay Eelgrass Success Rate (1985-2009, Inadequate History to Exclude Older ProJects) 40% n=10 





NOAA 's Fisheries U.S. Fish and California/Washington/ California U.S. Federal 
Northwest and Wildlife Service Oregon Departments Department of Highway 

Southwest Regions Regions 1 & 8 of Transportation Fish and Game Administration 

MEMORANDUM 

June 12, 2008 

From: Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group 

Subject: Agreement in Principle for Interim Criteria for Injury to Fish from Pile Driving 
Activities 

To: Applicable Agency Staff 

The signatory agencies, identified below, have agreed in principle to use the attached Interim 
Criteria for Injury to Fish from Pile Driving Activities. The agreement was concluded at a 
meeting in Vancouver, Washington on June 10-11, 2008 with key technical and policy staff from 
the Federal Highway Administration, NOAA Fisheries, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the 
Departments of Transportation from California, Oregon, and Washington; and national experts 
on sound propagation activities that affect fish and wildlife species of concern. The agreed upon 
criteria identify sound pressure levels of 206 dB peak and 187 dB accumulated sound exposure 
level(SEL) for all listed fish except those that are less than 2 grams. In that case, the criteria for 
the accumulated SEL will be 183 dB. 

These criteria will apply to all new projects beginning no later than 60 days from the date of this 
memorandum. During the interim 60 day period, the Transportation Agencies will work with the 
Services to identify projects currently in the consultation process and reach agreement on which 
criteria will be used to assess project effects. 

The agencies agree to review the science periodically and revise the threshold and cumulative 
levels as needed to reflect current information. Behavioral impacts to fish and impacts to marine 
mammals are not addressed in this agreement. Sub-injurious effects will continue to be 
discussed in future meetings. 

The respective agencies also agree to develop appropriate training for staff on these revised 
criteria, as well as a process to review and possibly refine the criteria, when appropriate. 

For questions or concerns about the revised criteria, we recommend staff contact their agency 
environmental coordinator or agency expert on pile driving issues. 



Federal Highway Administration* 

Iii ..... _ .. _ 
Ta Fodera! Highway 
~ Admlnistnroon 

*FHWA supports the use of these interim criteria in the states signing this agreement in 

princ iple . FHW A leaves the schedule for implementation to the discretion of the state DOTs in 

cooperation with their respective FHWA Division Offices and the Services. 

NOAA Fisheries - NWR 

~OAA Fisheries - S WR 

/1-MJ,,.,,LLLlr 1 
CS Fish and Wildlife Service Region 8 

California Department of T ransportatio ----. 
\ 

California Department of Fish an Game 

/_? b,-( ~ -C,vp,~~,n-~-.L/ ~-][ Oregon 
~ 7 .------ Department of 
Oregon Department of Transportation Transportation 

2 
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W.-i~hlngt<>n St:ito 
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FHWG Agreement in Principle 
Technical/Policy Meeting Vancouver, WA 

June, 11 2008 
 
 
 

Interim Criteria for Injury   Agreement in Principle 
Peak  206 dB (for all size of fish) 

 
Cumulative SEL   187 dB ‐ for fish size of two grams 

or greater. 
 
183 dB ‐ for fish size of less than 
two grams.* 

 *see Table—to be developed 
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Lily Tsukayama

From: Gowens Ed <egowens@san.org>
Sent: Thursday, January 2, 2025 2:59 PM
To: Lily Tsukayama
Cc: Redman Ralph; Hollarn Garret; Noyce Sidney; Anasis Ted; Tamura Lynda
Subject: UPD EIR 2024-104  - Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf NOP

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Ms Tsukayama: 
 
As the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for San Diego County, the Airport Authority appreciates noƟce of 
preparaƟon of a draŌ Environmental Impact Report for the Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf project at 4918 
North Harbor Drive. 
 
The project site is not located within the noise contours or safety zones of the San Diego InternaƟonal Airport (SDIA) 
Airport Land Use CompaƟbility Plan (ALUCP), so no determinaƟon of consistency with the SDIA ALUCP is required from 
our agency as the ALUC. 
 
However, the project site is located within the airspace noƟficaƟon area in which noƟce of project construcƟon is 
required to be given to the Federal AviaƟon AdministraƟon (FAA) unless the project meets shielding criteria, i.e., that it 
would be substanƟally shielded by exisƟng taller structures in the immediate project vicinity such that it could not 
reasonably consƟtute a hazard to air navigaƟon—including any temporary construcƟon cranes employed to facilitate the 
project.  ALUC staff recommends that the project sponsor cerƟfy any shielding status if that is invoked in lieu of FAA 
noƟce.  Otherwise, a determinaƟon of no hazard to air navigaƟon for any project structures and associated construcƟon 
cranes should be solicited and obtained from the FAA through its Form 7460-1 submiƩal and review process prior to any 
construcƟon of the project, including associated cranes, if applicable. 
 
Thanks again for the noƟficaƟon of the project. 
 
Regards, 
 

Ed Gowens 
Senior Airport Planner 
Airport Land Use Commission 

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority  
Post Office Box 82776 
San Diego, California 92138-2776 
voice (619) 400-2244 
 
All correspondence with this email address is a matter of public record subject to third party review. 
  

Is it worth a tree to print me?   

 

 You don't often get email from egowens@san.org. Learn why this is important   
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San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 

.. 0 ,._ 

" "' Environmental Review Committee 
~ c,' 
~f". ~o January 20, 2025 

Otoe, c~\. 

To: 

Subject: 

Ms. Lily Tsukayama, Program Manager 
Planning Department 
Port of San Diego 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, California 92101 

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Shelter Island Commercial Fishing Wharf Project 
UPD #EIR-2024-104 

Dear Ms. Manaois: 

Thank you for the subject Notice of Preparation, which we received last month. 

I was unable to locate any information on the proposed project on the Porty District's website, so 
it is assumed that cultural resources, both archaeological and built environment, will be 
addressed in the DEIR. 

Regarding built environment, the typical approach would be to consider resources 45 or more 
years of age, not 50, to account for resources which might reach the 50-year threshold during the 
time the project is in processing. 

Regarding archaeological resources, consideration should be given to the source and date of the 
fill placement in the project area, as it could potentially include historic material. 

We look forward to reviewing the DEIR when the public review period begins. Please ensure 
that we receive notice at that time, and that a copy of the cultural resources technical report that 
has been edited for public distribution is available. 

cc: SDCAS President 
File 

Sincerely, 

~le, Jr., Chairper n 
Environmental Review Committee 

P.O. Box 81106 San Diego, CA 92138-1106 (858) 538-0935 



San Diego County 
Archaeological Society 
P.O. Box 81106 

San Diego, CA 92138-1106 

SAN .-DIEGO CA 920 

21 JAN 2025 PM 2 L 

Ms. Lily Tsukayama, Program Manager 
Planning Department 
Port of San Diego 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 
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