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October 14, 2010 
 
TO:  Coastal Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM: Alison Dettmer, Deputy Director  

Tom Luster, Environmental Scientist  
Kate Huckelbridge, Analyst 

 
SUBJECT: Addendum to Staff Report on Condition Compliance for E-06-013, Special 

Condition 8 – Poseidon Resources (Channelside) LLC 
 
 
This addendum includes several revisions to the September 22, 2010 staff report on Poseidon’s 
proposed mitigation site and preliminary restoration plan, as well as ex parte disclosures and 
comments and correspondence received regarding the proposed mitigation site. These revisions 
do not change staff’s recommendation that the Commission approve the proposed site and 
preliminary restoration plan. 
 
CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED:  Staff received the following correspondence (attached): 
• 9/20/2010 – Greg Cox, County Supervisor representing South San Diego County 
• 10/4/2010 – Ben Hueso, San Diego City Council President 
• 10/4/2010 – Jerry Sanders, Mayor of San Diego 
• 10/4/2010 – Andy Yuen, San Diego National Wildlife Refuge 
• 10/12/2010 – Poseidon’s response to staff report 
• 10/12/2010 – Brian Bugsch, State Lands Commission 
 
EX PARTE DISCULOSURES:  Commissioners submitted the following disclosures (attached): 
• 9/25/2010 –Briefing materials provided by Poseidon to all commissioners 
• 10/1/2010 – Chair Neely 
• 10/7/2010 – Commissioner Sanchez 
• 10/8/2010 – Chair Neely 
 
REVISIONS TO FINDINGS: Staff recommends modifying the staff report as shown below in 
strikeout/underline: 
 
Page 2, first partial paragraph, make the following change: 
 

“…It appears that most of these constraints are likely to be resolved to allow for 
successful wetland restoration; however, the proposed site, as proposed, will only meet 
the requirements and objectives of the MLMP if the intakes and outfalls at the nearby 
South Bay Power Plant cease to operate….” 
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Page 4, first partial paragraph, add the following sentence: 
 

“With the current proposal at the Otay River Floodplain site, Poseidon is proposing to 
provide all 66.4 acres of required mitigation acreage during Phase I.  The Commission’s 
approval is based on all the required mitigation being provided during this single phase.” 

 
Page 11, section 4.3.1, add the following sentences: 
 

“…The land is owned by the State of California, and there are no known restrictions on 
using the property for wetland mitigation, although, in order to implement the proposed 
plan, the USFWS will be required to amend its lease with the State Lands Commission.  
In addition, the current lease held by the USFWS for this portion of the property 
terminates after 49 years (the maximum lease term available from the State Lands 
Commission), at which point the USFWS can apply to renew the lease. 

 
Page 12, first partial paragraph, last sentence, make the following changes: 
 

“Although this issue does not affect the site’s potential for providing successful wetland 
restoration, it is something that Poseidon will need to address as it continues to develop 
its plans for restoration at this sitePoseidon will be expected to resolve this issue with the 
Conservancy before it submits a CDP application for the final mitigation proposal at this 
site.” 

 
Page 13, second full paragraph, make the following changes: 
 

“…If the intakes and outfalls at the South Bay Power Plant continue to operate, it is 
possible that this site will not provide adequate mitigation for the impacts at the Carlsbad 
desalination plant and thus, will not meet the requirements and objectives of the MLMP 
or constitute compliance with the conditions of the CDP. Thus, the Commission’s 
approval of the Otay River Floodplain site is necessarily contingent upon the termination 
of use of the intakes and outfalls at the South Bay Power Plant before Poseidon 
completes construction of its mitigation site. If the intakes and outfalls at the South Bay 
Power Plant do not cease to operate, as is expected, then Poseidon will need to seek 
Commission approval for an alternative mitigation site or additional mitigation at this 
site.” 

 
Page 13, new paragraph after second full paragraph: 
 

On September 29, 2010, CA ISO decided that the South Bay Power Plant will continue to 
operate under a “reliability must-run,” or RMR contract through 2011.  CA ISO has 
indicated that it is waiting for additional facilities (i.e., the Sunrise Powerlink project and 
other system improvements) to be developed, at which point it expects to be able to 
release the remaining units at the South Pay Power Plant from the RMR contract.  Once 
the units are released, they can be decommissioned.  If project timelines remain on track, 
the CA ISO should be able to release the units from the RMR contract during 2011.  
However, if, contrary to expectations, the intakes and outfalls at the South Bay Power 
plant continue to operate, the ability of the Otay River Floodplain site to mitigate for 
entrainment impacts at the Carlsbad desalination facility will be diminished.  Thus, the 
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Commission’s approval would be invalid, and, as stated above, Poseidon would need to 
seek approval from the Commission for a new alternative mitigation site or additional 
mitigation at this site.   
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Prepared October 12, 2010 (for October 15, 2010 hearing) 

To:            Coastal Commissioners and Interested Persons 

From:       Mark Delaplaine, Manager, Energy, Ocean Resources and Federal  
 Consistency Division 
                 

Subject:   STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM for Item F 6a  
   

Consistency Determination CD-045-10, Missile Defense Agency (MDA), 
Docking/Maintenance/Repair of the Sea-based X-Band (SBX) Radar 
Vessel at the Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI), Coronado 

The Commission staff proposes several clarifications to the staff recommendation.   
[Proposed new language is shown in underline text; language to be deleted is shown in 
strikeout text.] 
 
Executive Summary, p. 1, last paragraph, make the following change:  

The vessel consists of a large spherical antenna sitting atop a large floating platform.  The top 
of the vessel will be 250 ft. above the water line, which makes it appear 36 ft. taller than a 
CVN.  While the length of the SBX would be less than that of a CVN, which is 4 times as long 
as the SBX, the SBX will nevertheless be quite noticeable while it is in port, both due to its 
larger height and the fact that it will appear as a unique object in the viewshed.  While the 
vessel would be clearly visible from nearby public parks and from seaward views from the San 
Diego downtown shoreline across the bay, because the visual impact would be temporary, and 
because the views of NASNI are highly industrialized,  the project would be consistent with 
the view protection policy (Section 30251) of the Coastal Act.    

Project Description, page 3, second paragraph, make the following change: 

The MDA is considering three possible sites for the proposed repairs, two in Washington State 
and the NASNI site.  It has not made a final siting decision, a decision which will in part be 
based on availability of berthing space.  The two other Washington State alternatives are Naval 
Station Everett and Todd Pacific Shipyards.  The MDA has most recently indicated a 
preference for performing the activity at Todd Shipyards, with both NASNI and Everett 
reserved as contingency alternatives in the event Todd Shipyards is unavailable.  The MDA 
further states that while SBX maintenance/repairs are conducted every five years, future 
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maintenance may be able to be performed in Pearl Harbor, Hawaii.  However, no existing Pearl 
Harbor site is currently deep enough to accommodate the vessel, and implementation of that 
alternative would necessitate future dredging and channel deepening. 

Public Views Findings, page 7, middle of page, make the following change: 

The Commission finds that while the overall bulk would be less than that of a CVN, 
which is four times as long as the SBX, the SBX will likely appear to be noticeable to the 
viewer, both due to its larger height and the fact that it will appear as a unique object in 
the viewshed.  While the vessel would clearly be visible from nearby public parks in 
Coronado, and San Diego downtown public areas across the bay, the Commission 
nevertheless finds that because the visual impact would be temporary, because the views 
of NASNI are already highly industrialized, and because it would only be sited at NASNI 
if one of the CVNs is absent, the project would not adversely affect scenic coastal public 
views, would be consistent with the character of the surrounding area, and would be 
consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.    
 
Public Access and Recreation Findings, page 12, last paragraph, make the following change: 

The Commission finds that the noise effects on recreation would be minimal, and that because 
the work would occur when a CVN is not present, traffic impacts would be less than traffic 
demand caused by the presence of a CVN (which as noted above, the Commission has 
previously authorized).  The Commission further notes that it recently raised a concern over the 
need for consideration of siting portions of the Coastal Trail on a nearby Navy base, during its 
review of a recent Navy proposal further south on the Silver Strand Peninsula (Silver Strand 
Training, CD-033-10).  However, suggestions for a coastal trail at NASNI have not been made, 
and such a trail would not be compatible with existing Navy operations, as long as they remain 
at their current intensities at NASNI.  Moreover, as discussed above the Navy does allow some 
public access at NASNI, adjacent to Coronado beaches on the south side of NASNI.  In any 
event, the project’s impact would be minor and temporary.  The Commission concludes that 
the that the existing Navy-implemented military restrictions on access at NASNI are necessary 
and consistent with Coastal Act policy language allowing access limitations based on military 
security needs, and that project is consistent with the public access and recreation policies 
(Sections 30210-30212) of the Coastal Act. 
 

 

 

Also attached is correspondence from the City of Coronado. 
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