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4.5.1 Air Quality 

Potential cumulative air quality impacts would result if the cumulative projects’ pollutant emissions 
combined to degrade air quality conditions to below acceptable levels. This could occur on a local, 
regional, or global level.  

Neither the City nor SDAPCD have adopted quantitative thresholds to determine whether a project would 
make a cumulatively considerable contribution to air quality. The County of San Diego’s Guidelines for 
Determining Significance (San Diego County 2007) are utilized in this analysis to determine the 
cumulatively considerable net increases in pollutants during the construction phase. Cumulatively 
considerable net increases during the construction phase would typically occur if two or more projects 
near each other are simultaneously constructed. The thresholds for a cumulatively considerable net 
increase include the following: 

 A project that has a significant direct impact on air quality with regard to emissions of PM10, PM2.5, 
NOx, and/or VOCs would also have a significant cumulatively considerable net increase. 

 In the event that direct impacts from a proposed project are less than significant, a project may 
still have a cumulatively considerable impact on air quality if the emissions of concern from the 
proposed project, in combination with the emissions of concern from other proposed projects or 
reasonably foreseeable future projects within a proximity relevant to the pollutants of concern, 
are in excess of direct air quality impact thresholds. 

The guidelines for the consideration of operational cumulatively considerable net increases are treated 
differently due to the mobile nature of the emissions. The following thresholds are used in this analysis to 
determine the cumulatively considerable net increase in emissions during the operational phase: 

 A project that does not conform to the RAQS or has a significant direct impact on air quality with 
regard to operational emissions of PM10, PM2.5, NOx, and/or VOCs would also have a significant 
cumulatively considerable net increase. 

 Projects that cause road intersections to operate at or below a LOS E (analysis only required when 
the addition of peak-hour trips from the proposed project and the surrounding projects exceeds 
2,000) and create a CO “hot spot” create a cumulatively considerable net increase of CO. 

As shown in Table 3.1-5 in Section 3.1 Air Quality of this DEIR, emissions of ROG, NOx, CO, SO2, PM10, and 
PM2.5 generated during Project construction would not exceed the SDAPCD’s thresholds of significance. 
Therefore, under the first County of San Diego significance threshold, criteria pollutant emissions 
generated during Project construction would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the Project region is designated as nonattainment under an applicable federal 
or State ambient air quality standard.  

The Pacific Steel Incorporated Remediation Project, a completed project, submitted a Remedial Action 
Completion Report in September 2023 identifying successful removal of impacted soils and restoration of 
the site. Site remediation involved the excavation and removal of approximately 8,000 cubic yards of 
contaminated soil that was then disposed of offsite at a permitted landfill. Approximately 600 truckloads 
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(between seven to eight trucks per day) were required over an approximate 3-month period. To return the 
site to level grade, approximately 20,370 cubic yards of fill was required which required approximately 
2,037 truckloads (between 22 and 23 trucks per day) over the same 3-month period. The entire eastern 
side of the property fronting Cleveland Avenue was covered with a 25-foot-tall dust screen made of a fine 
wet mesh designed to collect fine particles. The dust screen reduced the windblown dust leaving the site. 
Soil excavation and stockpile management activities were conducted in accordance with the County of 
San Diego Air Pollution Control District Fugitive Dust Control, which restricts the discharge of visible dust 
emissions. 

Of the planned projects listed in Table 4.0-1, the Pepper Park Project and the Kimball Park Dog Park & Tot 
Lot + Las Palmas Park Dog Park Project would increase trip generation. The Pepper Park Project would 
redesign the existing Pepper Park to upgrade and expand recreational amenities in the park’s current 
footprint. Project components would include a new playground, splash pad, perched beach, waterfront 
deck, hillside play area, picnic area, entry plaza, and new landscaping and hardscaping. The Kimball Park 
Dog Park Project would construct dog parks within the existing Kimball Park. Project components would 
include minor landscape grading, pathways, pavements, pedestrian safety improvements, tree protection, 
a children’s play area, fencing, landscape drainage, ballfield lighting, irrigation adjustments, and park 
maintenance. These park projects would expand park amenities and consequently the number of vehicle 
trips associated with additional park visitors and the operational emissions of criteria pollutants. The 
Proposed Project is estimated to result in approximately 144 truck trips and approximately 25 passenger 
car trips for employees per day. This would result in a total of 169 trips per day. The Proposed Project plus 
the two park projects would not exceed 2,000 peak-hour trips and would not create a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of CO. 

4.5.2 Biological Resources 

Cumulative impacts are those caused by the additive effect of multiple direct and indirect impacts to a 
biological resource over time. A project’s direct and indirect impacts may not be individually significant, 
but the additive effect, when viewed in connection with the impacts of past, present, and probable future 
projects, may cause the significant loss or degradation of a resource. In addition, multiple different 
impacts to a resource may be cumulative (County of San Diego 2010). 

A significant cumulative impact to biological resources would result if the Proposed Project would 
contribute to cumulative impacts related to sensitive habitat or species, sensitive habitat/natural 
communities, federally protected wetlands, or wildlife movement corridors.  

The Project Area is located in a developed and disturbed area that is surrounded by mainly industrial and 
manufacturing uses. The disturbed classification includes areas where the native vegetation community 
has been heavily influenced by human actions such as grading, trash dumping, and dirt roads, but lacks 
development. Developed lands are those that are heavily affected by human use, including landscaping, 
residential homes, commercial or industrial buildings and associated infrastructure, and transportation 
corridors. Because the Project Area is located in a developed and disturbed area, the natural surrounding 
habitat is limited. Plant species in the area are characteristic of disturbed and ornamental vegetation 
communities, and wildlife species are typical of urban environments. 
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The Proposed Project would result in potential impacts to special-status plant and wildlife species, which 
would include migratory birds. However, these impacts would be fully mitigated in accordance with the 
previously discussed Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3 and in consultation with State and federal 
wildlife agencies.  

Present and reasonably foreseeable future projects that could contribute to cumulative impacts to 
biological resources include projects with grading, paving, landscaping, road, and/or building construction 
of undeveloped land or with habitat otherwise present. 

The National City Bayfront Projects, as shown in Table 4.0-1, are located within one mile of the Project 
Area. Implementation of these projects could have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS. Impacts to biological resources are reduced 
with implementation of mitigation, thus reducing impacts to less than significant or avoiding altogether 
(National City Bayfront Projects & Plan Amendments 2021). 

The roadway projects listed in Table 4.0-1 would be located within the ROW and would not impact any 
undeveloped land or habitat. There is no connecting habitat between these projects and the Proposed 
Project that would be affected. Furthermore, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects would 
also comply with the requirements of the federal ESA, MBTA, CWA, California ESA, NPPA, and Porter-
Cologne Act and provide mitigation measures as necessary to reduce any impacts to less than significant. 

Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

4.5.3 Energy 

Construction and operations associated with implementation of the Proposed Project would result in the 
consumption of fuel and energy, but not in a wasteful manner. The consumption of fuel and energy would 
not be substantial in comparison to statewide electricity and fuel demand (Tables 3.3-4 and Table 3.3-5). 
Additionally, the Proposed Project would be subject to compliance with all federal, State, and local 
requirements for energy efficiency.  

Table 3.3-4 in Section 3.3 Energy shows that fuel consumption during construction of the Proposed 
Project would be 27,783 gallons, which would increase the annual construction-related fuel use in the 
County by 0.00179 percent. Therefore, Project construction would have a nominal effect on local and 
regional energy supplies. Project operation is estimated to result in the consumption of approximately 
119,306 gallons of automotive fuel per year, which would increase the annual countywide automotive fuel 
consumption by 0.0077 percent. This analysis conservatively assumes that all of the automobile trips 
projected to arrive at the Project during operations would be new to San Diego County. Fuel consumption 
associated with vehicle trips generated by the Project would not be inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary in 
comparison to other similar developments in the region.  

A cumulative energy consumption impact would occur if development associated with planned projects 
identified in Table 4.0-1 combined with the Proposed Project would increase energy consumption 
throughout the region. The cumulative projects listed above would also result in construction-related fuel 
consumption for equipment and vehicle use. It is unlikely that all of the projects in the cumulative projects 
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list would be under construction simultaneously; however, assuming that all of these projects would have 
similar fuel consumption as the Proposed Project, the combined fuel consumption during construction 
would be approximately 388,962 gallons, which would increase the annual construction-related fuel use in 
the County by 0.02511 percent. This is a nominal effect on local and regional energy supplies. Thus, 
cumulative energy impacts from related projects, in conjunction with Project-specific energy consumption, 
would not be cumulatively significant.  

4.5.4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The CEQA Guidelines clarify that the effects of GHG emissions are cumulative because an individual 
project of this size and nature is generally of insufficient magnitude by itself to influence climate change 
or result in a substantial contribution to the global GHG inventory. Additionally, per CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064(h)(3), a project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative impact can be found not to be 
cumulatively considerable if a project complies with adopted programs, plans, policies, or other regulatory 
strategies to reduce GHG emissions. 

As shown in Tables 3.4-2 and 3.4-3 in Section 3.4 of this DEIR, Project emissions for construction (282 
metric tons per year) and operation (1,525 metric tons per year) would not exceed the numeric bright‐line 
threshold of 3,000 metric tons of CO2e annually. SCAQMD developed this significance threshold based on 
substantial evidence that such thresholds represent quantitative levels of GHG emissions for which 
compliance means that the environmental impact of the GHG emissions would normally not be 
cumulatively considerable under CEQA. The 3,000 metric tons of CO2e per year value represents less than 
one percent of future 2050 statewide GHG emissions target. Additionally, the Proposed Project would be 
consistent with the goals and policies in the City of National City General Plan and City of National City 
CAP. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), the Proposed Project would not be cumulatively 
considerable because the Project complies with adopted programs, plans, policies, or other regulatory 
strategies to reduce GHG emissions.  

4.5.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Pacific Steel Incorporated was issued a Cleanup and Abatement Order in 1987 following discharges of 
contaminant water into the storm drain system. The completed PSI Remediation Project removed metals 
and PCB-impacted soils previously identified onsite to eliminate the risk to human health and the 
environment posed by impacted surface soils. Soils were removed until the detection of metals and PCBs 
were below the proposed cleanup levels and commercial risk screening level, respectively. Impacted soils 
on the site were successfully removed and restoration of the site to the final grade was completed as of 
September 2023. The site no longer poses a risk regarding hazards and hazardous materials and is not 
cumulatively considerable. 

As described above, Project construction would involve the use of diesel fuel, and operation of the Project 
would involve transloading biodiesel fuel, ethanol, or SAF from rail cars to tanker trucks. The Project 
would properly handle, use, and dispose of these materials in accordance with applicable regulations and 
laws; would be designed in accordance with applicable safety standards; and would adhere to all National 
City Fire Department (NCFD) requirements. Although the Project would comply with applicable 
regulations and laws, hazardous materials could be accidentally released, and if discharge were to leave 
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the basin and property boundary, it would flow via the National City stormwater system into Paradise 
Creek, Paradise Marsh, Sweetwater Channel (Sweetwater River), and San Diego Bay. Procedures would be 
in place per the FRP and SPCC Plan for prevention and containment of accidental leaks and spills, routine 
equipment inspection, worker training, and visual hazardous materials monitoring that would ensure the 
reduction of hazards to the public or environment. As such, the Project’s contribution to potential 
accidental releases of hazardous materials into the National City Stormwater system would not be 
cumulatively considerable.  

4.5.6 Land Use and Planning 

4.5.6.1 Land Use and Zoning 

The Proposed Project is located within the Medium Manufacturing and Heavy Manufacturing Zones and 
has a land use designation of Industrial/Salt Production within the Coastal Zone overlay. The Proposed 
Project is designated as a conditional use under the Medium/Heavy Manufacturing zone; therefore, a CUP 
is required for the Project. Issuance of the CUP would align the Proposed Project with the City’s land use 
regulations and would not constitute a significant environmental impact.  

The Project Area is also located in the Coastal Zone of National City and is subject to the City’s LCP under 
the CCA. The Proposed Project would acquire a CUP to align with the City’s land use regulations and the 
LCP. Additionally, the Project would apply for a Coastal Development Permit. Table 3.6-2 in Section 3.6 
Land Use and Planning provides a consistency analysis with the appliable policies of the City’s General 
Plan and other applicable land use plans and policies. The Proposed Project is consistent with all 
applicable plans and policies; therefore, impacts to land use and planning would be less than significant. 

The Proposed Project is located in a developed area characterized by industrial land uses. Due to the infill 
nature of the Proposed Project, it would not physically divide an established community and no impact 
would occur. 

All projects within the City are subject to local regulations governing land use decisions. Therefore, the 
projects listed in Table 4.0-1 would also be subject to the City’s land use and zoning policies and must be 
consistent prior to development. Additionally, the projects in the cumulative projects list would not 
physically divide an established community. Therefore, the impact of current and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects to land use and planning would be less than cumulatively significant. 

4.5.6.2 Environmental Justice 

The City has adopted a Health and Environmental Justice Element that acknowledges the relationship 
between pollution and negative health effects and identifies policies aimed at reducing adverse health 
effects within the community. 

As discussed in Section 3.6 Land Use and Planning of this DEIR, the Proposed Project is consistent with all 
applicable plans and policies, which includes the City’s General Plan Health and Environmental Justice 
Element. The Portside CERP is another applicable environmental justice plan that includes various 
strategies to ensure the health, safety, and environmental justice of the Portside Community, which 
surrounds the Project Area. Category 5 of the CERP addresses heavy-duty trucks and aims to reduce 
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emissions from diesel trucks in the community. Within the CERP’s strategies, Action E3 encourages the 
enforcement of the Truck Route. According to the Traffic Study prepared for the Proposed Project, 
approximately 97 percent of the truck trip distribution would head directly towards I-5. The remaining 
three percent of the truck trip distribution would head east on 18th Street (KOA 2024). These trucks would 
travel on the nearest primary truck route or alternate truck route in the necessary direction.  

Furthermore, the Proposed Project proposes to transload renewable fuels and SAF (non-petroleum-based) 
directly from rail cars into trucks for local deliveries. Renewable diesel and SAF can fully replace 
petroleum-based fuels with zero modification to storage facilities or combustion engine systems. 
Furthermore, according to calculations completed by US Compliance, included as Attachment A to the 
Project’s Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment, the Proposed Project’s distribution of 
renewable diesel in the San Diego Area would result in reductions in local air pollutants from the 
replacement of combustion of regular diesel with renewable diesel. More specifically, the US Compliance 
calculations showed meaningful local reductions in NOx, CO, and PM air pollutants from the introduction 
of renewable diesel from the Proposed Project. For every 1,000 gallons of conventional diesel replaced 
with renewable diesel, combustion emissions of NOx, CO, and PM would be reduced by 43.5, 28.5, and 
0.7 pounds, respectively. Additionally, all construction- and operation-generated emissions would not 
exceed the SDAPCD’s thresholds of significance and would not result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the Project region is designated as nonattainment under an 
applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard. As such, the Proposed Project would not conflict 
with the CERP’s goals to reduce diesel PM, would not impede progress towards the goals of establishing 
zero emission vehicle trucks within the Portside Community, and would not result in a substantial health 
risk. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

The projects listed in Table 4.0-1 within the Portside Community would also need to be consistent with 
the applicable land use and planning policies, which includes those in the City’s General Plan Health and 
Environmental Justice Element and the Portside CERP. Therefore, the impact of current and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects to land use and planning would be less than cumulatively significant. 

4.5.7 Noise 

4.5.7.1 Construction 

Construction noise impacts primarily affect the areas immediately adjacent to the construction site. The 
Project’s compliance with the City’s Municipal Code Section 12.10.160 would ensure noise levels 
associated with construction (mobile equipment) would not exceed the 75 dBA threshold. The maximum 
construction noise level at the nearest receptor would be 70.1 dBA, as shown in Table 3.4-9 of this DEIR, 
which is below the threshold for construction noise. Construction noise was modeled on a worst-case 
basis, and it is very unlikely that all pieces of construction equipment would be operating at the same time 
for the various phases of Project construction as well as at the point closest to the nearest noise-sensitive 
receptor. Furthermore, construction-related noise would be temporary and would cease upon Project 
completion.  

Table 4.0-1 identifies current and probable future projects within a one-mile radius of the Project Area. 
Construction activities associated with the Proposed Project and the Bayshore Bikeway (Segment 5) 
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Project, Civic Center Drive Project, and the W 19th Street Greenway Project may overlap. The distance of 
the other projects on the cumulative projects list, along with the shielding provided by intervening 
buildings, would substantially reduce any construction noise such that these projects would not generate 
any cumulative impacts in the immediate vicinity of the Project Area. 

When two identical sources each produce sound of the same loudness, the resulting sound level at a 
given distance would be three dBA higher than one source under the same conditions. A three dBA 
change is considered a just-perceivable difference (Caltrans 2013). Given that it is very unlikely that all 
equipment from the Proposed Project and other nearby projects would be operating at the same time, 
the noise resulting from construction would not exceed the applicable noise thresholds. Additionally, each 
of these projects would be required to comply with the applicable construction noise limitations to ensure 
that the contribution to cumulative noise impacts during construction would be less than significant.  

4.5.7.2 Operation 

Operational onsite stationary noise for the Proposed Project would include noise from rail activity, internal 
circulation of heavy-duty trucks, and unloading of the rail cars. The most significant noise in the Project 
Area would be generated by the adjacent BNSF railroad; this noise is part of the existing condition. The 
Project proposes to replace one existing rail turnout and install a new receiving and departure track for 
the facility. Two or more trains would not run simultaneously; therefore, the level of noise in the Project 
Area would not increase when compared to existing conditions. Operation of the Project would not 
contribute any noise sources that would exceed the existing condition in the Project Area and would not 
result in a significant noise-related impact associated with onsite sources. 

Project construction and operations would result in additional traffic on adjacent roadways by generating 
18 total construction worker trips during construction and 144 daily heavy-duty truck trips and 25 daily 
passenger car trips (equivalent to 385 daily passenger car trips) during operations. The addition of 
Project-related traffic to the Project vicinity would not result in a doubling of traffic and would not result 
in a 3 dB increase. The Project’s contribution to existing traffic noise would not be perceptible and 
therefore its contribution to cumulative noise impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. Given 
the nature of the projects in the cumulative projects list, the Proposed Project would contribute the most 
operational noise and traffic trips; however, this noise would not result in any significant noise-related 
impacts when compared to existing noise conditions and would not result in a doubling of traffic or traffic 
noise. Therefore, the cumulative noise impacts of current and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
would be less than cumulatively significant. 

4.5.8 Transportation 

The Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in impacts related to substantial increases in hazards due 
to geometric design features, incompatible uses, or inadequate emergency access. Therefore, cumulative 
impacts related to these issues are not evaluated below. 

A project’s impact on transportation is measured by the VMT it would generate. By its nature, VMT is 
inherently a cumulative issue, as it is not likely that any single project would be large enough to prevent 
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the region or state from meeting its VMT reduction targets, which correlate to the state’s GHG reduction 
targets. Rather, a project’s individual VMT contributes to cumulative VMT impacts. 

Table 4.0-1 identifies current and probable future projects within a one-mile radius around the Project 
Area. VMT from current and probable future projects have contributed to, and will continue to contribute 
to, cumulative VMT impacts as well as similarly cumulative secondary physical environmental effects such 
as increased GHG emissions. The projects identified in Table 4.0-1 would be required to comply with 
SB 743 during project-specific environmental review. 

The CEQA Guidelines recognize that mitigation for cumulative impacts may involve the adoption of 
ordinances or regulations (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130) such as the City’s Transportation Development 
Impact Fee. The TDIF is applicable to, but not limited to, the development for residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses. The fees collected pursuant to this chapter are to fund identified transportation 
facilities, or portions thereof, that will provide increased road capacity necessitated by the cumulative 
impacts of future development. The fee shall be paid before the issuance of building permits for each 
development project within the City. The Proposed Project as well as the any residential, commercial, or 
industrial projects in Table 4.0-1 are required to pay the TDIF to mitigate their contributions to traffic 
generation. As such, the Project’s contribution to transportation impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

5.1 Introduction 

As required by CEQA, this chapter describes and analyzes a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
Proposed Project that could feasibly attain most of the basic Project objectives while avoiding or 
substantially lessening one or more of the significant effects of the Proposed Project. Although no 
significant impacts were identified for the Proposed Project in this DEIR, this chapter provides a 
comparative analysis with sufficient detail to foster informed decision making and public participation in 
the environmental process. 

Three alternatives to the Proposed Project are analyzed in this chapter and discussed in terms of their 
merits relative to the Project: 

 Alternative 1 – No Project Alternative 

 Alternative 2 – Reduced Intensity Alternative 

 Alternative 3 – Offsite Location within National City 

5.2 Requirements for Alternatives Analysis 

In order to fully evaluate the environmental effects of projects, CEQA mandates that an EIR identify ways 
to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may have on the environment. In compliance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), this EIR must also describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
Project, or to the location of the Project that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
Project but avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Project. This EIR need not 
consider every conceivable alternative; rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives to the Project that will foster informed decision making and public participation. The 
discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the Project or to the location of the Project, which 
would avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of the Project, even if these alternatives would 
impede to some degree the attainment of the Project objectives or be more costly (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6[b]).  

The City, acting as the CEQA Lead Agency, is responsible for selecting a range of Project alternatives for 
examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. The range of 
alternatives addressed in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR to set forth only 
those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. Of the alternatives considered, the EIR need 
examine in detail only those the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives 
of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Project. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15364, define “feasible” as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and 
technological factors.” The discussion of Project alternatives must include sufficient information about 
each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the Proposed Project.  
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This EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as 
infeasible during the scoping process and explain the underlying reasons for the lead agency’s 
determination. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(1), an EIR must evaluate a “No Project” 
alternative in order to allow decision makers to compare the effect of approving the Project to the effect 
of not approving the Project. The “No Project” analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time 
that the notice of preparation is published, or, if no notice of preparation is published, at the time that 
environmental analysis is commenced as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the 
foreseeable future if the Project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available 
infrastructure and community services. 

As required under Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, the EIR must identify the environmentally 
superior alternative. Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, if the No Project Alternative is determined to be the 
most environmentally superior project, then another alternative among those evaluated must be 
identified as the environmentally superior alternative. 

5.2.1 Project Objectives 

In developing the alternatives to be addressed in this chapter, to the DEIR considers each alternative’s 
ability to meet the basic objectives of the Project and eliminate or substantially reduce any identified 
environmental impacts.  

The purpose of the Project is to provide a new transloading facility along the BNSF railroad to deliver 
renewable fuels to the San Diego market. Upon development, the Proposed Project would achieve the 
following objectives: 

 facilitate the State’s commitment to achieve a just and equitable transition to carbon neutrality by 
2045 and reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030; 

 expand the availability of renewable fuels to the region advancing the goal of the State’s Low-
Carbon Fuels Standard, which is a component of the 2022 CARB Scoping Plan, and solve 
geographic imbalances in the availability of cleaner, lower carbon fuels; 

 deliver lower emissions to the San Diego market than the existing supply chain delivering to the 
current fuel delivery locations by significantly reducing fuel transit truck miles, and increase the 
availability of cleaner fuels sooner than the current supply chain; 

 create employment-generating opportunities for the citizens of National City and its surrounding 
communities; 

 encourage industrial development as compatible and productive uses within existing 
underutilized and previously contaminated property while minimizing conflicts with the 
surrounding existing uses; 

 provide an appropriately sized facility that balances meeting business performance metrics and 
minimizing the total truck trips needed to deliver renewable fuels to the San Diego market; 
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 locate the facility in an appropriately zoned area of the City that would minimize conflicts with 
surrounding incompatible uses and utilize established City truck routes providing direct access to 
I-5;  

 provide infrastructure improvements required to meet Project needs and improve safety 
conditions along the BNSF railroad; and 

 provide additional firefighting capacity in the Project Area to address and provide quick response 
to hazards and emergencies within the City’s core industrial area. 

5.3 Alternatives Considered but Rejected 

An EIR should identify any alternatives that were considered but rejected by the lead agency and briefly 
explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination. Among the factors used to eliminate 
alternatives from detailed consideration in the EIR is failure to meet most of the basic Project objectives or 
inability to avoid significant environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines 15126.6[c]). Another consideration 
for excluding an alternative from further study that is consistent with the requirement to address a 
“reasonable range” of alternatives is an alternative’s similarity to others that are addressed in detail. 

The following development scenario was considered and rejected as a potential alternative to 
implementation of the Proposed Project: 

 Alternative Locations outside of National City 

Based on Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, the following alternative was rejected based on the 
criteria of not being reasonable or not feasibly attaining most of the basic objectives of the Project while 
reducing or avoiding any of the significant effects of the Proposed Project. No significant effects were 
determined for the Proposed Project. Alternative 3 (Off-Site Location within National City), which is 
described in greater detail below, is a viable alternative that is evaluated further. The reason or reasons for 
not selecting the rejected alternative is discussed below. 

5.3.1 Alternative Location Outside of National City 

The Project proponent considered alternative locations along both Union Pacific and BNSF rail lines. In 
addition to being in a location that would meet most of the basic Project objectives, the property 
requirements include being rail-owned, rail adjacent, adequately sized to accommodate the required 
throughput, and appropriately zoned to accommodate this type of project.  

Along the Union Pacific line, the closest potential site would be east of San Diego near the City of El 
Centro in Imperial County. This site is owned by Union Pacific, is adjacent to the Union Pacific rail line, and 
is appropriately sized and zoned for this type of project. However, because this potential site is not 
located in the local San Diego market area, the fuel would need to be transported via rail to El Centro and 
then via trucks approximately 115 miles to the target San Diego market region. Currently, fuel is 
transported approximately 110 miles via trucks from the Los Angeles-Inland Empire region to serve the 
area. At the El Centro location, the trucking miles would be slightly more than the existing transit truck 
miles required to deliver fuel to the San Diego market and therefore would not meet the Project’s 
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objective to significantly reduce fuel transit truck miles from the existing supply chain delivering to the 
current fuel delivery locations. Additionally, if the transloading facility were located in El Centro, the 
Project objectives to create employment opportunities in National City by providing infrastructure 
improvements and increased fire-fighting capacity in the City would not be met.  

Despite a reasonable attempt, an alternative location outside of the City for the Proposed Project has not 
been identified. Alternative locations considered were either unavailable for development, would not 
feasibly accommodate a project such as the Proposed Project, or would not reduce the significant impacts 
because none are identified. Therefore, this alternative has been rejected and was not considered further. 

5.4 Alternatives Carried Forward For Analysis 

The following alternatives have been identified and evaluated to provide decision makers with a 
reasonable range of alternatives that would eliminate or reduce the impacts of the Project. Factors 
considered in selecting the alternatives include site suitability, availability of infrastructure, other plans or 
regulatory limitations, economic viability, and whether the Project proponent can reasonably acquire, 
control or otherwise access an alternative site. An EIR need not consider an alternative whose impact 
cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote or speculative. In accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines, the alternatives considered in this EIR include those that 1) could accomplish most of 
the basic objectives of the Project; 2) are reasonably feasible given the nature of the Project and 
surrounding land uses; and 3) could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects of 
the Project. 

5.4.1 Alternative 1 – No Project 

CEQA requires that the No Project Alternative discuss and analyze potential impacts that would occur if 
the Project was not implemented. Under the No Project Alternative, the Project Area would operate in its 
current state and remain largely vacant and undeveloped. 

5.4.2 Alternative 2 – Reduced Intensity 

With the intent of reducing the amount of Project truck trips, the City has considered a Reduced Intensity 
Alternative. Under this alternative, the transloading facility would transfer approximately 25 percent fewer 
barrels of fuel per day than the Proposed Project. 

5.4.3 Alternative 3 – Offsite Location Within National City 

Locating the Proposed Project on another site within the City would most likely achieve the Project 
objectives stated above, including providing new employment opportunities, balancing business 
performance metrics while minimizing total truck trips, and locating the Project in an appropriately zoned 
area that would minimize conflicts with incompatible uses. The CEQA Guidelines (§15126.6[f][2]) state:  

The key question and first step in analysis is whether any of the significant effects of the 
project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another 
location. Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR.  
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Because no significant impacts were identified for the Proposed Project, this analysis considers whether 
the offsite location within National City would lessen the magnitude of the impact identified for the 
Proposed Project. The analysis of alternative sites included 1) inquiries into the availability of the sites that 
could accommodate the proposed use; 2) an assessment of sites in the City that would also be suitable for 
the development as proposed; and 3) an identification of sites appropriately zoned/designated by the 
General Plan to accommodate the Proposed Project.  

A potential offsite location for the transloading facility would be south of the Proposed Project on a 
6.07-acre parcel east of I-5 and the BNSF rail line at 3202 Hoover Avenue within National City. 

5.5 Analysis of Alternatives 

The following discussion compares the impacts of each alternative with the impacts of the Proposed 
Project. As all Project impacts were determined to be less than significant, a conclusion is provided as to 
whether each alternative would result in one of the following: 

 reduction or elimination of the impact; 

 a greater impact than the Proposed Project; 

 the same impact as the Proposed Project; or 

 a new impact in addition to the impacts of the Proposed Project. 

5.5.1 Alternative 1 – No Project 

Pursuant to CEQA (§15126.6[e][3](B)(C)), the No Project Alternative should discuss what would reasonably 
be expected to occur, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community 
services, in the foreseeable future. Under the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be 
carried forward and the Project Area would remain vacant until the railroad or another developer brings a 
project to the City.  

5.5.1.1 Impact Analysis 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be developed, however it is reasonable 
to assume another use would be developed as the railroad has moved forward with a cleanup of a portion 
of the Project Area for the purpose of developing railroad-related business. Such other business is in the 
sole discretion of the railroad. If the railroad chooses to lease the property to a third-party developer, a 
permitted use or conditionally permitted use under the adopted Medium Manufacturing (MM) and Heavy 
Manufacturing (HM) zoning designation is reasonable to anticipate. Permitted uses in the MM zone 
include automotive; heavy equipment and machinery; light and medium manufacturing; off-street 
parking; public utilities; research and development; and wholesaling, warehousing, and distribution. 
Conditional uses in the MM zone include food processing, gasoline service stations, mineral resource 
extraction, and truck transportation facilities. Permitted uses in the HM zone include food processing, 
public protection facilities, public utilities, and scrap metal processing. Conditional uses in the HM zone 
include heavy manufacturing. 
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This analysis assumes that because the Project Area is adjacent to the existing BNSF mainline, the Project 
Area could be developed with a rail-dependent industrial use similar to the Proposed Project and existing 
surrounding development. Existing surrounding uses include warehouses, machinery rentals, metal and 
appliance recycling, automotive repair shops, and other similar manufacturing and industrial uses. Given 
the parcel size, site configuration, access points along 18th and 19th Streets, adjacency to mainline rail, and 
zoning permissions, the site could only be used for a limited number of uses such as warehousing and 
distribution, wholesale or medium manufacturing uses. Development of the site with a warehouse, 
wholesale or medium manufacturing use would require the construction of a structures to house the 
proposed use and would therefore require utilities to serve the project.  

Aesthetics 

The Project Area’s current visual character and site quality is degraded as the vacant lot is littered with 
debris, contains no structures, and contains minimal vegetation. No scenic vistas are located within the 
Project Area or vicinity. Additionally, there are no officially designated state scenic highways in the City. 
The No Project Alternative would involve development of the site with a similar industrial/manufacturing 
use that would change existing views. However, similar to the Proposed Project, the No Project Alternative 
would be required to comply with design standards contained in the City of National City Zoning and 
Municipal Codes. Therefore, when compared to the Proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would 
have a similar magnitude of impacts associated with aesthetic resources and would be less than 
significant. 

Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project Area is not located on land zoned for agricultural use or land designated for forest land, 
timberland, or land zoned timberland production. Development that would occur under the No Project 
Alternative would have no agricultural or forestry related impacts, which is similar to the Proposed Project.  

Air Quality 

Under Alternative 1 (No Project Alternative), land would still be graded for site development and 
construction emissions from the development of the alternative along with operational emissions from 
stationary and mobile sources would still occur. As the demand for fuel would not decrease, the region 
would continue to be served by fuel trucks with trips originating in the Los Angeles-Inland Empire region 
with an estimated average roundtrip distance of 200 miles and 70 truckloads daily. Because the 
anticipated development is assumed to remain rail-dependent, emissions from locomotive activities 
would still occur, which would be similar to the Proposed Project. Given the manufacturing zoning, it is 
reasonable to presume another development on the site, such as a warehouse, medium manufacturing, or 
wholesale use, would have some level of operational traffic, potentially including heavy-duty trucks. 
Therefore, emissions from vehicles would still occur under the No Project Alternative if the Project Area 
were developed with a different use. Emissions from the No Project Alternative would be less than 
significant when measured against applicable SDAPCD daily thresholds, which would be similar to the 
Proposed Project. 
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Biological Resources 

Development that would occur under the No Project Alternative would result in similar impacts to 
biological resource when compared to the Proposed Project because this alternative would require similar 
disturbance of the Project Area. Adherence to Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3 as identified for 
the Proposed Project would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Compared with the Proposed 
Project, no greater impact would occur with Alternative 1. 

Cultural Resources 

Development that would occur under the No Project Alternative would result in extensive ground-
disturbing activities affecting the Project Area and similar anticipated archaeological impacts when 
compared to the Proposed Project. Although no such resources have previously been detected within the 
Project Area, activities undertaken for the No Project Alternative (as with the Proposed Project) could 
encounter previously undetected cultural resources. Adherence to the archaeological mitigation measures 
identified for the Proposed Project in Section 3.9 of this EIR would reduce impacts to less than significant. 
Compared with the Proposed Project, no greater impact would occur with Alternative 1. 

Energy 

There are no established thresholds of significance, statewide or locally, for what constitutes a wasteful, 
inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy for a proposed land use project. The amount of 
electricity estimated to be consumed by the Project is quantified and compared to that consumed by all 
non-residential land uses in San Diego County. The amount of fuel necessary for Project construction is 
calculated and compared to fuel consumed in San Diego County. Similarly, the amount of fuel necessary 
for Project operations is calculated and compared to that consumed in San Diego County. 

Under Alternative 1, land would still be graded for site development and construction emissions from the 
development of the alternative along with operational emissions from stationary and mobile sources 
would still occur. As noted above, it is reasonable to presume another development on the site, such as a 
warehouse, medium manufacturing or wholesale use, would have some level of operational traffic, 
potentially from heavy-duty trucks. Similar warehouse and/or manufacturing and/or wholesale uses would 
result in similar automotive fuel consumption associated with the No Project Alternative. Energy 
consumption would still occur under the No Project Alternative if the Project Area were developed with a 
different use and the magnitude of fuel consumption would be higher than that of the Proposed Project 
because new structures would be constructed that would consume natural gas and electricity.. However, 
similar to the Proposed Project, energy consumption from the No Project Alternative would be less than 
significant. 

Geology and Soils 

Like all of Southern California, the Project Area is located in a seismically active area and is subject to 
ground shaking resulting from activity on local and regional faults. Development that would occur under 
the No Project Alternative would have similar geologic and soil-related impacts when compared with the 
Proposed Project if the development intensity is similar. Under the Proposed Project, up to 10 operators 
would be onsite at any given time and the only proposed structure is an office trailer. Any manufacturing 
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use with greater development intensity and more onsite employees would have greater risks as it relates 
to effects from seismic activity. However, all structures constructed under the No Project Alternative would 
be required to conform to the Uniform Building Code (UBC) standards as well as the California Building 
Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24), which establish engineering standards appropriate for 
Seismic Zone 4. Impacts associated with this issue would be considered less than significant. Compared 
with the Proposed Project, potential impacts related to risk could be increased under a more intense 
development scenario; however, impacts would remain less than significant.. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Under Alternative 1, land would still be graded for site development and construction emissions from the 
development of the alternative along with operational emissions from stationary and mobile sources 
would still occur. The region would continue to be served by fuel trucks with trips originating in the Los 
Angeles-Inland Empire region with an estimated average roundtrip distance of 200 miles and 
70 truckloads daily. GHG emissions resulting from operation of the uses envisioned under the No Project 
Alternative would be similar as this alternative would result in a similar number of daily traffic trips and 
energy consumed. GHG emissions would still occur under the No Project Alternative if the Project Area 
were developed with a different use and the magnitude of emissions would be to be similar to that of the 
Proposed Project but slightly greater in magnitude to account for the GHG emissions from any proposed 
buildings. GHG emissions from the No Project Alternative would be less than significant when measured 
against applicable thresholds, which would be similar to the Proposed Project. 

The City of National City prepared a CAP Update in 2023 to establish new GHG reduction goals and to 
align with new California regulations and targets to address climate change. Like the Proposed Project, the 
No Project Alternative would need to incorporate all applicable CAP Update actions to demonstrate 
consistency with the City’s climate action planning efforts. Similar to the Proposed Project, mitigation 
measures identifying applicable reductions measures would be necessary to ensure a less than significant 
impact. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The No Project Alternative would still result in the onsite handling of hazardous substances, both during 
construction and operation. This analysis assumes that these substances would continue to be applied in 
accordance with applicable local, state, and federal standards. The use of hazardous materials for the 
construction, such as diesel fuel, would not create a significant hazard to the public because the release of 
any construction-related spills would be prevented through the implementation of the BMPs listed in the 
SWPPP. However, development of the site with a warehouse, wholesale or manufacturing use would 
potentially reduce the volume of fuel present on the site; therefore, there would be a reduction in the 
magnitude of risks associated with this element of the Proposed Project. With adherence to existing 
hazardous materials regulations, construction and operational impacts associated with hazards and 
hazardous materials under Alternative 1 would remain less than significant. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

As with the Proposed Project, development that would occur under the No Project Alternative would 
require the modification of the existing on-site pattern of drainage and the installation of drainage 
improvements that may include detention/retention basins, a connection to existing in-street drainage 
features, onsite storm drains, and other features. The extent of the impermeable surfaces (asphalt 
concrete areas) required under the No Project Alternative may be increased from that required for the 
Proposed Project if no additional rail tracks are proposed, the environmental impact of these 
improvements would be similar. All local, state, and federal policies and regulations pertaining to surface 
water and groundwater resources would remain in effect under Alternative 1. Sedimentation and erosion 
from any onsite development has the potential to affect water quality. Similar to the Proposed Project, the 
construction of any onsite use would be required to follow applicable NPDES requirements, including the 
preparation of and adherence to an SWPPP and BMPs. As with the Proposed Project, runoff from paved 
surfaces, especially during a “first-flush” event, may be contaminated by a mixture of sediment, debris, 
and other contaminants. A standard condition with any such development would be the preparation and 
implementation of a Water Quality Management Plan, which would effectively mitigate post-construction 
water quality impacts from the developed area. Similar to the Proposed Project, potential impacts related 
to hydrology and water quality would be less than significant. 

Land Use and Planning 

Like the Proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would comply with applicable provisions of local and 
regional plans (e.g., air quality management plan). Compliance with applicable City policies related to 
development within the Project Area would ensure that the No Project Alternative would be compatible 
with existing development in the Project Area. Therefore, land use impacts associated with Alternative 1 
would be similar in magnitude when compared with the Proposed Project. 

Development that would occur under Alternative 1 would have similar land use and planning impacts and 
would affect the same community as the Proposed Project; therefore, the consistency analysis in Section 
3.6 Land Use and Planning of this EIR would be applicable for Alternative 1. Similar to the Proposed 
Project, the impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. 

Mineral Resources 

The Project Area is located in MRZ-3, which the California Geologic Society defines as an area where the 
significance of mineral deposits cannot be determined from the available data. The Proposed Project is 
located in an urban developed area characterized by industrial land uses. The Project Area includes vacant 
land and land used for a commercial business. The Project Area is not located on a known important 
mineral resource recovery site. Development that would occur under the No Project Alternative would not 
result in the loss of or reduce the availability of mineral resources or the resource base from which they 
would be derived. Compared with the Proposed Project, no greater impact would occur for Alternative 1. 

Noise 

As with the Proposed Project construction noise associated with development that would occur under the 
No Project Alternative would be temporary and vary depending on the nature of the activities being 



Draft 
San Diego Clean Fuels Facility LLC Project 

Environmental Impact Report 
 

Alternatives 5-14 November 2024 
2021-285 

performed. Noise generated would primarily be associated with the operation of off-road equipment for 
onsite construction activities as well as construction vehicle traffic on area roadways. The Project Area is 
located in a heavily developed industrial area and is located adjacent to the BNSF Railway railroad, which 
is one of the largest freight railroads in North America. Noise from rail activity along the BNSF mainline is 
part of the existing condition. The same nearby sensitive receptors would be affected by construction and 
operational noise. Similar to the Proposed Project, noise impacts from construction and operation, 
including groundborne vibration, would be less than significant for Alternative 1.  

Population and Housing 

The City’s General Plan estimates a growth in the City’s population and job growth by 2050. The No 
Project Alternative would involve development of the site with a similar industrial/manufacturing use. 
Population and employment forecasts are developed based upon land use designations identified in the 
City’s General Plan. The Project Area is located within an area that is currently home to industrial and 
manufacturing uses and planned for industrial uses in accordance with the General Plan. Because of the 
nature of industrial and manufacturing uses and its inherent incompatibility with residential uses, It is 
reasonable to assume that the No Project Alternative would not result in the development of a residential 
use that would result in population growth not already accounted for in forecasts. Similar to the Proposed 
Project, no significant impact to population and housing would occur.  

Public Services 

As with the Proposed Project, the City of National City may charge an Emergency Response Cost Recovery 
Fee to recover the reasonable costs of services necessary to protect the public health and safety 
associated with motor vehicle incidents, hazardous materials spills or discharges, motor vehicle fires, 
motor vehicle extrications, pipeline or power line incidents, and fire cause and origin investigations. The 
City shall charge fees for the cost of services that the National City Fire Department provides related to 
emergency responses, such as hazardous materials spills or discharges for development that would occur 
under the No Project Alternative at this location.  

Neither the Proposed Project nor the No Project Alternative includes a residential component that would 
result in a permanent increase in population. The nature of the Proposed Project and the No Project 
Alternative would not substantially increase permanent population growth nor create substantial 
additional demand for police services, schools, or park facilities. Impacts from Alternative 1 would be less 
than significant and no greater in magnitude than the Proposed Project. 

Recreation 

As with the Proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would not include a residential component and 
the development of this alternative would not cause a substantial increase in existing population or an 
increase in demand for park and recreation facilities. Because no increase in demand for recreational 
facilities would occur, impacts associated with recreation for the NO Project Alternative would be similar 
in magnitude as the Proposed Project. Like the Proposed Project, impacts from Alternative 1 would be less 
than significant. 
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Transportation 

Similar to the Proposed Project, short-term construction-related vehicle trips would occur, but these 
conditions would be temporary and would not impede the implementation of City programs supporting 
walking, bicycling, and use of public transportation. The Proposed Project’s a.m. and p.m. peak hour trips 
for each of the eight study intersections do not reach the 50-trip threshold during any hour of operation 
including the a.m. and p.m. peak period (13 weekday AM peak hour trips and 23 weekday PM peak hour 
trips); therefore, it is reasonable to assume that trips resulting from the No Project Alternative would also 
not reach the 50-trip threshold. Similar to the Proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would not 
affect transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities; would not increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature; and would not result in inadequate emergency access. 

A VMT review was conducted for the Proposed Project, and the Project is presumed to have a less than 
significant impact on VMT as it meets the small project exemption. Because the No Project Alternative 
would have a similar amount trips when compared to the Proposed Project, it would also meet the small 
project exemption. 

While vehicle trips would still occur under the No Project Alternative if the Project Area were developed 
with a different use, the number of trips would be similar to that of the Proposed Project under the 
assumption that the site would be developed with a wholesale or medium manufacturing use. 
Transportation impacts would be less than significant, which would be similar to the Proposed Project. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Like the Proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would require ground disturbance and would have 
the potential to result in the discovery of, or inadvertent damage to, archaeological contexts. Like the 
Proposed Project, implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-2 would reduce the potential impacts to 
less than significant. The impacts of the No Project Alternative would be the same as the Proposed 
Project. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

As with the Proposed Project, no new or expanded water or wastewater treatment facilities would be 
required for the No Project Alternative. The Project Area is located in a developed area of the City and 
existing utilities are available to serve the site. Further, neither the Proposed Project nor the No Project 
Alternative would result in impacts to natural gas, electric power, or telecommunications facilities from 
relocation or new construction. A similar demand for utilities during construction and a slight increase in 
demand during operation is expected for the No Project Alternative. 

Wildfire 

The Project Area has generally flat topography and has been developed since at least 1904. As with the 
Proposed Project, development that would occur under the No Project Alternative would not substantially 
alter the slope, wind patterns, or other factors that could exacerbate wildfire risks. Furthermore, the 
Project Area is not located in a VHFHSZ. The impacts of the No Project Alternative would be the same as 
the Proposed Project. 
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5.5.1.2 Conclusion 

Under Alternative 1 (No Project Alternative), impacts related to short-term construction-related air quality, 
energy, GHGs, and noise would be similar to the Proposed Project because the same amount of land 
would be disturbed, and the same types and numbers of equipment would be utilized during 
construction. 

Under Alternative 1 (No Project Alternative), impacts related to long-term operational air quality 
emissions, GHGs, and traffic would be similar to the Proposed Project because potential warehouse, 
wholesale or manufacturing uses on the site would result in similar trip generation estimates and 
corresponding mobile source emissions. Therefore, operational impacts to air quality, GHGs, and 
transportation would be similar to what was identified for the Proposed Project. Because this alternative 
would result in the construction of structures on the site to accommodate the proposed wholesale or 
manufacturing use, it is expected that there would be a slight increase in the demand for energy and for 
utilities such as electricity and water. Compared to the Proposed Project, there would be an increase in the 
magnitude of impacts resulting from the demand, but would remain less than significant. All other 
remaining environmental topics with the exception of geology and soils would have the same impacts as 
the Proposed Project and would be less than significant. Compared with the Proposed Project, potential 
impacts related to risk could be increased under a more intense development scenario; however, impacts 
would remain less than significant. However, Alternative 1 would not meet most of the Project objectives. 

5.5.2 Alternative 2 – Reduced Intensity 

With the intent of reducing the Project’s air quality, GHG , noise, and traffic impacts, the City has 
considered a Reduced Intensity Alternative (Alternative 2). Under this alternative, the transloading facility 
would transfer approximately 25 percent less barrels of fuel per day than the Proposed Project. 

This alternative includes the development of the Project Area as planned in the Proposed Project; 
however, the facility would process 10,350 barrels of fuel per day, resulting in a 25 percent reduction from 
the 13,800 barrels of fuel per day that would be processed under the Proposed Project.  

5.5.2.1 Impact Analysis 

Under Alternative 2, the overall intensity would be reduced by approximately 25 percent by reducing the 
number of barrels of fuel transloaded per day. All other Project impacts would be the same as under the 
Project, including the following: 

 Aesthetics 

 Agricultural Resources 

 Biological Resources 

 Cultural Resources 

 Geology and Soils 

 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Land Use and Planning 

 Mineral Resources 

 Noise 

 Population and Housing 

 Public Services 

 Recreation 
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 Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Utilities and Service Systems 

 Wildfire 

The remaining environmental issues would, in some cases, result in similar impacts but would be different 
enough to be discussed separately. 

Air Quality 

Because the amount of land to be graded with Alternative 2 would be equal to that of the Proposed 
Project, a similar mixture of equipment as the Proposed Project would operate during earthmoving 
activities. Therefore, construction emissions from the development of Alternative 2 would be similar to the 
Proposed Project. Under this alternative, average daily traffic volumes during operation would be reduced 
by 25 percent compared with the Proposed Project, which does not exceed SDAPCD thresholds. 
Therefore, the volume of each operational pollutant emitted during the operation of this alternative would 
be correspondingly reduced and would not exceed any SDAPCD thresholds for any criteria air pollutants. 
Similar to the Proposed Project, impacts to air quality would be less than significant, however, air quality 
emissions under Alternative 2 would be incrementally reduced compared to the Proposed Project. 

Energy 

Construction of Alternative 2 would use a similar mixture of equipment as construction for the Proposed 
Project, therefore, this alternative would require a similar amount of construction-related automotive fuel. 
Fuel necessary for Project construction would be required for the operation and maintenance of 
construction equipment and the transportation of materials to the Project Area. Fuel consumption during 
the construction period is estimated in this analysis to be 27,783 gallons. This would increase the annual 
construction-related fuel use in the county by 0.00179 percent. As such and similar to the Proposed 
Project, construction of Alternative 2 would have a nominal effect on local and regional energy supplies. 

Operation of the Proposed Project would include electricity for lighting and space and water heating for 
the small building onsite. The annual electricity consumption due to Project operations would be 
2,180 kWh resulting in a negligible increase (0.00002 percent) in the typical annual electricity consumption 
attributable to all non-residential uses in San Diego County. As Alternative 2 would not reduce electricity 
use for lighting and space and water heating, electricity consumption would be the same as that of the 
Proposed Project.  

Automotive fuel consumption during operation of the Proposed Project is estimated to be 
119,306 gallons of automotive fuel per year, which would increase the annual countywide automotive fuel 
consumption by 0.0077 percent. This analysis conservatively assumes that all of the automobile trips 
projected to arrive at the Project during operations would be new to San Diego County. Because 
Alternative 2 would reduce the daily number of barrels of fuel transferred from 13,800 to 10,350 barrels of 
fuel per day, there would be a reduced number of trucks and therefore fuel consumption would be 
reduced.  
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Similar to the Proposed Project, energy consumption impacts as a result of Alternative 2 would be less 
than significant. However, energy consumption under Alternative 2 would be incrementally reduced 
compared to the Proposed Project.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would include the addition of new receiving 
and departure rail spurs and 4 fixed truck loading spots with the required secondary containment 
infrastructure. Construction of Alternative 2 would be the same as construction of the Proposed Project; 
therefore, the generation of CO2e would be the same. Project construction would generate approximately 
282 metric tons of CO2e over the course of construction. Once construction is complete, the generation of 
these GHG emissions would cease. Under Alternative 2, construction related emissions would not exceed 
the numeric bright‐line threshold of 3,000 metric tons of CO2e annually; therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Operation of the transloading facility would result in GHG emissions predominantly associated with motor 
vehicle use. Operational emissions for the Proposed Project would total approximately 1,633 metric tons 
of CO2e, which would not exceed the numeric bright‐line threshold of 3,000 metric tons of CO2e annually. 
Alternative 2 proposes a 25 percent reduction in daily barrels of fuel transferred, which would reduce the 
number of trucks needed. Therefore, the total amount of CO2e generated during operations under 
Alternative 2 would be reduced below that generated by the Proposed Project. Alternative 2 would also 
not exceed the numeric bright-line threshold of 3,000 metric tons of CO2e annually; therefore, its impact 
would be less than significant. 

Due to the reduced throughput of Alternative 2, the Project would likely not meet the operational 
efficiency requirements necessary to meet the Project objectives to deliver lower emissions to the San 
Diego market by reducing fuel transit truck miles more than the existing supply chain; facilitate the State’s 
commitment to achieve its stated goal of carbon neutrality by 2045, and reduce GHG emissions to 
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030; or expand the availability of renewable fuels to the region to 
advance the State’s Low-Carbon Fuels Standard goal. 

Transportation 

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would transload approximately 10,350 barrels of fuel, which represents 
a 25 percent reduction in intensity. A maximum of 5 employees would be onsite at one time; therefore, 
10 employees were used in the analysis to reflect a shift change. The trip generation for these employees 
was estimated using an industrial employment trip rate. The facility will be operated in three shifts for 
24 hours per day, but 70 percent of the trips will occur between 6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. The number of 
truck trips have been converted to passenger car equivalent trips using 2.5 vehicles per truck. Table 5.6-1 
below demonstrates the reduced traffic associated with Alternative 2. 

Table 5.6-1. Trip Generation – Reduced Intensity Alternative 

ITE Code Variable Intensity Unit Daily Rate Daily Trips 

140 Employees 10 Employee 2.51 25 
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Table 5.6-1. Trip Generation – Reduced Intensity Alternative 

ITE Code Variable Intensity Unit Daily Rate Daily Trips 

– Truck Trips 10.35 1000 barrel 10.4 108 

Total 133 

Passenger Car Equivalent 270 

Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual 11th Edition 

As shown above, Alternative 2 is expected to generate approximately 270 passenger car equivalent daily 
trips. This does not exceed the lower 500 ADT for projects inconsistent with the General Plan or the 
1000 ADT threshold for projects consistent with the General Plan. This alternative is consistent with the 
City’s General Plan and does not exceed the ADT threshold; therefore, it is screened out. Similar to the 
Proposed Project, Alternative 2 is presumed to have a less than significant impact on VMT. However, VMT 
under Alternative 2 would be incrementally reduced compared to the Proposed Project.  

5.5.2.2 Conclusion 

Under Alternative 2 (Reduced Intensity Alternative), impacts related to short-term construction-related air 
quality, energy, GHGs, and noise impacts would be less than significant, which would be similar to the 
Proposed Project because the same amount of land would be disturbed, and the same types and numbers 
of equipment would be utilized during construction. 

Because of the decrease in vehicle trips achieved under this alternative, operational impacts to air quality, 
energy, GHGs, and transportation would be proportionally reduced from what was identified for the 
Proposed Project. However, the 25 percent reduction would decrease the throughput such that 
Alternative 2 would not meet the Project’s objectives. Alternative 2 would reduce throughput from 
13,800 barrels of fuel per day to 10,350 barrels of fuel per day, which would not increase the availability of 
renewable fuels to the region or increase the availability of cleaner fuels sooner than the existing supply 
chain at a level that would meet business performance metrics. 

This alternative does not fully meet the Project objectives to deliver lower emissions to the San Diego 
market by reducing fuel transit truck miles more than the existing supply chain; facilitate the State’s 
commitment to achieve its stated goal of carbon neutrality by 2045 and reduce GHG emissions to 
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030; or expand the availability of renewable fuels to the region to 
advance the State’s Low-Carbon Fuels Standard goal. and would not meet business performance metrics. 

5.5.3 Alternative 3 – Offsite Location within National City 

With the intent of avoiding impacts at the Proposed Project’s current location, the City has considered an 
offsite location for the transloading facility on a parcel at 3202 Hoover Avenue. The gross acreage is 6.07 
acres; however, the developable acreage is 5.16 acres. The development site acreage of the Alternative 3 
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site represents approximately 70 percent of developable area when compared to the Proposed Project. 
Because the Alternative 3 site is shaped more uniformly and is not long and relatively narrow like the 
Proposed Project site, the ability to stack rail cars within the site is reduced. Alternative 3 would be on a 
smaller site and the nearby rail track lead would only accommodate 3 railcars, the daily number of barrels 
of fuel transferred would be reduced. For the purposes of this analysis, the daily throughput is assumed to 
be reduced by 50 percent resulting in 6,900 barrels per day being processed at this facility under this 
scenario.  

This parcel is east of I-5 and the BNSF rail line and includes an active rail spur available for use on the 
eastern boundary as well as Paradise Marsh wetland on the northern boundary. This location is not under 
railroad ownership. Surrounding land uses include a self-storage facility, packaging supply store, and 
construction business to the north; a truck rental facility, motorcycle dealership, and recycling center to 
the east; SR-54 and Sweetwater River to the south; and I-5 and a rail line to the west. 

5.5.3.1 Impact Analysis 

Under Alternative 3, an offsite location would be used for the proposed transloading facility. The following 
environmental issues would, in some cases, result in impacts similar to the Proposed Project, but would be 
different enough to be discussed separately. 

Aesthetics 

The Alternative 3 site largely contains pieces of construction equipment and railroad materials. The site is 
bordered to the north by Paradise Marsh; to the east by a truck rental facility and a motorcycle dealership; 
to the south by an equipment supplier, SR-54 and Sweetwater River; and to the west by a railroad and I-5. 
The character of the area is industrial. The Alternative 3 site is visible from public vantage points including 
SR-54, I-5, and the Sweetwater Bikeway. 

Short-term construction activities could potentially temporarily degrade the existing visual character and 
quality of the surroundings. During the construction phase, various equipment, vehicles, building 
materials, stockpiles, disposal receptacles, and related activities would be visible in the Project Area. 
However, construction-related activities would be short-term and temporary in nature. Once completed, 
all general construction activities would cease along with any construction-related aesthetic impacts. As 
the existing Alternative 3 site was previously used for industrial purposes, Alternative 3 would result in a 
transloading facility on an industrial site consistent with surrounding commercial and industrial uses. 
Potential viewers within the viewshed of the Alternative 3 site would be motorists traveling along SR-54 
and I-5 as well as bicyclists using the Sweetwater Bikeway and surrounding bike lanes. Motorists passing 
through an area typically view the landscape from their motor vehicles and do not tend to stop along 
their travel routes. Additionally, travelers generally have a narrow field of view because they are focused 
on road and traffic conditions. Passengers of these vehicles and bicyclists would have greater 
opportunities for prolonged offroad views toward landscape features, however, the visual impact of 
Alternative 3 would be consistent with existing surrounding uses. 
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No state scenic highways or scenic vistas are located within the site or vicinity. Therefore, implementation 
of Alternative 3 would not result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or conflict with scenic 
quality regulations, which would be similar to the Proposed Project.  

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

The City of National City is almost completely developed and does not have any designated Prime or 
Unique Agricultural Land. According to the California Department of Conservation Important Farmland 
Finder, the Alternative 3 site is on land classified as Urban and Built-Up Land (DOC 2024). The site is not 
located on or near Prime Farmland and is not under a Williamson Act Contract.  

Similar to the Proposed Project, implementation of Alternative 3 would not convert Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance; would not conflict with any zoning for 
agriculture, forest land, or timberland; and would not result in the conversion of forest land to non-forest 
land. No impact to agriculture and forestry resources would occur from Alternative 3. 

Air Quality 

The location of Alternative 3, like the Proposed Project, is in National City within the SDAB and under the 
regulatory authority of the SDAPCD. The ambient air quality in this area can be inferred from ambient air 
quality measurements conducted at nearby air quality monitoring stations. The Chula Vista (80 East 
J Street, Chula Vista) monitoring station, which is located approximately 3 miles south of the Alternative 3 
site, is the closest station to the site and monitors ambient concentrations of O3, PM10, and PM2.5. 
Table 5.6-2 summarizes the published data from the Chula Vista monitoring station for each year that the 
monitoring data is provided. 

Table 5.6-2. Summary of Ambient Air Quality Data – Chula Vista Monitoring Site 

Pollutant Scenario 2020 2021 2022 

O3  

Max 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.106 0.084 0.078 

Max 8-hour concentration (ppm) (state/federal) 0.086/0.086 0.067/0.066 0.067/0.066 

Number of days above 1-hour standard (state) 1 0 0 

Number of days above 8-hour standard (state/federal) 4/4 0/0 0/0 

PM10  

Max 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) (state/federal) * * * 

Annual Average (federal)  * * * 

Number of days above 24-hour standard (state/federal) * * * 

PM2.5  
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Table 5.6-2. Summary of Ambient Air Quality Data – Chula Vista Monitoring Site 

Pollutant Scenario 2020 2021 2022 

Max 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) (state/federal) */46.7 */24.9 */16.2 

Number of days above federal 24-hour standard 6.1 0.0 * 

Notes: * = Insufficient data available; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; 03 = ozone; PM2.5 = Particulate Matter Less than 
 2.5 Microns in Diameter; PM10 = Particulate Matter Less than 10 Microns in Diameter; ppm = parts per million  

Source: California Air Resources Board 2023a 

As the Alternative 3 location is in the same air basin as the Proposed Project, the attainment status of the 
SDAB remains the same. The region is designated as a nonattainment area for the federal O3 standard and 
is also a nonattainment area for the state standards for O3, PM10, and PM2.5 (CARB 2022a). The SDAPCD 
recommends the usage of San Diego County thresholds of significance (San Diego County 2007) for air 
quality for construction and operational activities of land use development projects, which is shown in 
Table 3.1-4 in Section 3.1 Air Quality of this EIR. 

The nearest sensitive receptor is the Mariner’s Landing Apartments, which is located approximately 
0.28 mile east of the Alternative 3 site. 

As the Alternative 3 site is smaller than that of the Proposed Project, its predicted maximum daily 
construction-generated emissions would be lower. The Proposed Project’s construction-related emissions 
would not exceed the SDAPCD’s thresholds of significance, therefore, neither would the construction 
emissions for Alternative 3.  

Predicted maximum daily operational-generated emissions of criteria air pollutants such as PM10, PM2.5, 
CO, and SO2 and O3 precursors such as ROG and NOX would be lower for Alternative 3 than the Proposed 
Project. Operational emissions were estimated using the Project’s daily throughput, truck tanker capacity, 
and trip distances. As the Alternative 3 site is smaller and can only accommodate development on 
5.16 acres, the daily throughput and truck tanker capacity would be less than that of the Proposed Project 
and is assumed to be reduced by approximately 50 percent. Since the Proposed Project’s emissions would 
not exceed any SDAPCD thresholds for any criteria air pollutants during operations, neither would the 
operational emissions for Alternative 3. 

The emissions associated with Alternative 3 would not exceed any SDAPCD thresholds for criteria air 
pollutants during construction or operations; therefore, sensitive receptors would not be exposed to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. Additionally, this site is in a similar industrial area that would require 
a CUP. Although the Alternative 3 site is located in the City, it is not located in a neighborhood designated 
as a Portside Environmental Justice Community under the CARB Community Air Protection Program. 

The Proposed Project’s air quality analysis included a health risk assessment to evaluate health risks from 
construction and operation and the potential for emissions to expose nearby sensitive receptors to diesel 
particulate matter from heavy duty truck activity and rail activity. The health risk assessment demonstrated 
that neither Project operation nor construction would result in a significant contribution to cancer risk in 
the community or for the onsite workforce. Additionally, impacts related to non-cancer risk (chronic and 
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acute hazard index) are less than significant. Proposed Project emissions are below applicable adopted 
thresholds that that ensure air quality standards are attained and public health is protected. Because the 
predicted daily throughput would be 50 percent less than that identified for the Proposed Project, the 
emissions of Alternative 3 would be less than that of the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 would also not 
result in a significant contribution to cancer and non-cancer risk in the community. 

Due to the smaller site size and consequently reduced throughput of Alternative 3, the Project would 
likely not meet the operational efficiency requirements that are necessary to meet the Project objectives 
to deliver lower emissions to the San Diego market by reducing fuel transit truck miles more than the 
existing supply chain; facilitate the State’s commitment to achieve its stated goal of carbon neutrality by 
2045 and reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030; or expand the availability of 
renewable fuels to the region to advance the State’s Low-Carbon Fuels Standard goal and would not meet 
business performance metrics.  

Biological Resources 

The Alternative 3 site is mainly disturbed and developed/urban lands; however, the northern part of the 
parcel includes approximately 1 acre of the adjacent 2.2-acre Paradise Marsh, which is designated by the 
National Wetlands Inventory as an estuarine and marine wetland (USFWS 2024). Paradise Marsh is located 
within an identified priority area of the South San Diego Bay as identified in the report entitled 
“Acquisition Priorities for the Coastal Wetlands of California.” Paradise Marsh would be impacted under 
Alternative 3 to accommodate the Project components. Additional measures would be necessary to 
reduce the impacts of Alternative 3 to less than significant. 

Allowed uses within wetlands within the coastal zone are governed by Section 30233 of the Coastal Act, 
which includes a three-part test. The first test requires that the proposed wetland fill activity fit within one 
of the enumerated use categories described in Coastal Act Section 30233(a)(1)-(7). The second test 
requires that no feasible, less environmentally damaging alternative exists. The third test mandates that 
feasible mitigation measures be provided to minimize any of a project’s adverse environmental effects. 

The potential encroachment of Alternative 3 into the wetland would require further evaluation and 
permitting. For impacts to CCA areas, the Project would require consistency with the Local Coastal 
Program (LCP) and concurrence with the City, who presides over the LCP. Additionally, a connection of the 
wetland to TNW or to Interstate Waters, as determined by the USACE, would subject the aquatic resources 
to regulation under the CWA. 

The USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) database was reviewed in this analysis to 
determine the federal special-status plant and wildlife species with potential to occur in the vicinity of the 
Alternative 3 site. Table 5.6-3 shows the results of the IPaC database search. 

Table 5.6-3. IPaC Special-Status Plant and Wildlife Species 

Scientific Name Common Name Federal Status 

Plants 
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Table 5.6-3. IPaC Special-Status Plant and Wildlife Species 

Scientific Name Common Name Federal Status 

Acanthomintha ilicifolia San Diego thorn-mint Threatened 

Ambrosia pumila San Diego ambrosia Endangered 

Cordylanthus maritimus ssp. 
maritimus salt marsh bird's-beak Endangered 

Deinandra conjugens Otay tarplant Threatened 

Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii San Diego button-celery Endangered 

Orcuttia californica California orcutt Grass Endangered 

Wildlife 

Insects 

Danaus plexippus monarch butterfly Candidate 

Euphydryas editha quino quino checkerspot butterfly Endangered 

Crustaceans 

Branchinecta sandiegonensis San Diego fairy shrimp Endangered 

Streptocephalus woottoni Riverside fairy shrimp Endangered 

Amphibians 

Spea hammondii western spadefoot Proposed Threatened 

Reptiles 

Actinemys pallida southwestern pond turtle Proposed Threatened 

Birds 

Charadrius nivosus nivosus western snowy plover Threatened 

Empidonax traillii extimus southwestern willow flycatcher Endangered 

Polioptila californica californica coastal California gnatcatcher Threatened 

Rallus obsoletus levipes light-footed Ridgway’s rail Endangered 

Sternula antillarum browni California least tern Endangered 

Vireo bellii pusillus least Bell's vireo Endangered 

Mammals 

Perognathus longimembris pacificus pacific pocket mouse Endangered 

CDFW’s CNDDB database BIOS viewer was also reviewed to determine plant and wildlife species with 
known current or historical occurrences on the Alternative 3 site and within a 1-mile buffer.  

Plant species with recent (within 20 years) occurrences include the following: 
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