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Figure 6.2-2  Cumulative (2015) Intersection Levels of Service 
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Intersections found to be deficient in 2015 include those found to be deficient in the 2007 baseline 
condition (see Section 3.1) but result in somewhat higher delay.  Compared to baseline conditions, 2 
additional intersections at Orange Avenue / First Street and at Orange Avenue / Third Street are forecast 
to operate deficiently under 2015 cumulative conditions.   

The 1999 FEIS also evaluated 2015 conditions based on SANDAG traffic projections available during the 
time the study was being done.  Table 6.2-2 shows the results of the 1999 FEIS analysis of cumulative 
conditions (2015) for the intersections studied in the FEIS, compared to corresponding 2015 results from 
the 2008 Traffic Study. 

Table 6.2-2  Year 2015 Intersection LOS Cumulative Effects Comparison: 
1999 FEIS Projection and 2008 Traffic Study Projections 

Intersection Peak Hour 
1999 
FEIS 

2008 
Traffic 
Study 

Orange Ave. / First St. AM B B 
PM B F 

Orange Ave. / Third St. AM C F 
PM C D 

Orange Ave. / Fourth St. AM D B 
PM F F 

Orange Ave. / R.H. Dana Pl. AM C F 
PM D D 

Alameda Blvd. / Third St. AM n/a D 
PM n/a B 

Alameda Blvd. / Fourth St. AM B A 
PM F F 

 

Compared to the 1999 FEIS cumulative analysis, the projected intersection LOSs under the current 
cumulative analysis are generally worse except at Orange Avenue / Fourth Street, where the morning 
peak is projected to be better (LOS B vs. LOS D) in the current analysis, and Alameda Boulevard / Fourth 
Street, where the morning peak LOS is projected to improve to LOS A.  Both the 1999 FEIS and current 
cumulative analysis project LOS F conditions during the afternoon peak period at Orange Avenue / 
Fourth Street and Alameda Boulevard / Fourth Street.   

6.2.3.2 Cumulative Conditions (2015) Roadway Segment Analysis 

Cumulative roadway segment LOS and the volume-to-capacity ratios are summarized in Table 6.2-3.  
Under cumulative conditions, 12 roadway segments are found to be deficient LOS (LOS D or worse) with 
3 carriers in port.  Roadway segments found to be deficient in the cumulative condition are the same as in 
the 2007 baseline condition with the addition of one segment on Orange Avenue from Tenth Street to 
R.H. Dana Place.   

It should be noted that staggered work hours do not affect roadway segment analysis and only affect the 
traffic volumes during the peak periods, because the incremental daily traffic volumes generated from 3 
CVNs in port would be the same over a 24-hour time period with or without staggered work hours. 
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Table 6.2-3  Cumulative (2015) Conditions Roadway Segment LOS Summary 

Location Capacity 
3 CVNs 

ADT V/C(1) LOS 

First St. 
Alameda Blvd. To H Ave. 8,000 7,902 0.988 E 
H Ave. to Orange Ave. 8,000 9,453 1.182 F 

Third St. 
Alameda Blvd. to H Ave. 30,000 20,346 0.678 C 
H Ave. to Orange Ave. 30,000 21,571 0.719 C 
Orange Ave. to Pomona Ave. 30,000 42,453 1.415 F 

Fourth St. 
Alameda Blvd. to H Ave. 30,000 18,735 0.625 C 
H Ave. to Orange Ave. 30,000 20,115 0.671 C 
Orange Ave. to Pomona Ave. 30,000 35,311 1.177 F 

Sixth St. H Ave. to Orange Ave. 8,000 2,305 0.288 A 

Ocean Blvd. 
Marina Ave. to Alameda Blvd 15,000 8,430 0.562 C 
Alameda Blvd. to Orange Ave. 15,000 10,868 0.725 D 

Alameda 
Blvd. 

First St. to Third St. 15,000 5,080 0.339 B 
Third St. to Fourth St. 15,000 5,717 0.381 B 
Fourth St. to Sixth St. 15,000 8,782 0.585 C 
Sixth St. to Tenth St. 15,000 5,904 0.394 B 
Tenth St. to Ocean Blvd. 15,000 5,496 0.366 B 

Orange Ave. 

First St. to Third St. 30,000 14,093 0.470 C 
Third St. to Fourth St. 40,000 26,719 0.668 C 
Fourth St. to Sixth St. 40,000 34,575 0.864 D 
Sixth St. to Tenth St. 40,000 35,322 0.883 E 
Tenth St. to R.H. Dana Pl. 40,000 30,034 0.751 D 
R.H. Dana Pl. to Pomona Ave. 40,000 36,589 0.915 E 

Silver Strand 
Blvd (SR-75) 

Pomona Ave. to Tarawa Rd 40,000 40,620 1.016 F 
Tarawa Rd. to Tulagi Rd. 40,000 26,868 0.672 C 
Tulagi Rd. to Leyte Rd. 40,000 31,723 0.793 D 

Pomona Ave. 
Fourth St. to Glorietta Blvd 15,000 6,913 0.461 B 
Glorietta Blvd. to Silver Strand Blvd. 15,000 13,675 0.912 E 

(1) V/C denotes volume-to-capacity ratio 

6.2.4 Potential External Intersection Improvements  

It is important to note that the homeporting of 3 CVNs adds only a few trips to the area roadway network 
that were not already evaluated when a third carrier was assessed in the 1999 FEIS.  For example, the 
1999 FEIS assessed 3 CVNs in port assuming 3,115 Sailors per ship while the 2008 Traffic Study 
assesses an updated number using 3,217 Sailors per CVN.  As the resulting vehicular trips are within 3-4 
percent of one another, the potential improvements presented herein address the cumulative traffic 
impacts from the overall growth in traffic on the study area transportation network (related to both 
NASNI and community activities).   

When considering ways to mitigate cumulative effects in a project area, CEQ policy is to analyze the 
cause and effect relationship as to which effects may be minimized by designing mitigations to address 
that primary pathway.  This calls for identification of the direct effects on a specific resource, in this case 
the Navy traffic directly identifiable on the main arteries onto and off of NASNI.  An identifiable impact 
from NASNI-related commuters may be identified from Orange Avenue forward onto NASNI.  During 
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both A.M. and P.M. peak hours, there are 5 identifiable intersections where a cause and effect relationship 
may be studied and feasible mitigations designed.  These include: 

1. First Street and Alameda Boulevard 
2. Fourth Street and Alameda Boulevard 
3. First Street and Orange Avenue  
4. Third Street and Orange Avenue 
5. Fourth Street and Orange Avenue  

These intersections were identified as appropriate candidates for potential traffic improvements because 
NASNI is the logical destination for commuters using these intersections during the A.M. peak period, 
with a similar reverse flow logic applied to commuters exiting NASNI in the P.M. peak period.  As such, 
these intersections offer the most favorable application of possible mitigation strategies for directly 
addressing the impact of NASNI commuters on local roads. The performance of roadway segments 
analyzed in Section 6.2.3.2 is heavily influenced by the performance of these intersections; therefore, 
potential improvement strategies focus on the intersections. 

These intersection mitigations were designed as potential traffic improvements using enhancement 
strategies that focus on the pathways where the most achievable reduction in impact might be applied, and 
therefore are considered the most effective for reducing cumulative effects.  Since these improvements 
represent physical modifications to road network infrastructure, and are intended to address cumulative 
traffic conditions, they are not related specifically or exclusively to NASNI traffic associated with any 
particular number of CVNs in port at the same time. 

Table 6.2-4 lists potential traffic improvement measures based on whether right-of-way acquisition is 
required.  Table 6.2-4 also identifies the resulting effect on traffic conditions at key intersections along 
primary access routes serving NASNI as they relate to the potential traffic improvements. These 
improvements would have beneficial results in both the short and long term and would reduce cumulative 
effects on traffic. 

As shown in Table 6.2-4, the identified improvements would result in acceptable LOS conditions at all 
but 1 of the 5 intersections (Fourth Street and Orange Avenue).  The projected cumulative traffic flows at 
the intersection of Fourth Street / Orange Avenue cannot achieve LOS D or better conditions through 
intersection widening measures alone.  The City of Coronado has been advocating further studies of 
improvements that involve grade separation options for this intersection.  While the incremental traffic 
contribution of the CVN does not require these improvements, implementation of the grade separation 
option would improve traffic operations at the Orange Avenue intersections with Third and Fourth 
Avenues to acceptable LOS conditions. 

Each of these potential improvements is under the jurisdiction of either the City of Coronado or 
CALTRANS and would require funding and implementation through the appropriate agencies.  The local 
funding of identified potential traffic improvements may sometimes include federal grants or Defense 
Access Road (DAR) certification for DOD funding, which would be administered through the local 
transportation organizations.  The DOD does not provide funding or management of road improvements 
outside its property, except as may be authorized by law under the DAR Program, or special legislation. 
The DAR Program is the only authority the Navy has to address these recommended improvements.  The 
Navy will submit requests for certification under the DAR Program to determine whether DOD can 
legally pay its fair share of the referenced potential traffic improvements. 
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Table 6.2-4  External Traffic Improvements Under 2015 Cumulative Conditions 

Intersection Traffic 
Control 

Peak 
Hour1 

3 CVNs 
Staggered 

3 CVNs 
Staggered After 
Improvements Description 

Delay2 LOS3 Delay2 LOS3 
Options with No Right-Of-Way Acquisition4 

First St & 
Alameda 
Blvd 

AWS 

AM 235.1 F 3.8  A 
Implement inbound only 
configuration during A.M. peak 
hour (requires manual traffic 
control and cone layout during 
implementation) and manual 
traffic control during the P.M. peak 
hour Figure 6.2-8. 

PM 98.0 F 10.5  B 

Fourth St & 
Alameda 
Blvd 

S 
AM 6.5 A 6.6  A Add an exclusive eastbound right-

turn lane Figure 6.2-9. PM 83.5 F 42.7  D 

First St. & 
Orange Ave 
(2 Options) 

S 

AM 10.7 B 10.7  B 

Remove parking along the south 
side of First St., west of Orange 
Ave.  Re-stripe west leg along 
First St. to accommodate an 
eastbound through lane and a 
shared eastbound right-
turn/bicycle lane. (optional 
diagonal parking along Orange 
Ave.) Figure 6.2-3 and 6.2-4. 

PM 138.6 F 8.4  A 

Fourth St & 
Orange Ave 
(Option 1) 

S 
AM 18.2 B 18.0  B Remove some of the median on 

the north side of Orange Ave. to 
accommodate a triple southbound 
left-turn pocket Figure 6.2-6. PM 168.3 F 131.5  F 

Options with Right-Of-Way Acquisition4 

Third St & 
Orange Ave S 

AM 124.5 F 46.0  D 

Acquire right-of-way on the south 
side of the east leg along Third St. 
Re-stripe the east leg along Third 
St. to accommodate dual-
westbound left-turn lanes.  Trim 
down median on south side of 
Orange Ave. to allow for 
improved radius for westbound 
left traffic Figure 6.2-5. 

PM 43.4 D 26.7  C 

Fourth St & 
Orange Ave 
(Option 2) 

S 

AM 18.2 B 14.9  B 
Acquire right-of-way on the south 
side of the east leg along Fourth 
St. Channelize the northbound 
right-turn lane along Orange Ave. 
Remove parking along Fourth St 
to accommodate the northbound 
right free movement Figure 6.2-7. 

PM 168.3 F 107.2 F 

Notes: 
1Peak Hour (military) refers to morning (6:15 to 7:15 A.M.) and afternoon (2:30 to 3:30 P.M.) periods each weekday during which 
the bulk of NASNI-related commute trips occur and traffic impacts are likely to be the greatest.  
2Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle. 
3LOS = Level of Service, a measure of traffic congestion at an intersection or road segment; rated on a scale of A to F. 
4 Right of Way Acquisition refers to public-owned land that is acquired for public means. 
AWS = All Way Stop; S = Signal 
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There is no guarantee that certification from this program will be obtained.  The DAR program itself does 

not have funds for such improvements.  As with other construction programs, the funding for such 

improvements (if found eligible) would come through the annual appropriations request process.  In the 

event certification by the DAR Program is not obtained, the Navy may seek other funding sources from 

special legislation.   

First Street & Orange Avenue (Option 1) 

At this location, two options have been provided.  The first option includes restrictions on use of 

approximately 5 metered on-street parking spaces during the P.M. peak, including a commercial loading 

zone on the south side of First Street just west of the intersection.  The commercial loading zone would be 

relocated west of the existing alley.  With the removal of the parking spaces, an exclusive right-turn lane 

from First Street to Orange Avenue would be re-striped.  Figure 6.2-3 shows a conceptual sketch of the 

improvements at this intersection. 

Figure 6.2-3  Potential Traffic Improvement (External) 

at First Street and Orange Avenue (Option 1) 

 

Potential benefits of this improvement include: 

 Improves intersection conditions from LOS F to LOS A in the P.M. peak hour (no LOS change in 

A.M. peak hour). 

Improves intersection performance without permanently losing 5 metered parking spaces, an existing 

commercial loading area, and the landscaped median. 

Restricted parking along South side of First St, west of Orange 
Ave. (a loss of 5 metered spaced durning PM peak hours). 
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First Street & Orange Avenue (Option 2) 

The second option is similar to the first option, but includes a larger curb return radius to accommodate 

the larger trucks turning right onto Orange Avenue from First Street and the removal of the 5 metered on-

street parking spaces.  In addition, approximately 40 diagonal parking stalls along the west side of Orange 

Avenue between First Street and Second Street would be provided, which creates a net increase of 

approximately 10 to 15 parking spaces.  In order to accommodate the diagonal parking spaces, 

approximately 12 feet of the existing landscaped median would need to be removed.  Figure 6.2-4 shows 

a conceptual sketch of the improvements at this intersection.  

Figure 6.2-4  Potential Traffic Improvements (External) 

at First Street and Orange Avenue (Option 2) 

 

 

This improvement would improve the intersection LOS to the same extent as Option 1; however, this 

option would require the permanent loss of 5 metered parking spaces, an existing commercial loading 

area, and a landscaped median area, which might make it unacceptable to the City of Coronado. 
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Third Street & Orange Avenue 

At this location, the improvement would consist of adding a second westbound left-turn lane from Third 

Street to Orange Avenue.  In order for this to occur, Third Street would need to be widened to the south 

and would require right-of-way acquisition.  In addition, the center median along Orange Avenue would 

be trimmed to accommodate the turns from the addition of the second left-turn lane.  Figure 6.2-5 shows a 

conceptual sketch of the improvements at this intersection. 

Figure 6.2-5  Potential Traffic Improvements (External) 

 at Third Street and Orange Avenue 

 

 

This improvement would improve A.M. peak hour intersection conditions from LOS F to LOS D but 

would require right-of-way acquisition, which may make it unacceptable to the City of Coronado. 
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Fourth Street & Orange Avenue (Option 1) 

At this location, 2 options have been provided as mitigation.  The first option consists of adding a third 

southbound left-turn lane from Orange Avenue to Fourth Street.  In order to accomplish this mitigation, 

approximately 12 feet of the existing landscaped median would need to be removed to accommodate the 

left-turn lane.  Field work indicated that no major utilities would need to be relocated and no right-of-way 

acquisition would be required.  Figure 6.2-6 shows a conceptual sketch of the improvements at this 

intersection. 

Figure 6.2-6  Potential Traffic Improvements (External) 

 at Fourth Street and Orange Avenue (Option 1) 

 

 

This option would provide some measure of improvement in time of delay at the intersection, but the 

overall LOS would remain at LOS F during the P.M. peak hour.  It may be more acceptable to the City of 

Coronado because it requires no right-of-way acquisition. 



CVN Homeporting Final SEIS   December 2008 

6.0  Cumulative Analysis  6-21 

Fourth Street & Orange Avenue (Option 2) 

The second option consists of channelizing the northbound right-turn movement from Orange Avenue to 

Fourth Street, which would require right-of-way acquisition of the property located at the southeast corner 

of the intersection.  This mitigation would allow vehicles in this movement to get through the intersection 

without stopping, resulting in fewer delays.  To accommodate this mitigation, approximately 14 parking 

spaces on the south side of Fourth Street between Orange Avenue and C Avenue would be removed to 

allow for the fourth lane (an acceleration lane on Fourth Street).  This parking could be replaced by 

constructing a surface lot on the acquired property.  In addition, the existing MTS bus stop would have to 

be relocated.  Figure 6.2-7 shows a conceptual sketch of the improvements at this intersection. 

Figure 6.2-7  Potential Traffic Improvements (External) 

 at Fourth Street and Orange Avenue (Option 2) 

 

 

This option would provide marginal improvement in delay at the intersection, but the intersection would 

remain at LOS F during the P.M. peak hour.  It may be less acceptable to the City of Coronado than 

Option 1 because it requires right-of-way acquisition.  
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First Street & Alameda Boulevard 

This improvement would implement an inbound only configuration on First Street during the A.M. peak-

hour during the infrequent times when 3 homeported carriers are in port.  This one-way configuration 

would minimize queuing at the First Street Gate by providing 4 lanes of inbound traffic during the 

morning peak period.  During one-way operation, eastbound traffic along Quay Road would have access 

to Exchange Way.  During the P.M. peak-hour, the intersection would return to its normal operation with 

inbound and outbound traffic, but would still require manual traffic control.  Figure 6.2-8 shows a 

conceptual sketch of the improvements at this intersection. 

Figure 6.2-8  Potential Traffic Improvements (Internal/External) 

at First Street and Alameda Boulevard 

 

On-base, this option would require installation of 2 signs along Quay Road to divert exiting traffic to the 

gate at McCain Boulevard during the A.M. peak period.  In addition, traffic cones would be placed along 

Quay Road to merge and separate both eastbound and westbound traffic.  Off-base, this option would 

require manual traffic control at the intersection, and traffic cones would be laid out in the middle of the 

intersection to channelize the vehicles turning left from Alameda Boulevard.     

Benefits of this improvement include: 

 Improves intersection conditions from LOS F to LOS A in the A.M. peak hour and from LOS F to 

LOS B in the P.M. peak-hour.  

 Reduces the formation of queues onto City of Coronado streets. 

 Most of the improvements are on NASNI and can be accomplished using Navy resources. 
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Fourth Street & Alameda Boulevard  

The traffic analysis performed for this intersection assumes that the City will install a traffic signal in 

2008.  As a temporary measure before this signal installation, the Navy has used its personnel to manage 

exiting NASNI traffic by controlling or “stacking” vehicles movements that essentially mimics the effects 

on traffic done by a traffic signal.  The potential additional improvement would consist of adding an 

exclusive eastbound right-turn lane along McCain Boulevard for vehicles turning right onto Alameda 

Boulevard.  This improvement would help separate exiting traffic from NASNI and improve the overall 

traffic flow through this intersection, especially during the P.M. peak-hour.  Additional minor signal 

modifications will be needed.  Figure 6.2-9 shows a conceptual sketch of the improvements at this 

intersection.  

Figure 6.2-9  Potential Traffic Improvements (Internal/External) 

at Fourth Street and Alameda Boulevard 

 

 

Benefits of this improvement would include: 

 Improves intersection conditions from LOS F to LOS D in the P.M. peak-hour. 

 Most of the improvements are on NASNI and can be easily accomplished using Navy resources. 

 City of Coronado work only involves: potential retiming of traffic signal and installation of 

sensors and sequencing equipment. 

TS=assumed traffic signal 
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6.2.5 Additional Potential Measures 

Given the established effectiveness of staggered work times when 3 CVNs are in port simultaneously (see 
Chapter 3.1), the Navy could further reduce peak hour traffic volumes and improve intersection LOS by 
expanding the staggered work hour approach to the more frequent times when 2 CVNs are in port 
simultaneously.  Similarly, voluntary early start times on days when only 1 CVN is in port would also 
help to expand the peak periods to avoid direct overlap with civilian peak hour traffic times in the 
community.     

The Navy has evaluated potential traffic calming measures to improve vehicle and pedestrian safety on 
Third and Fourth Streets.  These potential improvements are under the jurisdiction of either the City of 
Coronado or CALTRANS and would require funding and implementation through the appropriate 
agencies.  The goal of calming the traffic is to keep speeds slow, allow bicycles and pedestrians to cross 
the streets easier, and maintain the capacity of these streets so that traffic does not divert to other routes. 
The objective would be to 
maintain traffic flow in the travel 
lanes, while encouraging vehicles 
to travel at or near the posted 25 
mph speed limit. These measures 
improve pedestrian safety, but do 
not impede traffic flow. The 
concept includes pedestrian 
activated crosswalks and bulb-outs 
(curb extensions, as shown in 
Figure 6.2-10) placed at 
intersections outside the travel lanes at up to 5 locations along the corridor indicated in Figure 6.2-11. 
Pedestrian activated crosswalks can either be activated manually by a pedestrian, or automatically when a 
pedestrian passes through an activation zone. 

The potential locations are where there are existing crosswalks on Third and Fourth Streets at their 
intersections with I Avenue and F Avenue and at Fourth Street and Glorietta Boulevard.  The bulb-outs 
narrow the street to the same extent a parked car would, but do not restrict the flow of vehicles in traffic 
lanes. Bulb-outs place pedestrians in a position where they are more visible to on-coming traffic, and they 
also shorten the distance that pedestrians must cross. The potential bulb-outs would preclude parking at 
the intersection.  The illuminated crosswalk is used to make the crosswalk more visible when a pedestrian 
is allowed to cross.  It is suggested that these installations be push button activated, which would allow 
the crossing time to be controlled so as to not interfere with traffic signal progression.   

6.3 TRAFFIC RELATED AIR QUALITY 

6.3.1 Description of Geographic Study Area 

The study area for the traffic-related air quality cumulative impact analysis includes the area encompassed 
by the traffic study (Appendix C).  The assessment of traffic related air quality is based on the worst case 
scenario of 3 CVNs non-staggered during the maximum build-out time frame 2030. 

Figure 6.2-10 Example of Typical Bulb-outs 



Smart System crosswalk locations

Figure 6.2-11
Potential Traffic Calming Improvements to Third and Fourth Streets 
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6.3.2 Relevant Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions  

Baseline conditions as determined by actual traffic counts undertaken for the 2008 Traffic Study account 
for all current and past actions that may have affected the traffic volumes in the area, and hence traffic-
related air quality in the area.  This section does not capture any construction related air quality that is 
currently ongoing, as this is a short term impact.  Construction-related air quality is discussed in Section 
6.4.  All future actions as they relate to traffic are captured in the 2030 traffic projections in the 2008 
Traffic Study.  These projections include projects and activities that may be associated with Navy actions, 
coastal development, and general population growth.  Traffic-related air quality estimates are based on the 
worst case scenario of 3 CVNs non-staggered during the maximum build-out time frame 2030. 

6.3.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis  

Cumulative effects related to traffic-related air quality would not be significant.  Results of the CO, PM, 
and MSAT traffic-impact analysis indicate that potential traffic-related emissions would not violate the 
NAAQS.  In addition, since the traffic forecasts used during the impact analysis for CO, PM, and MSATs 
included the estimated vehicle trips associated with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, potential cumulative adverse impacts are reflected in the analysis results.  Therefore, increased 
traffic volumes associated with homeported CVNs, in conjunction with traffic generated by other projects 
on or in the vicinity of NASNI, would not result in significant cumulative air quality impacts. 

6.4 CONSTRUCTION RELATED AIR QUALITY 

6.4.1 Description of Geographic Study Area 

The study area for the construction-related air quality cumulative impact analysis includes NASNI and the 
rest of Coronado.   

6.4.2 Relevant Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions  

Due to the short period of time that pollutants produced from the construction can be found in the study 
area, for a project to be considered for cumulative impacts as it relates to construction-related air quality, 
it must also occur during the anticipated construction period (2009) of the Proposed Action.  Applicable 
projects from those listed in Section 6.1 include:  

• Special Project RM11-05 Quaywall Repair 
• P-503 Child Development Centers 
• Special Projects RM05-06 and RM201-07 Hangar Renovations 
• NASNI Navy Lodge Expansion and Cottages 
• Glorietta Bay Marina Rebuild 
• Broadway Pier Cruise Ship Terminal (possible) 
• Hotel del Coronado condominium project (possible) 

In addition, other development projects in and around the bay could contribute to cumulative air quality 
impacts. 

6.4.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis  

The Berth LIMA improvements in conjunction with other contemporaneous construction activities in and 
around the study area would collectively generate short-term, temporary emissions from construction-
associated vehicles and equipment.  Such emissions would adversely impact air quality in the area.  
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However, cumulative construction-related emissions are expected to be below de minimis threshold 
levels, and would not be considered regionally significant (i.e., greater than 10 percent of the air basin’s 
emission budgets).  Due to the mobile nature of most construction emission sources, variations in the 
timing of cumulative projects, and the relatively short duration of project effects, potential impacts would 
be somewhat moderated over space and/or time.  Therefore, the Proposed Action, in conjunction with 
other projects in the study area, would result in air quality impacts that are adverse but not significant. 

6.5 TRAFFIC RELATED NOISE 

6.5.1 Description of Geographic Study Area 

The study area for analysis of cumulative traffic-related noise impacts includes the area encompassed by 
the traffic study (Appendix C).  Traffic related noise is based on the worst case scenario of 3 CVNs non-
staggered during the maximum build-out time frame 2030. 

6.5.2 Relevant Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions  

Baseline conditions are based off of current actual traffic counts.  These counts account for all current and 
past actions that may have affected the traffic in the area and hence traffic related noise levels in the area.  
This section does not capture any construction noise that is currently ongoing as this is a short term 
impact.  Construction related noise can be found in Section 6.6. 

All future actions as they relate to traffic are captured in the 2030 traffic projections.  Traffic related noise 
is based off of the worst case scenario of 3 CVNs non staggered during the greatest built out time frame 
2030. 

6.5.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis  

Potential cumulative traffic-related noise impacts would only be experienced in areas that are in proximity 
to both the noise sources related to the Proposed Action and noise sources associated with other, 
concurrent projects in the same area (i.e., the NASNI neighborhood).  Because the traffic forecasts used 
for the traffic noise impact analysis described in Section 3.3.2 include the trips from past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects, the potential cumulative adverse impacts are fully considered in 
the analysis results. The results show that cumulative impacts on traffic noise in the NASNI 
neighborhood would not be significant. 

6.6 CONSTRUCTION RELATED NOISE 

6.6.1 Description of Geographic Study Area 

The geographic study area for analysis of the cumulative effects of construction-related noise is defined 
as the area within which noise levels generated at the project site would attenuate to current ambient 
levels in the vicinity of sensitive noise receptors.  As described in Section 4.2, noise sensitive receptors 
occur approximately 2,000 feet from the Berth LIMA construction site and noise measurements indicate a 
range of ambient noise nearby of 66 to 78 dB, levels indicative of a busy daytime urban area or a typical 
commercial area.  It is anticipated that the worst-case pile driving operations at the berth would result in a 
noise level at these locations of approximately 67 dBA (Appendix F).  Therefore, for the purposes of this 
analysis, the study area for cumulative effects is defined by a radius of 2,000 feet surrounding Berth 
LIMA. 
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6.6.2 Relevant Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Planned projects expected to occur within the study area radius and in the same general time frame as the 
Proposed Action include Special Project RM11-05 Quaywall Repair and P-503 Child Development 
Center projects.  

6.6.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis  

The construction activities associated with the Proposed Action and the relevant cumulative projects 
would cause an intermittent, temporary, and noticeable increase in noise within the study area.  However, 
the impact pile driver would be the dominant noise source and it would only be utilized for the Proposed 
Action.  Other nearby projects would utilize equipment that generates considerably less noise, which 
would effectively be absorbed by the louder noise from the proposed project.  Accordingly, the noise 
analysis in Section 4.2 would apply as well to the cumulative project conditions.  The projects would 
collectively increase noise levels in the study area, which would be an adverse impact to the environment, 
but this impact would not be significant. 

6.7 CONSTRUCTION RELATED IMPACTS ON BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

6.7.1 Description of Geographic Study Area 

The study area for the analysis of cumulative effects on biological resources encompasses San Diego Bay.   

6.7.2 Relevant Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Relevant projects that would potentially occur during the same time frame and in the same geographical 
area as the proposed project include:  

• Special Project RM11-05 Quaywall Repairs 

• MILCON P-118, Pier 5002 Sub Fender Installation at NBPL 

• MILCON P-135, Magnetic Silencing Facility at NBPL 

• MILCON P-793V, Relocation of EMR and AMIMS Systems to NBPL and Naval Base 
Coronado.   

6.7.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis  

The construction activities associated with the proposed project would cause temporary impacts to 
biological resources in the geographic study area.  These temporary impacts would be cumulative with the 
temporary effects of other construction and similar projects at NASNI and in the geographic study area 
undertaken within the same or similar timeframe.  While the adjacent quaywall repair project is expected 
to be completed before commencement of the proposed infrastructure improvements at Berth LIMA, 
there may cumulative effects to biological resources from the frequency and long term duration of 
environmental effects such as noise, in-water turbidity and air emissions.  These cumulative effects would 
not be significant. 

Plankton communities in the area would temporarily be disturbed by the suspension of sediments 
resulting from in-water construction.  Phytoplankton communities could be distressed due to a decrease in 
light levels from suspended sediments.  As the resuspension of sediments would be a short term and 
limited geographic event and plankton populations are dynamic and constantly replenished, cumulative 
impacts would be temporary and minimal to the phytoplankton communities of San Diego Bay.  
Similarly, there would be cumulative but temporary and minimal impacts to marine algae. 
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Marine invertebrates would be displaced during in-water construction activities of the proposed project 
and similar projects.  Mobile invertebrates would likely leave the areas, whereas sedentary and infaunal 
(living in the sediments) invertebrates could be harmed during in-water construction activities.  Soft 
bottom sediments that support invertebrates in the project areas are found throughout the bay, so those 
organisms that are mobile could move to nearby areas of comparable habitat.  As new recruitment would 
replenish invertebrate populations post-construction, negative impacts to invertebrates would be 
temporary and minimal. 

Continuing construction activity would result in noise and localized turbidity that would likely cause fish 
to disperse away from the area.  For those projects involving pile driving similar to the proposed project, 
noise from pile driving would not be at levels determined by NMFS to harm fish hearing (> 180 dB) more 
than a few feet away from where the pile is being driven (NMFS 2008).  Thus, due to the mobility of 
these organisms and temporary, localized nature of disturbance, impacts to fish would be temporary and 
minimal.   

Seabirds occur in large numbers in the project area and geographic study area.  Noise from construction 
activities may disturb birds for the duration of these activities, but no destruction of bird habitat or nests 
would take place.  Additionally, no impacts defined by the MBTA would occur.  Birds are highly mobile, 
and as construction activities involve slowly moving vessels and vehicles, birds would avoid the area if 
disturbed.   

Pile driving activities would result in underwater noise levels less than that determined to cause harm to 
pinnipeds by NMFS (190 dB [68 FR 64595]).  Marine mammals are highly mobile organisms, and 
therefore, if disturbed by pile driving or vessel traffic would likely leave the area.  To avoid or minimize 
potential effects to marine mammals, construction staff on Navy projects would be informed in writing of 
the possibility of such occurrences and the general appearance of the species.  Upon detection of a marine 
mammal within 100 feet of the active construction site, staff would temporarily suspend activities until 
the animal moves to a distance of at least 100 feet from the construction area.  Given the anticipated low 
levels of disturbance, limited abundance of these animals in the project region, and implementation of 
preventative measures, cumulative project activities would not adversely affect marine mammals.  

Federally listed birds known to reside in or near the proposed project area include the California brown 
pelican and California least tern.  Like other seabirds, these species are highly mobile, and if disturbed 
may leave the area.  No nesting habitat would be impacted and relatively distant noise from construction 
activities is unlikely to disturb birds during nesting or foraging activities.   

Green sea turtles are highly mobile organisms, and if present, would likely avoid the projects areas.  
There have been limited studies on sea turtle hearing capabilities, but the available data show that sea 
turtles can only hear moderately low frequency sounds, and have relatively low sensitivity within the 
range they are capable of hearing (Bartol et al. 1999; Ketten and Bartol 1995).  Pile driving and other 
construction activities would probably deter sea turtles from closely approaching the work area, and as a 
result, the likelihood that a sea turtle would get close enough to experience any effects is remote.  To 
avoid or minimize potential effects to green sea turtles, construction staff for Navy projects will be trained 
to detect and monitor movements of green sea turtles.  Upon the sighting of a green sea turtle within 100 
feet of the active construction site, staff would suspend activities until the animal moved to a distance of 
at least 100 feet from the construction area.  Additionally, the Navy will continue to monitor tagged green 
sea turtles for presence and distribution throughout the bay for the remainder of the study period (January 
2009) as part of the joint Navy-Port of San Diego-NMFS efforts to detect green sea turtles in the San 
Diego Bay using hydrophone gates and acoustic tags (NAVFAC SW 2008a).  The Navy/Port study has 
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documented 36 acoustic tag detections of 5 tagged green sea turtles south of the Naval Amphibious Base.  
To date, there have been no acoustic detections in the north bay or proposed project area; however, one 
visual sighting of a green sea turtle within the project area has been confirmed.  Therefore, due to the rare 
occurrence of this species in the projects areas and preventative measures in place by the Navy, 
construction activities associated with the proposed project and similar projects and activities assessed in 
the cumulative impact analyses may affect, but are not likely to adversely affect the green sea turtle. 

6.8 CONSTRUCTION-RELATED IMPACTS ON MARINE WATER QUALITY 

6.8.1 Description of Geographic Study Area 

The study area for the analysis of cumulative effects of construction on marine water quality is the 
NASNI turning basin.  Due to the short duration that sediment produced from the construction remains 
suspended in the water column before dissipating and/or settling back to the bay floor, for other projects 
to be considered for cumulative impacts, they must also occur during the anticipated construction period 
and be in relatively close proximity to the proposed project.  

6.8.2 Relevant Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

The only relevant project for consideration of cumulative effects to this resource is Special Project RM11-
05 Quaywall Repair. 

6.8.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis  

The construction activities associated with the proposed project would cause an intermittent, temporary, 
and marginal short-term increase in the sediments in the water column in the vicinity of the project site.  
The quaywall repair project is expected to be completed prior to the start of construction associated with 
the proposed project and the water quality impacts associated with this proposed project are temporary in 
nature and are expected to have dispersed prior to the impacts associated with the Proposed Action.  As 
no additional past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects are programmed for locations in 
this immediate vicinity during the proposed construction period, the temporary cumulative, construction-
related marine water quality impacts would be essentially the same as the impacts described in Section 
4.4.2 and they would not be significant. 

6.9 EROSION  

6.9.1 Description of Geographic Study Area 

Based upon comments received during public scoping, the geographic study area for the analysis of 
cumulative effects associated with erosion is limited to the shoreline along First Street, Coronado, 
California and areas immediately in front of this shoreline.  As described in Section 5.2, hydrodynamic 
modeling of currents and the interrelated effects of dredging in San Diego Bay indicates that dredging of 
the turning basin offshore of NASNI is not a factor in the ongoing erosion along First Street.  
Accordingly, this analysis focuses solely on potential cumulative erosion effects of wakes caused by ship 
and boat movements in the study area.  

6.9.2 Relevant Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

According to the 2005 San Diego Harbor and Safety Plan, and as shown in Table 6.9-1, a large number of 
ocean-going vessels utilize San Diego Bay each year, with recreational boating and commercial excursion 
trips representing the largest proportion of vessel movements.  Larger vessels tend to travel slowly 
through the bay, but all boats and ships can be expected to generate wakes as they move through the 
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water.  Wake size, speed, and potential for erosive effects are more a factor of the speed of the vessel 
through the water as opposed to the size of the vessel. 

Table 6.9-1  Annual Ship, Boat, and Vessel Movements in San Diego Bay 

Vessel Type Dimensions Vessel 
Movements %TotalLength (feet) Beam (feet) Draft (feet) 

Cargo1  (largest vessel) 1,000 106 41 433 <1% 
Cruise Ship  (largest vessel) 1,000 106 34 130 <1% 
Excursion  (largest vessel) 151 42 8.5 60,572 21% 
Commercial Sportfishing 123 32 13 10,094 4% 
Military  (largest vessel) 1,115 252 (flight deck) 39 10,000 3% 
Tug Boats2  (largest vessel) 102 38 18 >7,000 2% 
Recreation3 unknown unknown unknown <200,000 69% 
Totals    ≈288,229 100% 
1Cargo includes bulk, container, general cargo, and roll on/roll off vessel types. 
2Actual tug movements in the bay are greater than the figure shown; tug movements in the inner harbor alone exceed 7,000 for a 
typical year. 
3Actual recreation boat movements are smaller than the figure shown; recreation boat movement data includes Mission Bay.  If 
recreational boat movements were cut in half, and the number of tug boat movements remained unchanged, then military ship 
movements would constitute about 5 percent of total annual ship, boat, and vessel movements in San Diego Bay. 
Source: HSC 2005 
 
6.9.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis  

As discussed in Section 5.2, there are several contributing factors that influence shoreline erosion, 
including natural processes (currents, wind, waves), lack of sediment replenishment, uncoordinated 
construction of erosion control structures, and use of unconsolidated artificial fill.  Boat wakes may 
contribute to erosion given the similarity to wave action (Navy hasn’t studied the general effects of 
wakes); but the analysis in Chapter 5 found that CVNs do not contribute to erosion along First Street.  
Military vessels, on average, represent approximately 3 to 5 percent of total annual ship, boat, and vessel 
movements in San Diego Bay (Table 6.9-1).  Of the 10,000 average annual military vessel movements in 
San Diego Bay, only 52 are from aircraft carriers (NAVOPS 2008).  Therefore, total movements from all 
aircraft carriers constitute only 0.02 percent of the average annual boat, ship, and vessel movements in 
San Diego Bay.  In addition, aircraft carriers and other larger military vessels tend to travel slowly 
through the middle of the bay, thereby limiting the potential for generating sizeable wakes that would 
impact the shoreline.  Lastly, CVNs do not travel south of the turning basin because of their deep drafts 
and the shallower depths in front of the First Street properties; therefore, CVNs do not represent a source 
of wake-generated erosion along First Street.  While it is possible that wakes from certain types of boats 
(fast-moving recreational watercraft, for example) may contribute to erosion along First Street, military 
vessels would not be expected to contribute to any cumulative impacts on erosion in the study area. 
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CHAPTER 7  
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS REQUIRED BY NEPA 

Activities associated with the proposed minor infrastructure improvements at NASNI would comply with 
applicable federal, state, and local requirements with regard to the human environment.  The federal acts, 
executive orders, policies, and plans that apply include the following:  NEPA; Clean Air Act (CAA) and 
Federal General Conformity Rule; Clean Water Act (CWA); Rivers and Harbors Act; Coastal Zone 
Management Act (CZMA); Endangered Species Act (ESA); Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act; 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act; Marine Mammal Protection Act 
(MMPA); Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and Executive Order (EO) 13186; National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA); Executive Order (EO) 12898, Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations; EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks; EO 
12372, Coordination with State and Regional Agencies; the Naval Base Coronado Integrated Cultural 
Resources Management Plan (ICRMP); and the Naval Base Coronado Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan (INRMP).  Relevant state, local, and regional plans, policies, and controls include:  
California Coastal Act (CCA); San Diego INRMP, and San Diego County Air Pollution Control District 
(SDCAPCD) Rules and Regulations.  These requirements are primarily relevant to the proposed 
infrastructure construction.  However, as relevant, they have also been considered in the supplemental 
analysis of environmental impacts from the actions under the 2000 ROD. 

7.1 CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL LAND USE 
PLANS, POLICIES, AND CONTROLS 

NASNI has a long history of being a land use that support Navy ships.  The Navy fully anticipates using 
NASNI as a future naval base.  The Navy adheres to all relevant laws and requirements applicable to its 
operations, maintenance and new construction activities.  Table 7.1-1 provides a comprehensive list, 
organized by environmental resource, of federal and state environmental statutes, regulations and 
executive orders relevant to environmental analysis of the proposed minor construction and to a lesser 
extent to the supplemental analysis of environmental impacts.  The table is followed by a more detailed 
description of the applicable laws and regulations. 

Table 7.1-1  Major Environmental Statutes, Regulations, and Executive Orders  Relevant 
to Proposed Minor Construction 

Environmental 
Resources Statute, Regulation, or Executive Order 

Geology, Topography, 
and Soils 

• National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  (NPDES) Construction Activity 
General Permit (40 CFR 122-124) 

Wetlands and 
Floodplains 

• Section 401 and 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 (Public 
 Law  [PL] 92-500) 

• EPA, Subchapter D-Water Programs 40 CFR 100-149 (105 ref) 
• Floodplain Management-1977 (EO 11988) 
• Protection of Wetlands-1977 (EO 11990) 
• Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986 (PL 99-645) 
• North American Wetlands Conservation Act of 1989 (PL 101-233)  



December 2008  CVN Homeporting Final SEIS 

7-2  7.0  Other Considerations Required by NEPA 

Table 7.1-1  Major Environmental Statutes, Regulations, and Executive Orders  Relevant 
to Proposed Minor Construction 

Environmental 
Resources Statute, Regulation, or Executive Order 

Water Resources 

• Federal Water Pollution Control Act (FWPCA) of 1972 (PL 92-500) and 
 Amendments 

• CWA of 1977 (PL 95-217) 
• NPDES Construction Activity General Permit (40 CFR 122-124) 
• NPDES Industrial Permit and NPDES MS4 Permit 
• CWA 40 CFR 112 Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure 
• EPA, Subchapter D-Water Programs (40 CFR 100-145) 
• Water Quality Act of 1987 (PL 100-4) 
• EPA, Subchapter N-Effluent Guidelines and Standards (40 CFR 401-471) 
• Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 
• CZMA of 1972 (16 U.S.C. Section [§] 1451)  
• CCA of 1976 

Air Quality 

• CAA of 1970 (PL 95-95), as amended in 1977 and 1990 (PL 91-604) 
• CAA General Conformity Rule (40 CFR Part 93 
• EPA, Subchapter C-Air Programs (40 CFR 52-99) 
• 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart PPPPP, NESHAP 
• SDCAPCD Rules and Regulations 

Noise 

• Noise Control Act of 1972 (PL 92-574) and Amendments of 1978 (PL 95-609) 
• EPA, Subchapter G-Noise Abatement Programs (40 CFR 201-211) 
• City of Coronado Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance (Title 41, section 

41.10.040) 

Biological Resources 

• Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 
• Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 (PL 85-654) 
• Sikes Act of 1960 (PL 86-97) and Amendments of 1986 (PL 99-561) and 1997 (PL 

 105-85 Title XXIX)  
• ESA of 1973 (PL 93-205) and Amendments of 1988 (PL 100-478) 
• Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980 (PL 96-366) 
• Marine Mammal Protection Act and Amendments of 1994 (PL Public Law 103-238) 
• Lacey Act Amendments of 1981 (PL 97-79) 
• Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, as amended by the 

 Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-267) 
• Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds (EO 13186) 

Cultural Resources 

• NHPA (16 USC 470 et seq.) (PL 89-865) and Amendments of 1980 (PL 96-515) and 
 1992 (PL 102-575) 

• Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment-1971 (EO 11593) 
• Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (PL 96-95) 
• Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (PL 101-601)  
• Protection of Historic Properties (36 CFR 800) 

Hazardous and Toxic 
Substances and Waste 

• RCRA of 1976 (PL 94-5800), as amended by PL 100-582;  
• EPA, subchapter I-Solid Wastes (40 CFR 240-280) 
• CERCLA of 1980 (42 USC 9601) (PL 96-510) 
• Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) (PL 94-496) 
• EPA, Subchapter R-Toxic Substances Control Act (40 CFR 702-799) 
• Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Control Act (40 CFR 162-180) 
• Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (40 CFR 300-399) 
• Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards-1978 (EO 12088), Superfund 

 Implementation (EO 12580) 
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Table 7.1-1  Major Environmental Statutes, Regulations, and Executive Orders  Relevant 
to Proposed Minor Construction 

Environmental 
Resources Statute, Regulation, or Executive Order 

• Greening the Government Through Waste Prevention, Recycling, and Federal 
 Acquisition (EO 13101) 

• Greening the Government Through Efficient Energy Management (EO 13123) 
• Greening the Government Through Leadership in Environmental Management (EO 

 13148) 

Utilities 
• Safe Drinking Water Act of 1972 (PL 95-923) and Amendments of 1986 (PL 99-339) 
• EPA, National Drinking Water Regulations and Underground Injection Control 

 Program (40 CFR 141-149) 

Environmental Health 
and Safety 

• Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulations (29 CFR) 
• Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-

 Income Populations (EO 12898) 
• Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks (EO 

13045) 
 
7.1.1 Federal Acts, Executive Orders, Policies, and Plans 

7.1.1.1 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

The Navy chose to prepare this EIS per CEQ’s regulation at 40 CFR Part 1502.(c)(2), because NEPA’s 
policies and purposes are best advanced in this way.  This Final SEIS was prepared in accordance with 
the NEPA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4370d, as implemented by the CEQ Regulations, 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, 
and the DON Regulations described in OPNAVINST 5090.1C of 30 October 2007.      

7.1.1.2 Clean Air Act (CAA) and General Conformity Rule 

The CAA of 1963 and subsequent amendments specify requirements for control of the nation’s air quality.  
Federal and state ambient air standards have been established for each criteria pollutant.  The 1990 
amendments to the CAA require federal facility compliance with all requirements for air pollution control 
to a similar extent as non governmental entities must comply.  The air quality analysis shows that the 
proposed minor construction would conform to the applicable SIP.  DON has determined that total direct 
and indirect emissions of nonattainment criteria pollutants and precursors are below the de minimis 
thresholds set out in the conformity rule.  This decision is recorded in a signed Record of Non Applicability 
(RONA), included as Appendix E. 

7.1.1.3 Clean Water Act (CWA) 

The federal CWA was enacted as an amendment to the federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972, 
which outlined the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants to waters of the U.S.  The CWA 
includes programs addressing both point source and nonpoint source pollution, and empowers the states 
to set state-specific water quality standards and to issue permits containing effluent limitations for point 
source discharges.     

Section 401 – Water Quality Certification.  Under CWA Section 401, applicants for a federal license or 
permit to conduct activities that may result in the discharge of a pollutant into waters of the U.S., 
including discharges of dredged or fill material, must obtain certification from the state in which the 
discharge would originate.  After the completion of the NEPA process, the DON will submit an 
application for a Section 401 Water Quality Certification permit from the RWQCB, San Diego Region.  
The RWQCB requires the completed NEPA document as a part of the Section 401 application.  This 
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certification is required by USACE before a Section 404 permit can be issued (see below).  Minor, 
localized resuspension of bottom sediments would occur during fender pile driving activities, but would 
not result in significant water quality impacts due to the localized and temporary nature of these activities. 

Section 404 – Permits for Fill Placement in Waters and Wetlands.  Section 404 of the CWA prohibits 
discharges of dredged or fill material into jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.” without a permit issued by the 
USACE.  “Waters of the U.S.” are defined in USACE regulations (33 CFR §328.3) to include navigable 
waters, their tributaries, and adjacent wetlands.  The USACE regulates, through the issuance of a Section 404 
permit, the discharge of dredged or fill material in waters of the U.S.  The DON submitted the USACE permit 
application and is awaiting receipt of the Section 401 Certification.  The USACE requires the Section 401 
Certification in order to issue the permit.   

7.1.1.4 Rivers and Harbors Act 

Permits are required from the USACE under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act for all structures or 
work in or affecting navigable waters of the U.S. (§322.3[a]) (see 33 CFR 322.2[a] for USACE authority 
under Section 10, and 33 CFR 329.4 for the definition of navigable waters).  Because the project is in an 
area adjacent to a navigation channel under the jurisdiction of the USCG, Section 10 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act would apply to the project.  A Rivers and Harbors Act permit would be required for this 
project because it involves work in navigable waters.  The USACE has the authority to combine all 
authorizations into 1 permit action, and USACE would likely issue a comprehensive CWA Section 404/ 
Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10 permit.  DON will obtain necessary permits prior to start of any 
construction for the Proposed Action. 

The new construction involved with the proposed project would involve the driving of support piles in to 
the bay bottom, but no significant changes would occur to the environment, such as water circulation.   

7.1.1.5 Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) 

Under the CZMA of 1972 (16 U.S.C. Section [§] 1451), federal actions affecting the coastal zone are 
required to be consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with the enforceable policies of an approved 
Coastal Management Plan.  CZMA defines the coastal zone (16 U.S.C. § 1453) as extending, "to the outer 
limit of State title and ownership under the Submerged Lands Act" (i.e., 3 nautical miles from the 
shoreline).  The coastal zone extends inland only to the extent necessary to control the shoreline.  
Excluded from the coastal zone are lands the use of which is by law subject solely to the discretion of, or 
which is held in trust by, the federal government (16 U.S.C. § 1453).  Accordingly, federal military lands 
such as Naval Base Coronado are not within the coastal zone.  But activities there often have effects that 
reach out into the coastal zone.   

The State of California has an approved CMP.  The CCA of 1976 (California Public Resources Code, 
Division 20) implements California's CZMA program.  The CCA includes policies to protect and expand 
public access to shorelines, and to protect, enhance, and restore environmentally sensitive habitats, 
including intertidal and nearshore waters, wetlands, bays and estuaries, riparian habitat, certain woods and 
grasslands, streams, lakes, and habitat for rare and endangered plants and animals. 

The California Coastal Commission (CCC) administers the State's CMP.  Under the CZMA, the CCC 
must provide an opportunity for public comment and involvement in the federal coastal consistency 
determination process. 

Impacts addressed in this SEIS have been considered with respect to the existing Consistency 
Determination of the CCC, which was issued following the 1999 FEIS.  In conjunction with this SEIS, 
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the Navy has completed the federal consistency review process through submission of its Negative 
Determination to the CCC, for which the CCC has issued its written concurrence (Appendix M).      

7.1.1.6 Endangered Species Act (ESA) 

The ESA of 1973, as amended, requires that any action authorized by a federal agency shall not 
jeopardize the continued existence of an endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of designated critical habitat of such species.  Section 7 of the Act requires that the 
responsible federal agency consult with USFWS or NMFS, depending on the species, concerning 
endangered and threatened species under their jurisdiction that may be affected by the proposed 
construction.  The Navy has been in informal consultation with the NOAA since the beginning of the 
green sea turtle study.  Interim findings indicate that green sea turtles do move randomly though the 
southern part of San Diego Bay and may loaf and forage as far north as the project site.  One visual 
sighting of a green sea turtle within the project area has been confirmed.  Therefore, the Navy along with 
the USACE have revised their ESA findings from “no effect” to “may affect” for all projects within San 
Diego Bay, including P-704 for Berth LIMA at NASNI based on the potential rare occurrence of this 
species in the project area.  To preclude adverse affect, the Navy will employ avoidance and minimization 
measures including, performance of a visual sweep of the project area, or of a 100-foot radius (whichever 
is greater) prior to commencing pile driving activities, and after a break in pile driving for more than 30 
minutes.  If any green sea turtles are seen within this visual range, the Navy will not commence pile 
driving activities until 15 minutes has passed since the last such sighting, or the animal has moved out of 
the established range.  If a green sea turtle moves within this established range while pile driving 
activities are occurring, such activities can continue without interruption.  Prior to the start of pile driving 
each day, after each break of more than 30 minutes, and if any increase in the intensity is required, the 
Navy will use a ramp-up procedure.  This procedure involves a slow increase in the pile driving to allow 
any undetected animals in the area to voluntarily depart.  The Navy, in consultation with NOAA has 
determined through informal consultation that this will prevent adverse effects on this species.  The Navy 
has received written concurrence from NOAA, included in Appendix M, on the finding of “may affect, 
not likely to adversely affect” green sea turtles. 

There are 2 other listed species in the project area:  California least tern and California brown pelican.  
The Navy has a MOU with the USFWS that covers consultations for the California least tern.  Based 
upon the MOU, the Navy has determined that California least tern is not likely to be adversely affected by 
the proposed project.  In addition, the Navy has received written concurrence, included in Appendix M, 
from the USFWS on the finding of “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” the California brown 
pelican and California least tern.    

7.1.1.7 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, as amended by the Sustainable 
Fisheries Act of 1996, requires federal agencies to consult with NMFS on activities that may adversely 
affect Essential Fish Habitat (EFH).  EFH is defined as “those waters and substrate necessary to fish for 
spawning, breeding, or growth to maturity.”  Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs) are a subset of 
EFH; Fishery Management Councils are encouraged to designate HAPCs under the Magnuson Act.  The 
construction activities associated with the proposed project will adversely affect EFH, but these effects 
are expected to be short term/temporary, localized, and adequately offset pursuant to the Magnuson-
Stevens Act as determined in consultation with the NMFS.  Therefore, they would not be significant 
under NEPA. Written concurrence from NMFS on the Navy’s EFH findings is included in Appendix M.    
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7.1.1.8 Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) 

The MMPA establishes a national policy designated to protect and conserve marine mammals and their 
habitats.  This policy is established so as not to diminish such species or population stocks beyond the 
point at which they cease to be a significant functioning element in the ecosystem, nor to diminish such 
species below their optimum sustainable population.  The MMPA also prohibits “take”, broadly defined, 
of marine mammals.  The Navy concluded that with the implementation of mitigation measures, there 
would be no adverse impacts to or other take of marine mammals, including endangered or threatened 
marine mammals, as a result of the construction work.  NMFS has reviewed these findings and provided 
correspondence, included in Appendix M, requesting that the Navy use the contacts provided in unlikely 
event a take occurs during construction.  

7.1.1.9 Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) 

All birds, with the exception of non-native species, that occur in San Diego Bay are protected under the 
MBTA and EO 13186, which directs federal agencies to avoid or minimize negative effects on migratory 
birds, to protect their habitats, and to consider effects on migratory birds in NEPA documents.  DON 
concluded that there would be no adverse effects on migratory birds as a result of the proposed 
construction. 

7.1.1.10  National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 

The NHPA was passed in 1966 to provide for the protection, enhancement, and preservation of those 
properties that possess significant architectural, archaeological, historical, or cultural characteristics.  
Section 106 of the NHPA requires the head of any federal agency having direct or indirect jurisdiction 
over a proposed federal or federally-financed undertaking, prior to the expenditure of any federal funds on 
the undertaking, to take into account the effect of the undertaking on any historic property. 

For the Proposed Action, compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA and 36 CFR 800 has been previously 
accomplished under the San Diego Metropolitan Area Programmatic Agreement (Metro Area PA), 
executed in February 2003 between Commander, Navy Region Southwest (CNRSW), the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation, and the California State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO).  The 
Metro Area PA provides for CNRSW determinations of a project’s area of potential effect (APE), 
identification of potentially affected historic properties, and assessment of “no historic properties 
affected” and “no adverse effect” without further consultations with SHPO that normally are required 
under 36 CFR 800.  There is an inventory of historic structures and sites, and a maintenance plan for 
historic properties at NASNI.  A comprehensive Naval Base Coronado ICRMP is currently in 
preparation, with completion scheduled for 2009.  The CNRSW determination was that no historic 
properties would be affected by the implementation of the proposed construction.    

7.1.1.11  EO 12898 

EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations, directs all federal departments and agencies to incorporate environmental justice considerations in 
achieving their mission.  Each federal department or agency must identify and address disproportionately high 
and adverse human health or environmental effects of federal programs, policies, and activities on minority 
populations and low-income populations. 

The Proposed Action will not result in disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental 
effects on minority populations and low-income populations. 
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7.1.1.12  EO 13045 

In 1997, EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, was 
issued.  This order requires each federal agency to “…make it a high priority to identify and assess 
environmental health and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children and shall…ensure that 
its policies, programs, activities and standards address disproportionate risks to children….” 

The Proposed Action will not result in environmental health risks and safety risks that may disproportionately 
affect children. 

7.1.1.13  EO 12372 

EO 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, was issued in 1982 in order to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a strengthened federalism by relying on state and local processes for the 
state and local government coordination and review of proposed federal financial assistance and direct federal 
development. 

DON pursues close planning relations with local and regional agencies and planning commissions of adjacent 
cities, counties, and states.  In preparing this SEIS, relevant data from state, regional, and local agencies were 
reviewed in order to determine regional and local conditions associated with the Proposed Action.  These 
agencies included the CARB, the SDCAPCD, and the California RWQCB.  The City of Coronado, as the most 
directly affected local government, CALTRANS and CCC contributed to the scoping process and coordination 
will continue throughout the SEIS preparation process.  The City of Coronado and CALTRANS have a 
particular interest with respect to the supplemental analysis of traffic impacts, and the consideration of 
potential traffic improvement measures.  The Navy has also considered the CALTRANS SR 75/282 TCP EIS 
in the course of preparing this SEIS. 

7.1.1.14  Naval Base Coronado Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) 

The purpose of the INRMP is to help DON manage their resources in a manner that promotes sustainable 
management practices and to ensure continued support of military activities.  The Naval Base Coronado 
INRMP was developed in accordance with the Sikes Act Improvement Act of 1997 and in cooperation with 
the USFWS, California Department of Fish and Game, and NMFS.  The Proposed Action would be consistent 
with INRMP goals of protecting the natural ecosystems of Naval Base Coronado and would have no 
significant impact on natural resources. 

7.1.2 State, Local, and Regional Plans, Policies, and Controls 

7.1.2.1 California Coastal Act (CCA) 

DON has determined that the Proposed Action will not affect the coastal zone.  An appropriate Negative 
Determination was submitted to the CCC for their review and opportunity to comment. The CCC has issued its 
concurrence.   

7.1.2.2 California Endangered Species Act (ESA) 

No state-listed species occur in the project area.  

7.1.2.3 San Diego County Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) Rules and Regulations 

Air emissions would comply with all applicable SDAPCD Rules and Regulations and permit 
requirements. 
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7.1.2.4 City of Coronado General Plan 

The proposed action at Berth LIMA (MILCON P-704) would occur entirely within the boundaries of 
NASNI, and it is therefore outside the area covered by the City’s general plan and its effects do not 
extend into the area.  Therefore, it is consistent with the plan. 

7.2 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

NEPA (42 USC § 4332 Section 102(2)(C)(v) as implemented by CEQ regulation 40 CFR 1502.16) 
requires an analysis of significant, irreversible effects resulting from implementation of a Proposed 
Action.  Resources that are irreversibly or irretrievably committed to a project are those that are typically 
used on a long-term or permanent basis; however, those used on a short-term basis that cannot be 
recovered (e.g., non-renewable resources such as metal, wood, fuel, paper, and other natural or cultural 
resources) also are irretrievable.  Human labor is also considered an irretrievable resource.  All such 
resources are irretrievable in that they are used for a project and thus become unavailable for other 
purposes.  An impact that falls under the category of the irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 
resources is the destruction of natural resources that could limit the range of potential uses of that 
resource. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in an irreversible commitment of building materials; 
vehicles, and equipment used during removal and installation activities; and human labor and other 
resources.  Energy (electricity and natural gas) and water consumption, as well as demand for services, 
would not increase significantly as a result of the implementation of the proposed construction activities.  
The commitment of these resources is undertaken in a regular and authorized manner, and does not 
present significant impacts within this SEIS. 

7.3 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

NEPA requires consideration of the relationship between short-term use of the environment and the 
impacts that such use could have on the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity of the 
affected environment.  Impacts that narrow the range of beneficial uses of the environment are of 
particular concern.  Such impacts include the possibility that choosing 1 alternative could reduce future 
flexibility to pursue other alternatives, or that choosing a certain use could eliminate the possibility of 
other uses at the site. 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any environmental impacts that would narrow 
the range of beneficial uses of the project site or vicinity and there would be no change in land use at the 
site.  The site represents a man-made wharf area that was originally under water; it has a long history of use 
as a berth for military ships and its long-term productivity derives from such use.  The proposed project 
would not represent a new short-term use and would not impact the productivity of the natural environment.  
In addition, biological productivity would not be affected as implementation of the proposed project would 
not result in significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to any biological resources. 
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CHAPTER 8  

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND INTERAGENCY 

COORDINATION, AND DISTRIBUTION LIST 

8.1 DRAFT SEIS 

A NOI for the preparation of this SEIS and announcement inviting public comments during the scoping 

process was published in the Federal Register on 18 October 2007.  An extension of the public scoping 

period from 19 November 2007 to 03 December 2007 was published on 13 November 2007.  A summary 

of issues identified at the scoping sessions are listed in Chapter 1, Table 1.8-1. 

The following organizations, individuals, and agencies received a copy of the Draft SEIS. 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

U.S. Senate, California Senator Barbara Boxer 

U.S. Senate, California Senator Dianne Feinstein 

U.S. Senator, Arizona Senator Jon Kyl 

U.S. House of Representatives, District 49, Congressman Darrell E. Issa 

U.S. House of Representatives, District 50, Congressman Brian P. Bilbray 

U.S. House of Representatives, District 51, Congressman Bob Filner 

U.S. House of Representatives, District 52, Congressman Duncan Hunter 

U.S. House of Representatives, District 53, Congresswoman Susan Davis 

 

STATE GOVERNMENT 

State of California, Governor Arnold  Schwarzenegger 

California State Assembly, District 76, Assembly Member Lori Saldaña 

California State Assembly, District 77, Assembly Member Joel Anderson 

California State Assembly, District 78, Assembly Member Shirley Horton 

California State Assembly, District 79, Assembly Member Mary Salas 

California State Senate, District 36, Senator Dennis Hollingsworth 

California State Senate, District 38, Senator Mark Wyland 

California State Senate, District 39, Senator Christine Kehoe 

California State Senate, District 40, Senator Denise Ducheny 

 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

City of Carlsbad, Mayor Claude A. "Bud" Lewis 

City of Chula Vista, Mayor Cheryl Cox 
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City of Chula Vista, Mr. David Garcia 

City of Coronado, Mayor Tom Smisek 

City of Coronado, Mr. Mark Ochenduszko 

City of Del Mar, Mayor Carl Hilliard  

City of Encinitas, Mayor James Bond  

City of Imperial Beach, Mayor Jim  Janney  

City of Imperial Beach, Mr. Gary Brown 

City of National City, Mayor Ron Morris 

City of National City, Mr. Chris Zapata 

City of San Diego, Mayor Jerry Sanders 

City of San Diego, Ms. Elizabeth Maland 

City of Solana Beach, Mayor Lesa Heebner  

Coronado City Council, Mr. Philip Monroe 

Coronado City Council, Mr. Casey Tanaka 

Coronado City Council, Ms. Carrie Downey 

 

LIBRARIES 

Chula Vista Library  

Coronado Public Library 

National City Public Library 

San Diego Public Library 

San Diego Public Library, Point Loma Branch 

San Diego County Library, Imperial Beach Branch 

 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

National Marine Fisheries Service, Long Beach, California 

National Marine Fisheries Service, Office of Protected Resources, Silver Spring, Maryland 

National Marine Fisheries Service, Southwest Region, Long Beach, California 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District, Los Angeles, California 

U.S. Coast Guard, Eleventh District, Alameda, California 

U.S. Coast Guard, San Diego Port Operations, San Diego, California 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection, San Diego Field Operations Office, San Diego, California 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 9, San Diego Border Liaison Office, San Diego, California 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 9, San Francisco, California 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 9, Southern California Field Office, Los Angeles, California 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California and Nevada Operations, Sacramento, California 
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad, California 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Pacific Region, Portland, Oregon 

 

STATE AGENCIES 

California Air Resources Board, Sacramento, California 

California Coastal Commission, San Francisco, California 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region, San Diego, California 

California State Clearinghouse, Sacramento, California 

Development and Environmental Planning, San Diego, California 

 

REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES 

Pacific Fishery Management Council, Portland, Oregon 

Port of San Diego, San Diego, California 

Port of San Diego, Board of Commissioners, San Diego, California 

San Diego Association of Governments, San Diego, California 

 

LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS AND GROUPS 

Coronado Chamber of Commerce, Coronado, California 

Coronado Navy League, Coronado, California 

Coronado Shores Condo Association, Coronado, California 

Coronado Unified School District, Coronado, California 

Coronado Yacht Club, Coronado, California 

Defenders of Wildlife, Sacramento, California 

Economic Development Corporation, San Diego, California 

Endangered Species Recovery Council, La Jolla, California 

Environment Now, Santa Monica, California 

Environmental Defense Fund, New York, NY 

Environmental Health Coalition, National City, California 

Environmental Policy and Planning Branch,   

Fiddler's Cove Marina, San Diego, California 

Glorietta Bay Marina, Coronado, California 

Greater San Diego Business Association, San Diego, California 

Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice, San Francisco, California 

Greenpeace, Washington D.C.  

Hotel Del Coronado, Coronado, California 
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Imperial Beach Chamber of Commerce & Visitors Bureau, Imperial Beach, California 

Lions Club, Downtown San Diego, San Diego, California 

Loews Coronado Marina, Coronado, California 

Lowes Coronado Bay Resort, Coronado, California 

National City Chamber of Commerce, Coronado, California 

Navy League, Coronado Council, La Mesa, California 

Navy Yacht Club San Diego, Coronado, California 

North County Chambers Association, Carlsbad, California 

Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations, Southwest Regional Office, San Francisco, California 

Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission, Portland, Oregon 

Peace Resource Center, San Diego, California 

Peninsula Chamber of Commerce, San Diego, California 

Planning and Conservation League, Sacramento, California 

Rural Alliance for Military Accountability (RAMA), Reno, Nevada 

San Diego Association of Yacht Clubs, Chula Vista, California 

San Diego Audubon Society, San Diego, California 

San Diego Baykeeper, San Diego, California 

San Diego Business Journal, San Diego, California 

San Diego Chamber of Commerce, San Diego, California 

San Diego Coast Keeper, San Diego, California 

San Diego Community Newsgroup, San Diego, California 

San Diego Harbor Police, San Diego, California 

San Diego Oceans Foundation, San Diego, California 

San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce, San Diego, California 

San Diego Yacht Club Anglers, San Diego, California 

Save Our Bay, Imperial Beach, California 

Sierra Club, San Francisco, California 

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, San Francisco, California 

Sierra Club of San Diego, San Diego, California 

Southern California Yachting Association, Tustin, California 

Sportfishing Association of California, San Diego, California 

Surfrider Foundation, San Diego Chapter, Solana Beach, California 

The Nature Conservancy, San Diego Chapter, San Diego, California 
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INDIVIDUALS 

Mr. Robert Baldwin Mr. Teddie Baldwin 

Mr. John Barnes Ms. Linda C. Beresford,  

Opper & Varco Environmental Law Firm 

Mrs. Annette and Mr. Leo Beus Mr. Steven Beus 

Mr. Larry Brown and Mrs. Daphne Brown Mr. Earle Callahan 

Mr. Ryan Clandening Ms. Jan Clements 

Mr. Wayne Crawford  Ms. Laura Rose Crenshaw 

Ms. Gloria Curran  Ms. Ruth Darby 

Ms. Sherry Delgado Mr. Bart Dewey 

Mr. William Dickerson Ms. Rebecca Dixon 

Ms. Linda Dobson Mr. Donald Dolan 

Mr. Ryan Dolan Ms. Marilyn Gibson 

Mr. Jeffrey Goggin Mr. Thomas Griffin 

Mr. and Mrs. Larry Gunning Mr. and Mrs. Maurice & Barbara Harwick 

Ms. Elizabeth A. Hornich  Mr. John Hunt 

Ms. Natalie Hunt Mr. Troy Hymas 

Ms. Jan Iwashita Ms. Kristine Ketring 

Mr. Mark Ketring Mr. Gary Klockenga 

Mr. Paul Kriet and Mrs. Shirley Kriet  R.B Lindsay 

Mr. Donald May Mr. William May 

Ms. Margaret McCloskey Ms. Erin McGuinness 

Ms. Dorothy Mc Swain  Ms. Heidi Meyers 

Ms. Sandy Morrison Mr. Elmo Nelson and Mrs. Dana Nelson 

Mr. Michael Nelson Mr. Anthony Orfila 

Mr. John Parker Ms. Olive Peterson 

Ms. Jillian Proctor Ms. Teresa Rahn 

Ms. Kim Rains Mr. Samuel Randall 

Ms. Linda Reed Mr. Keith Ricker 

Mr. and Mrs. Brian & Doris Ricks Terry Rodgers 

Mr. Jimmie Rough Mr. George Sanger  

Mr. and Mrs. Gerald Schwartz Capt. and Mrs. Richard M. Sewall 

Mr. Chad Sheirbon Ms. Gwen Siedler 

Mr. Mark Skidmore Ms. Ann Sonne 

Mr. Patrick Sovereign Mr. Craig Tanner 

Ms. Diana Tanner Ms. Donna Walla 
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Mr. Richard Williams Ms. Sharon Williams 

Ms. Wendy Wise Ms. Britton Worthen 

Ms. Lindsey Worthen Mr. Daniel Zeman 

Ms. Darlene Zeman Ms. Stephanie Zeman 

8.2 FINAL SEIS 

The NOA and NOPH for the Draft SEIS appeared in the Federal Register on August 8, 2008 beginning 

the 45-day public review period that ended on September 22, 2008.  A public hearing for the Draft SEIS 

was held during this public review period, on September 3, 2008, and comments received during the 

comment period and from the public hearing have been addressed in this Final SEIS. 

The following individuals requested a copy of the Final SEIS: 

Mr. James Benson Mr. Abe Kazuywki 

Mr. Robyn Bin Mr. and Mrs. Paul and Shirley Kriet 

Mr. Earle Callahan Mr. Michael Manning 

Ms. Kathleen Clark Ms. Nancy Manning 

Mr. Harry DeNardi Mr. Lee McDonald 

Ms. Megan Dougherty Ms. Linda Nichols 

Mr. and Mrs. Charlie and Gail Escola Mr. Richard Opper 

Mr. Paul Friedl Ms. Aileen Oya 

Mr. Bob Geilehfeldt Mr. George Sanger 

Mr. Romeo Hacinas Mr. Richard Scharff 

Mr. and Mrs. Maurice and Barbara Harwick Mrs. Barbara Sewall 

Mr. Don Hinsvark Ms. Mary Stemad 

Ms. Pamela Hollinger Mr. Seth Torma 

Ms. Jamie Jamison Mr. Art Wynn 
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CHAPTER 9  

GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

Altered flow field:  The deviation in water flow characteristics including volume, speed, and direction, in 

response to dredging. 

A.M. or P.M. peak hours:  Peak hours are those hours of the day during which the bulk of commute trips 

occur and traffic impacts are likely to be the greatest.  There may be different peak hours for base-

generated traffic as compared to general community traffic.  For NASNI traffic, the A.M. peak hour 

generally occurs between 6:15 A.M. and 7:15 A.M., and the P.M. peak hour generally occurs between 2:30 

P.M. and 3:30 P.M.  For community-based traffic on the Coronado road network, the A.M. peak hour 

generally occurs between 7:30 A.M. and 8:30 A.M. and the P.M. peak hour generally occurs between 4:30 

P.M. and 5:30 P.M. 

Amplitude:  Strength or magnitude; the range in value from peak to trough in a wavelength, compared 

with a mean value or trend line. 

Ambient:  An encompassing atmosphere. 

Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT):  The average number of cars that use a roadway segment 

within a 24-hour period over the span of a year.  AADT gives a broader view of the number of cars that 

use a roadway segment as it eliminates seasonal fluctuations in traffic volumes.  

Average Daily Traffic (ADT):  The number of vehicles that use a roadway segment within a 24-hour 

period. 

Bathymetry:  Information derived from measuring the depths of water in oceans, seas, and lakes. 

Benthic organisms:  Organisms that live within or on top of the bottom sediment within a body of water. 

Benthic:  Pertaining to the bottom of the water body. 

Bioaccumulation:  The accumulation of chemical compounds in the tissues of an organism.  For 

example, certain chemicals in food eaten by a fish tend to accumulate in its liver or other tissues. 

Biota:  The flora and fauna of a region. 

Bioassay:  A biological laboratory test used to evaluate the toxicity of a material (commonly sediments or 

wastewater) by measuring behavioral, physiological, or lethal responses of organisms. 

Bulb-out:  Curb extensions that narrow traffic lanes to the same extent a parked car would, but do not 

restrict the flow of vehicles in traffic lanes. Bulb-outs place pedestrians in a position where they are more 

visible to oncoming traffic and shorten the distance that pedestrians must cross. 

Capacity:  The maximum number of persons or vehicles that can be expected to traverse a point or 

uniform section of road within a specified time frame under prevailing roadway, traffic and control 

conditions.  Theoretically, this is the point in which the flow rate (vehicles/hour) on the facility is the 

highest.  The highest volume attainable under LOS E has been designated as the capacity of the arterial or 

collector. 

Cohesion:  The state of cohering or sticking together. 

Circulation:  The movement of a substance or item through circuit, system or medium. 
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Coastal zone:  The region along the shore, adjacent to the ocean.  A coastal zone is usually defined as the 

region within 3 nautical miles of shoreline. 

Contaminant, hazardous:  A chemical or biological substance in a form or in a quantity that can harm 

aquatic organisms, consumers of aquatic organism, or users of the aquatic environment. 

Dredge material:  Sediments excavated from the bottom of a waterway or water body. 

Dredging:  Any physical digging into the bottom of a water body.  Dredging can be done with 

mechanical or hydraulic machines. 

Dynamic equilibrium:  When 2 opposing processes proceed at the same rate. 

Effluent:  Water flowing out of a contained disposal facility.  To distinguish from runoff due to rainfall, 

effluent usually refers to water discharged during the disposal operation. 

Emission:  The release of a liquid, gas or particle in to a medium (liquid, gas, plasma or vacuum). 

Erosion:  Displacement of solids (sediment, soil, rock and other particles) usually by the agents of 

currents such as, wind, water, or ice by downward or down-slope movement in response to gravity 

Fendering system:  The series of concrete or wood piles or panels in front of a quaywall, on which 

fenders are attached. 

Fenders:  A bumper, usually containing air or foam, which is used to keep ships and boats from striking 

the dock or other nearby vessels, due to wave or tidal action. 

Geomorphology:  The evolution and configuration of landforms. 

Graben:  A narrow area of the earth’s crust that has subsided relative to adjacent fault blocks. 

Groundwater:  Water that is present in the pore spaces and other spaces in the rocks below the earth’s 

surface. 

Highway Capacity Manual:  A publication of the Transportation Research Board.  It contains concepts, 

guidelines, and computational procedures for computing the capacity and quality of service of various 

highway facilities, including freeways, signalized and unsignalized intersections, rural highways, and the 

effects of transit, pedestrians, and bicycles on the performance of these systems. 

Homeport:  The port in which a vessel is permanently based. 

Hydrodynamic:  The force of, or related to, liquid in motion. 

Intertidal area:  The area between extreme high water and extreme low water.  The alternative wetting 

and drying of this area creates special environmental conditions.  Intertidal areas tend to have organisms 

that are terrestrial, marine, and unique to the intertidal zone. 

Level of Service (LOS):  Corresponds to “excellent” through “failure” conditions in terms of traffic 

congestion, both for road segments and for intersections.  It is used to provide an indication of the amount 

of delay a driver would experience along a road segment or the amount of wait time a driver would 

experience at an intersection.  LOS is rated on a scale of “A” through “F”, with “A” representing 

excellent, free flow conditions, and “F” representing failures of road segments or intersections. 

Liquefaction:  The changing of a solid into a liquid. 

Littoral cell:  An area under the continuous influence of specific longshore currents. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sediment
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Soil
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rock_%28geology%29
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gravity
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Transportation_Research_Board
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Computing
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Freeway
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Traffic_signal
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Uncontrolled_intersection
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Highway
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Transit
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pedestrian
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bicycle
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Macrobenthic:  Pertaining to large benthos (benthic organisms: see “benthic” in this glossary) such as 

crabs or starfish.  

Meteorological:  Pertaining to the atmosphere and its phenomena, particularly weather conditions. 

Mooring bollard:  A short wooden, iron, or concrete post on a dock used to tie and secure ships when in 

port. 

Non-attainment:  Failure to meet one or more local, state, or federal ambient air standards. 

Particulate:  Pertaining to a very small piece or part of material. 

Pelagic:  Pertaining to the open ocean, as opposed to shore-adjacent or inland waters. 

Phytoplankton:  The aggregate of plants and plantlike organisms in plankton. 

Pile driver:  A machine for driving down piles with a drop hammer or a steam or air hammer. 

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB):  A group of man-made organic chemicals, including about 70 

different, but closely related compounds make up of carbon, hydrogen, and chlorine.  If released to the 

environment, they persist for long periods of time and can concentrate in food chains.   

Polycyclic:  A class of complex organic compounds, some of which are aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

that are persistent and/or cancer-causing.  These compounds are formed from the combustion of organic 

material and are ubiquitous in the environment.  PAHs are commonly formed by forest fires and by the 

combustion of organic fuels.  PAHs often reach the environment through air transport of particulates, 

highway runoff, and oil discharge. 

Quay:  A structure built within a waterway for use as a landing place. 

Riprap:  Layer of large, durable fragments of broken rock, specially selected and graded.  Its purpose is 

to prevent erosion by waves or currents and thereby preserve the shape of a surface, slope, or underlying 

structure. 

Sediment:  Particles of organic or inorganic origin that accumulate in loose form. 

Sedimentation:  The act or process of depositing sediment. 

Sediment budget:  The tally of inputs and outputs for a specified open system, over a specified period of 

time; a balanced sediment budget is essentially an equation of mass conservation in which the sediment 

fluxes related to the sources, sinks, and storages are balanced. 

Sediment exchange:  The exchange of sediments between the above-water and below-water portion of 

the beach; primarily occurs across-shore, driven by wave motion in the swash zone. 

Substrate:  Substance that lies beneath and supports another. 

Tidal prism:  The volume of water passing through a defined area within a coastal bay between low and 

high tides. 

Tombolo:  A deposition landform, similar to a spit, that connects an island to the shore. 

Topography:  The detailed physical description of the surface of a region, including the relative 

elevations features.  The graphical representation of the physical configuration of a region on a map. 

Toxic:  Relating to or caused by a toxin that is a poisonous substance to a living organism.  
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Traffic calming:  Roadway design elements used to keep speeds slow (at or near the speed limit), allow 

bicycles and pedestrians to cross the streets easier, and maintain traffic capacity and traffic flow.  

Examples include bulb-outs (curb extensions) and speed bumps. 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM):  A term applied to a broad range of strategies primarily 

intended to reduce the demand of the transportation system.  Examples of TDM measures include 

carpools, vanpools, walking, bicycling, public transportation, telecommuting, and alternative work 

schedules. 

Transportation Systems Management (TSM):  An opportunity to increase the efficiency and safety of 

the transportation infrastructure without widening streets through innovative technologies and effective 

prioritization of resource use.  A few examples of TSM measures include Intelligent Transportation 

Systems (ITS) strategies (real-time traffic operations, variable message signs, etc.), interconnecting 

existing traffic signals, optimizing the signal timings, access management to control access onto major 

streets, preferential treatment for HOVs, ramp metering, etc. 

Transtension:  Oblique tension or deformation to the primary force or fault. 

Turbidity:  A measure of the amount of material suspended in the water.  Increasing the turbidity of the 

water decreases the amount of light that penetrates the water column.  Very high levels of turbidity can be 

harmful to aquatic life. 

Vessel:  Ships and boats. 

Volume to Capacity (V/C) Ratio:  The ratio of road segment or intersection traffic volumes to the 

design capacity of the road segment or intersection.  It is used to provide an estimate of the level of 

service of the road segment or intersection. 
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