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D.1  Introduction 

This appendix provides detailed descriptions of both criteria pollutants with their associated NAAQS and 
CAAQS and MSATs. It also presents the following analyses of potential air quality impacts: 

 Mobile source CO impact concentration modeling.  

 Mobile source PM impact analysis. 

 CAA General Conformity Rule (GCR) applicability analysis that covers both direct and indirect 
emissions estimates. 

D.2  Criteria Pollutants  

The CAA-defined criteria pollutants, typical sources, and their health effects are summarized in Table D-1.  
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Table D-1 

Criteria Pollutants - Sources and Impacts (USEPA, August 2003) 

Pollutants and Their Sources Health and Environmental Impacts 

Ozone (O3): a gas composed of three oxygen atoms. It is 
not usually emitted directly into the air, but at ground level 
is created by a chemical reaction between oxides of 
nitrogen (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC) in 
the presence of heat and sunlight. O3 has the same 
chemical structure whether it occurs miles above the earth 
or at ground level and can be "good" or "bad," depending 
on its location in the atmosphere. "Good" O3 occurs 
naturally in the stratosphere approximately 10 to 30 miles 
above the earth's surface and forms a layer that protects 
life on earth from the sun's harmful rays. In the earth's 
lower atmosphere, ground-level ozone is considered 
"bad."  
 
VOC + NOx + Heat + Sunlight = O3: Motor vehicle 
exhaust and industrial emissions, gasoline vapors, and 
chemical solvents are some of the major sources of NOx 
and VOC that help to form O3. Sunlight and hot weather 
cause ground-level O3 to form in harmful concentrations in 
the air. As a result, it is known as a summertime air 
pollutant. Many urban areas tend to have high levels of 
"bad" O3, but even rural areas are also subject to increased 
O3 levels because wind carries O3 and pollutants that form 
it hundreds of miles away from their original sources.  

Health Problems:  
 O3 can irritate lung airways and cause inflammation 

much like sunburn. Other symptoms include wheezing, 
coughing, pain when taking a deep breath, and breathing 
difficulties during exercise or outdoor activities. People 
with respiratory problems are most vulnerable, but even 
healthy people that are active outdoors can be affected 
when O3 levels are high.  

 
 Repeated exposure to O3 pollution for several months 

may cause permanent lung damage. Anyone who spends 
time outdoors in the summer is at risk, particularly 
children and other people who are active outdoors.  

 
 Even at very low levels, ground-level O3 triggers a 

variety of health problems including aggravated asthma, 
reduced lung capacity, and increased susceptibility to 
respiratory illnesses like pneumonia and bronchitis.  

 
Plant and Ecosystem Damage:  
 Ground-level O3 interferes with the ability of plants to 

produce and store food, which makes them more 
susceptible to disease, insects, other pollutants, and 
harsh weather.  

 
 O3 damages the leaves of trees and other plants, ruining 

the appearance of cities, national parks, and recreation 
areas.  

 
 O3 reduces crop and forest yields and increases plant 

vulnerability to disease, pests, and harsh weather.  
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Table D-1 (con’t) 

Criteria Pollutants - Sources and Impacts (USEPA, August 2003) 

Pollutants and Their Sources Health and Environmental Impacts 

Carbon Monoxide (CO): a colorless, odorless gas that is 
formed when carbon in fuel is not burned completely. It is 
a component of motor vehicle exhaust, which contributes 
about 56 percent of all CO emissions nationwide. Nonroad 
engines and vehicles (such as construction equipment and 
boats) contribute about 22 percent of all CO emissions 
nationwide. Higher levels of CO generally occur in areas 
with heavy traffic congestion. In cities, 85 to 95 percent of 
all CO emissions may come from motor vehicle exhaust. 
Other sources of CO emissions include industrial 
processes (such as metals processing and chemical 
manufacturing), residential wood burning, and natural 
sources such as forest fires. Woodstoves, gas stoves, 
cigarette smoke, and unvented gas and kerosene space 
heaters are sources of CO indoors. The highest levels of 
CO in the outside air typically occur during the colder 
months of the year when inversion conditions are more 
frequent. The air pollution becomes trapped near the 
ground beneath a layer of warm air. 

Health Problems: 
CO can cause harmful health effects by reducing oxygen 
delivery to the body's organs (like the heart and brain) and 
tissues.  
 
 Cardiovascular Effects – The health threat from lower 

levels of CO is most serious for those who suffer from 
heart disease, like angina, clogged arteries, or congestive 
heart failure. For a person with heart disease, a single 
exposure to CO at low levels may cause chest pain and 
reduce that person's ability to exercise; repeated 
exposures may contribute to other cardiovascular 
effects. 

 
 Central Nervous System Effects – Even healthy people 

can be affected by high levels of CO. People who 
breathe high levels of CO can develop vision problems, 
reduced ability to work or learn, reduced manual 
dexterity, and difficulty performing complex tasks. At 
extremely high levels, CO is poisonous and can cause 
death. 

 
 Smog – CO contributes to the formation of smog 

(ground-level O3), which can trigger serious respiratory 
problems.  

 
 



CVN Homeporting 

 
Air Quality Impact Analyses  Appendix D 
 D-5 

Table D-1 (con’t) 

Criteria Pollutants - Sources and Impacts (USEPA, August 2003) 

Pollutants and Their Sources Health and Environmental Impacts 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2): SO2 belongs to the family of sulfur 
oxide gases (SOx). These gases dissolve easily in water. 
Sulfur is prevalent in raw materials, including crude oil, 
coal, and ore that contains common metals like aluminum, 
copper, zinc, lead, and iron. SOx gases are formed when 
fuel containing sulfur, such as coal and oil, is burned, 
when gasoline is extracted from oil, or when metals are 
extracted from ore. SO2 dissolves in water vapor to form 
acid, and interacts with other gases and particles in the air 
to form sulfates and other products that can be harmful to 
people and their environment.  
 
Over 65 percent of SO2 released to the air, or more than 
13 million tons per year, comes from electric utilities, 
especially those that burn coal. Other sources of SO2 are 
industrial facilities that derive their products from raw 
materials like metallic ore, coal, and crude oil, or that burn 
coal or oil to produce process heat. Examples are 
petroleum refineries, cement manufacturing, and metal 
processing facilities. Also, locomotives, large ships, and 
some nonroad diesel equipment currently burn high sulfur 
fuel and release SO2 emissions to the air in large 
quantities. 

SO2 causes a wide variety of health and environmental 
impacts because of the way it reacts with other substances 
in the air. Particularly sensitive groups include people with 
asthma who are active outdoors and children, the elderly, 
and people with heart or lung disease.  
 
Health Problems:  
 Respiratory Effects from Gaseous SO2 – Peak levels 

of SO2 in the air can cause temporary breathing 
difficulty for people with asthma who are active 
outdoors. Longer-term exposures to high levels of SO2 
gas and particles cause respiratory illness and aggravate 
existing heart disease. 

 
 Respiratory Effects from Sulfate Particles - SO2 

reacts with other chemicals in the air to form tiny sulfate 
particles. When these are breathed, they gather in the 
lungs and are associated with increased respiratory 
symptoms and disease, difficulty in breathing, and 
premature death. 

 
Plant and Ecosystem Damage:  
 Acid Rain - SO2 and NOx react with other substances in 

the air to form acids, which fall to earth as rain, fog, 
snow, or dry particles. Some may be carried by the wind 
for hundreds of miles. 

 
 Plant and Water Damage - Acid rain damages forests 

and crops, changes the makeup of soil, and makes lakes 
and streams acidic and unsuitable for fish. Continued 
exposure over a long time changes the natural variety of 
plants and animals in an ecosystem. 

 
Visibility Impairment:  
 Haze occurs when light is scattered or absorbed by 

particles and gases in the air. Sulfate particles are the 
major cause of reduced visibility in many parts of the 
United States, including our national parks. 

 
Aesthetic Damage:  
 SO2 accelerates the decay of building materials and 

paints, including irreplaceable monuments, statues, and 
sculptures that are part of our nation's cultural heritage. 
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Table D-1 (con’t) 

Criteria Pollutants - Sources and Impacts (USEPA, August 2003) 

Pollutants and Their Sources Health and Environmental Impacts 

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx): the generic term for a group of 
highly reactive gases, all of which contain nitrogen and 
oxygen in varying amounts. Many of the NOx are colorless 
and odorless. However, one common pollutant, NO2, 
along with particles in the air can often be seen as a 
reddish-brown layer over many urban areas. 
 
NOx form when fuel is burned at high temperatures, as in a 
combustion process. The primary sources of NOx are 
motor vehicles, electric utilities, and other industrial, 
commercial, and residential sources that burn fuels. 

NOx causes a wide variety of health and environmental 
impacts because of various compounds and derivatives in 
the family of NOx, including NO2, nitric acid, nitrous oxide, 
nitrates, and nitric oxide. 
 
Health Problems:  
 Ground-level O3 (smog) is formed when NOx and 

volatile organic compounds (VOCs) react in the 
presence of heat and sunlight. Children, people with 
lung diseases such as asthma, and people who work or 
exercise outside are susceptible to adverse effects such 
as damage to lung tissue and reduction in lung  function. 
O3 can be transported by wind currents and cause health 
impacts far from original sources. Millions of Americans 
live in areas that do not meet the health standards for 
ozone. Other impacts from O3 include damaged 
vegetation and reduced crop yields. 

 
 Particles - NOx reacts with ammonia, moisture, and 

other compounds to form nitric acid and related 
particles. Human health concerns include effects on 
breathing and the respiratory system, damage to lung 
tissue, and premature death. Small particles penetrate 
deeply into sensitive parts of the lungs and can cause or 
worsen respiratory disease such as emphysema and 
bronchitis, and aggravate existing heart disease. 

 
 Toxic Chemicals - In the air, NOx reacts readily with 

common organic chemicals and even O3, to form a wide 
variety of toxic products, some of which may cause 
biological mutations. Examples of these chemicals 
include the nitrate radical, nitroarenes, and nitrosamines. 
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Table D-1 (con’t) 

Criteria Pollutants - Sources and Impacts (USEPA, August 2003) 

Pollutants and Their Sources Health and Environmental Impacts 

 Plant and Ecosystem Damage:  
 Acid Rain - NOx and sulfur dioxide react with other 

substances in the air to form acids that fall to earth as 
rain, fog, snow or dry particles. Some may be carried by 
wind for hundreds of miles. Acid rain damages; causes 
deterioration of cars, buildings and historical 
monuments; and causes lakes and streams to become 
acidic and unsuitable for many fish. 

 
 Water Quality Deterioration - Increased nitrogen 

loading in water bodies, particularly coastal estuaries, 
upsets the chemical balance of nutrients used by aquatic 
plants and animals. Additional nitrogen accelerates 
"eutrophication," which leads to oxygen depletion and 
reduces fish and shellfish populations. NOx emissions in 
the air are one of the largest sources of nitrogen 
pollution in the Chesapeake Bay. 

 
 Global Warming - One of the NOx, nitrous oxide, is a 

greenhouse gas. It accumulates in the atmosphere with 
other greenhouse gasses causing a gradual rise in the 
earth's temperature. This leads to increased risks to 
human health, a rise in sea level, and other adverse 
changes to plant and animal habitat. 

 
Visibility Impairment:  
 Nitrate particles and nitrogen dioxide can block the 

transmission of light, reducing visibility in urban areas 
and on a regional scale in our national parks. 

 

 



Draft SEIS 

 

Air Quality Impact Analyses  Appendix D 
 D-8 

Table D-1 (con’t) 

Criteria Pollutants - Sources and Impacts (USEPA, August 2003) 

Pollutants and Their Sources Health and Environmental Impacts 

Particulates (PM10 and PM2.5): Particulate matter (PM) 
is the term for particles found in the air, including dust, 
dirt, soot, smoke, and liquid droplets. Particles can be 
suspended in the air for long periods of time. Some 
particles are large or dark enough to be seen as soot or 
smoke. Others are so small that individually they can only 
be detected with an electron microscope.  
 
Some particles are directly emitted into the air. They come 
from a variety of sources such as cars, trucks, buses, 
factories, construction sites, tilled fields, unpaved roads, 
stone crushing, and burning of wood.Other particles may 
be formed in the air from the chemical change of gases. 
They are indirectly formed when gases from burning fuels 
react with sunlight and water vapor. These can result from 
fuel combustion in motor vehicles, at power plants, and in 
other industrial processes. 

Health Problems:  
 Many scientific studies have linked breathing PM to a 

series of significant health problems, including:  
 

 Aggravated asthma.  
 Increases in respiratory symptoms (e.g., coughing; 

difficult or painful breathing etc.)  
 Chronic bronchitis. 
 Decreased lung function.  
 Premature death. 

 
Plant and Ecosystem Damage: 
 Has to do with atmospheric deposition. Particles can be 

carried over long distances by wind and then settle on 
ground or water. The effects of this settling include:  

 
 Making lakes and streams acidic.  
 Changing the nutrient balance in coastal waters 

and large river basins.  
 Depleting the nutrients in soil.  
 Damaging sensitive forests and farm crops.  
 Affecting the diversity of ecosystems. 

 
Visibility impairment: 

 PM is the major cause of reduced visibility (haze) in 
parts of the United States, including many of our 
national parks. 
 

Aesthetic damage: 
 Soot, a type of PM, stains and damages stone and other 

materials, including culturally important objects such as 
monuments and statues.  
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D.3  National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

The ambient air quality standards established by USEPA (i.e., NAAQS) and California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) (i.e., CAAQS) are summarized in Table D-3. California standards either are the same as the NAAQS 
or are more stringent than the NAAQS. California has adopted several additional measuring standards.  

Table D-3 

California and National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants 

Pollutant and Averaging Time 
California 
Standard 
(CAAQS)1 

NAAQS 

Primary Standard1 Secondary Standard1 

Carbon Monoxide 
     8-Hour Maximum 
     1-Hour Maximum 

 
9.0 ppm 
20 ppm 

 
9 ppm 
35 ppm 

 
--- 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
     Annual Arithmetic Mean 
     1-Hour Maximum 

 
0.030 ppm 
0.18 ppm 

 
0.053 ppm 

--- 

 
0.053 ppm 
--- 

Ozone 
     1-Hour Average  
     8-Hour Average 

 
0.09 ppm 
0.070 ppm 

 
--- 
0.075 ppm4 

 
--- 
0.075 ppm4 

Particulate Matter8 
PM10 
     Annual Arithmetic Mean 
     24-Hour Average 
PM2.5 
     Annual Arithmetic Mean       
     (over 3 years) 
     24-Hour Average 

 
 
20 
505 
 
122 
 
no separate standard 

 
 
--- 
1505 
 
15.02 
 
356 

 
 
--- 
150 
 
15.0 
 
35 

Lead 
     Quarterly Arithmetic Mean 
     30-day Average 

 
--- 

1.5 

 
1.57 

--- 

 
1.5 
--- 

Sulfur Dioxide 
     Annual Arithmetic Mean 
     24-Hour Maximum 
     3-Hour Maximum 
     1-Hour Maximum 

 
--- 
0.04 ppm3 
--- 
0.25 ppm 

 
0.030 ppm2 
0.14 ppm3 
--- 
--- 

 
--- 
--- 
0.5 ppm3 

--- 
Notes:  
1. All concentrations in micrograms per cubic meter of air (μg/m3) or, except where noted, in parts per million (ppm). 
2. Not to be exceeded during any calendar year. 
3. Not to be exceeded more than once a year. 
4. Standard attained when 3-year average of annual 4th-highest daily maximum 8-hour concentration is below the level. 
5. Standard attained when exceedance occurred no more than once per year over 3 years. 
6. Standard attained when the annual highest 98th percentile of 24-hour concentration over 3 years is below the level. 
7. The quarterly lead standard is not to be exceeded during any calendar quarter. 
8. PM10 - particulate matter diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5 - particulate matter diameter of 2.5 microns or less. 
Sources:  40 CFR 50 and CARB (6/26/08). 
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D.4  Mobile Source CO Impact Modeling Analysis 

This part of the appendix describes the methods used for the microscale ambient CO dispersion modeling 
analysis conducted to assess the potential CO impacts from the anticipated traffic increase. The modeling 
analysis includes estimates of emission factors and prediction of CO concentrations at selected intersections. 
The results of the impact analysis were in the form of ambient concentration levels for averaging periods 
corresponding to the CO NAAQS and CAAQS. 

D.4.1  Analysis Scenario  

Although there are many horizon year operating scenarios (2CVNs, 3CVNs, etc.), it is expected that the traffic 
conditions under the full build out year (2030 3CVNs scenario) would be the worst case condition. Therefore 
the CO impact analysis was conducted based on 2030 3CVNs traffic forecasts. 

D.4.2  Modeled Intersection Locations 

CO impacts were estimated for receptor locations during weekday AM and PM peak periods at the following 
intersections: 

 Forth Street and Orange Avenue. 

 Tarawa Road and Silver Strand Boulevard. 

These intersections were selected for CO modeling based upon their potential for being subject to the 
maximum increase in traffic and the worst-case traffic congestion with highest traffic volumes. The resulting 
estimates are, therefore, conservative ones. Under the traffic conditions described in the CVN SEIS, emissions 
and predicted CO concentrations at other intersections of the study area would be less. 

Based on USEPA guidance, reasonable receptor locations include sidewalks, residences, schools, hospitals, 
parking or vacant lots, and other places continuously accessible to the public. Since sidewalks are immediately 
adjacent to the modeled roadways and they are generally critical for CO impact analysis, a total of 20 receptors 
were selected along sidewalks at each modeled intersection and CO concentrations were modeled at these 
receptors. The receptors on sidewalks were located 3 meters from the roadway edge.  

D.4.3  Mathematic Models 

The projected CO concentrations have been determined in two steps: 1) vehicle exhaust emission factors were 
estimated using the CARB EMFAC2007 emission factor model with San Diego County-specific input 
parameters; and 2) these emission factors were subsequently used as input for the California State Department 
of Transportation (CALTRANS)/USEPA CALINE4 dispersion model to calculate CO concentrations at 
representative intersections. A brief description of the two computer models follows: 

 EMFAC2007 generates vehicular emission factors based on locality-specific vehicle fleet 
characteristics, including vehicle mix, operating mode in cold and hot start, and season.  
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 CALINE4 predicts downwind CO concentrations from motor vehicles traveling near roadway 
intersections. The model incorporates inputs such as roadway geometries, receptor locations, 
meteorological conditions including wind speed, stability, etc., and vehicular emission factors 
predicted by EMFAC2007. 

Total ambient CO concentrations near intersections consist of two components – local source contributions 
(i.e., vehicular emissions near intersections) and background contributions from other mobile sources, and 
stationary and natural sources in the project vicinity. Background CO levels were obtained from the most 
recent ambient measurements collected at the monitoring site that is closest to the project area; specifically, the 
air quality monitoring station located at 1110 Beardsley Street in San Diego. These levels are 4.4 ppm for a 
one-hour averaging period and 3.0 ppm for an eight-hour averaging period. A default persistence factor of 0.70 
was used to convert the one-hour CO concentrations calculated by CALINE4 to eight-hour concentrations. The 
persistence factor represents a combination of the hourly variability of both traffic and meteorological 
conditions. 

Furthermore, the worst-case meteorological conditions that result in the potentially highest one-hour CO 
concentration levels were used in the CALINE4 dispersion modeling.  

D.4.4  Analysis Results 

Predicted CO concentrations under the 2030 3CVNs condition at the two worst-case study intersections are 
shown in Table D-4. The results predicted using the CALINE4 model for both of the modeled intersections are 
well below the one-hour CO NAAQS and CAAQS, and the eight-hour CO NAAQS and CAAQS.   

Table D-4 

Modeled CO Levels under 2030 3CVNs Condition 

Intersection 
One-Hour 

Concentration (ppm) 
Eight-Hour 

Concentration (ppm) 

AM PM AM PM 
Forth Street / Orange Avenue  5.0 5.1 3.4 3.5 
Tarawa Rd / Silver Strand 
Boulevard  4.8 5.0 3.3 3.4 

Notes: CO levels include background concentrations of 4.4 ppm (1-hour) and 3.0 ppm (8-hour). 
NAAQS CO one-hour standard is 35 ppm; the eight-hour standard is 9 ppm. 
CAAQS CO one-hour standard is 20 ppm; the eight-hour standard is 9 ppm. 
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D.5  Mobile Source PM Impact Analysis 

Although the project is not in a nonattainment area for PM NAAQS, the potential traffic-related PM (PM2.5 and 
PM10) impact analysis was performed based on the available guideline and procedures outlined by the USEPA 
in the following: 

 Transportation Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 
Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas (USEPA, March 2006). 

In implementing this guideline, traffic conditions were evaluated along the main travel routes (e.g., Fourth 
Street) where vehicular trips resulting from the proposed action would occur. Based on this evaluation, a 
determination was made as to whether the proposed action is a project with a PM concern that requires a hot-
spot analysis. The guideline identifies five categories of project actions with potential air quality concerns that 
require a qualitative PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analysis. These are identified at 40 CFR 93.123[b][1](i) through 
(v) as follows: 

(i)   New or expanded highway projects that have a significant number of or significant increase in diesel 
vehicles. 

(ii)  Projects affecting intersections that are at Level-of-Service (LOS) D, E, or F with a significant number 
of diesel vehicles, or those that will change to LOS D, E, or F because of increased traffic volumes 
from a significant number of diesel vehicles related to the project. 

(ii)  New bus and rail terminals and transfer points that have a significant number of diesel vehicles 
congregating at a single location. 

(iv) Expanded bus and rail terminals and transfer points that significantly increase the number of diesel 
vehicles congregating at a single location. 

(v)  Projects in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of sites that are identified in the PM2.5 and PM10 

applicable implementation plan or implementation plan submission, as appropriate, as sites of 
violation or possible violation. 

Furthermore, typical sample projects of air quality concern defined by 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(i), (ii), (iii), and 
(iv) include: 

 A project on a new highway or expressway that serves a significant volume of diesel truck traffic, such 
as facilities with greater than 125,000 annual average daily traffic (AADT) and 8 percent or more of 
such AADT is diesel truck traffic. 

 New exit ramps and other highway facility improvements to connect a highway or expressway to a 
major freight, bus, or intermodal terminal. 

 Expansion of an existing highway or other facility that affects a congested intersection (operated at 
LOS D, E, or F) that has a significant increase in the number of diesel trucks.  
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 Similar highway projects that involve a significant increase in the number of diesel transit busses 
and/or diesel trucks. 

 A major new bus or intermodal terminal that is considered to be a “regionally significant project” 
under 40 CFR 93.1019. 

 An existing bus or intermodal terminal that has a large vehicle fleet where the number of diesel buses 
increases by 50 percent or more, as measured by bus arrivals.   

The proposed action would involve an increase of traffic volumes near NASNI. However, these new volumes 
would be mostly passenger commuting vehicles with a minimal delivery diesel truck component. According to 
the truck mix data measured and forecasted by CALTRANS (September, 2007), the vehicle mix along the 
major arterial roads to and from NASNI would be: 

 Auto – 96 percent. 

 Medium truck – 3 percent. 

 Heavy truck – 1 percent. 

Even conservatively considering that all trucks, including medium trucks, are diesel-powered, a total of 4 
percent diesel truck is well below the 8 percent threshold for potential PM air quality concerns. Therefore, the 
proposed action would not be considered to be one of those projects with potential for PM air quality concerns 
described above. Consequently, it can be concluded that the proposed action would not cause or contribute to a 
violation of the PM NAAQS; nor would the proposed action increase the frequency of existing exceedances of 
the PM CAAQS. No further hot-spot analysis for PM2.5 or PM10 is required.  

D.6  CAA General Conformity Applicability Analysis 

The 1990 amendments to the CAA require federal agencies to ensure that their actions conform to the 
appropriate State Implementation Plan (SIP) in a nonattainment area. The SIP is a plan that provides for 
implementation, maintenance, and enforcement of the NAAQS, and it includes emission limitations and 
control measures to attain and maintain the NAAQS. Conformity to a SIP, as defined in the CAA, means 
conformity to a SIP’s purpose of reducing the severity and number of violations of the NAAQS to achieve 
attainment of such standards. The federal agency responsible for an action is required to determine if its action 
conforms to the applicable SIP. 

The USEPA has developed two sets of conformity regulations, and federal actions are appropriately 
differentiated into transportation projects and non-transportation-related projects: 

 Transportation projects are governed by the “transportation conformity” regulations (40 CFR Parts 51 
and 93), which became effective on December 27, 1993 and were revised on August 15, 1997. 

 Non-transportation projects are governed by the “general conformity” regulations (40 CFR Parts 6, 51 
and 93) described in the final rule for Determining Conformity of General Federal Actions to State or 
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Federal Implementation Plans that was published in the Federal Register on November 30, 1993. The 
GCR became effective January 31, 1994 and has not been updated since then. 

Since the proposed action is a non-transportation project, only the GCR applies. This general conformity 
applicability analysis is prepared for the implementation of the proposed minor infrastructure  improvements 
associated with the  third CVN to NASNI in San Diego, California. 

D.6.1 General Conformity 

Attainment and Nonattainment Areas 

The GCR applies to federal actions occurring in air basins designated as nonattainment for the NAAQS or in 
attainment areas subject to maintenance plans (maintenance areas). Federal actions occurring in air basins that 
are in attainment with the NAAQS are not subject to the conformity rule. 

Areas that meet the NAAQS standard for a criteria pollutant are designated as being in “attainment;” areas 
where the criteria pollutant level exceeds the NAAQS are designated as being in “nonattainment.” O3 
nonattainment areas are subcategorized based on the severity of their pollution problem (basic, marginal, 
moderate, serious, severe, and extreme). PM and CO nonattainment areas are classified into two categories 
(moderate and serious). When insufficient data exists to determine an area’s attainment status, it is designated 
unclassifiable (or attainment). 

The proposed action would occur at NASNI in San Diego County of California, an area that is currently 
designated as a basic nonattainment area for 8-hour O3, a maintenance area for CO, and an attainment area for 
the other criteria pollutants: NO2, SO2, Pb, and PM (PM10 and PM2.5).  

De Minimis Emissions Levels 

To focus general conformity requirements on those federal actions with the potential to have significant air 
quality impacts, threshold (de minimis) rates of emissions were established in the final rule. A formal 
conformity determination is required when the annual net total of direct and indirect emissions from a federal 
action, occurring in a nonattainment or maintenance area, equals or exceeds an annual de minimis level. Table 
D-5 lists the de minimis levels by pollutant. 



CVN Homeporting 

 
Air Quality Impact Analyses  Appendix D 
 D-15 

For O3 nonattainment areas, USEPA’s conformity rules establish de minimis emission levels for both O3 
precursors, VOC and NOx, on the presumption that VOC and NOx reductions will contribute to reductions in 
O3 formation. Since the project site is located in an O3 basic nonattainment area, the de minimis levels of 100 
tons per year (tpy) of NOx or VOCs would apply. For the CO maintenance area, the de minimis level of 100 tpy 
would apply. 

Table D-5 

De Minimis Emission Levels for Criteria Air Pollutants 

Pollutant Nonattainment Designation Tons/Year 

Ozone* 

Serious 50 
Severe  25 
Extreme  10 
Other nonattainment or maintenance areas outside 
ozone transport region 100 

Marginal and moderate nonattainment areas inside 
ozone transport region 50/100** 

Carbon Monoxide All  100 
Sulfur Dioxide All  100 
Lead All  25 
Nitrogen Dioxide All  100 

Particulate Matter ≤ 
10 microns 

Moderate  100 
Serious  70 

Particulate Matter ≤ 
2.5 microns*** All 100 

Notes: *   Applies to ozone precursors – volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen 
oxides (NOX). 

 **  VOCs/NOX 

            ***  Applies to PM2.5 and its precursors. 
 

Regional Significance 

A federal action that does not exceed the threshold emission rates of criteria pollutants may still be subject to a 
general conformity determination if the direct and indirect emissions from the action exceed 10 percent of the 
total emissions inventory for a particular criteria pollutant in a nonattainment or maintenance area. If the 
emissions exceed this 10 percent threshold, the federal action is considered to be a “regionally significant” 
activity, and, thus, the GCR would apply. 

Analysis 

This CAA GCR analysis was conducted according to the guidance provided by 40 CFR Parts 6, 51, and 93 
Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans (USEPA, November 
1993). The analysis was performed for the proposed action to determine whether the project would be 
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consistent with the GCR and whether a formal conformity analysis would be required. Pursuant to the GCR, all 
reasonably foreseeable emissions (both direct and indirect) associated with the proposed berth construction and 
other activities, under the proposed action, that are not covered by the 1999 FEIS were quantified and 
compared to the applicable annual de minimis levels to determine potential emissions impacts. 

The conformity analysis for a federal action examines the impacts of the direct and indirect net emissions from 
mobile and stationary sources. Direct emissions are emissions of a criteria pollutant or its precursors that are 
caused or initiated by a federal action and occur at the same time and place as the action. Indirect emissions, 
occurring later in time and/or further removed in distance from the action itself, must be included in the 
determination if both of the following apply: 

 The federal agency can practicably control the emissions and has continuing program responsibility to 
maintain control. 

 The emissions caused by the federal action are reasonably foreseeable. 

Under the proposed action condition, the Navy is proposing to convert NASNI Berth Lima to support the 
homeporting of a third Nimitz-class aircraft carrier. Implementation of the proposed action would involve 
construction of a series of projects within a year, including: 

 Installation of a fendering system. The existing fender panel would be removed. 300 square 
prestressed concrete fender piles would be installed along with chocks and walers along the top ends 
of the piles. 

 Fitting of new bollards for mooring. Existing bollards would be demolished and replaced with 12 100-
ton bollards and 4 200-ton storm bollards for a total of 16 bollards. 

 Construction of a CVN security building. A 431-square-foot guard station would be constructed.  

 Construction of anti-terrorism/force protection facilities. These include a watchtower, guard kiosk, and 
security fencing as part of the guideline requirements. 

 Installation of various supporting facilities (including electrical utilities, mechanical utilities, sewer 
and storm water utilities), repair of platform void areas, paving of the wharf and parking areas, etc.  

Increased direct and indirect NOx, VOC, and CO emissions from the construction would result from the 
following potential activities: 

 Use of diesel and gas-powered construction equipment. 

 Movement of trucks containing construction and removal materials. 

 Commuting of construction workers. 

In estimating emissions, the usage of equipment and the duration of construction activities first were 
determined based on the sizes of the individual facilities to be constructed. The increased emissions were then 
calculated using the USEPA guidance and emission factors.  
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D.6.2 Construction Emissions 

The GCR requires that potential emissions generated from any project-related demolition or construction 
activity and/or increased operational activities be determined on an annual basis and compared to the annual de 
minimis levels for those pollutants (or their precursors) for which the area is classified as nonattainment or 
maintenance. Emissions attributable to construction activities for the Berth Lima conversion at NASNI were 
analyzed for NOx, VOC, and CO. 

Activity Data 

In estimating construction-related NOx, VOC, and CO emissions, the usage of equipment, the likely duration of 
each activity, and manpower estimates for the construction were based on the data provided in project 1391 
forms for the future project-associated activities. The weekly duration given for each activity was assumed to 
be eight hours per day and five days per week. 

The type and extent of construction was based on the design guidance provided by the Department of Defense 
(DoD) Unified Facility Criteria (UFC) specifically in Design: Piers and Wharves (DoD, July 2005) and 
Dockside Utilities for Ship Service (DoD, August 2007).  Estimates as to construction crew and equipment 
requirements and productivity were based on the data presented in 2006 RSMeans Heavy Construction Cost 
Data (R.S. Means Co., Inc., 2005). 

All equipment was assumed to be diesel powered unless otherwise noted. Each piece of equipment was 
assumed to be operated continuously for six hours during each working day. Pieces of equipment to be used for 
the construction and demolition activities include, but are not limited to: 

 Backhoe loaders. 
 Compressors. 
 Concrete pumps. 
 Cranes. 
 Excavators. 
 Front end loaders. 
 Gas engine vibrators. 
 Gas welding machines. 
 Gradalls. 
 Hammers. 
 Pavement removers. 
 Pavement breakers. 
 Pavers. 
 Rammers/tampers. 
 Rollers. 
 Trenchers. 
 Dump trucks. 
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Equipment Emission Estimate 

Estimates of construction equipment emissions were based on the estimated hours of usage and emission 
factors for each motorized source. Emission factors for VOC, NOx, and CO related to heavy-duty diesel 
equipment were obtained from Exhaust and Crankcase Emission Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling – 
Compression-Ignition (USEPA, April 2004a). NOx, VOC, and CO emission factors for heavy-duty gas 
equipment were obtained from Exhaust Emission Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling: Spark-Ignition 
(USEPA, 2005). Emission factors are available for hydrocarbons (HC), which include all VOCs as well as 
other non-VOC constituents; therefore, HC emissions may be slightly higher than VOC emissions. For the 
purposes of this analysis, although the term VOC is used, the relevant emission factors include all HC 
emissions. 

Emission factors (in grams of pollutant per hour per horsepower) were multiplied by the estimated running 
time and equipment associated average horsepower to calculate the total grams of pollutant from each piece of 
equipment.  Average horsepower values were obtained from Nonroad Engine and Vehicle Emission Study – 
Report (USEPA, 1991).  Finally, the total grams of pollutant were converted to tons of pollutant. 

The USEPA recommends the following formula to calculate hourly emissions from nonroad engine sources 
including cranes, backhoes, etc.: 

Mi  = N x HP x LF x EFi 

where: 
Mi  =  mass of emissions of ith pollutants during inventory period; 
N   =  source population (units); 
HP =  average rated horsepower; 
LF  =  typical load factor; and 
EFi  = average emissions of ith pollutant per unit of use (e.g., grams per horsepower-hour). 

Typical load factor values were obtained from Median Life, Annual Activity, and Load Factor Values for 
Nonroad Engine Emissions Modeling (USEPA, April 2004b). Equipment running times were estimated based 
on a 6 hour per day schedule. Estimated emissions from operation of on-site construction equipment are 
presented in Table D-6. A sample calculation for NOx emissions from a 90-ton crane engine during the 
construction of the CVN security building follows: 

Operational Hours   = 30 hours (1 crane x 5 days x 6 hr/day) 
Operational Emissions   = 30 hours x 194 hp x 59% x 8.38 grams/hp-hr 

 = 28,775 grams 
 = 0.032 tons (see Table D-6) 

Vehicle Emission Estimate 

Truck and commuting vehicle operations would result in indirect emissions. However, the only activities that 
are subject to the general conformity rule are vehicle operations within NASNI, over which the Navy would 
have control. Motor vehicle operations within NASNI are assumed and summarized as follows: 
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 Pickup, dump and other construction-related trucks would travel at an average speed of 25 miles per 
hour (mph) on site, for a total estimated on-base run time of two hours per working day; and  

 Each worker’s commuter vehicle would take a 20-minute round trip to commute within NASNI at an 
average speed of 25 mph. 

Emission factors for motor vehicles were calculated for year 2009 for both trucks (including dump, delivery, 
tractor, and tractor trucks that were modeled as heavy-duty diesel vehicles) and commuter vehicles (modeled as 
light-duty gasoline vehicles) using the CARB EMFAC2007 mobile source emission factor model. Statewide 
default input parameters for the summer and winter seasons that are applicable to the San Diego area were 
used. The modeled emission factors were then multiplied by the vehicle operational hours to determine motor 
vehicle emissions (Table D-7). 

Asphalt Curing Emission Estimate 

Asphalt curing-related VOC emissions were calculated based on the amount of paving anticipated for on-site 
wharf and parking areas. The following assumptions were used: 

 CARB-provided asphalt paving total organic gases (TOG) emission factor of 0.04 lbs/ton (CARB, 
May 2005) was conservatively used as the paving VOC emission factor.  

 Average concrete density of 150 lb/feet3 (4,050 lb/yd3) (Lindeburg, 2001) was assumed as the 
approximate density for aggregated asphalt concrete mix since the asphalt content is relatively small 
with approximately 6 percent in average. 

 Conservative 4 inch paving thickness was assumed (R.S. Means Co., Inc., 2005).  

The calculation of asphalt concrete paving VOC emissions is provided below: 

Pavement area = 78,000 yd2 (wharf) + 4,167 yd2 
(parking area)

 

   = 82,167 yd2   

Paving thickness = 4 inches = 0.11 yd 

Asphalt concrete density = 4,050 lbs/yd3 

Total VOC  = 82,167 yd2 x 0.11 yd x 4,050 lbs/yd3 / 2000 lb/ton x 0.04 lb/ton 
            = 732.1 lbs 
 = 0.37 tons  
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Table D-6 

2009 Construction Equipment Emissions Worksheet 

 
  

Equipment Type/Activity 
Total 

Hours of 
Operation 

Horsepower1 
(hp) 

Load 
Factor2 

(%) 

Emission Factor3,4 
(grams/hp-hour) Emission (tons) 

VOC NOx CO VOC NOx CO 
Fendering System                   
Crane, 90 ton 360 194 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.031 0.380 0.123 
Crane, 40 ton 390 194 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.033 0.412 0.133 
Diesel hammer,  
41,000 foot-lb 330 161 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.023 0.289 0.093 
Moorings Fittings             
Crane hydraulic, 12 ton 150 194 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.013 0.158 0.051 
Gas welding machine 150 35 21 5.87 3.47 386.48 0.007 0.004 0.469 
CVN Security Building             
Concrete pump, small 30 80 59 0.99 8.30 3.49 0.002 0.013 0.005 
Crane, 90 ton 30 194 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.003 0.032 0.010 
Gas engine vibrator 30 8 43 5.87 3.47 386.48 0.001 0.000 0.044 
Gas welding machine 30 35 21 5.87 3.47 386.48 0.001 0.001 0.094 
Anti Terrorism / Force Protection         
Backhoe loader, 80 hp 1080 80 59 0.99 8.30 3.49 0.056 0.466 0.196 
Crane, 90 ton 30 194 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.003 0.032 0.010 
Gas welding machine 60 35 21 5.87 3.47 386.48 0.003 0.002 0.188 
Gradall 60 183 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.005 0.060 0.019 
Tandem roller, 10 ton 1080 99 59 0.99 8.30 3.49 0.069 0.577 0.242 
Source: 1 Nonroad Engine and Vehicle Emission Study-Report. USEPA, 1991. 
              2 Median Life, Annual Activity, and Load Factor Values for Nonroad Engine Emissions Modeling. USEPA, April 2004a. 
              3 Exhaust and Crankcase Emission Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling – Compression-Ignition. USEPA, April 2004b. 
              4 Exhaust Emission Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling: Spark-Ignition. USEPA, 2005. 
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Table D-6 (continued) 

2009 Construction Equipment Emissions Worksheet 

 
 

Equipment Type/Activity 
Total 

Hours of 
Operation 

Horsepower1 
(hp) 

Load 
Factor2 

(%) 

Emission Factor3,4 
(grams/hp-hour) Emissions (tons) 

VOC NOx CO VOC NOx CO 
Supporting Facilities          
Asphalt paver, 130 hp 120 130 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.007 0.085 0.027 
Backhoe loader, 80 hp 630 80 59 0.99 8.30 3.49 0.032 0.272 0.114 
Compressor, 250 cubic feet 
per minute (cfm) 300 43 37 0.99 8.30 3.49 0.005 0.044 0.018 

Crane, 90 ton 30 194 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.003 0.032 0.010 
Crane hydraulic, 12 ton 1590 194 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.136 1.680 0.541 
Crane hydraulic, 33 ton 390 194 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.033 0.412 0.133 
Front end loader, 2.5 cubic 
yard (cy) 1800 158 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.126 1.549 0.499 

Gas engine vibrator 180 8 43 5.87 3.47 386.48 0.004 0.002 0.264 
Gradall 30 183 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.002 0.030 0.010 
Hydraulic excavator, 3.5 cy 420 183 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.034 0.419 0.135 
Hydraulic hammer, 1200 lb 630 183 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.051 0.628 0.202 
Pavement removal bucket 630 183 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.051 0.628 0.202 
Pavement breaker, 60lb 600 183 59 0.68 8.38 2.70 0.049 0.598 0.193 
Pneumatic wheel roller 120 99 59 0.99 8.30 3.49 0.008 0.064 0.027 
Rammer / tamper, 8" 840 8 43 0.99 8.30 3.49 0.003 0.026 0.011 
Roller, steel wheel 150 99 59 0.99 8.30 3.49 0.010 0.080 0.034 
Roller, pneumatic wheel 90 99 59 0.99 8.30 3.49 0.006 0.048 0.020 
Tandem roller, 10 ton 120 99 59 0.99 8.30 3.49 0.008 0.064 0.027 
Trencher, 12 hp 390 12 59 0.99 8.30 3.49 0.003 0.025 0.011 
Total Construction Equipment Emissions 0.821 9.112 4.155 
Source: 1 Nonroad Engine and Vehicle Emission Study-Report. USEPA, 1991. 
              2 Median Life, Annual Activity, and Load Factor Values for Nonroad Engine Emissions Modeling. USEPA, April 2004a. 
              3 Exhaust and Crankcase Emission Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling – Compression-Ignition. USEPA, April 2004b. 
              4 Exhaust Emission Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling: Spark-Ignition. USEPA, 2005. 
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Table D-7 

2009 Motor Vehicle Emissions Worksheet 

Activity 
Hours 

Of 
Operation 

VOC 
 Emission  

Factor 
 (lbs/hr) 

NOx 
 Emission  

Factor 
 (lbs/hr) 

CO 
Emission 
 Factor 
 (lbs/hr) 

Emissions (tons) 

VOC NOx CO 
Truck Emissions 
Fendering System 

720 0.0411 0.461 0.286 0.015 0.166 0.103 
Total trucks = 4 
Total working days = 90 
Running hours (hrs) per 
vehicle (veh) per day =  2 
Moorings Fittings 

100 0.0411 0.461 0.286 0.002 0.023 0.014 Total trucks = 1 
Total working days = 50 
Running hrs per veh per day =  2 
CVN Security Building 

110 0.0411 0.461 0.286 0.002 0.025 0.016 Total trucks = 1 
Total working days = 55 
Running hrs per veh per day =  2 
Anti Terrorism / Force Protection 

180 0.0411 0.461 0.286 0.004 0.042 0.026 Total trucks = 2 
Total working days = 45 
Running hrs per veh per day =  2 
Supporting Facilities 

4,800 0.0411 0.461 0.286 0.099 1.106 0.686 
Total trucks = 16 
Total working days = 150 

Running hrs per veh per day =  2 
Truck Vehicle Emissions 0.122 1.362 0.845 
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Table D-7 

2009 Motor Vehicle Emissions Worksheet (continued) 

 

Activity 
Hours 

 Of 
Operation 

VOC 
 Emission  

Factor 
 (lbs/hr) 

NOx 
 Emission  

Factor 
 (lbs/hr) 

CO 
Emission 
 Factor 
 (lbs/hr) 

Emissions (tons) 

VOC NOx CO 
Commuter Vehicle Emissions 
Fendering System 

300 0.0131 0.0378 0.252 0.002 0.006 0.038 
Total vehicles = 10 
Total working days = 90 

Minutes on site round trip = 20 
Moorings Fittings 

33 0.0131 0.0378 0.252 0.000 0.001 0.004 Total vehicles = 2 
Total working days = 50 
Minutes on site round trip = 20 
CVN Security Building 

37 0.0131 0.0378 0.252 0.000 0.001 0.005 Total vehicles = 2 
Total working days = 55 
Minutes on site round trip = 20 
Anti-Terrorism / Force Protection 

90 0.0131 0.0378 0.252 0.001 0.002 0.011 Total vehicles = 6 
Total working days = 45 
Minutes on site round trip = 20 
Supporting Facilities 

2,250 0.0131 0.0378 0.252 0.015 0.043 0.283 
Total vehicles = 45 
Total  working days = 150 

Minutes on site round trip = 20 
Commuter Vehicle Emissions 0.018 0.053 0.341 
Total Construction Vehicle Emissions 0.140 1.415 1.186 
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D.6.3 Compliance Analysis 

Based on the results of this analysis of NOx, VOC, and CO emissions performed in accordance with the final 
rule for Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans, (USEPA, 
November 1993), the proposed action would not require a formal conformity determination. The results of this 
analysis, as presented in Table D-8, show no exceedance of the de minimis criteria of 100 tpy for NOx, VOC, 
or CO on an annual basis. Furthermore, the proposed action would not be regionally significant since the 
project-related emissions would not make up 10 percent or more of the available San Diego air basin 2006 
emission inventory for NOx, VOC, and CO [i.e., VOC: 167 tons per day (tpd), NOx: 192 tpd, CO: 911 tpd]. 
Therefore, the proposed action would have minimal air quality impact.  

Table D-8 

Total Construction Emissions Levels 

Emission Source 
Pollutant (tons/year) 

VOC NOX CO 

Year 2009 

Construction Diesel Equipment 0.82 9.11 4.16 

Construction Motor Vehicles 0.14 1.42 1.19 

Asphalt Paving 0.37 - - 

Total Annual Emissions 1.33 10.53 5.35 

De Minimis Level 100 100 100 
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F.1 Predicted Future Traffic Noise Increases 

Future noise increases at a specific receptor location were predicted based on traffic volume changes at those 
traffic lanes immediate adjacent to the receptor using the following logarithmic equation: 

• Change in noise (dBA) over the existing condition = 10 x log (future volume/ existing volume). 

• Change in noise (dBA) over the No Build condition = 10 x log (future volume/ no build volume). 

The traffic volumes used for this analysis under various scenarios were obtained from Final Traffic Study for 
the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for Developing Home Port Facilities for Three Nimitz-
class Aircraft Carriers in Support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet (HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc., January 
2008). The worst-case impact volume conditions − i.e., 2030 horizon year with 3 CVNs home porting at 
NASNI − were analyzed.  

The traffic volume increases and the resulting traffic noise increases (Tables F-1 through F-3) were calculated 
by comparing the future 2030 with 3 CVNs homeporting traffic conditions to the following baseline 
scenarios: 

• 2007 existing 1 CVN conditions. 

• 2007 existing 2 CVNs conditions. 

• 2030 no build 2 CVNs conditions. 

The predicted ranges of noise increases under the proposed action would be at most barely perceptible and 
well below the substantial increase threshold, as shown in the following summary: 

• 0 – 3 dBA over 2007 existing 1 CVN conditions. 

• 0 – 2 dBA over 2007 existing 2 CVNs conditions. 

• 0 - 1 dBA over 2030 no build 2 CVNs conditions. 
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Table F-1 

2030 Build Condition (3 CVNs) Noise Increase (dBA) Over 2007 Existing 1 CVN Conditions 

 Street Location 

Traffic Volume 
2007 Existing 

(1 CVN) 

Traffic Volume 
2030 Build 
(3 CVNs) 

2030 Build Noise 
Increase from 

Existing 1 CVN 

AM PM AM PM AM PM 

Th
ird

 S
t. 

East of Alameda Blvd. 2586 644 3959 1013 1.8 2.0 
West of D Ave. 2461 783 4089 1290 2.2 2.2 
East of D Ave. 2513 849 4078 1342 2.1 2.0 
West of Orange Ave. 2447 875 3949 1352 2.1 1.9 
East of Orange Ave. 4119 1785 6043 2778 1.7 1.9 
West of Pomona Ave. 4125 1787 6113 2940 1.7 2.2 

Fo
ur

th
 S

t. 

East of Alameda Blvd. 436 1681 759 3200 2.4 2.8 
West of D Ave. 653 1768 1025 3618 2.0 3.1 
East of D Ave. 709 1893 1055 3639 1.7 2.8 
West of Orange Ave. 648 1907 1058 3670 2.1 2.8 
East of Orange Ave. 1430 2945 1861 5299 1.1 2.6 
West of Pomona Ave. 1136 2949 1564 5254 1.4 2.5 
East of Pomona Ave. 1215 2970 1638 5241 1.3 2.5 
West of Glorietta Blvd. 4105 1671 6081 2836 1.7 2.3 
East of Glorietta Blvd. 1708 3773 2052 6443 0.8 2.3 

O
ra

ng
e 

A
ve

. 

South of Third St. 2110 2090 2662 2892 1.0 1.4 
North of Fourth St. 2177 2098 2741 2903 1.0 1.4 
South of Fourth St. 1454 1085 1806 1462 0.9 1.3 
North of Fifth St. 574 782 731 1103 1.1 1.5 
South of Fifth St. 1385 1009 1867 1540 1.3 1.8 
South of Sixth St. 1326 1042 1817 1474 1.4 1.5 
North of Eighth St. 544 820 625 1076 0.6 1.2 
South of Eighth St. 1293 1002 1604 1383 0.9 1.4 
North of Tenth St. 509 815 583 1016 0.6 1.0 
South of Tenth St. 1243 1079 1495 1260 0.8 0.7 
North of R.H. Dana Pl.\Adella Ave. 496 789 522 1016 0.2 1.1 
South of R.H. Dana Pl.\Adella Ave. 1352 1616 1579 1838 0.7 0.6 
North of Pomona Ave. 2335 2450 3017 3110 1.1 1.0 

Po
m

on
a 

A
ve

. 

South of Third St. 4094 1665 6093 2838 1.7 2.3 
North of Fourth St. 4105 1669 6077 2816 1.7 2.3 
South of Fourth St. 377 333 408 355 0.3 0.3 
North of Glorietta Blvd. 844 896 914 1017 0.3 0.6 
South of Glorietta Blvd. 764 1013 778 1155 0.1 0.6 
North of Orange Ave.\Silver Strand 
Blvd. 980 1046 991 1112 0.0 0.3 

Si
lv

er
 S

tra
nd

 
B

lv
d.

 

East of Pomona Ave. 3315 3488 3970 4168 0.8 0.8 
West of Tarawa Rd. 2955 3187 3602 3923 0.9 0.9 
East of Tarawa Rd. 2312 2343 2752 3159 0.8 1.3 
West of Tulagi Rd. 2316 2335 2733 3110 0.7 1.2 
East of Tulagi Rd. 2678 2605 3203 3412 0.8 1.2 
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Table F-2 

 2030 Build Condition (3 CVNs) Noise Increase (dBA) Over Existing 2 CVNs Conditions 

 Street Location 

Traffic Volume 
2007 Existing 

(2 CVNs) 

Traffic Volume 
2030 Build 
(3 CVNs) 

2030 Build Noise 
Increase from 

Existing 2 CVNs 

AM PM AM PM AM PM 

Th
ird

 S
t. 

East of Alameda Blvd. 3085 764 3959 1013 1.1 1.2 
West of D Ave. 2959 903 4089 1290 1.4 1.5 
East of D Ave. 2997 966 4078 1342 1.3 1.4 
West of Orange Ave. 2931 992 3949 1352 1.3 1.3 
East of Orange Ave. 4654 1914 6043 2778 1.1 1.6 
West of Pomona Ave. 4660 1916 6113 2940 1.2 1.9 

Fo
ur

th
 S

t. 

East of Alameda Blvd. 537 2177 759 3200 1.5 1.7 
West of D Ave. 754 2264 1025 3618 1.3 2.0 
East of D Ave. 807 2375 1055 3639 1.2 1.9 
West of Orange Ave. 746 2389 1058 3670 1.5 1.9 
East of Orange Ave. 1536 3469 1861 5299 0.8 1.8 
West of Pomona Ave. 1242 3473 1564 5254 1.0 1.8 
East of Pomona Ave. 1321 3494 1638 5241 0.9 1.8 
West of Glorietta Blvd. 4640 1800 6081 2836 1.2 2.0 
East of Glorietta Blvd. 1815 4304 2052 6443 0.5 1.8 

O
ra

ng
e 

A
ve

. 

South of Third St. 2233 2218 2662 2892 0.8 1.2 
North of Fourth St. 2298 2226 2741 2903 0.8 1.2 
South of Fourth St. 1497 1161 1806 1462 0.8 1.0 
North of Fifth St. 651 820 731 1103 0.5 1.3 
South of Fifth St. 1428 1085 1867 1540 1.2 1.5 
South of Sixth St. 1365 1097 1817 1474 1.2 1.3 
North of Eighth St. 599 853 625 1076 0.2 1.0 
South of Eighth St. 1332 1057 1604 1383 0.8 1.2 
North of Tenth St. 542 843 583 1016 0.3 0.8 
South of Tenth St. 1243 1107 1495 1260 0.8 0.6 
North of R.H. Dana Pl.\Adella Ave. 525 796 522 1016 0.0 1.1 
South of R.H. Dana Pl.\Adella Ave. 1359 1651 1579 1838 0.7 0.5 
North of Pomona Ave. 2378 2493 3017 3110 1.0 1.0 

Po
m

on
a 

A
ve

. 

South of Third St. 4629 1794 6093 2838 1.2 2.0 
North of Fourth St. 4640 1798 6077 2816 1.2 1.9 
South of Fourth St. 377 333 408 355 0.3 0.3 
North of Glorietta Blvd. 845 903 914 1017 0.3 0.5 
South of Glorietta Blvd. 765 1020 778 1155 0.1 0.5 
North of Orange Ave.\Silver Strand 
Blvd. 980 1046 991 1112 0.0 0.3 

Si
lv

er
 S

tra
nd

 
B

lv
d.

 

East of Pomona Ave. 3358 3531 3970 4168 0.7 0.7 
West of Tarawa Rd. 2998 3230 3602 3923 0.8 0.8 
East of Tarawa Rd. 2255 2386 2752 3159 0.9 1.2 
West of Tulagi Rd. 2359 2378 2733 3110 0.6 1.2 
East of Tulagi Rd. 2721 2648 3203 3412 0.7 1.1 
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Table F-3 

2030 Build Condition (3 CVNs) Noise Increase (dBA) Over 2030 No Build 2 CVNs Conditions 

 Street Location 

Traffic Volume 
2030 No Build  

(2 CVNs) 

Traffic Volume 
2030 Build 
(3 CVNs) 

2030 Build Noise 
Increase from 

2030 Noise Build 
2 CVNs 

AM PM AM PM AM PM 

Th
ird

 S
t. 

East of Alameda Blvd. 3460 893 3959 1013 0.6 0.5 
West of D Ave. 3591 1170 4089 1290 0.6 0.4 
East of D Ave. 3594 1225 4078 1342 0.5 0.4 
West of Orange Ave. 3465 1235 3949 1352 0.6 0.4 
East of Orange Ave. 5508 2649 6043 2778 0.4 0.2 
West of Pomona Ave. 5578 2811 6113 2940 0.4 0.2 

Fo
ur

th
 S

t. 

East of Alameda Blvd. 658 2704 759 3200 0.6 0.7 
West of D Ave. 924 3122 1025 3618 0.5 0.6 
East of D Ave. 957 3157 1055 3639 0.4 0.6 
West of Orange Ave. 960 3188 1058 3670 0.4 0.6 
East of Orange Ave. 1755 4775 1861 5299 0.3 0.5 
West of Pomona Ave. 1458 4730 1564 5254 0.3 0.5 
East of Pomona Ave. 1532 4717 1638 5241 0.3 0.5 
West of Glorietta Blvd. 5546 2707 6081 2836 0.4 0.2 
East of Glorietta Blvd. 1945 5912 2052 6443 0.2 0.4 

O
ra

ng
e 

A
ve

. 

South of Third St. 2539 2764 2662 2892 0.2 0.2 
North of Fourth St. 2620 2775 2741 2903 0.2 0.2 
South of Fourth St. 1763 1386 1806 1462 0.1 0.2 
North of Fifth St. 654 1065 731 1103 0.5 0.2 
South of Fifth St. 1824 1464 1867 1540 0.1 0.2 
South of Sixth St. 1778 1419 1817 1474 0.1 0.2 
North of Eighth St. 570 1043 625 1076 0.4 0.1 
South of Eighth St. 1565 1328 1604 1383 0.1 0.2 
North of Tenth St. 550 988 583 1016 0.3 0.1 
South of Tenth St. 1489 1232 1495 1260 0.0 0.1 
North of R.H. Dana Pl.\Adella Ave. 493 1009 522 1016 0.2 0.0 
South of R.H. Dana Pl.\Adella Ave. 1572 1803 1579 1838 0.0 0.1 
North of Pomona Ave. 2974 3067 3017 3110 0.1 0.1 

Po
m

on
a 

A
ve

. 

South of Third St. 5558 2709 6093 2838 0.4 0.2 
North of Fourth St. 5542 2687 6077 2816 0.4 0.2 
South of Fourth St. 408 355 408 355 0.0 0.0 
North of Glorietta Blvd. 913 1010 914 1017 0.0 0.0 
South of Glorietta Blvd. 777 1148 778 1155 0.0 0.0 
North of Orange Ave.\Silver Strand 
Blvd. 991 1112 991 1112 0.0 0.0 

Si
lv

er
 S

tra
nd

 
B

lv
d.

 

East of Pomona Ave. 3927 4125 3970 4168 0.0 0.0 
West of Tarawa Rd. 3559 3880 3602 3923 0.1 0.0 
East of Tarawa Rd. 2709 3116 2752 3159 0.1 0.1 
West of Tulagi Rd. 2690 3067 2733 3110 0.1 0.1 
East of Tulagi Rd. 3160 3369 3203 3412 0.1 0.1 
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F.2 Construction Equipment Noise Prediction at Closest Sensitive Receptors 

The estimate of equipment noise to be generated during construction phase operations was based on the 
recommendations provided in Highway Construction Noise: Measurement, Prediction and Mitigation 
(FHWA, 1976) with the following equations: 

EL(I) = L(I) +EF      

Leq(I) = EL(I) - 20log (  
D0

 D(I) )  

Leq = 10log Σ 10 Leq (I)/10  

Where:  

  EL(I)is the average cycle noise emission level for equipment I; 

L(I) is the typical peak noise emission level of I equipment to be obtained from manufacturer 
or published levels such as those in Table F-4;  

EF is the equivalency factor to adjust peak noise level to average equipment cycle noise 
level. A typical EF is about -2 dBA; 

 Leq(I) is the sound level resulting from operation of equipment I; 

D(I) is the distance from receptor to equipment I; 

D0 is the reference distance at which L(I) is measured. D0 = 15.2 meter; 

Leq is the cumulative sound level from all equipment during specific construction phasing. 

Several pieces of construction equipment operating at the same time contribute to the actual noise levels at a 
specific receptor location . However, according to the above logarithmic relationship, the resulting noise 
levels would be dominated by the noisier source (e.g., 101 dB + 85 dB = 101 dB). Therefore, it is anticipated 
that the impact pile driver would be the dominant noise source during the one-year construction phase 
operations. 

The closest noise sensitive receptors on base are the medical and dental clinics, and child care center located 
south of Tow Way Road, between Rogers Road and Colorado street. These locations are approximately 610 
meters from the berth construction site. It is anticipated that the worst-case pile driving operations at the berth 
would result in approximately 67 dBA noise at these locations, calculated as follows: 

Leq(pile driving)  = 101 – 2 – 20 x log (610/15.2) 

   = 67 dBA 
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Table F-4 

Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels (dBA at 15 Meter) 

Equipment Type Typical Noise Levels 

Earthmoving: 
Loaders 
Backhoes 
Dozers 
Scrapers 
Graders 
Truck 
Pavers 
Roller 

 
85 
80 
85 
89 
85 
88 
89 
74 

Material Handling: 
Concrete Mixers 
Concrete Pumps 
Cranes 
Derricks 

 
85 
82 
83 
88 

Stationary: 
Pumps 
Generators 
Air Compressors 

 
76 
81 
81 

Impact: 
Pile Drivers (impact) 
Pile Drivers (Sonic) 
Jack Hammers 
Pneumatic Tools 

 
101 
96 
88 
85 

Other: 
Saws 
Rock Drill 

 
76 
98 

Source: Federal Transit Administration, May 2006. 

 

The closest off-base sensitive noise receptors are the residences located in the north part of the City of 
Coronado near the intersection of Alameda Boulevard and First Street, which is about 550 meters southeast of 
the additional CVN berth site. At this distance, the worst-case berthing improvement construction activity-
generated noise would be approximately 68 dBA, resulting from pile impact driving operations calculated in 
the same way discussed above. 
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Essential Fish Habitat Assessment 
for Developing Homeport Facilities for Three Nimitz-Class Aircraft 

Carriers in Support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet 
 

 
 
Applicant: U.S. Department of the Navy 
 
Project Name: Developing Homeport Facilities for Three Nimitz-Class Aircraft Carriers in Support of 
the U.S. Pacific Fleet 
 
Location: Naval Air Station North Island, San Diego, California 
 
Introduction 
 
Many marine habitats are critical to the productivity and sustainability of marine fisheries. The 1996 
amendments to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens 
Act) set forth the Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) provisions to identify and protect important habitats of 
federally managed marine and anadromous fish species.  Section 305(b)(2) of the amended Magnuson-
Stevens Act directs each Federal Agency to consult with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
with respect to any action authorized, funded, or undertaken, or proposed to be authorized, funded, or 
undertaken, by such agency that may adversely affect any EFH identified under the Magnuson-Stevens 
Act. Implementing regulations for this requirement are at 50 CFR 600. 
 
This assessment of EFH for the U.S. Department of the Navy’s development of homeport facilities for 
three Nimitz-Class aircraft carriers is being provided in conformance with the 1996 amendments to the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act. The 1996 amendments to the Magnuson-Stevens Act set forth a number of new 
mandates for the NMFS, eight regional fishery management councils (Councils), and other federal 
agencies to identify and protect important marine fish habitat.  The Councils, with assistance from NMFS, 
are required to delineate EFH for all managed species.  Federal action agencies which fund, permit, or 
carry out activities that may adversely impact EFH are required to consult with NMFS regarding the 
potential effects of their actions on EFH, and respond in writing to the fisheries service’s 
recommendations. 
 
The proposed project is located within an area designated as EFH for two Fishery Management Plans 
(FMPs): the Pacific Coast Groundfish and Coastal Pelagics (Pacific Fishery Management Council 
[PFMC] 1998a, 1998b). Since adverse impacts to these EFHs may occur, consultation with NMFS is 
required.  The Navy and NMFS signed an agreement in 2001 which allows the Navy’s National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act process to satisfy EFH 
analysis requirements. Therefore, the Navy will notify NMFS in writing as early as practicable regarding 
actions that may adversely affect EFH. Notification will facilitate discussion of measures to conserve 
EFH.  For any Federal action that may adversely affect EFH, Federal agencies must provide NMFS with a 
written assessment of the effects of that action on EFH. The level of detail required in the assessment is 
commensurate with the magnitude of potential adverse impacts, so an action that may only result in minor 
impacts would only require a brief assessment. Mandatory contents of the assessment are outlined in 50 
CFR 600.920.e.3. 
 



 2 

As the project region is located within a general area designated as EFH by the Pacific Coast Groundfish 
and Coastal Pelagic Species FMPs, the habitats and species covered by these plans are considered in this 
assessment.  
 
Project Description 
 
Historically, NASNI provided the facilities necessary to homeport three aircraft carriers (CV).  A Record 
of Decision was documented in the year 2000 to replace the CVs with nuclear powered aircraft carriers 
(CVN). Berths were upgraded to homeport 2 CVNs, and the upgrade of facilities to accommodate a third 
CVN is the focus of the current Proposed Action. As Berth LIMA was historically used for both transient 
and homeported CVNs, no dredging is required to upgrade the berth. The in-water construction necessary 
for modernization includes the use of pile-driving equipment to insert fender pilings for a new fendering 
system. 
 
Renovation of Berth LIMA to add the fendering system would involve disturbing activities such as the 
use of a pile driver to insert fender pilings. Although the proposed renovations would not expand the 
current CVN berthing footprint or affect the long-term viability of the site, there would be short-term 
disturbance to the marine environment and resident EFH species as a result of pile-driving and turbidity, 
and minor long-term alterations of the environment where the fender pilings are placed.  
 
EFH Designation: 
 
The proposed action occurs in one habitat type; the CVN carrier berthing location is sandy non-vegetated 
habitat inside San Diego Bay. 
 
San Diego Bay has experienced substantial historical degradation and loss in quantity and quality of 
intertidal and subtidal habitat as a result of human development (US Navy 2000).  Losses of intertidal 
habitat have been severe; up to 90 percent of intertidal areas in the San Diego Bay have been lost due to 
historic reclamation activities (U.S. Navy 2000).  
 
San Diego Bay presently has 8,779 acres of shallow and deep water habitats.  The Bay is characterized by 
a wide range of marine habitats including soft-bottom, which predominates, eelgrass, and artificial hard 
substrates primarily associated with piers and jetties (U.S. Navy 2000).  These habitats represent 
important breeding, nursery, and feeding areas for hundreds of fish and their prey species (U.S. Navy 
2000). 
 
The specific project site at Berth LIMA consists of soft bottom unvegetated silty habitat.  The areas 
surrounding Berth LIMA have been extensively dredged for navigational purposes.  The intertidal area is 
backed by an almost vertical quay wall that is subject to boat wake and wave surge.  Berth LIMA is 
located on the east edge of NAS North Island where it is protected from intense wave action. 
 
Organisms commonly associated with a subtidal/soft Bottom/sand habitat type include various sessile 
invertebrates, rays, small sharks, and several flatfish species.  Numerous surveys have been conducted 
over the last few decades in the San Diego Bay region to quantify fish diversity and abundance, with the 
most comprehensive being recent surveys by Allen (2002) and the Vantuna Research Group (2005). 
Survey results indicate that there are at least 89 known species of demersal (fish that live on or near the 
seabed) and open water fishes known to occur in the Bay. 
 
EFH that is considered to be particularly important to the long-term productivity of populations of one or 
more managed species or to be particularly vulnerable to degradation are identified by NMFS as Habitat 
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Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC [PFMC 2006]).  For types or areas of EFH to be considered HAPC, 
the following must be demonstrated:  

 the importance of the ecological function provided by the habitat;  
 the extent to which the habitat is sensitive to human-induced environmental degradation;  
 whether, and to what extent, development activities are, or will be, negatively impacting the 

habitat type; or 
 the rarity of the habitat.  

 
Eelgrass beds are designated HAPC for species included in the Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP.  Although 
eelgrass beds are present in San Diego Bay, the specific project area does not include eelgrass; nor is 
there eelgrass immediately adjacent to it. 
 
The Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP manages 82 species over a large, ecologically diverse area (PFMC 
1998a), and only four groundfish species are likely occur in the proposed CVN berthing project area 
(Table 1 [Allen et al. 2002; Vantuna Research Group 2005]). Of the five species included in the FMP for 
Coastal Pelagic Species, three of them likely occur in the proposed CVN berthing project area.  These 
species are all highly transient and can be found throughout San Diego Bay (Allen et al. 2002; Vantuna 
Research Group 2005).  
 

Table 1 
EFH Fish Species Likely to Occur at Each Proposed Action Area 

 
Common Name Scientific Name 

Pelagic Fish 
Northern anchovy Engraulis mordax  
Pacific sardine Sardinops sagax  
Pacific mackerel Scomber japonicus 

Groundfish 
Curlfin sole Pleuronichthys decurrens  
English sole Pleuronichthys vetulus  
California scorpionfish Scorpaena guttata  
Leopard shark Triakis semifasciatus 

 
 
Although groundfish are those fish considered demersal, they occupy diverse habitats during various 
stages in their life histories. For example, EFH may be large because a species’ pelagic eggs and larvae 
are widely dispersed. Conversely, EFH may be comparatively small as is the case with the adults of many 
nearshore rockfishes which show strong affinities to a particular location or substrate type. The following 
are descriptions of groundfish likely to occur in the project area. 
 
 Curlfin sole (Pleuronichthys decurrens) are found along the Pacific Coast of North America from the 

Bering Sea south to San Quintin, Baja California (NMFS 2007). Adults are demersal (bottom 
dwellers) and are associated with soft bottoms, occurring all along the west coast at depths from 38 to 
350 m (125 to 1,150 feet).  This species spawns from April to August and grows to a maximum size 
of 37 cm (15 inches).  Curlfin sole feed primarily on polychaete worms, crustacean eggs, and brittle 
star fragments. 
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 English sole (Pleuronichthys vetulus) are found in water less than 300 m (985 feet) from Baja 
California to the Gulf of Alaska (PMFC 1998b).  Spawning occurs offshore in waters shallower than 
100 m (330 feet), primarily during the autumn and winter, depending on the stock.  English sole use 
nearshore coastal and estuarine waters as nursery areas.  Adults and juveniles prefer soft bottoms 
composed of fine sands and mud, but also occur in eelgrass habitats. 

 
This species may reach ages in excess of 20 years. Females generally reach maturity after four years. 
Juveniles and adults are carnivorous, feeding on polychaetes, small bivalves, clam (Tagelus 
californianus) siphons, and other benthic invertebrates. 

 
 California scorpionfish (Scorpaena guttata) is a benthic species found from central California to the 

Gulf of California in depths between the inter-tidal and 170 m (555 feet). Although it generally 
inhabits rocky reefs, it also aggregates over sandy or muddy substrate, depending on the area or 
season (PMFC 2006).  California scorpionfish migrate to deeper water to spawn from May to 
September (peaking in July).  This species feeds on a wide variety of foods, including crabs, fishes, 
octopi, isopods and shrimp. 

 
 Leopard sharks (Triakis semifasciatus) are found from southern Oregon to Baja California, Mexico 

including the Gulf of California.  They are most common at depths ranging from 0 to 5 m (0 to 15 
feet) in muddy bays, and reside in estuaries, bays, and kelp beds over soft and hard bottoms, as well 
as along open coast sandy beaches (PMFC 2006). Leopard sharks are most common on or near the 
bottom in waters less than 4 m (13 feet) deep, but have been caught as deep as 91 m (300 feet). 

 
Leopard sharks spawn and pup in shallow water.  Seasonally, pups are along sandy beaches and in 
protected bays. The maximum recorded length of a leopard shark is 180 cm (6 feet), but most do not 
exceed 160 cm (5 feet) in length.  Females may take 10 to 15 years to reach maturity, while males 
may only take 7 to 13 years. Maximum age is reported to be 30 years.  This species feeds on a variety 
of prey including crabs, clams, fish, and octopus. 

 
Coastal pelagic species are those fish that live in the water column as opposed to living near the seafloor. 
They can generally be found anywhere from the surface to 1,000 m (3,300 feet) depth.  The following 
three pelagic fish descriptions of those species likely to occur at either project area are based on life-
history information from Appendix A of the Fishery Management Plan (FMP): Coastal Pelagic Fish 
(PMFC 1998a), and reported species distributions in San Diego Bay (Allen et al. 2002; Vantuna Research 
Group 2005). 
 

 
 Northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax) are small, short-lived fish that are typically found in schools 

near the water’s surface. They are found from British Columbia to Baja California and have recently 
appeared in the Gulf of California. Northern anchovies are divided into northern, central, and 
southern sub-populations. The central subpopulation is located in the Southern California Bight, 
between Point Conception, California and Point Descanso, Mexico. 
 
They grow to approximately 18 cm (8 inches) and rarely live beyond four years. Anchovy spawn 
during every month of the year, but spawning increases in late winter and early spring (peaking from 
February to April). Northern anchovy are an important part of the food chain for other species, 
including other fish, birds, and marine mammals. 
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 Pacific mackerel (Scomber japonicus) range from Mexico to southeastern Alaska. They are most 
abundant south of Point Conception, California, and usually appear within 32 km (20 miles) offshore. 
Mackerel are also schooling fish and they may school with other pelagic species such as jack 
mackerel (T. symmetricus) and sardines (Sardinops sagax). 
 
They grow to about 40 cm (16 inches) long with commercially caught mackerel typically four years 
old (or less). Mackerel typically spawn between 3 and 320 km (2 to 200 miles) offshore. While 
mackerel larvae eat zooplankton, juveniles and adults feed on small fish, squid, and fish larvae. They 
are heavily preyed upon by a variety of fish, mammals, and sea birds. 
 

 Pacific sardine (Sardinops sagax) are also small schooling fish. At times, they have been the most 
abundant fish species in the California current, a highly productive current that extends up to 1,000 
km (660 miles) offshore from Oregon to Baja California. When the population of Pacific sardine is 
large, it is abundant from the tip of Baja California to southeastern Alaska, and throughout the Gulf of 
California. Sardines typically grow to approximately 30 cm (12 inches) and may live as long as 13 
years, but they are usually younger than five years old. They feed on plankton and zooplankton, but 
are heavily preyed upon by a variety of fish, mammals, and sea birds.  
 
Sardine spawn in loosely aggregated schools in the upper 50 m (164 feet) of the water column. 
Spawning occurs year-round peaking April through August. The main spawning area for the 
historical population off the U.S. was between Point Conception and San Diego, CA, out to 
approximately 160 km (100 miles). 

 
EFH Analysis: 
 
The CVN Berth LIMA project would involve renovations of existing infrastructure.  While the proposed 
renovations would not increase the size of the current footprint of the berth, there would be a change in 
the soft-bottom habitat directly below the berth.  Fender pilings would be installed, resulting in a change 
in use of a small area of the soft sand bottom below the pier.  Considering the dynamic physical 
oceanographic conditions (currents, waves, and sand movement) that dominate the area, conditions would 
return to pre-construction relatively quickly, with the exception of the small areas changed by the actual 
presence of piles. Impacts during pile driving would result in turbidity plumes and underwater noise, 
which may adversely affect FMP species. Indirect impacts to EFH could include effects from degradation 
of water quality as a result of suspended sediments, reduction of light penetration and interfering with 
filter-feeding benthic organisms sensitive to turbidity. However, the level of increase in turbidity would 
be extremely short-term, limited only to the time period of fender pile-driving. 
 
The placement of fender piles would introduce an artificial hard structure that opportunistic benthic 
species could colonize. Minor changes in species associated with softer sediments could also occur 
around pilings (Hiscock et al. 2002). Fishes and invertebrates would likely be attracted to the newly 
formed habitat complex, and the abundance of seafloor organisms in the immediate vicinity of pilings are 
likely to be higher than in surrounding areas away from the structures. The overall change in habitat could 
result in changes in local community assemblages. Since the pilings needed to install the fendering 
system would represent only a small amount of artificial habitat, there would likely be little effect to the 
overall populations of seafloor biota.  
 
During surveys from 1994 to 1999, northern anchovy was the most abundant pelagic FMP species 
detected Bay-wide, followed by the Pacific sardine (Allen et al. 2002; Vantuna Research Group 2005). 
Pacific mackerel were considerably less abundant, present in small numbers in the north and central 
regions of the Bay. It is anticipated that there would be limited impact to these pelagic species, as fish 
would likely disperse from the area because of noise associated with the drilling into the seafloor and 
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installation of the fendering system pilings. Such impacts are not believed to be extensive. There would 
be no long-term adverse affect to pelagic fisheries since individuals would likely move out of the project 
area during construction and return after these activities are completed. 
 
Due to the limited numbers of Groundfish FMP species in the Bay, it is anticipated that adverse affects to 
groundfish or their EFH would be short-term and temporary. Fish surveys of the Bay from 1994 to 1999 
and in 2005 collected very few groundfish listed in the Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP (Allen et al. 2002; 
Vantuna Research Group 2005). Over 100 individual curlfin sole (Pleuronichthys decurrens) were 
captured in the central regions of the Bay during 2005. Only one individual English sole (P. vetulus) was 
sighted during surveys in 1994-1999. Although leopard sharks (Triakis semifasciata) and California 
scorpion fish were not reported in either study, they are to likely occur in the project area based on life-
history information. Due to the rare occurrence of these FMP species in the north-central region where the 
project activities would take place and their transient nature, construction activities would not have any 
significant or long-term affect on these FMP species. If disturbed during construction activities, fish 
would likely leave the area temporarily, and return when construction ceases. 
 
An HAPC within San Diego is eelgrass (Zostera marina) beds. Eelgrass beds are found extensively 
throughout the bay, providing significant habitat, and supporting juvenile and adult fish populations 
throughout the bay, with nearly twice as many individual fish and fish species found over eelgrass beds 
than in non-vegetated areas (U.S. Navy 2000).  Eelgrass beds in San Diego Bay are currently very 
healthy, covering most of the nearshore areas that provide suitable depth and substrate conditions (U.S. 
Navy 2000). The nearest eelgrass bed is approximately 1 kilometer from the proposed construction site.  
 
Conservation Measures: 
 
To reduce and avoid the potential impacts of construction activities to FMP species in the project areas, 
the following general practices would be implemented to minimize impacts to the surrounding marine life 
and their habitat: 

 Pile driving would be performed using a jetting and/or hydraulic pile driver, which minimizes 
losses or spillage to adjacent water; 

 A silt curtain would be deployed around the pile driving area to restrict dispersion of suspended 
sediments; 

 Spill kits and cleanup materials would be present during construction should there be a leak into 
the surrounding water; 

 The discharge of oil, fuel or chemicals to waters of the state is prohibited; 
 All debris will be transported to, and disposed of, at an appropriate upland disposal site, or 

recycled, if appropriate. 
 During project implementation the Navy will regularly monitor construction activities to ensure 

that no deviation from the proposed action as described herein are occurring. The Navy will 
report any violation of authorized impacts to NMFS within 24 hours of its occurrence. 

 
Conclusion: 
 
As described in the above effects analysis, the Navy has determined that the proposed action may 
adversely affect EFH for various federally managed fish species within the Groundfish and Pelagic 
FMP’s.  However, the proposed action contains adequate measures to avoid, minimize, mitigate, or 
otherwise offset the adverse effects to EFH.   
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The two-fold purpose of this ongoing study is (1) to examine near-shore currents on the 
west shore of San Diego Bay, just south of the NAS North Island turning basin, and (2) to 
examine whether the deepening of the turning basin had any effect on those currents. The 
turning basin (Fig. 1) was dredged in 1999, deepening the area from 12.8 m (42 feet) 
below mean lower low water (mllw) to 15.2 m (50 feet) in order to accommodate new, 
larger aircraft carriers berthed there.  The area of interest is shown within the red ellipse. 
The dredge footprint in the channel and turning basin and a detail of the turning basin 
dredging are shown in Figures 2-3. Field measurements of current speed and direction 
were collected from three sites with a bottom-mounted acoustic Doppler current meter 
(ADCP) to examine the present near-shore currents and were compared to earlier, pre-
dredge measurements taken in the vicinity. Hydrodynamic model predictions, based on a 
San Diego Bay bathymetry that first had a 42 feet deep turning basin, and then a 50 feet 
deep turning basin, were compared to examine any effect on currents as well. The current 
data is presented first and the model predictions presented second. 
 
 

 



Figure 1: North San Diego Bay, the North Island turning basin, and the area of interest 
shown within the red ellipse. 

 
Figure 2: Dredge footprint for channel and turning basin  
 
 



 
 

 
 
Figure 3: Dredge detail in the turning basin 
 
 



The three ADCP deployments are shown in Figure 4 as three squares, labeled ADCP1, 
ADCP2 and ADCP3. A fourth square marks a sediment collection site. The ADCP 
requires a minimum water depth of 2 m to collect measurements. The end of the turning 
basin quay wall is shown to the left. The first deployment was made in 10 m depth, 
approximately 116 m from the shore from Feb 28 to March 25, 2008. The ADCP 
collected current velocity measurements every 5 minutes from 2 m to 10 m above the 
bottom at 1 m increments, totaling over 67,000 records. The second deployment, closer to 
shore and more to the north, was made in 2 m depth, approximately 71 m from shore 
from March 27 to April 4, 2008. Measurements were collected at every 3 minutes at 2 m 
above the bottom and totaled 3807 records. The third deployment was made again in 2 m 
depth, about 83 m from shore from April 9 to April 22, 2008. Measurements were 
collected every 5 minutes at 2 m above the bottom and totaled 3780 records. Current 
velocity measurements were accurate to within 0.3 cm sec-1. 
 

 
 
Figure 4: Location of three ADCP deployments and sediment sample in the area of 
interest. 
 
Figure 5 is a typical current speed and direction time series from the first deployment, at 
10 m depth during large spring tides. Mean values through out the water column are 
shown. The tidal elevation, in feet relative to mllw, is shown as a black trace in the upper 
figure. It can be seen that the strongest currents (approximately 25 cm/sec) are on the 
incoming tide and pointed shoreward at approximately 155o, relative to true north. The 
outgoing tidal currents are weaker and head out at approximately 337o.  



 
Figure 5: ADCP measurements from the first deployment during spring tides. 
 
Figure 6 is similar to Figure 5, showing current speed and direction during weak neap 
tides at the first deployment site. Current speed, while greatest during the incoming tide, 
is much reduced. Current direction for the incoming and outgoing tide is similar to those 
in Figure 5. 
 



 
 
Figure 6: ADCP measurements from the first deployment during neap tides. 
 
Figure 7 is a histogram of current speed versus depth at the first ADCP deployment site 
in 10 m of water. The ADCP can resolve water velocity in 1 m depth bins away from the 
transducer. The first bin (1 m above the bottom) is usually ignored to isolate acoustic 
ringing of the instrument housing from the measurements. The ringing stops sufficiently 
that data from 2 m range is considered to be unaffected. The current speed through the 
water column is surprisingly uniform, with little apparent bottom drag or surface wind 
effects. The bulk of speed is less than 10 cm sec-1, though surface speeds can exceed 50 
cm sec-1 (approximately 1 knot).  
 



 
Figure 7: Distribution of current speed through the water column during the first ADCP 
deployment. 
 
Figure 8 is a histogram of current direction versus depth at the first ADCP deployment 
site. A strong peak at approximately 157o on the incoming tide is seen, and a less defined 
peak at approximately 337o on the outgoing tide is seen as well. The well-organized 
incoming flow is probably due to the effect of tidal jet, wrapping clockwise along the 
narrowing bay channel as it sweeps southward past San Diego city proper (see Fig. 1). By 
the time the incoming flow enters the area of interest it is fairly uniform in direction and 
has increased in speed. In contrast, outgoing tidal currents are probably constrained by 
the geometry of the south bay to the navigation channel north of the ADCP deployment 
site. During an outgoing tide, more haphazard, weaker currents apparently drain water 
from the area of interest. Figure 9 is a compass bearing of the primary current axis at the 
first ADCP deployment site, derived from Figure 8.  
 



 
Figure 8. Distribution of current direction through the water column during the first 
ADCP deployment. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 9: Primary current axis at first ADCP deployment site. 



 
Figure 10 shows current speed histogram for all three ADCP deployments as a function 
of distance from shore. The rapid drop in speed from 83 m to 71 m is apparent. Figure 11 
shows the current direction histogram for the deployment 83 m from shore. The current 
direction is more perpendicular to the shoreline than in Figure 8. The current direction 
measurements for the second deployment 71 m from shore were corrupted and are not 
presented here. 

 
 
Figure 10:  Distribution of current speed through the water column during the second 
ADCP deployment.  



 
 
Figure 11: Distribution of current direction through the water column during the third 
ADCP deployment 83 m offshore. 
 
A sediment sample was taken from the nearshore location shown in Figure 4, 
approximately 15 m offshore at 1 m depth. A rough particle size distribution was 
determined for the sample and is shown in Table 1. In order to estimate transport 
potential of the nearshore currents on resuspended sediment, settling velocities for the 
particle size categories was calculated using Stoke’s Law (Stokes 1851) using a particle 
density of 2 g cm-3, a current speed of 5 cm sec-1 (Fig 10) and a depth of 2 m. The results 
are shown in Figure 12. The fraction of material, shown as a histogram in Fig 12 between 
the transport trajectories of the size classes, was taken from Table 1. The bulk of the 
material is seen to settle within 20 m of resuspension. Predicted transport was only 
allowed for six hours because tide reversal would reverse the particles trajectory, hence 
the uncompleted trajectory for particles smaller than 63 um in diameter. Fig 12 represents 
a conservative estimate of transport, since the currents near the shore where resuspension 
might take place are probably less than those measured 71 m from shore. The estimate is 
also conservative because the depth where resuspension occurs is probably shallower 
than 2 m, reducing the suspension time during which a particle can be advected. Finally, 
the estimate is conservative because all particles were resuspended up to the nominal 
surface 2 m above the bottom, while a more uniform distribution through the water 
column would be expected. 
 



particle diameter Wentworth description fraction

> 1 mm very coarse sand 1%
1 mm - 250 um medium/coarse sand 23.30%
250 um - 150 um fine sand 44.60%
150 um - 106 um very fine sand 19.80%
106 um - 63 um very fine sand 4.60%
<63 um silt and clay 6.70%  
 
Table 1: Sediment collected 15 m offshore in Figure 4. 
 

  
Figure 12: Sinking particle trajectory in a 5 cm sec-1 current as a function of size.  
 
Between 1992 and 1996, numerous current measurements were taken throughout San 
Diego Bay in order to calibrate various hydrodynamic models (Wang, et al. 1998). 
Current measurements were collected with an ADCP similar to the one deployed in the 
area of interest and were collected over a variety of tidal conditions. Some of the 
measurement locations are shown as black dots in Figure 13. A subset of that data, shown 
in red, was selected to compare pre-dredge current speeds with post-dredge 
measurements.  
 



 
 
Figure 13: Locations of pre-dredge current measurements collected from 1992 to 1996.  
 
Figure 14 is a current speed histogram of the pre-dredge, mean water column speed data 
overlain on the mean water column speed data collected from the first ADCP 
deployment. The latter data is just the mean of the histograms shown in Figure 7. 
While the pre-dredge data is taken from further offshore, Figure 14 suggests that present 
post-dredge currents are not faster than pre-dredge currents taken in the vicinity. 
 



 
Figure 14: Comparison of mean water column current speeds collected before (1992-
1996) and after dredging in the turning basin. 
 
A modeling study of the effects of dredging the turning basin was undertaken, employing 
a two-dimensional hydrodynamic model ‘TRIM’ (Wang et al, 1998). TRIM (Tidal, 
Residual and Inter-tidal Mudflat) was already calibrated for San Diego Bay using current 
meter data from fixed moorings as well as underway data shown in Figure 13. The 100 m 
computational grid for TRIM, overlain on coarse depth contours, is shown in Figure 15. 
TRIM currents were driven by a tidal input function over 12 days, shown in Figure 16 for 
a variety of turning basin depths. Time is measured in hours in Figure 16. 



 
 
Figure 15: Computational grid used by the hydrodynamic model TRIM 
 

 
Figure 16: Tidal conditions used to force TRIM’s current predictions over 12 days. 



A close up view of the grid geometry and coarse bathymetry in the vicinity of the turning 
basin is shown in Figures 17 (pre-dredge) and 18 (post dredge). The pre-dredge depth of 
40 feet (12.2 m) was assigned a depth of 12 m, and the post-dredge depth of 50 feet (15.2 
m) was assigned a depth of 15 m. The three ‘x’ marks in Figure 18 are model cells where 
pre- and post-dredge currents were compared: near shore, 200 m from shore, and 900 m 
from shore. Figures 19-21 show the predicted current speed time series for these three 
locations over the 12 day simulation.   

 
 
Figure 17: Pre-dredge bathymetry and model geometry 

 
 
Figure 18: Post-dredge bathymetry and model geometry\ 



 
Figure 19: Comparison of predicted currents near the western shore 
 
 

 
Figure 20: Comparison of predicted currents 200 m from the western shore 
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Figure 21: Comparison of predicted currents 900 m from the western shore 
 
There is very little apparent change in current speeds. In Figure 19 and particularly 
Figure 20, peak, incoming currents are seen to decrease slightly near the western shore in 
these simulations, while Figure 21 suggests that peak currents are the same or slightly 
higher 900 m off the western shore, near downtown San Diego.  Figure 22 shows the 
mean post-dredge minus pre-dredge speed difference for a large area south of the turning 
basin over this model time period. Speed units are cm sec-1. The model TRIM predicts 
that current speeds will be decreased immediately south of the turning basin along the 
western shoreline by approximately 1 cm sec-1, but will be increased in the main channel 
and eastern shoreline by approximately 0.5 cm sec-1.  
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Figure 22: Change in mean predicted post-dredge current speeds over the 12 day 
simulation. Speed differences are in cm sec-1.  
 
A possible reason for the small reduction in current speed, particularly on the stronger 
incoming tide is that the deepening of the turning basin increases the cross section of the 
bay, slowing the current downstream on the western shore. This is shown in the cartoon 
in Figure 23.  

 
 
Figure 23: Deepening of turning basin slows incoming tidal currents 
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In summary, current measurements suggest that the strongest currents in the area of 
interest occur during an incoming tide. Current speeds rapidly decrease towards the 
shore, dropping from 25 cm sec-1 – 35 cm sec-1 100 m offshore to 5 cm sec-1 – 10 cm sec-

1  70 m offshore. Current direction is parallel to the shore. An estimate of long shore 
transport of suspended sediment suggested that most material would be carried no further 
than 20 m per 6 hour tidal cycle, and probably much less. A comparison of pre-dredge 
and post-dredge water velocities to the south of the turning basin suggested that water 
speed has not increased under post-dredge conditions. 

A modeling study confirmed observations that deepening the turning basin would not 
result in higher current speeds along the western shore, south of the turning basin. 
Deepening the basin would in fact reduce current speed in the vicinity approximately 1 
cm sec-1 by increasing the cross section of the bay. The increased cross section would act 
as a ‘bigger pipe’ conveying water in and out of the bay, thought the effect is relatively 
small. 
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APPENDIX I 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD REGARDING DAILY VEHICLE 
TRIP DATA OF MAY AND AUGUST 2002 



 











APPENDIX J 
NOTICE OF INTENT, NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND NOTICE OF 
PUBLIC HEARING 



 



59084 Federal Register / Vol. 72, No. 201 / Thursday, October 18, 2007 / Notices 

[FR Doc. 07–4828 Filed 10–17–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 5001–06–C 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Navy 

Notice of Intent To Prepare a 
Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement to the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement and Notice of 
Request for Public Scoping Comments 

AGENCY: Department of the Navy, DoD. 

ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: Pursuant to section 102(2)(c) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) of 1969, and the regulations 
implemented by the Council on 
Environmental Quality (40 CFR parts 
1500 through 1508), the Department of 
the Navy (DON) announces its intent to 
prepare a Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement (SEIS). This SEIS 
supplements the Navy’s 1999 Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), 
‘‘Developing Home Port Facilities for 
Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carriers in 
Support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet,’’ as 
authorized by the Record of Decision 
(ROD) dated January 28, 2000 and 

published in the Federal Register on 
February 8, 2000 (65 FR 6181). The 
limited purpose of this SEIS is to 
supplement the traffic analysis 
contained in the 1999 FEIS, to assess 
potential new information, validate 
impacts to traffic and to analyze the 
effectiveness of existing traffic 
mitigation measures implemented per 
the 2000 ROD when three CVNs home 
ported at Naval Air Station North Island 
(NASNI), California are simultaneously 
in port. 

Completion of the SEIS is necessary 
under 40 CFR 1502.9 to assess potential 
new information and to validate impacts 
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to traffic during infrequent periods 
when three CVNs home ported at 
NASNI are simultaneously in port. The 
SEIS will analyze the effectiveness of 
existing traffic mitigation measures 
implemented per the 2000 ROD under 
these conditions. The SEIS will evaluate 
impacts such as changes in local traffic 
conditions, changes in personnel 
loading and potential changes in CVN 
operational deployment and 
maintenance schedules that could affect 
the average number of days three 
carriers are simultaneously in port. The 
SEIS will also evaluate the effects of 
traffic mitigation measures implemented 
pursuant to the 2000 ROD. Past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable future 
regional actions impacting traffic will be 
examined from a cumulative impacts 
perspective. 

In addition, the SEIS will address 
infrastructure improvements for Berth 
LIMA, which include utilities upgrades 
previously analyzed under the 1999 
FEIS and newly defined site 
improvements and other minor 
alterations to existing infrastructure. 
Utilities upgrades include: repairs and 
upgrades to electrical power, 
communications and information 
systems, security lighting, fire 
protection, steam, compressed air, 
potable water, wastewater and fueling 
systems. Site improvements and other 
alterations include: Demolition of 
existing fenders, moorings, and pier 
pavement; installation of new fender 
pile system (with 200–300 fender piles) 
and mooring fittings; construction of 
Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection (AT/ 
FP) features (watch tower, guard kiosk, 
fencing and surveillance equipment); 
and demolition, repair and paving of the 
wharf, sidewalks, curbing, storm water 
drainage features and vehicle parking 
areas; and landscaping. It is anticipated 
that the construction of infrastructure 
improvements to Berth LIMA will take 
approximately one year to accomplish. 

Public input is requested to ensure 
the scope of the SEIS analysis 
incorporates public concerns and 
affords the public an input in the 
decision making process. 
DATES AND ADDRESSES: The agency must 
receive comments on or before 
November 19, 2007. Comments may be 
submitted by mail or electronically 
through the project Web site. Comments 
may be mailed to the following address: 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Southwest, Attention: Ms. Ann 
Rosenberry (Code OPME.AR), 2730 
McKean St., Building 291, San Diego, 
CA 92136. Comments may be submitted 
electronically at the project Web site at: 
http://www.nimitzcarriersseis.com. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms. 
Ann Rosenberry, Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command Southwest, 2730 
McKean St., Building 291, San Diego, 
CA 92136; telephone: 619–556–7368, 
facsimile: 619–556–0195. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Navy 
is initiating the scoping process to 
identify community concerns and local 
issues to be addressed in the SEIS. 
Federal agencies, State agencies, local 
agencies, and interested persons are 
encouraged to provide comments to the 
Navy to identify specific issues or topics 
of environmental concern that should be 
addressed in the SEIS. Written 
comments must be postmarked within 
thirty days from the publication of this 
notice in the Federal Register. Notices 
announcing the intent to prepare a SEIS 
will also appear in local newspapers in 
both English and Spanish. As the SEIS 
process progresses, the public may 
obtain updates by logging on to http:// 
www.nimitzcarriersseis.com which is 
linked to the Commander, Naval Air 
Force Pacific Public Affairs Web site 
found at http://www.cnaf.navy.mil. 

Dated: October 11, 2007. 
T.M. Cruz, 
Lieutenant, Judge Advocate General’s Corps, 
U.S. Navy, Federal Register Liaison Officer. 
[FR Doc. E7–20577 Filed 10–17–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3810–FF–P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

[Docket No. CP08–2–000] 

El Paso Natural Gas Company; Notice 
of Application 

October 11, 2007. 
Take notice that on October 2, 2007, 

El Paso Natural Gas Company (El Paso), 
Post Office Box 1087, Colorado Springs, 
Colorado 80944, filed in Docket No. 
CP08–2–000, an application under 
section 7 of the Natural Gas Act (NGA) 
and Part 157 of the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission’s (Commission) 
regulations for a certificate of public 
convenience and necessity authorizing 
the construction and operation of new 
compression facilities and authorization 
to abandon, in place, its existing Eunice 
Mainline Compressor Station located in 
Lea County, New Mexico. 

El Paso’s proposal is more fully 
described as set forth in the application 
that is on file with the Commission and 
open to public inspection. The instant 
filing may be also viewed on the Web 
at http://www.ferc.gov using the 
‘‘eLibrary’’ link. Enter the docket 

number excluding the last three digits in 
the docket number field to access the 
document. For assistance, call (866) 
208–3676 or TTY, (202) 502–8659. 

Any questions regarding the 
application should be directed to: 
Richard L. Derryberry, Director of 
Regulatory Affairs, El Paso Natural Gas 
Company, P.O. Box 1087, Colorado 
Springs, Colorado 80944 at (719) 520– 
3782 or by fax at (719) 667–7534. 

Pursuant to section 157.9 of the 
Commission’s rules, 18 CFR.157.9, 
within 90 days of this Notice the 
Commission staff will either: Complete 
its environmental assessment (EA) and 
place it into the Commission’s public 
record (eLibrary) for this proceeding, or 
issue a Notice of Schedule for 
Environmental Review. If a Notice of 
Schedule for Environmental Review is 
issued, it will indicate, among other 
milestones, the anticipated date for the 
Commission staff’s issuance of the final 
environmental impact statement (FEIS) 
or EA for this proposal. The filing of the 
EA in the Commission’s public record 
for this proceeding or the issuance of a 
Notice of Schedule for Environmental 
Review will serve to notify federal and 
state agencies of the timing for the 
completion of all necessary reviews, and 
the subsequent need to complete all 
federal authorizations within 90 days of 
the date of issuance of the Commission 
staff’s FEIS or EA. 

There are two ways to become 
involved in the Commission’s review of 
this project. First, any person wishing to 
obtain legal status by becoming a party 
to the proceedings for this project 
should, on or before the below listed 
comment date, file with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 888 
First Street, NE., Washington, DC 20426, 
a motion to intervene in accordance 
with the requirements of the 
Commission’s Rules of Practice and 
Procedure (18 CFR 385.214 or 385.211) 
and the Regulations under the NGA (18 
CFR 157.10). A person obtaining party 
status will be placed on the service list 
maintained by the Secretary of the 
Commission and will receive copies of 
all documents filed by the applicant and 
by all other parties. A party must submit 
14 copies of filings made with the 
Commission and must mail a copy to 
the applicant and to every other party in 
the proceeding. Only parties to the 
proceeding can ask for court review of 
Commission orders in the proceeding. 

However, a person does not have to 
intervene in order to have comments 
considered. The second way to 
participate is by filing with the 
Secretary of the Commission, as soon as 
possible, an original and two copies of 
comments in support of or in opposition 
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Defense Information Systems Agency, 
P.O. Box 4502, Arlington, Virginia 
22204–4502, (703) 607–4411. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 
accordance with 5 U.S.C. 4214(c)(4), the 
following are the names and titles of 
DISA career executives appointed to 
serve as members of the DISA 
Performance Review Board. Appointees 
will serve one-year terms, effective upon 
publication of this notice. 
RADM Elizabeth A. Hight, USN, Vice 

Director, DISA, Chairperson. 
Ms. Diann L. McCoy, Component 

Acquisition Executive, DISA, 
Member. 

Mr. John J. Garing, Director for Strategic 
Planning and Information/Chief 
Information Officer, DISA, Member. 

Mr. John J. Penkoske, Jr., Director for 
Manpower, Personnel, and Security, 
DISA, Member. 
Dated: November 5, 2007. 

L.M. Bynum, 
Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison 
Officer, DoD. 
[FR Doc. E7–22106 Filed 11–9–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 5001–06–P 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Navy 

Notice of Extension of Public Scoping 
Period and Intent To Prepare a 
Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement to the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement 

AGENCY: Department of the Navy, DoD. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: Pursuant to section 102(2)(C) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) of 1969, as implemented by 
the Council on Environmental Quality 
Regulations (40 CFR parts 1500–1508), 
the Department of the Navy (DON) 
published a notice of intent to prepare 
a Supplemental EIS to the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
‘‘Developing Home Port Facilities for 
Three NIMITZ Class Aircraft Carriers in 
Support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet’’ dated 
July 1999 with its Record of Decision 
signed on 28 January 2000 and 
published in the Federal Register on 8 
February 2000 (65 FR 6181) and 
announced public comment period in 
the Federal Register, 72 FR 59085 on 
October 18, 2007. This notice 
announces the extension of the public 
scoping period from November 19, 2007 
to December 3, 2007. 
DATES AND ADDRESSES: The agency must 
receive comments on or before 
December 3, 2007. Comments may be 
submitted by mail or electronically 

through the project Web site. Comments 
may be mailed to the following address: 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Southwest, Attention: Ms. Ann 
Rosenberry (Code OPME.AR), 2730 
McKean St., Building 291, San Diego, 
CA 92136. Comments may be submitted 
electronically at the project Web site at: 
http://www.nimitzcarriersseis.com. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms. 
Ann Rosenberry, Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command Southwest, 2730 
McKean St., Building 291, San Diego, 
CA 92136; telephone: 619–556–7368, 
facsimile: 619–556–0195. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Due to the 
recent wildfires in the San Diego area, 
the Department of the Navy has decided 
to extend the public scoping period for 
this proposed action. Accordingly, the 
public scoping period is hereby 
extended for 15 days. To receive full 
consideration, comments must be 
received on or before December 3, 2007. 

Dated: November 7, 2007. 
T.M. Cruz, 
Lieutenant, Judge Advocate General’s Corps, 
U.S. Navy, Federal Register Liaison Officer. 
[FR Doc. E7–22172 Filed 11–9–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3810–FF–P 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Navy 

Notice of Partially Closed Meeting of 
the U.S. Naval Academy Board of 
Visitors 

AGENCY: Department of the Navy, DoD. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Naval Academy 
Board of Visitors will meet to make such 
inquiry, as the Board shall deem 
necessary into the state of morale and 
discipline, the curriculum, instruction, 
physical equipment, fiscal affairs, and 
academic methods of the Naval 
Academy. The meeting will include 
discussions of personnel issues at the 
Naval Academy, the disclosure of which 
would constitute a clearly unwarranted 
invasion of personal privacy. The 
executive session of this meeting will be 
closed to the public. 
DATES: The open session of the meeting 
will be held on Monday, December 10, 
2007, from 8 a.m. to 10:45 a.m. The 
closed Executive Session will be held 
from 10:45 a.m. to 12 p.m. 
ADDRESSES: The meeting will be held at 
the United States Naval Academy 
Alumni Hall; United States Naval 
Academy, Annapolis, MD 21402–5000. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Lieutenant Andrew B. Koy, USN, 

Executive Secretary to the Board of 
Visitors, Office of the Superintendent, 
U.S. Naval Academy, Annapolis, MD 
21402–5000, telephone: 410–293–1503. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
notice of meeting is provided per the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 
U.S.C. App. 2). The executive session of 
the meeting will consist of discussions 
of personnel issues at the Naval 
Academy and internal Board of Visitors 
matters. The proposed closed session 
from 1110–1200 will include a 
discussion of new and pending courts- 
martial and state criminal proceedings 
involving the Midshipmen attending the 
Naval Academy to include an update on 
the pending/ongoing sexual assault 
cases, rape cases, etc. The proposed 
closed session from 1045–1200 will 
include a discussion of new and 
pending administrative/minor 
disciplinary infractions and nonjudicial 
punishments involving the Midshipmen 
attending the Naval Academy to include 
but not limited to individual honor/ 
conduct violations within the Brigade. 
Discussion of such information cannot 
be adequately segregated from other 
topics, which precludes opening the 
executive session of this meeting to the 
public. Accordingly, the Secretary of the 
Navy has determined in writing that the 
meeting shall be partially closed to the 
public because it will be concerned with 
matters listed in section 552b(c)(5), (6), 
and (7) of title 5, United States Code. 

Dated: November 6, 2007. 
T.M. Cruz, 
Lieutenant, Judge Advocate Generals Corps, 
U.S. Navy, Federal Register Liaison Officer. 
[FR Doc. E7–22113 Filed 11–9–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3810–FF–P 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Navy 

Notice of Intent To Grant Exclusive 
Patent License; Electro-Optic 
Instruments, Inc. 

AGENCY: Department of the Navy, DoD. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: The Department of the Navy 
hereby gives notice of its intent to grant 
to Electro-Optic Instruments, Inc., a 
revocable, nonassignable, exclusive 
license to practice in the fields of use of 
an array of four (4) or more fiber optic 
sensors for the detection of sub-sonic, 
sonic, and ultra-sonic pressure waves, 
said field to exclude any and all medical 
applications; and one or more fiber 
optic pressure sensors for use in 
catheters for pressure sensing for 
medical applications in the United 
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Summary: EPA expressed 
environmental concerns about impacts 
to water quality, public drinking water 
supplies, and streams. Rating EC2. 

Final EISs 
EIS No. 20080213, ERP No. F–COE– 

E67005–NC, PCS Phosphate Mine 
Continuation, New Information on 
Additional Alternative ‘‘L’’ and ‘‘M’’, 
Proposes to Expand its Existing Open 
Pit Phosphate Mining Operation into 
a 3,412 Acre Tract, Pamlico River and 
South Creek, near Aurora, Beaufort 
County, NC. 
Summary: EPA continues to have 

environmental objections to the 
applicant’s proposed action 
(‘‘Alternative L’’) due to significant 
impacts to waters of the U.S. EPA 
believes that ‘‘Alternative S33AP’’ is 
both environmentally preferable and 
economically practicable; EPA also 
proposed modifications to Alternative L 
that would reduce the potential 
environmental impacts. 
EIS No. 20080269, ERP No. FS–FHW– 

G40129–AR, U.S. 67 Construction, 
U.S. 67/167 to I–40 West/I–430 
Interchange around the North Little 
Rock Metropolitan Area, Funding, 
Pulaski County, AR. 
Summary: EPA does not object to the 

proposed project. 
Dated: August 5, 2008. 

Robert W. Hargrove, 
Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office 
of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. E8–18314 Filed 8–7–08; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER–FRL–8584–4] 

Environmental Impacts Statements; 
Notice of Availability 

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal 
Activities, General Information (202) 
564–7167 or http://www.epa.gov/ 
compliance/nepa/. 
Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact 

Statements 
Filed 07/28/2008 through 08/01/2008 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9. 
EIS No. 20080295, Final EIS, FHW, NY, 

NYS Route 17 at Exit 122 Interchange 
Project, To Improve the Safety and 
Operation, Right-of-Way Acquisition, 
Town of Wallkill, Orange County, NY, 
Wait Period Ends: 09/08/2008, 
Contact: Jeffery W. Kolb 518–431– 
4127. 

EIS No. 20080296, Final EIS, FHW, TX, 
Grand Parkway (State Highway 99) 
Selected the Preferred Alternative 

Alignment, Segment F–2 from SH 249 
to IH 45, Right-of-Way Permit and 
U.S. Army COE Section 404 Permit, 
Harris County, TX, Wait Period Ends: 
09/17/2008, Contact: Justin Ham 512– 
536–5963. 

EIS No. 20080297, Draft EIS, IBR, CA, 
Lake Casitas Resource Management 
Plan (RMP), Implementation, Cities of 
Los Angeles and Ventura, Western 
Ventura County, CA, Comment Period 
Ends: 09/22/2008, Contact: Sharon 
McHale 916–989–7172. 

EIS No. 20080298, Final EIS, BLM, ID, 
Cottonwood Resource Management 
Plan, Implementation, Latah, 
Clearwater, Nez Perce, Lewis, Idaho 
and Adams Counties, ID, Wait Period 
Ends: 09/08/2008, Contact: Dean 
Huibregtse 208–962–3784. 

EIS No. 20080299, Final EIS, IBR, CA, 
American Basin Fish Screen and 
Habitat Improvement Project, 
Construction and Operation of one or 
two Positive-Barrier Fish Screen 
Diversion Facilities, Funding and U.S. 
Army COE Section 10 and 404 
Permits, Natomas Mutual, Sacramento 
and Sutter Counties, CA, Wait Period 
Ends: 09/08/2008, Contact: Bradley 
Hubbard 916–978–5204. 

EIS No. 20080300, Final EIS, BLM, AZ, 
Agua Fria National Monument and 
Bradshaw-Harquahala, Proposed 
Resource Management Plan, 
Implementation, Yavapai County, AZ, 
Wait Period Ends: 09/08/2008, 
Contact: Connie Stone 623–580–5500. 

EIS No. 20080301, Final EIS, BLM, UT, 
Richfield Field Office Resource 
Management Plan, Implementation, 
Future Management of the Public 
Lands and Resource, Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area, Capitol 
Reef and Canyonlands National Parks, 
Sanpete, Sevier, Piute, Wayne and 
Garfield Counties, UT , Wait Period 
Ends: 09/08/2008, Contact: John 
Russell 435–896–1500. 

EIS No. 20080302, Third Draft 
Supplement, UAF, FL, Eglin Air Force 
Base (AFB) and Hurlburt Field, 
Proposes To Implement the Military 
Housing Privatization Initiative 
(MHPI), FL, Comment Period Ends: 
09/22/2008, Contact: Shari Kilbourne 
973–656–2926. 

EIS No. 20080303, Draft Supplement, 
USN, 00, Developing Home Port 
Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class 
Aircraft Carriers in Support of the 
U.S. Pacific Fleet, New Circumstances 
and Information to Supplements (the 
1999 FEIS) Coronado, CA, Comment 
Period Ends: 09/22/2008, Contact: 
Robert Montana 619–556–8509. 

EIS No. 20080304, Draft EIS, NOA, 00, 
Reef Fish Amendment 30B: Gag-End 
Overfishing and Set Management 

Thresholds and Targets; Red 
Grouper—Set Optimum Yield, Total 
Allowable Catch (TAC), and 
Management Measures: Area 
Closures: and Federal Regulatory 
Compliance, Implementation, Gulf of 
Mexico, Comment Period Ends: 09/ 
22/2008, Contact: Roy E. Crabtree 
727–824–5701. 

EIS No. 20080305, Final EIS, CGD, AL, 
Bienville Offshore Energy Terminal 
(BOET) Deepwater Port License 
Application (Docket # USCG–2006– 
24644), Proposes To Construct and 
Operate a Liquefied Natural Gas 
Receiving and Regasification Facility, 
Outer Continental Shelf of the Gulf of 
Mexico, South of Fort Morgan, AL, 
Wait Period Ends: 09/08/2008, 
Contact: Lt. Hannah Kim 202–372– 
1438. 

Amended Notices 

EIS No. 20080281, Draft EIS, NRC, 00, 
GENERIC—In-Situ Leach Uranium 
Milling Facilities (NUREG–1910), 
Construction, Operation, Aquifer 
Restoration and Decommissioning, 
Potentially Location in Portions of 
WY, NE, SD and NM, Comment 
Period Ends: 10/07/2008, Contact: 
James Park 301–415–6935. Revision to 
FR Notice Published: Extending 
Comment Period from 09/26/2008 to 
10/07/2008. 
Dated: August 5, 2008. 

Robert W. Hargrove, 
Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office 
of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. E8–18318 Filed 8–7–08; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[FRL–8702–3] 

Farm, Ranch, and Rural Communities 
Committee 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice of meeting. 

SUMMARY: Under the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act, Pub. L. 92–463, EPA 
gives notice of a meeting of the Farm, 
Ranch, and Rural Communities 
Committee (FRRCC). The purpose of the 
FRRCC is to provide advice to the 
Administrator of EPA on environmental 
issues and programs that impact, or are 
of concern to, farms, ranches, and rural 
communities. The FRRCC is a part of 
EPA’s efforts to expand cooperative 
working relationships with the 
agriculture industry and others who are 
interested in agricultural issues and to 
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SUMMARY: Under the provisions of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act of 
1972 (5 U.S.C., Appendix, as amended) 
and the Sunshine in the Government 
Act of 1976 (5 U.S.C. 552b, as amended) 
the Defense Threat Reduction Agency 
(DTRA) and the Department of Veterans 
Affairs (VA) announce the following 
advisory board meeting of the Veterans’ 
Advisory Board on Dose Reconstruction 
(VBDR). 
DATES: Wednesday, September 10, 2008, 
from 8:30 a.m.–11:30 a.m. and 1:30–5 
p.m. with a public comment session 
from 11:30 a.m.–12:30 p.m.; and 
Thursday, September 11, 2008, from 
8:30 a.m.–9:05 and 10:05 a.m.–12:15 
p.m., with a public comment session 
from 9:05 a.m.–10:05 a.m. 
ADDRESSES: Westin Baltimore 
Washington Airport, Crossland 
BallRoom, 1110 Old Elkridge Landing 
Road, Linthicum Heights, MD 21090. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: The 
Veterans’ Advisory Board on Dose 
Reconstruction toll free at 1–866–657– 
VBDR (8237). Additional information 
may be found at http://vbdr.org. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Purpose of Meeting: To obtain, review 
and evaluate information related to the 
Board mission to provide guidance and 
oversight of the dose reconstruction and 
claims compensation programs for 
veterans of U.S.-sponsored atmospheric 
nuclear weapons tests from 1945–1962; 
veterans of the 1945–1946 occupation of 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, Japan; and 
veterans who were prisoners of war in 
those regions at the conclusion of World 
War II. In addition, the advisory board 
will assist the VA and DTRA in 
communicating with the veterans. 

Meeting Agenda: On Wednesday, the 
meeting will open with an introduction 
of the Board. The following briefings 
will be presented: ‘‘Update on Nuclear 
Test Personnel Review (NTPR) Dose 
Reconstruction Program’’ by Dr. Paul 
Blake; and ‘‘VA Radiation Claims 
Compensation Program for Veterans’’ by 
Mr. Thomas Pamperin. In addition, the 
four subcommittees established during 
the inaugural VBDR session will report 
on their activities since April 2008. The 
subcommittees are the ‘‘Subcommittee 
on DTRA Dose Reconstruction 
Procedures’’, the ‘‘Subcommittee on VA 
Claims Adjudication Procedures’’, the 
‘‘Subcommittee on Quality Management 
and VA Process Integration with DTRA 
Nuclear Test Personnel Review 
Program’’, and the ‘‘Subcommittee on 
Communication and Outreach.’’ 

On Thursday, the Board will discuss 
future business and meeting dates. 

Meeting Accessibility: Pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 552b, as amended, and 41 CFR 

102–3.140 through 102–3.165, and the 
availability of space this meeting is 
open to the public. Seating is limited by 
the size of the meeting Room. All 
persons must sign in legibly at the 
registration desk. 

Written Statements: Pursuant to 41 
CFR 102–3.105(j) and 102–3.140(c), 
interested persons may submit a written 
statement for consideration by the 
Veterans’ Advisory Board on Dose 
Reconstruction. Written statements 
should be no longer than two type- 
written pages and must address: The 
issue, discussion, and recommended 
course of action. Supporting 
documentation may also be included as 
needed to establish the appropriate 
historical context and to provide any 
necessary background information. 

Individuals submitting a written 
statement must submit their statement 
to the Board at 7910 Woodmont Ave., 
Suite 400, Bethesda, MD 20814–3095, at 
any point; however, if a written 
statement is not received at least 10 
calendar days prior to the meeting, 
which is the subject of this notice, then 
it may not be provided to or considered 
by the Veterans’ Advisory Board on 
Dose Reconstruction until its next open 
meeting. 

The Chairperson will review all 
timely submissions with the Designated 
Federal Officer, and ensure they are 
provided to members of the Veterans’ 
Advisory Board on Dose Reconstruction 
members before the meeting that is the 
subject of this notice. After reviewing 
the written comments, the Chairperson 
and the Designated Federal Officer may 
choose to invite the submitter of the 
comments to orally present their issue 
during an open portion of this meeting 
or at a future meeting. 

The Chairperson, in consulting with 
the Designated Federal Officer, may, if 
desired, allot a specific amount of time 
for members of the public to present 
their issues for review and discussion 
by the Veterans’ Advisory Board on 
Dose Reconstruction. 

Public Comments: The September 10– 
11, 2008 meeting is open to the public, 
approximately one hour each day will 
be reserved for public comments on 
issues related to the task of the Veterans’ 
Advisory Board on Dose Reconstruction, 
and speaking time will be assigned on 
a first-come, first-served basis. The 
amount of time per speaker will be 
determined by the number of requests 
received, but is nominally five minutes 
each. All persons who wish to speak at 
the meeting must sign in legibly at the 
registration desk. Questions from the 
public will not be considered during 
this period. Speakers who wish to 
expand on their oral statements are 

invited to submit a written statement to 
the Veterans’ Advisory Board on Dose 
Reconstruction at 7910 Woodmont Ave., 
Suite 400, Bethesda, MD 20814–3095. 

Dated: August 1, 2008. 
Patricia L. Toppings, 
OSD Federal Register Liaison Officer, 
Department of Defense. 
[FR Doc. E8–18240 Filed 8–7–08; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 5001–06–P 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Navy 

Notice of Public Hearing for the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement for Developing Homeport 
Facilities for Three Nimitz-Class 
Aircraft Carriers in Support of the U.S. 
Pacific Fleet 

AGENCY: Department of the Navy, DoD. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: Pursuant to Section 102(2)(c) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) of 1969, as implemented by 
the Council on Environmental Quality 
Regulations (40 Code of Federal 
Regulations Parts 1500–1508 the U.S. 
Department of the Navy (Navy) has 
prepared and filed with the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
a Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement (SEIS) for Developing 
Homeport Facilities for Three Nimitz- 
Class (CVN) Aircraft Carriers in Support 
of the U.S. Pacific Fleet on August 8, 
2008. The Draft SEIS has been prepared 
to update the analyses contained in the 
1999 Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (the 1999 FEIS) for 
Developing Homeport Facilities for 
Three Nimitz-Class Aircraft Carriers in 
Support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet. 

The SEIS analyzes information that 
was not available at the time the 1999 
FEIS was completed, and focuses on 
potentially significant new 
circumstances or information relevant to 
environmental conditions that have 
emerged since the 2000 Record of 
Decision (2000 ROD) for the 1999 FEIS. 
Information or circumstances that have 
not changed significantly since the 2000 
ROD are not re-examined in the SEIS. 

A public hearing will be held to 
provide information and receive oral 
and written comments on the Draft 
SEIS. Federal, state, and local agencies 
and interested individuals are invited to 
be present or represented at the hearing. 
DATES AND ADDRESSES: The public 
hearing will be held on September 3, 
2008. The hearing will consist of an 
open house information session from 3 
p.m. to 6 p.m. and a formal public 
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hearing from 6 p.m. to 9 p.m. Navy 
representatives will be available at the 
open house information session to 
answer questions about the proposal 
and the Draft SEIS analyses. The open 
house and public hearing will be held 
at: Coronado Community Center, 
Nautilus Room, 1845 Strand Way, 
Coronado, CA 92118. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: SEIS 
Project Manager, Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command Southwest, 2730 
McKean Street, Building 291, San Diego, 
CA 92136, telephone: 619–556–8509. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Navy 
has filed the Draft SEIS for Developing 
Homeport Facilities for Three Nimitz- 
Class Aircraft Carriers in Support of the 
U.S. Pacific Fleet with the EPA in 
accordance with the requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C. Sections 
4321–4345) and its implementing 
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508). 
The Navy is the lead agency for the 
Proposed Action. 

A Notice of Intent for the SEIS was 
published in the Federal Register on 
October 18, 2007 (Volume 72, Number 
201, Pages 59084–59085), which 
specified that scoping comments must 
submitted on or before November 19, 
2007. In response to local wildfires in 
the San Diego area, the Navy extended 
the normal 30-day scoping period. A 
second notice was published in the 
Federal Register Volume 72, 6 Number 
218, Page 63891 on November 13, 2007, 
indicating that the public comment 
period had been extended through 
December 3, 2007 for a total of 47 days. 

The Proposed Action from the 1999 
FEIS has been implemented except for 
some minor infrastructure upgrades, 
some of which were not required at the 
time of the FEIS. Therefore, the Navy 
proposes to implement those minor 
infrastructure upgrades in order to meet 
current Navy requirements. 

The Navy’s analysis of the existing 
CVN homeport facilities and 
infrastructure at Naval Air Station North 
Island (NASNI) in Coronado, California, 
included a summary of specific 
construction projects needed to satisfy 
the requirements set out in the Naval 
Sea Systems Command and Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command 
guidance documents and Anti- 
Terrorism/Force Protection (AT/FP) 
guidance documents. These proposed 
minor infrastructure upgrades to Berth 
LIMA are analyzed in the SEIS and 
include: A fendering system, mooring 
bollards, a CVN security building and 
AT/FP improvements, as well as the 
installation of information systems, 
electrical and mechanical utility 

upgrades, paving, drainage, and site 
improvements. 

There are no practical alternatives to 
these requirements, as current 
guidelines require these features for a 
homeport berth. Consequently, no 
alternatives to the minor infrastructure 
upgrades are discussed. 

The primary focus of the SEIS is 
vehicular traffic and traffic-related 
issues in the vicinity of NASNI 
including evaluating the effectiveness of 
traffic mitigation measures implemented 
pursuant to the 2000 ROD. The SEIS 
also addresses potential environmental 
impacts to air quality, noise levels, 
biological resources, and marine water 
resources associated with the minor 
CVN berth infrastructure improvements 
at NASNI, and public scoping 
comments related to shoreline erosion 
along First Street in the City of 
Coronado. 

The Draft SEIS has been distributed to 
various Federal, State, and local 
agencies, as well as other interested 
individuals and organizations. In 
addition, copies of the Draft SEIS have 
been made available for public review at 
the following repositories: 

1. Chula Vista Library, Civic Center 
Branch, 365 F Street, Chula Vista CA 
91910; 

2. Coronado Public Library, 640 
Orange Avenue, Coronado, CA 92118; 

3. National City Public Library, 1401 
National City Blvd., National City, CA 
91950; 

4. San Diego County Library, Imperial 
Beach Branch, 810 Imperial Beach 
Blvd., Imperial Beach, CA 91932; 

5. San Diego Public Library, 820 E 
Street, San Diego, CA 92101; 

6. San Diego Public Library, Point 
Loma/Hervey Branch Library, 3701 
Voltaire St., San Diego, CA 92107–1606. 

The Draft SEIS is also available 
electronically on the project Web site 
http://www.nimitzcarriersseis.com. 
Copies of the Draft SEIS or Executive 
Summary may be requested, and 
comments on the Draft SEIS may be 
submitted, via the Web site. Federal 
state, and local agencies, and other 
interested parties, are invited and 
encouraged to be present or represented 
at the public hearing. To ensure the 
accuracy of the record, all statements 
presented orally at the public hearing 
should be submitted in writing. All 
comments will become part of the 
public record and substantive comments 
will be responded to in the Final SEIS. 

Equal weight will be given to oral and 
written statements. Persons wishing to 
speak will be required to sign in. In the 
interest of available time, and to ensure 
all who wish to give an oral statement 
at the public hearings have the 

opportunity to do so, each speaker’s 
comments will be limited to three 
minutes. If a longer statement is to be 
presented, it should be summarized at 
the public hearing and the full text 
submitted in writing either at the 
hearing or mailed to: Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command Southwest, Attn: 
SEIS Project Manager Code: 
ROPME.RM, 2730 McKean Street, 
Building 291, San Diego, CA 92136. 

Comments can be made in the 
following ways: (1) Oral statements/ 
written comments at the public hearing; 
(2) written comments mailed to Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command 
Southwest, Attn: SEIS Project Manager 
Code: ROPME.RM, 2730 McKean Street, 
Building 291, San Diego, CA 92136; (3) 
written comment by e-mail to 
robert.montana@navy.mil; or (4) 
comments submitted via the project 
Web site at http:// 
www.nimitzcarriersseis.com. Written 
comments postmarked by September 22, 
2008 will become part of the official 
public record. 

Dated: August 4, 2008. 
T. M. Cruz, 
Lieutenant Commander, Judge Advocate 
General’s Corps, U.S. Navy, Federal Register 
Liaison Officer. 
[FR Doc. E8–18385 Filed 8–7–08; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3810–FF–P 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Notice of Proposed Information 
Collection Requests 

AGENCY: Department of Education. 
SUMMARY: The IC Clearance Official, 
Regulatory Information Management 
Services, Office of Management, invites 
comments on the proposed information 
collection requests as required by the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995. 
DATES: Interested persons are invited to 
submit comments on or before October 
7, 2008. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
3506 of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 
1995 (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35) requires 
that the Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) provide interested 
Federal agencies and the public an early 
opportunity to comment on information 
collection requests. OMB may amend or 
waive the requirement for public 
consultation to the extent that public 
participation in the approval process 
would defeat the purpose of the 
information collection, violate State or 
Federal law, or substantially interfere 
with any agency’s ability to perform its 
statutory obligations. The IC Clearance 
Official, Regulatory Information 
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888 First Street, NE., Washington, DC 
20426. 

This filing is accessible on-line at 
http://www.ferc.gov, using the 
‘‘eLibrary’’ link and is available for 
review in the Commission’s Public 
Reference Room in Washington, DC. 
There is an ‘‘eSubscription’’ link on the 
Web site that enables subscribers to 
receive e-mail notification when a 
document is added to a subscribed 
docket(s). For assistance with any FERC 
Online service, please e-mail 
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, or call 
(866) 208–3676 (toll free). For TTY, call 
(202) 502–8659. 

Comment Date: 5 p.m. Eastern Time 
on October 23, 2008. 

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., 
Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. E8–23361 Filed 10–2–08; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717–01–P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

[Docket No. EF08–3022–000] 

Southeastern Power Administration; 
Notice of Filing 

September 25, 2008. 
Take notice that on September 16, 

2008, the Deputy Secretary, U.S. 
Department of Energy, pursuant to the 
authority vested on the Deputy 
Secretary by the Department of Energy’s 
Delegation Order Nos. 00–001.00C and 
00–037.00, and by sections 301(b) and 
302(a) of the Department of Energy 
Organization Act (Pub. L. 95091), 
submitted to the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, pursuant to the 
authority vested by Delegation Order 
No. 00–37.00, for confirmation and 
approval on a final basis, Rate 
Schedules CBR–1–G, CSI–1–G, CEK–1– 
G, CM–1–G, CC–1–G, CC–1–H, CK–1–G, 
CTV–1–G, and Replacement–3, effective 
October 1, 2008 through September 30, 
2013. 

Any person desiring to intervene or to 
protest this filing must file in 
accordance with Rules 211 and 214 of 
the Commission’s Rules of Practice and 
Procedure (18 CFR 385.211, 385.214). 
Protests will be considered by the 
Commission in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken, but will 
not serve to make protestants parties to 
the proceeding. Any person wishing to 
become a party must file a notice of 
intervention or motion to intervene, as 
appropriate. Such notices, motions, or 
protests must be filed on or before the 
comment date. On or before the 

comment date, it is not necessary to 
serve motions to intervene or protests 
on persons other than the Applicant. 

The Commission encourages 
electronic submission of protests and 
interventions in lieu of paper using the 
‘‘eFiling’’ link at http://www.ferc.gov. 
Persons unable to file electronically 
should submit an original and 14 copies 
of the protest or intervention to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
888 First Street, NE., Washington, DC 
20426. 

This filing is accessible on-line at 
http://www.ferc.gov, using the 
‘‘eLibrary’’ link and is available for 
review in the Commission’s Public 
Reference Room in Washington, DC. 
There is an ‘‘eSubscription’’ link on the 
Web site that enables subscribers to 
receive e-mail notification when a 
document is added to a subscribed 
docket(s). For assistance with any FERC 
Online service, please e-mail 
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, or call 
(866) 208–3676 (toll free). For TTY, call 
(202) 502–8659. 

Comment Date: 5 p.m. Eastern Time 
on October 16, 2008. 

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., 
Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. E8–23316 Filed 10–2–08; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717–01–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER–FRL–8586–3] 

Environmental Impact Statements and 
Regulations; Availability of EPA 
Comments 

Availability of EPA comments 
prepared pursuant to the Environmental 
Review Process (ERP), under section 
309 of the Clean Air Act and Section 
102(2)(c) of the National Environmental 
Policy Act as amended. Requests for 
copies of EPA comments can be directed 
to the Office of Federal Activities at 
202–564–7146. 

An explanation of the ratings assigned 
to draft environmental impact 
statements (EISs) was published in FR 
dated April 6, 2008 (73 FR 19833). 

Draft EISs 

EIS No. 20080288, ERP No. DS–NOA– 
E91023–00, Amendment 16 to the 
Fishery Management Plan for the 
Snapper Grouper Fishery, Additional 
Information to Analyze Four New 
Management Measures Alternatives 
for Gag and Vermillion Snapper, 
Implementation, South Atlantic 
Region. 

Summary: While EPA has no 
objections to the proposed action, EPA 
did request clarification of the SEDAR 
data for the vermillion snapper. Rating 
LO. 
EIS No. 20080303, ERP No. DS–USN– 

K11094–00, Developing Home Port 
Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class 
Aircraft Carriers in Support of the 
U.S. Pacific Fleet, New Circumstances 
and Information to Supplements (the 
1999 FEIS) Coronado, CA. 
Summary: EPA does not object to the 

proposed project. Rating LO. 

Final EISs 
EIS No. 20080324, ERP No. F–BLM– 

J65331–WY, Kemmerer Field Office 
Planning Area, Resource Management 
Plan, Implementation, Lincoln, 
Sweetwater and Uinta Counties, WY. 
Summary: No formal comment letter 

was sent to the preparing agency. 
EIS No. 20080325, ERP No. F–NRC– 

E06025–NC, Generic—License 
Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS) 
Regarding Shearon Harris Nuclear 
Power Plant, Unit 1, Plant-Specific 
Supplement 33 to NUREG–1437, 
Wake County, NC. 
Summary: EPA continues to have 

environmental concerns about 
radiological monitoring of plant 
effluents, and storage and disposition of 
radioactive waste. 

Dated: September 30, 2008. 
Robert W. Hargrove, 
Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office 
of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. E8–23389 Filed 10–2–08; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER–FRL–8586–2] 

Environmental Impacts Statements; 
Notice of Availability 

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal 
Activities, General Information (202) 
564–1399 or http://www.epa.gov/ 
compliance/nepa/. 
Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact 

Statements 
Filed 09/22/2008 through 09/26/2008 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9. 
EIS No. 20080380, Draft EIS, AFS, CA, 

Tahoe National Forest Motorized 
Travel Management, Implementation, 
Sierra Nevada Mountains, Nevada, 
Placer, Plumas, Sierra and Yuba 
Counties, CA, Comment Period Ends: 
11/26/2008, Contact: David Arrasmith 
530–478–6220. 

EIS No. 20080381, Draft EIS, IBR, CA, 
South Coast Conduit/Upper Reach 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS ON DSEIS AND NAVY RESPONSES 
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Appendix K K-1 

Approach to Comment and Response Presentation 

Pursuant to guidelines of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) for implementing the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Navy, as the lead agency of this Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement (SEIS), provides responses to comments received during the public comment period of 
the Draft SEIS.  Also, when appropriate, the Navy has added clarifying information in the main text of the 
SEIS to further respond to comments.  The approach to the presentation of the comments received and 
responses provided is summarized as follows: 

 Appendix K is a separate enclosure of the SEIS where all comments received and Navy responses 
are located.  Appendix K has two attachments that contain information provided by two 
commenters.  These attachments also are referenced with the respective commenter in the main 
appendix.  

 Appendix K begins with a table that lists all commenters by category: Elected Officials (Federal 
and local); Agencies (Federal, state and local); Organizations; and Individuals.  Individuals are 
further categorized by: traffic-related comments; erosion-related comments; and other comments. 

 Comments received are grouped by the respective commenter.  When a commenter used more 
than one method to make comments, all methods (letter, email, or oral comments at the public 
hearing) are provided and grouped together under the same commenter.   

 Grouping the comments together by commenter separates the pages of the public hearing 
transcripts.  This separation sometimes results in the carry-over of other comments on the subject 
commenter’s statements.  To clarify this situation, the comment text that is not relevant to the 
subject commenter or response has been shaded. 

 The full (non-separated) transcript from the Draft SEIS public hearing of September 3, 2008 is 
included in the SEIS as Appendix L. 

 Each commenter’s written and/or transcribed statement is given a number.  The statements are 
bracketed according to individual topic or point of discussion.  These bracketed comments are 
illustrated on each commenter’s statement and are given a letter assigned to the commenter’s 
number (e.g. 01 is commenter; 01-A is that commenter’s first comment).  Each of the bracketed 
comments is responded to. 

 The intent of the Navy responses is to directly address the comments.  Where comments were 
mostly considered opinions of the commenters, those comments are generally not given a bracket 
number and letter or the term “comment noted” is provided. 

 Responses provided to similar comments are frequently cross-referenced to avoid extensive 
duplication.  In general, the comments that are addressed first (have lower number) have the more 
extensive responses and similar comments that appear later in the Appendix are referred to the 
response to another commenter (e.g. see response 08-A for further detail).  Also, responses 
provide the reader with reference to the main text of the SEIS where more detail was written in 
the Draft SEIS and/or more clarification information has been added in the Final SEIS.  
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Appendix K K-3 

 
COMMENTER BY CATEGORY 
 (Note: All Written Comments and Transcript Comments are 
Grouped by Commenter) 

COMMENT 
NUMBER 

PAGE 
NUMBER 

Elected Officials 

Federal   

Representative Susan A. Davis (CA, 53rd District) 01 K-6 

Local   

Councilmember Al Ovram, Jr., City of Coronado 02 K-8 

Councilmember Casey Tanaka, City of Coronado 03 K-10 

Agencies 

Federal   

U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries 
Service 

04 K-14 

U.S. Department of Interior, Office of the Secretary, Office 
of Environmental Policy and Compliance  05 K-17 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 06 K-18 

State   

California Department of Transportation 07 K-21 

Native American Heritage Commission 08 K-25 

Local   

City of Coronado, Office of the City Manager 09 K-28 

City of Coronado, Engineering and Project Development 10, 11, 12, and 13 K-46 

City of Coronado, Restoration Advisory Board  14 K-60 

Organizations 

KOA Corporation, Torma (consultant to City of Coronado)  15 K-65 

Opper and Varco LLP  16 and 17 K-68 

San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce 18 K-87 

Individuals (grouped alphabetically by comment) 

Traffic-related Comments 

Abe 19 K-90 

Crainick 20 K-92 

Crenshaw 21 K-93 

Friedl 22 K-94 
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COMMENTER BY CATEGORY 
 (Note: All Written Comments and Transcript Comments are 
Grouped by Commenter) 

COMMENT 
NUMBER 

PAGE 
NUMBER 

Gilby 23 K-105 

Harris 24 K-106 

Jamison 25 K-107 

Kalab 26 K-110 

Ledford 27 K-113 

McArthur 28 K-117 

McSwain 29 K-118 

Perkins 30 K-119 

Ricks 31 K-120 

Scharff 32 K-122 

Wynn 33 K-127 

Erosion-related Comments 
Bent 34 K-132 

Beus A. 35 K-134 

Beus L. 36 K-140 

Fisher 37 K-150 

Garbutt A. 38 K-152 

Garbutt M. 39 K-155 

Goodfellow 40 K-158 

Harwick 41 K-162 

Heap 42 K-166 

Knudsen 43 K-168 

Mercer Harwick 44 K-169 

Sanger 45 K-170 

Sewell 46 K-173 

Other Comments   

Callahan 47 K-182 

Morgan 48 K-183 

Walsh 49 K-184 
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Elected Officials 
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Navy Response 

01-A 

Comment noted.  

01-B  
The Navy is a cooperating agency in the ongoing State Route 75/282 Transportation 
Corridor Project, Environmental Impact Statement (SR 75/282 TCP EIS), supplying 
specialized expertise on Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection (AT/FP), security, and Federal 
(military) land-use policies. The Navy meets regularly with the City of Coronado and the 
California Department of Transportation District 11 (CALTRANS) on traffic planning 
efforts.  The alternatives being studied in the SR 75/282 TCP EIS are beyond the scope of 
this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS).  Additionally, the alternatives 
under study in the TCP EIS are in the conceptual phase and it would be premature to assess 
any of these concepts in the context of the focused purpose of this SEIS.  The purpose of 
the SEIS is to supplement the 1999 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) by 
considering potentially significant new circumstances or information relevant to 
environmental conditions that have emerged since the 2000 Record of Decision (2000 
ROD) for the 1999 FEIS.  The SEIS studies traffic conditions that would occur during the 
average 29 intermittent, non-consecutive days per year when three carriers are 
simultaneously in port.  The SR 75/282 TCP EIS is still in development.  The Navy has 
considered this regional ongoing planning project as part of the cumulative impacts 
analysis (Section 6).  It is envisioned that the potential traffic improvement projects 
analyzed in the SEIS would complement any TCP projects. 

01-C  

Section 5 of the SEIS is devoted to the Navy study of erosion concerns expressed by the 
public during the scoping period of the SEIS.  It is recognized the shoreline along First 
Street is subject to erosion.  However, neither the deepening of the turning basin at Naval 
Air Station North Island (NASNI) nor movements of aircraft carriers contributes to causes 
of this historic condition of erosion along First Street.  The 2000 and 2005 U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) reports on this erosion issue have been considered in the 
SEIS.  Additional discussion on this topic is included in Section 5 of the SEIS and several 
subsequent responses to comments in the following pages. 

01-D 

Please be assured that the local Navy is actively engaged with the community on a daily 
basis and will endeavor to continue our good neighbor practices on these and other 
important issues.  Locally, Commander Navy Region Southwest, who serves as the 
Regional Environmental Coordinator as well as senior shore installation official, has 
supported local outreach and public involvement efforts in Coronado on a daily basis and 
has been directly involved in the preparation of the SEIS since its inception. In addition, the 
NASNI outreach program has a Community Plans Liaison Officer who is the point of 
contact for the local communities on land use and other issues of common interest.   
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Navy Response 

01-D 

Response on previous page. 

 

 



December 2008   CVN Homeporting Final SEIS 

K-8  Appendix K 

 

Navy Response 

02-A 

The SEIS addresses traffic through the preparation of an updated 2008 Traffic Study that 
undertook project specific traffic counts during peak hours and assessed numerous roadway 
segments and intersections in Coronado in the vicinity of NASNI.  The SEIS includes 
recognition that the Navy and traffic related to NASNI contribute to the cumulative 
conditions of congested traffic conditions in the vicinity of NASNI.  The potential internal 
and external NASNI intersection improvements and other measures (staggering of work 
hours and encouragement of mass transit) are intended to reduce traffic congestion during 
the infrequent times when 3 homeported carriers are simultaneously in port.  The Navy will 
continue to work with the community to be good neighbors regarding commuter traffic and 
to work with the City, its residents and CALTRANS District 11 to best manage traffic 
conditions near NASNI. 

The City of Coronado and CALTRANS have the jurisdiction and responsibility for the 
roadway network off Department of Defense property near NASNI, not the Navy.  The 
Navy will not implement the potential intersection improvements analyzed that are located 
off NASNI.  However, for those potential traffic improvements located on NASNI that may 
affect traffic flow off base, the Navy will coordinate with both the City and CALTRANS to 
balance the effectiveness of reducing traffic congestion on the main routes (Third and 
Fourth Streets) with the dispersal of traffic off those main through routes.   

For example, the potential improvements analyzed for the Fourth Street and Alameda 
Avenue intersection are intended to reduce intersection delays. The potential improvements 
consist of a new right turn lane within NASNI that previously exited directly onto Fourth 
Street funneling right turning traffic onto Alameda Avenue.  
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Navy Response 

02-A 

Response on previous page. 

02-B 

The Navy is a cooperating agency with CALTRANS and the City in the SR 75/282 
TCP EIS.  Please see response 01-B.  The ongoing SR 75/282 TCP EIS is beyond the 
scope of the SEIS. 
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Navy Response 

03-A 

The potential traffic improvements identified in the SEIS include both intersections 
that would need right-of-way acquisitions and those that would not require any new 
property acquisitions. The Navy will not implement any of the potential traffic 
improvements analyzed in the SEIS that are located off NASNI property.  The City of 
Coronado and CALTRANS have the jurisdiction and responsibility to implement any 
off base potential traffic improvements.  The SEIS has been prepared for the focused 
purpose to supplement the 1999 FEIS, and the broader traffic issues are outside the 
scope of the document. The Navy continues to coordinate with the City and 
CALTRANS on traffic related issues in the vicinity of NASNI. 
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Navy Response 

03-B 

The Navy and NASNI work closely with the City on traffic and many other community 
issues.  As addressed in the SEIS, the Navy recognizes its contribution to the cumulative 
peak hour traffic conditions in the vicinity of NASNI.  The Navy has studied traffic 
conditions and has identified potential traffic improvements that with other measures also 
suggested in the SEIS would reduce traffic congestion during peak traffic periods during 
the infrequent times when 3 homeported carriers are simultaneously in port.  The 2008 
Traffic Study (see Appendix C and Chapter 3 of the SEIS) analyzed 25 intersections in the 
vicinity of NASNI and focused potential improvements on several key intersections of this 
roadway network.  Potential improvements at key intersections would improve the flow of 
traffic along the main routes of commuter travel (Third and Fourth Streets).  Although 
implementation of potential traffic improvements is the responsibility of the City and 
CALTRANS, the Navy will continue to coordinate with these parties on important traffic 
concerns near NASNI. 

03-C   

The potential traffic improvements were developed to improve the level of service for the 
intersections and main arterial roadway segments. The agency with jurisdiction, City of 
Coronado or CALTRANS, would need to balance the reduction in delay time against the 
potential for unintended dispersion of traffic to roads with schools.  The Navy will continue 
to coordinate with these authorities on these and similar traffic issues. 
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Navy Response 

03-C   

Response on previous page. 
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Agencies 



December 2008   CVN Homeporting Final SEIS 

K-14  Appendix K 

 

Navy Response 

04-A 

The referenced August 18, 2008 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) letter to 
“Commander” Stathos is included in Appendix L of this Final SEIS. Please note that the 
correct title is Mr. Christopher Stathos. 
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Navy Response 

04-B 

Comment noted. Since publication of the Draft SEIS on August 8, 2008, the Navy has 
altered design plans for the proposed fendering system that reduces the number of needed 
piles from 190 to 80 and the time of in-water work from 50 to 30 days. All construction is 
planned occur during daylight hours.  

04-C 

Comment noted. NMFS Southwest Region has accurately described the Navy’s procedures 
to avoid, minimize and protect marine mammals during construction activities for the 
proposed improvements at Berth LIMA. The NMFS’s Southwest Regional Office and 
referenced points of contact will be contacted as appropriate and if needed.  

 



December 2008   CVN Homeporting Final SEIS 

K-16  Appendix K 

 

Navy Response 

04-C 

Response on previous page. 
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Navy Response 

05-A 

Comment noted. 
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Navy Response 

06-A 

Rating of Lack of Objections noted. 
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Navy Response 

06-B 

The Navy will ensure Best Management Practices during demolition and construction 
activities to protect the marine environment in the vicinity of Berth LIMA. 
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Navy Response 

Response on previous page. 
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Navy Response 

07-A 

References to the Final Traffic Noise Report (CALTRANS 2007) have been removed as 
suggested. 

07-B  

In preparing the traffic technical studies for this document, careful consideration was 
given to forecasted horizon year traffic volumes.  A new regional traffic model (referred 
to as the Series 11 model, developed by SANDAG) was available.  The Series 11 model 
was found to have some differences from the previous model (Series 10) which was used 
for other studies, such as those used to evaluate various alternatives for the SR-75/282 
TPC EIS.  The differences between the Series 10 and Series 11 models are: 

 The Series 10 horizon year model assumed a tunnel that connected the SR-75 from 
near western base of the San Diego/Coronado Bridge to a location within NASNI.  
This tunnel was projected to carry 23,400 Average Daily Traffic (ADT).  Due to the 
removal of this traffic from Third and Fourth Streets, the routes were more attractive 
for other users in Coronado. 

 The Series 10 model projects about 117,000 ADT crossing the bridge for the horizon 
year (Year 2030).  This results in a 41 percent increase over the existing volume of 
83,000 ADT.   

 The Series 11 model does not assume the presence of a tunnel in its future 
projections.  The Series 11 model is based on the existing roadway network and its 
prediction of existing traffic volumes crossing the San Diego/Coronado Bridge 
closely matches observed existing traffic volumes and is; therefore, considered to be 
well calibrated to actual conditions.   

 The Series 11 model did not include the tunnel link since this facility is not funded.  
As a result it shows more realistic volumes based on funded transportation projects. 

The Series 10 model was a good tool for use in the SR-75/282 TCP EIS studies.  
However, the SEIS relied on the most recent travel projections (Series 11 model), which 
provide a more accurate projection of horizon year traffic conditions in the study area. 

 

 

 

 

(Continued on next page.) 
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Navy Response 

07-A and 07-B 

Responses on previous page. 

07-C 

Regarding your reference to Table 2-1 in Appendix C, the daily trips associated with 
each carrier was computed by using the difference between one carrier (37,548 daily 
trips) and three carriers (47,158 daily trips).  

07-D 

As mentioned, a couple of the numbers in the California and National Air Quality 
Standards were inadvertently abbreviated (e.g. .0 instead of .00).  The table on page 3-27 
of the SEIS and located in the Air Quality Technical Report in the appendix have been 
changed to the exact form as appears in CARB 2008a (updated 6/26/08). 

The correct acronym for the Federal Highway Administration, FHWA, has replaced 
FHA throughout the SEIS.  

 

 

COMMENT LETTER REPEATED FROM PREVIOUS 
PAGE TO CONTINUE RESPONSES. 
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Navy Response 

07-D 

Response on previous page. 

07-E 

The Navy regularly coordinates with the City and CALTRANS on traffic issues, 
including the potential traffic improvements analyzed in the SEIS.  The City of 
Coronado and CALTRANS will determine which potential traffic improvements, if any, 
for non-Navy properties are appropriate for implementation. 

07-F 

The Navy regularly coordinates with the City and CALTRANS on traffic issues, 
including the potential traffic improvements analyzed in the SEIS.  The City and 
CALTRANS will determine which potential traffic improvements, if any, for non-Navy 
properties are for implementation. The Navy will not implement any potential 
transportation improvements analyzed in the SEIS that are located off base.  The City 
and CALTRANS have the jurisdiction and responsibility to implement any off base 
potential transportation improvements. 
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Navy Response 

07-F 

Response on previous page.  
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Navy Response 

08-A 

The subject NEPA document is a Supplemental EIS.  This SEIS updates the analysis 
contained in the 1999 FEIS where new information and circumstances so warrant.  
Cultural resources and related impact analyses were adequately covered in the 1999 FEIS 
and do not need to be re-evaluated in this SEIS. Consultation with appropriate Native 
American tribes pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act was 
done within the context of the 1999 FEIS.  This consultation is further covered under the 
San Diego Metro Area Programmatic Agreement. The minor infrastructure 
improvements planned at Berth LIMA have no potential to affect archaeological 
properties.  
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Navy Response 

Response on previous page. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CVN Homeporting Final SEIS  December 2008 

Appendix K  K-27 

 

Navy Response 

Response on previous page. 
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Navy Response 

09-A 

The annual estimate of 29 intermittent and non-consecutive days when 3 homeported carriers 
will be simultaneously in port is a reasonable estimate based upon the Navy current 
assessment of various maintenance and deployment cycles (See Section 2.6.1.2 of the SEIS).  
Additionally, in reviewing Navy records, it is noted that during the period 2001 to 2005, the 
annual in-port carrier days when 3 homeported carriers were simultaneously in port ranged 
from 0 to 53 days for an average annual amount of 15 intermittent and non-consecutive days 
per year.  The year 2002 did not have 100 consecutive days when 3 carriers where in port, as 
noted by the commenter. Navy records indicate that that there were a total of 53 non-
consecutive days when 3 homeported carriers were in port and that was an abnormally high 
number of days in one year compared with an average of 15 days. 

It should also be noted that in accordance with current security requirements, 
decommissioning of conventional powered carriers, and space limitations, NASNI is not 
capable of accommodating more than 3 CVNs at any one time. 

09-B 

NASNI has been the homeport to 3 aircraft carriers since 1978. Traffic impacts during the 
infrequent times when 3 carriers are simultaneously in port have been previously assessed.  
The traffic analysis done in the 1999 FEIS adequately assessed traffic during the few times 
when 3 carriers are simultaneously in port, including evaluation of the slight increase in 
manning from a decommisioned conventionally powered carrier and a CVN.  The 2008 
Traffic Study undertaken with this SEIS also adequately assesses the impacts of the limited 
number of days when 3 carriers are simultaneously in port.  The methodology that includes 
conducting traffic counts in the summer and fall of 2007 and projecting traffic conditions for 
both the near term 2015 and horizon year 2030 is appropriate for traffic planning purposes and 
has been approved by CALTRANS.  Therefore, there is no need for any additional traffic 
analysis. 

09-C  

Transient carriers are not in port frequently.  Moreover, Sailors from transient ships are not 
homported at NASNI and Sailors would not be commuters during their brief stay in port.  In 
addition, due to adherence to security requirements, there is insufficient space within NASNI 
to accommodate more than 3 CVNs at the same time.  Therefore, the analysis of traffic 
impacts for the 29 nonconsecutive, intermittent days when 3 carriers are in port 
simultaneously is a correct assessment. 

09-D  

As mentioned in 08-C, transient carriers are infrequently in port and Sailors do not add to the 
peak hour commute as their personal vehicles are not located at NASNI.  As explained in 
Section 2.6.1.2 of the SEIS, the Navy indicates that the average number of days per year that 3 
CVNs will be in port simultaneously is 29 intermittent, nonconsecutive days. 
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Navy Response 

09-E   

The traffic associated with each carrier is inclusive of all military personnel, maintenance 
personnel, civilian contract workers, visitors and deliveries (supplies).  These counts are based on 
actual data and are consistent with other projections that have been made by the City of Coronado 
and their consultants. The near-term and horizon year traffic analysis does account for growth from 
other reasonably foreseeable Navy programs. 
09-F  

The SEIS depicts the substantial beneficial impacts of staggering work hours during the 29 
nonconsecutive and intermittent days when 3 carriers are simultaneously in port (See Table 3.1-8 of 
the SEIS).  The staggering of work hours during these times is a mitigation measure of the 2000 
ROD.  In addition, the Navy encouragement and use of various modes of mass transit has been 
assessed.  For example, participation in the NASNI Transportation Incentive Program grew by 33 
percent from 2004 to September 2008 (See Table 3.1-10 in Chapter 3 of SEIS). 
09-G 

Traffic from the Commissary and Exchange has been included in the existing traffic counts, since 
these facilities were open to customers when the counts were done in July and September 2007. In 
addition, these facilities are among many in the area, most notably the largest is on 32nd Street. The 
facilities on-base mainly serve people on-base and a few active duty/retirees living in Coronado. 
Other military living in the surrounding area would utilize more convenient locations.  
09-H  

The 2008 Traffic Study accounted for an increase of approximately 4,000 daily trips associated 
with various reasonably foreseeable future projects including those listed in the comment.  In 
addition, the Navy is examining construction of additional bachelor quarters (barracks) on base that 
will serve to reduce the need for a number of sailors to commute to and from off base housing to the 
base. A federal Environmental Assessment is being conducted that will include an assessment of 
the traffic impacts (likely benefits) of implementing this program at NASNI. This future potential 
reduction in commuter traffic was not accounted for in the SEIS as this program is still in the 
planning stages and demonstrates a more conservative approach. 
09-I  

The NASNI sewer system is old, but fully capable, with more than sufficient capacity to handle 
sewage flows from 3 carriers. The main sewage pump station for sewage leaving NASNI and 
flowing into the First Street interceptor sewer line in the City of Coronado (and eventually to the 
Point Loma wastewater treatment plant) was completely upgraded in FY-2006.  This pump station 
(Pump Station 1250) is a state-of-the-art facility.  Also associated with this pump station are two 
12,000 gallon storage tanks and a 15,000 gallon wet well, all underground, with ample capacity to 
handle the sewage from a third homeported carrier.  Also, the sewer pipeline from Pump Station 
1250 to the First Street interceptor (approximately 1,200 linear feet) will be replaced during the 
construction of P-704 (infrastructure improvements to Berth LIMA).  

 

 

(Continued next page.) 
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Navy Response  
09-J  

In case of an emergency or during times in which the City of Coronado needs to do 
maintenance on downstream systems, NASNI has capacity to temporarily hold 
sewage in wet wells and on-board ships. NASNI also has the capability to contract 
with sewage pumping companies to deal with excess sewage/waste, as the need 
arises.  The Navy will continue to coordinate and work with the City on requests to 
hold sewage for maintenance. 

09-K 

NASNI has replaced the last three manhole covers before the sewage leaves the base 
and enters the first Street manhole owned by the City of Coronado.  These 
replacement covers are sealed manhole covers to address the odor issue.  In addition, 
Navy will be replacing the sewer line along Quay Road and consolidating from five 
manholes down to one manhole, as part of this project, to better manage seals and 
reduce sources of odor. 

Odors in the First Street and Alameda Boulevard intersection area also emanate from 
the sewer system when the City of San Diego samples the First Street manhole 
(owned by the City of Coronado).  This sampling occurs every three months.  The 
First Street manhole needs to be sealed after each sampling event and there may be a 
small delay between when the City of San Diego finishes its sampling and when the 
City of Coronado Public Works is able to reseal the manhole after the sampling, 
resulting in temporary emission of odor in the general vicinity on NASNI. The Navy 
has no control over the efforts of either city.  

09-L  

An updated Sewer Master Plan is being planned.   

09-M  

When the NASNI Sewer Master Plan is developed, any concerns about flow capacity 
and sewer strength will be addressed and the new plan made available to the City of 
Coronado.  There has been no change in the need for sewer capacity related to 3 
homported carriers since this issue was studied in the 1999 FEIS.  In addition, 
NASNI has increased sewage capacity since the last time NASNI had 3 carriers in 
2005.  Sewer capacity agreements with the City of Coronado are still valid and are 
not being exceeded 
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Navy Response 

09-N  

The third carrier will be homeported at Berth LIMA at NASNI which is distant from 
and does not block the view of neighboring residents.  In addition, due to security 
requirements, NASNI is limited to a maximum of three CVNs at any one time.  This 
situation eliminates the possibility of berthing a fourth CVN that could block bay 
views by neighboring residents. 

09-O  

Comment noted. The Navy is committed to continue working with the City of 
Coronado and its residents as a good neighbor and community citizen. 
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Navy Response 

09-P    

NASNI has been the homeport for 3 carriers since 1978.  The analysis of homeporting 
3 CVNs and the infrequent number of days when the 3 carriers are simultaneously in 
port was assessed in the 1999 FEIS.  The SEIS includes an updated assessment that 
supplements the 1999 FEIS.  The SEIS includes a 2008 traffic impact study.  Included 
in the SEIS is recognition that NASNI traffic contributes to the overall traffic 
conditions in the City of Coronado.  Therefore, as a consequence of cumulative 
impacts, potential traffic improvements have been analyzed and developed for 
intersections within the vicinity of NASNI.  The Navy will not implement any 
potential traffic improvements located off base.  The City of Coronado and 
CALTRANS have the jurisdiction and responsibility to implement any potential traffic 
improvements located off base. 

The present and reasonably foreseeable future Navy projects were accounted for in the 
Cumulative Impact section of the SEIS (see Chapter 6). The 2008 Traffic Study 
accounted for an increase of approximately 4,000 daily trips associated with these 
future projects, including the Navy Lodge and helicopter squadron Rotary Wing 
Hangar projects.  In addition, the planned new bachelor quarters on base that was not 
included in the traffic analysis would actually reduce the need for daily trips as a 
number of Sailors would live on base and not need to commute to and from the base. 
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Navy Response 

09-P 

Response on previous page. 

09-Q  

Evaluations of direct impacts and conclusions are disclosed in Chapters 3, 4, and 5.  
Cumulative impacts are addressed in Chapter 6. Based on these evaluations, 
reasonable and feasible mitigation measures have been proposed. Thus, the SEIS 
fulfills the fundamental objective of NEPA through disclosure and mitigation of 
environmental impacts. This SEIS supplements the 1999 FEIS where other impacts 
from homeporting 3 CVNs are adequately addressed and disclosed. 

09-R  

Comments noted. 

09-S 

There was no set numerical goal or criteria for which the staggering of work hours was 
required to attain. The 2000 ROD stipulated that the base implement staggering of 
work times for carriers only when three carriers are simultaneously in port.  As 
suggested, Figure 3.1-8 clearly shows a reduction of peak hour trips as well as a 
spreading of trips.  Staggering of work hours during the few and intermittent days 
when three carriers are in port at the same time will reduce the amount of vehicles 
within the typical commuter peak hour in the vicinity of NASNI substantially reducing 
the impact of carrier related commuter traffic.  The work hours of the Navy in both the 
morning and afternoon occur before the normal commuter peak hour.  Given the 
effectiveness of staggering carrier work times,  the SEIS includes additional mitigation 
that will require similar staggering of work hours when only 2 carriers are 
simultaneously in port. 
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Navy Response 

09-T  

As the commenter points out, and as depicted in Appendix C of the SEIS, average 
daily ferry ridership to NASNI decreased from 250 in 2004 to 212 in 2006.  However, 
this level is higher than the 125 riders reported in 1999.  Moreover, the total enrolled 
number of participants in the Transportation Incentive Program (TIP) at NASNI has 
grown from 1,135 in 2004 to 1,513 in September 2008.  A table illustrating the 
participants in this program over the last 5 years has been added as Table 3.1-10 in the 
Final SEIS.  The Navy continues to encourage NASNI employees to use mass transit 
for work commutes. Additionally, the Navy and SANDAG are engaged in an ongoing 
effort to increase ridership on mass transit.   

09-U  

See response to 09-A. As discussed in SEIS Section 2.6.1.2, the average 29 
intermittent, nonconsecutive days per year that 3 carriers would be in port 
simultaneously include consideration of the increase in maintenance days from 24 to 
32 months.  

09-V  

The Annual Average Daily Traffic counts for roadways was referenced because that 
data is typically used by CALTRANS when evaluating their facilities (such as the San 
Diego-Coronado Bridge (SR-75).  Figure 3-3 of the traffic technical report (Appendix 
C) shows the monthly variation in traffic for the bridge.  To account for seasonal 
traffic, all intersection counts used in this analysis are from the peak traffic month of 
the year, which is July.    

09-W  

The population growth rate, 1 percent per year, was based on an average of U.S. 
Census data from the past 40 years and SANDAG growth projections through 2030.  
The historical population increases were not used in the establishment of the traffic 
baseline for the SEIS; therefore, the reference to this information has been removed 
from pages ES-5 and 3-1 of the SEIS. The traffic baseline was established for the 
traffic analysis by project-specific traffic counts taken in July and September 2007. 
Traffic projections were made using the regional traffic model. Since the traffic 
analysis was not based on this historic population growth, reanalysis is not required.   
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Navy Response 

09-X  
While it is acknowledged that bus ridership to the base has decreased, the overall traffic entering and 
exiting the base was determined based on traffic counts at the entrance and exit gates.   While there 
may be fewer bus riders, the data suggests that there are also fewer total vehicles entering and exiting 
the base.  The Navy’s TIP has been effective in promoting mass transit use and rideshare.  Additional 
information on mass transit usage has been included in the SEIS, see Table 3.1-10.   

09-Y  
Vehicle occupancy data was reported to provide additional information, but not used directly in the 
analysis.  The mode split for NASNI was assumed to be similar to current trend or as stated in the trip 
generation tables.  Given the use of this data as informational in nature as opposed to required input for 
an impact analysis, 1 day of data is sufficient. As described in Section 3.1.4.4 and Appendix C of the 
SEIS, traffic counts were done in July and September 2007 when one carrier was in port.  Baseline 
traffic conditions for when 2 and when 3 carriers were simultaneously in port were developed based 
upon extrapolating the collected data to reflect the 2 and 3 carrier in port scenarios.  

09-Z  
Cumulative projects on NASNI and within the City of Coronado were taken into account and added to 
the unadjusted future year traffic volumes. At the time of the 2008 traffic study, two projects have been 
identified on NASNI, which include the expansion of the Navy Lodge to include 220 additional rooms 
and the addition of a helicopter squadron to include an additional 200 personnel. The total daily traffic 
estimated to be generated by these projects is 2,700 ADT. Because of the uncertainty of other potential 
projects on NASNI and as a conservative estimate, an additional 1,300 ADT was assumed to be 
included as cumulative traffic for a total of 4,000 ADT. The Bachelor Quarters are anticipated to 
reduce peak directional traffic by placing housing for sailors on base therefore reducing commutes 
through the city.  Traffic from the Exchange has been included in the existing traffic counts, since this 
facility was open to customers when the counts were done in July and September 2007. 

09-AA  
The Final SEIS includes a more thorough description of the SR 75/282 TCP EIS and alternative 
transportation improvement options being studied.  Please see Sections 1.7.2 and 6.1.24. The Navy is a 
cooperating agency in the ongoing SR 75/282 TCP EIS.  The Navy meets regularly with the City of 
Coronado and CALTRANS on traffic planning efforts.  The alternatives being studied in the TCP are 
beyond the scope of this SEIS.  Additionally, the alternatives under study in the TCP EIS are in the 
conceptual phase and it would be premature to assess any of these concepts in the context of the 
focused purpose of this SEIS.  The purpose of the SEIS is to supplement the 1999 FEIS by considering 
potentially significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental conditions that 
have emerged since the 2000 ROD for the 1999 FEIS.  The SEIS studies traffic conditions that would 
occur during the average 29 intermittent, non-consecutive days per year when three carriers are 
simultaneously in port.  The SR 75/282 TCP EIS is still in development.  The Navy has considered this 
regional ongoing planning project as part of the cumulative impacts analysis (Section 6).  It is 
envisioned that the potential traffic improvement projects analyzed in the SEIS would complement any 
TCP projects. 

09-BB  
The intersection of Ocean Boulevard at Alameda Boulevard was included in the analysis.  The 
project’s trip distribution indicates that only 2 percent of carrier generated traffic uses Ocean 
Boulevard south/east of Alameda Boulevard, which is fewer than 100 trips per day for a typical carrier.  
Analysis of Ocean Boulevard was not necessary. 
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Navy Response 

09-CC  

The five suggested improvements were at two gates (Fourth Street and First Street), as well 
as signalized intersections along Orange Avenue at Fourth, Third and First Streets.  The 
other ten locations identified as having a poor LOS are mostly side street stop controlled 
intersections where base traffic does not add traffic to the stopped movement.  In addition, 
the City and CALTRANS have the jurisdiction and responsibility to implement any 
potential traffic improvements that are located off base in the vicinity of NASNI. The Navy 
will not implement any potential traffic improvements located off base. 

09-DD  
See response 09-BB. 

09-EE  

These figures, along with the collected data, are intended to show the difference in travel 
times between the bridge and the base before and after the gate improvements were made.  
The gate improvements increased capacity and allowed entering traffic on Third Street to 
proceed straight into the base at Stockdale Boulevard.  Previously, entering traffic had to 
turn onto Alameda Boulevard and then enter the base at McCain Boulevard.  This gate 
improvement had no affect on travel patterns on the other side of the bridge; therefore, 
travel time across the bridge was not measured.  Both the before and after travel times were 
taken with 1 carrier in port.  As pointed out in Chapter 3 of the SEIS, the staggering of 
work hours when 3 carriers are simultaneously in port results in peak hour traffic that 
approximates the number of commuter trips associated with carriers as occurs when one 
carrier is in port.  The Navy has also undertaken an operational measure called “stacking” 
of exiting traffic during the afternoon peak period of travel.  Personnel assigned to traffic 
control at the Stockdale Boulevard/Alameda Avenue intersection observe traffic leaving the 
base on Fourth Street.  They hold traffic on the base until there is sufficient storage on 
Fourth Street, then they release vehicles from the base.  This places traffic queues on 
Stockdale Boulevard (on base), instead of Fourth Street.  This allows for non-Navy traffic 
to cross the street with more ease.  
09-FF  

Roadway segments have been evaluated in the SEIS in Sections 3.1.4.4 and 6.2.3.2.  The 
performance of roadway segments in the SEIS study area is heavily influenced by the 
performance of intersections; therefore, potential improvements focus on these 
intersections. In addition, potential traffic calming and pedestrian safety measures have 
been added to address concerns expressed by Coronado residents.  These potential 
measures could include curb bulb-outs and pedestrian activated crosswalks (see Section 
6.2.5). The Navy will not implement any potential traffic improvements that are located off 
base. 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. 
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Navy Response 

09-GG  

The SEIS analyzed potential traffic improvements that are located on base and off base at 
NASNI.  The potential traffic improvements located on base can be implemented by the 
Navy.  The potential traffic improvements (that have expanded to included potential traffic 
calming measures) that are located off base; will not be implemented by the Navy; and 
must be approved and implemented by the City and CALTRANS who have jurisdiction for 
these city streets. 

09-HH 

Inbound traffic could still use Third Street, turn right on Alameda Boulevard and then left 
into the base at First Street during the AM peak hour.  The agency with jurisdiction, City of 
Coronado or CALTRANS, would need to balance the reduction in delay time against the 
potential for unintended dispersion of traffic. The Navy will coordinate with the City and 
CALTRANS before any on base potential traffic improvements are implemented that may 
affect off base traffic. 

09-II 

Potential improvements that are off base are within the jurisdiction of the City and 
CALTRANS, not the Navy.  NASNI employs many people who reside and have children 
in local schools and use the referenced streets for school related travel.   

09-JJ  

The referenced potential off-base traffic improvements are not within Navy jurisdiction.  
This improvement was suggested as a reasonable improvement to address cumulative 
impacts.  While the Navy analyzed this potential improvement in the SEIS, the decision to 
implement this improvement is within the City’s control.  In addition, under this potential 
improvement, the treatment of the bike lane would change at the intersection, but would 
not result in the loss of a Class II bike lane.  Class II bike lane standards allow for the 
striped lane to be dropped at an intersection when turn lanes are needed.    
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Navy Response 

09-KK  

See comment 09-AA. The Third Street gate improvements moved truck access and 
inspection to Third Street.  Designated truck route enters Third Street and exits on Fourth 
Street.  Trucks are inspected on Third Street.  The treatment of the bike lane would change 
at the intersection, but would not result in the loss of a Class II bike lane.  Class II bike lane 
standards allow for the striped lane to be dropped at an intersection when turn lanes are 
needed.  

09-LL  

While backups from Orange Avenue at Fourth Street could reduce the efficiency of the two 
left turn lanes, it is an improvement to the thru lanes.  Vehicles in the shared left/thru lane 
wishing to turn left would, in fact, block thru traffic.  With the potential improvement, thru 
vehicles would be in their own lane and not be blocked by left-turn back-ups.  The Navy 
will not implement any potential traffic improvements that are located off base.   

09-MM  

The Navy will not implement any potential traffic improvements that are off base.  The 
City and CALTRANS have the jurisdiction and responsibility to implemenent any potential 
traffic improvements located off base in the City.  It is acknowledged that the referenced 
Option 2 would need the City and/or CALTRANS to acquire property to be implemented.  
Should the City opt to implement Option 2 and acquire property, there are feasible design 
measures that would allow for safe pedestrian flow and increased vehicular throughput.  
For instance, a pedestrian activated crossing of the right turn lane, to a channelize island 
would have a small decrease in capacity of the right turn lane.   

09-NN  

The intent in identifying these potential improvements was to identify feasible 
improvements that would lessen the affects of cumulative traffic.  While it is acknowledged 
that not all of these potential improvements would result in an level of service (LOS) better 
than F, time delays would substantially be reduced (by more than 60 seconds in the 
afternoon peak hour).  The Navy notes that NASNI contributes to average cumulative 
traffic volumes in the area.  However, local and regional traffic improvements would be 
necessary even without Navy carriers to accommodate the expected growth in non-Navy 
traffic. Longer term improvements, such as those being studied by the City and 
CALTRANS, are outside the scope of this SEIS; have yet to fully defined and, therefore, 
cannot be readily considered in this analysis.   
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Navy Response 

09-OO  
The Navy is a cooperating agency in the ongoing SR 75/282 TCP EIS.  The Navy meets 
regularly with the City of Coronado and CALTRANS on traffic planning efforts.  The 
alternatives being studied in the TCP are beyond the scope of this SEIS.  Additionally, the 
alternatives under study in the TCP EIS are in the conceptual phase and it would be 
premature to assess any of these concepts in the context of the focused purpose of this 
SEIS).  It is envisioned that the potential traffic improvement projects analyzed in the SEIS 
would complement any TCP projects. 

09-PP  

The Navy considered both USACE reports in their entirety as part of the 2008 Erosion 
Study as discussed in the SEIS, Section 5.2 and 5.3. The purpose of the 2008 Erosion Study 
was to address comments received during the scoping period of the SEIS by studying the 
potential for dredging of the turning basin or waves from aircraft carriers to be the cause of 
erosion along First Street.  The USACE reports do not identify dredging or Navy aircraft 
carriers as causing or contributing to erosion along First Street. Therefore, the conclusions 
of the SEIS do not contradict the USACE studies. Please refer to Sections 5.2 and 5.3 of 
the SEIS for details, including additional information that has been included in the Final 
SEIS. Specific considerations are addressed as follows: 
 The Navy performed quantitative analysis for the study of currents (Appendix H, 
SPAWAR Study) as related to the scope of the SEIS. The SEIS provides quantitative 
descriptions of measured water current energy and sediment reduction (refer to SEIS 
Section 5.2 Currents). These findings substantiated the quantitative discussions provided 
in the 1995 EIS.  

 According to USACE 2000 and 2005 reports and other credible evidence, there has been 
substantial shoreline movement since 1931. The SEIS made its conclusions based upon 
USACE determination of shoreline position, and the SEIS relies upon the entire body of 
evidence (Appendix B and cited references) carefully reviewed in this analysis.   

 Gradients were considered to the extent relevant.  The 1999 dredging did not increase 
gradients. The Navy did use NOAA charts and bathymetric data.  Steeper slopes 
naturally form from erosion in a negative sediment environment.  Further analysis of 
changes in historical near shore gradients is beyond the scope of this SEIS. 

 The SEIS analyzes the potential for boat waves in the bay by all vessels and clearly 
shows that it is other vessels not aircraft carriers that are responsible for the boat waves 
of concern referenced in the 2000 USACE report.  Aircraft carriers travel slowly through 
the bay and do not generate large wakes; do not travel south of the turning basin near 
First Street; and are a very small portion of the total ship traffic in the bay.  Additional 
analysis on the velocity of boat waves generated by ship traffic in San Diego Bay is 
beyond the scope of this SEIS. 

(Continued on next page.) 
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Navy Response 

09-PP (Continued from previous page) 

 Analyzing the details of wakes/waves was not within the scope of this SEIS because 
carriers only represent 0.02 percent of ship traffic in San Diego Bay and do not 
generate wakes in the vicinity of the First Street shoreline. 

 Tug boats assisting the carriers have been considered.  The tug boats operate within 
the turning basin with the screws pointed downward as discussed in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.2 Currents in the SEIS. Therefore, tug boats do not contribute to negative 
sediment transport along First Street. 

 The net increase in eelgrass beds located in the bay along the First Street shoreline 
from Orange Avenue to Alameda Blvd. show that the sediment is moving from the toe 
of the riprap bayward to create an offshore berm which is then stabilized by colonizing 
eelgrass (eelgrass rhizomes creep laterally rooting into the sediment and stabilizing as 
they go).  Bathymetry contour lines in Figure 5.2-5 of the SEIS show the southern 
margin of the turning basin clearly defined as straight lines outward in the bay from 
the southern NASNI margin. 

 The lack of a need for maintenance dredging in the turning basin indicates that 
infilling is not occurring. 

09-QQ  

The Navy responses to comments from the City concerning the NASNI sewer system are 
addressed in responses 09-I to 09-M. 

09-RR  

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is not applicable to the Navy’s 
preparation of the SEIS.  The federal regulation cited in the comment is not applicable in 
these circumstances.  No CEQA analysis is required as no state or local agency is serving 
as an action proponent nor is there any other triggering circumstance for a joint document. 
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Navy Response 
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Navy Response 

09-SS  

The Navy does not intend to add two additional CVNs at NASNI.  The commenter’s 
assertion that approximately 10,000 new daily trips will be added is incorrect.  

 NASNI has been homeport to 3 aircraft carriers since 1978.  The 1999 FEIS assessed 
the impacts of a proposed action of adding to 2 CVNs and decommissioning one 
conventionally powered carrier (CV) continuing the three homeported carriers at 
NASNI.  The 1999 FEIS traffic analysis included an assessment of the difference in 
personnel between a CVN and CV (A CVN has a personnel complement of 
approximately 102 personnel more than a CV).  The 1999 FEIS indicated that there 
were no direct traffics of the proposed action.    

The SEIS supplements the 1999 FEIS by considering changed conditions, such as 
increased traffic in the surrounding area, other changes in military operations on Naval 
Base Coronado, removal of tolls on the San Diego-Coronado Bridge, and the effects of 
the new access/egress gates serving NASNI.  The SEIS studies the conditions that 
would occur with three carriers in port with a staggering of work times.  The SEIS 
assesses this new information and circumstances and concludes that there are no direct 
traffic impacts as indicated in the 1999 FEIS. 

09-TT  

Comment noted. 

09-UU  

As described on Section 3.1.4.3, the regional traffic model used for the 2008 Traffic 
Study was the 2030 SANDAG Series 11.  
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Navy Response 

09-VV  

Cumulative projects on NASNI and within the City of Coronado were taken into account 
and added to the unadjusted future year traffic volumes. At the time of the 2008 traffic 
study, two projects were identified on NASNI, which include the expansion of the Navy 
Lodge to include 220 additional rooms and the addition of a helicopter squadron to include 
an additional 200 personnel. The total daily traffic estimated to be generated by these 
projects is 2,700 ADT. Because of the uncertainty of other potential projects on NASNI 
and as a conservative estimate, an additional 1,300 ADT was assumed to be included as 
cumulative traffic for a total of 4,000 ADT. 

The new bachelor quarters would likely reduce peak directional traffic by placing housing 
for Sailors on base where they could walk to work and not be required to commute to work.  

09-WW  

As stated in response 09-VV, the additional 4,000 additional trip were added to the base 
future year conditions for assessing traffic impacts in 2015 and 2030.  These other Navy 
projects are also subject to NEPA and traffic impacts of these individual projects are 
included in those other environmental documents. 

09-XX  

The Proposed Action does not add a second and third CVN (and removal of one CV), that 
action was completed through the 1999 FEIS and the 2000 ROD.  As such, the project’s 
impact is not the addition of approximately 10,000 additional trips. The project does not 
add an additional aircraft carrier or trips associated with a carrier.  For this reason, any 
typical rules-of-thumb for determining a study area would not be useful.  Instead, the Navy 
re-evaluated the study area used in the 1999 FEIS.  Some additional locations were 
identified, primarily locations with signal controlled intersections.  

09-YY 

It is acknowledged that the City and CALTRANS are evaluating other intersections and 
roadway segments along SR-75/282; it was not the intent to replicate those studies in this 
SEIS.   

09-ZZ 

See response to 09-SS, the coomenter is incorrect.  The Navy is not adding 2 CVNs to 
NASNI.  NASNI has been homeport to 3 carriers since 1978.  The 1999 FEIS determined 
that there will no direct traffic impacts of adding 2 CVNs and removing one CV, 
maintaining 3 homeported carriers at NASNI.  The SEIS has also determined that there are 
no direct traffic impacts as concluded in Section 3.1.6.  Cumulative traffic impacts and 
several potential traffic improvements are assessed in Chapter 6.  

(Continued on next page.) 
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Navy Response 

09-AAA 

There are no direct impacts of traffic as identified in Chapter 3 of the SEIS that presents 
traffic when 3 carriers are in port simultaneously.  The analysis presents traffic impacts 
when work hours are staggered which is a mitigation measure from the 2000 ROD during 
the infrequent times when 3 carriers are in port. 

09-BBB 

Table 6.2.1 presents the calculated “Cumulative Conditions (2015) Peak Hour Intersection 
LOS Summary” for 25 intersections.  This table identifies each intersection, type of traffic 
control, peak hour (AM/PM) and delay in seconds and level of service (LOS) for 
cumulative traffic conditions during the infrequent times when 3 carriers (with staggered 
work hours) are simultaneously in port.  Analysis of this cumulative traffic and studies of 
several intersections in the vicinity of NASNI are provided with several potential traffic 
improvements that would reduce traffic congestion. 

09-CCC 

The SEIS, as did the 1999 FEIS, has determined that there are no direct traffic impacts.  
The SEIS does not assess an additional carrier at NASNI, therefore traffic “significance” or 
increases (“deltas”) would be meaningless.  The Navy acknowledges that base traffic, when 
combined with other Coronado traffic does cumulatively impact several intersections 
within Coronado.  For these reasons, the Navy has analyzed and presented in the SEIS 
potential improvements at failing signalized intersections along primary NASNI access 
routes (Fourth, Third and First Streets). 

09-DDD 

The five potential improvements were at two gates (Fourth Street and First Street), as well 
as signalized intersections along Orange Avenue at Fourth, Third and First Streets.  The 
other ten locations identified as having a poor LOS are mostly side street stop controlled 
intersections where base traffic does not add traffic to the stopped movement.  The Navy 
will not implement any potential traffic improvements that are located off base.  The City 
and CALTRANS have the jurisdiction and responsibility to implement any potential off 
base traffic improvements.   
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Navy Response 

09-EEE 

As the commenter has noted, the Navy will not implement any potential off base traffic 
improvements.  The Navy has analyzed these potential improvements and has identified the 
potential benefits in reducing traffic congestion if the City and/or CALTRANS were to 
implement them. However, the Navy is committed to seek funding to pay its fair share of 
cumulative impacts and assist in implementation of potential traffic improvement measures 
should the City and/or CALTRANS choose to implement any of the identified potential 
traffic improvements. 

09-FFF  

There are no direct traffic impacts.  Cumulative effects are analyzed for several potential 
traffic improvements at key intersections.  Intersections generally control the functioning of 
roadway segments.  Also, see response 09-FF. 

09-GGG  

The Navy will not implement any of the off base potential traffic improvements.  The 
potential traffic improvements for off base locations are in the jurisdiction of the City and 
CALTRANS.  Implementation of any of these potential improvements would be the 
responsibility of the City and CALTRANS, not the Navy. The Navy will coordinate with 
the City and CALTRANS on any of the potential traffic improvements on base that may 
affect off base traffic operations.  

09-HHH  

Potential improvements at First Street and Orange Avenue fall within the jurisdiction of the 
City and CALTRANS.  See response 09-JJ for effects on bike lanes. 

09-III 

The Navy will not implement any off base potential traffic improvements.  Any potential 
improvement made to intersections within CALTRANS or City of Coronado’s jurisdiction 
would need to be approved by the appropriate lead agency prior to implementing the 
improvement.  The Navy has provided two options for increasing intersection capacity at 
the intersection of Fourth Street and Orange Avenue.  CALTRANS has reviewed the 
document and has not indicated objections to these improvements. in their comment letter 
to this SEIS.   

09-JJJ 

The Navy is not responsible for any signal warrants. 
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Response on following page. 
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Navy Response 

10-A 

The actual number of daily vehicle trips generated by each CVN is actually 4,793 and 
not 5,000. 

Changes have been made to the text in Sections 1.7.2 and 6.1.2.4 to revise this 
description of the SR 75/282 TCP EIS and the Navy’s role as cooperating agency. 
That 1999 traffic analysis focused on the trips generated by 3 homeported CVNs.  
Therefore, the supplement also focuses on trips generated by the 3 CVNs.  To the 
extent that this SEIS looks at traffic improvements, it looks to solving the problems 
linked most closely to the traffic generated by the CVNs.  In other words, it looks to 
minimizing the CVN contribution to a cumulative traffic problem that has many other 
sources.   

10-B 

Cumulative projects on NASNI and within the City of Coronado were also taken into 
account and added to the unadjusted future year traffic volumes. At the time of this 
study, two projects have been identified on NASNI, which include the expansion of 
the Navy Lodge to include 220 additional rooms and the addition of a helicopter 
squadron to include an additional 200 personnel. The total daily traffic estimated to be 
generated by these projects is 2,700 ADT. Because of the uncertainty of other 
potential projects on NASNI and as a conservative estimate, an additional 1,300 ADT 
was assumed to be included as cumulative traffic for a total of 4,000 ADT. 

The new bachelor quarters would likely reduce peak directional traffic by placing 
housing for Sailors on base where they could walk to work and not be required to 
commute to work.    

10-C 

The existing morning peak period typically occurs between 5:00 a.m and 8:00 a.m., 
with the NASNI peak hour occurring from 6:15 a.m to 7:15 a.m. and the community 
peak hour occurring from 7:30 a.m to 8:30 a.m.  With staggering occurring on the 
estimated 29 intermittent and nonconsecutive days per year when 3 carriers are in port 
simultaneously, peak hours would occur between 5:30 a.m. and 7:30 a.m. in the 
morning and from 2:30 p.m. and 4:30 in the afternoon (see Figure 3.1-8 in the SEIS), 
and would not occur during the community peak hour that begins at 7:30 a.m in the 
morning or 4:30 p.m. in the afternoon. 
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Navy Response 

10-C 

Response on previous page. 

10-D 

See responses 09-CC and 09-EE.  The Navy will not implement any of the off base 
potential traffic improvements.  However, the Navy is committed to pay its fair share 
of its contribution to cumulative impacts and to seek funding to assist the City and/or 
CALTRANS should they choose to implement any of the potential traffic 
improvements that are within their jurisdiction. 

10-E 

The Navy considered both the 2000 and 2005 USACE reports in their entirety as part 
of the 2008 Erosion Study, as discussed in the SEIS Section 5.2 and 5.3.  The USACE 
reports do not identify the Navy’s turning basin channel or dredging as causing or 
contributing to erosion along First Street.  

10-F 

The Navy has recently obtained permits and begun construction on repairs to the 
quaywall located adjacent to the proposed carrier berth (Berth LIMA).  These 
quaywall upgrades were needed to repair conditions that have deteriorated over time.  
These quaywall repairs are a separate and distinct project from the infrastructure 
improvements envisioned for Berth LIMA.  These quaywall repairs have independent 
utility and are needed whether Berth LIMA is upgraded or not. 

10-G 

Comment noted.  The Navy and NASNI work closely with the City on traffic and 
many other community issues.  The Navy recognizes its contribution to the cumulative 
traffic conditions in the vicinity of NASNI.  The Navy has studied traffic conditions 
and has identified potential traffic improvements in the SEIS that with other measures 
also suggested will reduce traffic congestion during peak traffic periods. 
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Navy Response 

10-G 

Response on previous page. 
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Navy Response 

11-A 

Comment noted.  The Third Street Gate improvements have improved traffic flow in the 
area.  The potential improvement at the First Street gate involves 4 inbound lanes on base 
only on the limited days when 3 carriers are in port, or at the discretion of the base 
commander.  This action would not affect two-way traffic off base on First Street. 

 

 



CVN Homeporting Final SEIS  December 2008 

Appendix K  K-51 

 

Navy Response 

11-A 

Response on previous page. 

11-B 

The Navy is a cooperating agency in the ongoing SR 75/282 TCP EIS.  The Navy 
meets regularly with the City of Coronado and CALTRANS on traffic planning 
efforts.  The alternatives being studied in the TCP are beyond the scope of this SEIS.  
Additionally, the alternatives under study in the SR 75/282 TCP EIS are in the 
conceptual phase and it would be premature to assess any of these concepts in the 
context of the focused purpose of this SEIS.  The purpose of the SEIS is to supplement 
the 1999 FEIS by considering potentially significant new circumstances or information 
relevant to environmental conditions that have emerged since the 2000 ROD for the 
1999 FEIS.  The SEIS studies traffic conditions that would occur during the average 
29 intermittent, non-consecutive days per year when three carriers are simultaneously 
in port.  The SR 75/282 TCP EIS is still in development.  The Navy has considered 
this ongoing planning project as part of the cumulative impacts analysis (Section 6).  It 
is envisioned that the potential traffic improvement projects analyzed in the SEIS 
would complement any TCP projects. 

11-C 

The SR75/282 alternatives are beyond the scope of this document, and they are not 
currently ripe for analysis.  This SEIS is supplemental to the 1999 FEIS that analyzed 
establishment of the homeport for three CVNs at NASNI.  That 1999 traffic analysis 
focused on the trips generated by three homeported CVNs.  Therefore, the supplement 
also focuses on trips generated by the three CVNs.  To the extent that this SEIS looks 
at traffic improvements, it looks to solving the problems linked most closely to the 
traffic generated by the CVNs.  In other words, it looks to minimizing the CVN 
contribution to a cumulative traffic problem that has many other sources.  The 
SR75/282 TCP EIS has a much broader scope.  It is intended to look at solutions to the 
broader traffic problems on Coronado. 

The Navy participates in broader traffic planning efforts in a number of ways, among 
them participation in the team that is preparing the SR75/282 TCP EIS and is a 
cooperating agency in that effort.  That EIS is not yet ready to go out for public review 
and is in draft form.  Therefore, it would be premature to analyze or comment on the 
proposals being considered therein at the present time. 

 

 (Continued on next page.) 



December 2008   CVN Homeporting Final SEIS 

K-52  Appendix K 

 

Navy Response 

11-C (Continued from previous page) 

Roadway segments have been evaluated in the SEIS in Sections 3.1.4.4 and 6.2.3.2.  
The performance of roadway segments in the study area is heavily influenced by the 
performance of intersections; therefore, improvements have been suggested at 
intersections. In addition, potential traffic calming and pedestrian safety measures 
have been evaluated to address concerns expressed by Coronado residents.  These 
potential measures could include curb bulb-outs and pedestrian activated crosswalks 
(see SEIS Section 6.2.5 for more information). 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 SEIS analysis accounted for manning levels at NASNI through 2015. The SEIS 
also analyzed traffic-related air and noise in Sections 3.2 and 3.3.   

The Navy is committed to continue working with the City of Coronado and its 
residents as a good neighbor and community citizen.  
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Navy Response 

12-A  

The total enrolled number of participants in this program has grown from 1,135 in 
2004 to 1,513 in September 2008. The Navy continues to encourage NASNI 
employees to use mass transit in work commutes. A table illustrating the participants 
in the Transportation Incentive Program at NASNI has been added as Table 3.1-10.   
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Navy Response 

12-A  

Response on previous page. 

12-B 

Comment noted. 

12-C 

The SEIS evaluates the effectiveness of staggering of work hours when 3 homeported 
carriers are simultaneously in port (average 29 intermittent nonconsecutive days per 
year).  Staggering of work hours substantially reduces the impact of commuter traffic 
related to the 3 homeported carriers during peak hours.  In reviewing Navy records, it 
is noted that during the period 2001 to 2005, the annual in-port carrier days when 3 
homeported carriers were simultaneously in port ranged from 0 to 53 days for an 
average annual amount of 15 intermittent and non-consecutive days per year.  Navy 
records show that there were 53 days in 2002, not 100 consecutive days, when 3 
carriers were at NASNI. 

The existing morning peak period typically occurs between 5:00 a.m. and 8:00 a.m., 
with the NASNI peak hour occurring from 6:15 a.m. to 7:15 a.m. and the community 
peak hour occurring from 7:30 a.m. to 8:30 a.m.  With staggering occurring on the 
estimated 29 intermittent and nonconsecutive days per year when 3 carriers are in port 
simultaneously, peak hours would occur between 5:30 a.m. and 7:30 a.m. in the 
morning and from 2:30 p.m. and 4:30 p.m. in the afternoon (see Section 3.1.3.2 and 
Figure 3.1-8 in the SEIS), and would end as the community peak hour begins at 7:30 
a.m. in the morning or 4:30 p.m. in the afternoon. 

   

 



CVN Homeporting Final SEIS  December 2008 

Appendix K  K-55 

 

Navy Response 

12-C 

Response on previous page. 

12-D 

The public hearing judge advised at the start of the public hearing, and several times 
during the hearing, that speakers wishing to continue their comments could do so after 
all speakers had a chance to give their comments. This opportunity was provided prior 
to the closing of the hearing and there was ample time provided. One speaker took 
advantage of the opportunity provided. (See complete public hearing transcript in 
Appendix L). In addition, the opportunity to provide complete written comments 
(including copies of PowerPoint presentations) was provided during the 45-day 
comment period. The Navy also provided the City of Coronado an opportunity to 
receive a briefing on the SEIS prior to the day of the public hearing. 
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Navy Response 

13-A       

The five suggested improvements were at two gates (Fourth Street and First Street), as 
well as signalized intersections along Orange Avenue at Fourth, Third and First 
Streets.  The other 11 locations identified as having a poor LOS are mostly side street 
stop controlled intersections where base traffic does not add traffic to the stopped 
movement.  In addition, the City and CALTRANS have the jurisdiction and 
responsibility to implement any potential traffic improvements that are located off 
base in the vicinity of NASNI. The Navy will not implement any potential traffic 
improvements located off base. 

The Navy is a cooperating agency in the ongoing SR 75/282 TCP EIS.  The Navy 
meets regularly with the City of Coronado and CALTRANS District 11on traffic 
planning efforts.  The alternatives being studied in the SR 75/282 TCP EIS are beyond 
the scope of this SEIS.  Additionally, the alternatives under study in the TCP EIS are 
in the conceptual phase and it would be premature to assess any of these concepts in 
the context of the focused purpose of this SEIS.  The purpose of the SEIS is to 
supplement the 1999 FEIS by considering potentially significant new circumstances or 
information relevant to environmental conditions that have emerged since the 2000 
ROD for the 1999 FEIS.  The SEIS studies traffic conditions that would occur during 
the average 29 intermittent, non-consecutive days per year when three carriers are 
simultaneously in port.  The SR 75/282 TCP EIS is still in development.  The Navy 
has considered this ongoing planning project as part of the cumulative impacts 
analysis (Section 6).  It is envisioned that the potential traffic improvement projects 
analyzed in the SEIS would complement any SR 75/282 TCP EIS projects.  
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Navy Response 

13-B 

Inbound traffic could still use Third Street, turn right on Alameda Boulevard and then 
left into the base at First Street during the AM peak hour.  The agency with 
jurisdiction, City of Coronado or CALTRANS, would need to balance the reduction in 
delay time against the potential for unintended dispersion of traffic to roads.  The 
Navy will coordinate with the City and CALTRANS before any on base potential 
traffic improvements are implemented that may affect off base traffic. 

13-C 

As mentioned in prior responses, the Navy has not made the decision to implement the 
analyzed potential improvements. The Navy will coordinate with the City and 
CALTRANS on all on base traffic improvement measures that have the potential to 
affect off base traffic.  Potential improvements that are off base are within the 
jurisdiction of the City and CALTRANS, not the Navy.  The agency with jurisdiction, 
City of Coronado or CALTRANS, would need to balance the reduction in delay time 
against the potential for unintended dispersion of traffic to roads with schools.  NASNI 
employs many people who reside and have children in local schools and use the 
referenced streets for school related travel. 

13-D 

The Navy does not have jurisdiction over the referenced potential improvement.  
Implementation would be at this intersection would be the responsibility of the City 
and CALTRANS. 
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13-D 

Response on previous page. 

13-E 

The Navy is committed to continue working with the City of Coronado and its 
residents as a good neighbor and community citizen. The SEIS, on page ES-12 and 
Sections 2.8.1 and 6.2.4 notes that the Department of Defense does not provide 
funding or management of road improvements outside its property, except as may be 
authorized by law under the Defense Access Road (DAR) Program, or special 
legislation.  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. There is no guarantee that certification from this program will 
be obtained.  In the event certification by the DAR Program is not obtained, the Navy 
may seek other funding sources from special legislation.   
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13-E 

Response on previous page. 
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Navy Response 

14-A 

For employees who do not have a permit to bring their vehicles onto NASNI, the Navy 
has established a parking lot near the Third Street/Alameda Boulevard intersection and 
the First Street/ Alameda Boulevard intersection. The Navy has not found this parking 
lot to be inadequate. Recent monitoring has revealed that the lot is typically only 60 
percent full.  With regard to off-base parking, the Navy does not have the authority to 
enforce local parking regulations, but it is Navy policy for all employees to comply 
with all regulations.  
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Navy Response 

14-A 

Response on previous page. 

14-B 

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 Navy will not implement any potential traffic improvements 
that are located off base. 
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Navy Response 

Comment begins on following page. 
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Navy Response 

14-C 

See response 14-A. 

14-D 

See response 14-B. 
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Navy Response 

15-A 

NASNI has been homeport to 3 aircraft carriers since 1978.  The 1999 FEIS 
assessed the impacts of a Proposed Action of adding to 2 CVNs and 
decommissioning 1 conventionally powered carrier (CV) continuing the three 
homeported carriers at NASNI. The 1999 FEIS traffic analysis included an 
assessment the difference in personnel between a CVN and CV (A CVN has a 
personnel complement of approximately 102 personnel more than a CV).  The 
1999 FEIS indicated that there were no direct traffic impacts from the Proposed 
Action.    

This SEIS supplements the 1999 FEIS by considering changed conditions, such as 
increased traffic in the surrounding area, other changes in military operations on 
Naval Base Coronado, removal of tolls on the San Diego-Coronado Bridge, and 
the effects of the new access/egress gates serving NASNI.  The SEIS studies the 
conditions that would occur with 3 carriers in port with a staggering of work 
times.  The SEIS assesses this new information and circumstances and concludes 
that there are no direct traffic impacts, as indicated in the 1999 FEIS. 
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Navy Response 

15-A 

Response on previous page. 

15-B 

The 5 potential improvements were at two gates (Fourth Street and First Street), 
as well as signalized intersections along Orange Avenue at Fourth, Third and First 
Streets.  The other 11 locations identified as having a poor LOS are mostly side 
street stop controlled intersections where base traffic does not add traffic to the 
stopped movement. The Navy will not implement any potential traffic 
improvements that are located off base.  The City and CALTRANS have the 
jurisdiction and responsibility to implement any potential off base traffic 
improvements.  The Navy will coordinate with the City and CALTRANS before 
any on base potential traffic improvements are implemented that may affect off 
base traffic. 
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Navy Response 

Response on previous page. 
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Navy Response 

16-A 

Erosion problems along First Street have been known for many years.  For example, 
the USACE prepared a report over 50 years ago about ongoing erosion along the First 
Street shoreline and informed property owners of the erosion problems (USACE 1955 
in Chapter 10 References). The Navy studied this report and all other relevant reports 
including submissions by agencies, citizens and others.  For this SEIS, the Navy 
studied the relationship of the 1999 turning basin dredging to erosion along First Street 
(refer to Chapter 5 and Appendix B). The Navy assessed the relative influence of 
present and historical San Diego Bay shoreline processes and measured currents in the 
bay to determine the potential for sediment deposits and sediment movements and 
modeled the effects of dredging on currents and potential sediment transport. The 
Navy also conducted research on the location, speed, and frequency of carrier and 
tugboat movements in the bay to determine if wave action from carriers is contributing 
to erosion. 

The 2000 USACE report did not cite the turning basin as a cause of erosion. This 
report does state that ship wake is the cause of erosion.  The 2000 USACE report 
stated that “the source of erosion was primarily due to wave energy created by boat 
and ship traffic” (p. 10).  Erosion described in the 2000 report occurred before the 
channel and turning basin were deepened in 1999/2000.  The 2000 USACE report was 
revised in 2005 and further stated that “wave energy caused by ship traffic within the 
navigation channel is the cause of erosion damaging the shoreline” (p.10).  The 2005 
USACE report also determined that there was “no Federal Interest and responsibility 
set forth in the legislative authorities under the continuing authority program from 
generated wave wash” (p. 10). 
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Navy Response 

16-A  

Response on previous page. 

16-B  

The Navy studied all relevant reports including submissions by agencies, citizens and 
others (also see response to 16-A).   

16-C  

As stated in Section 5.2 of the SEIS, the turning basin is a natural depression that has 
geologically and historically been lower in relative bathymetry to the surrounding bay 
floor, except for the main channel. Because this area is deeper relative to the 
surrounding bathymetry, it functions in the same manner it historically has, as a 
confluence for sediments placed in suspension by other forces to reach the main 
navigation channel. This process and function is affected less by depth or slope than 
by sediment availability. If sufficient sediment were available, there could be sediment 
accumulation along the shoreline and in the area of deeper bathymetry that would 
require regular maintenance dredging. However, no maintenance dredging has been 
required in the turning basin. The 1902 nautical map shows the turning basin and the 
main channel. Fathoms taken at mean lower low water does not refer to feet.  A 
fathom is a nautical unit of measurement that equals 6 feet; therefore, depth is 36 feet 
and not 6 feet. 

16-D 

The slope and depths are not as critical to the initiation of erosion as the loss of 
sediment input to the subject area. The effect of gravity is substantially reduced in the 
denser underwater atmosphere. The denser atmosphere also increases external pressure 
on the sediment grains, and coupled with the reduced effect of gravity, allows for 
submarine accumulation of sediments at nearly vertical slope angles.  Sediments will 
remain at extreme angles until a force is applied that exceeds the internal friction of 
the accumulated sediments. Therefore, it is not the slope but a force acting upon the 
sediment that initiates sediment movement. 
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Navy Response 

16-E 
The 6 refers to fathoms taken at mean lower low water, and does not refer to feet.  Because 
this area is deeper relative to the surrounding bathymetry, it functions in the same manner it 
historically has as a confluence, for sediments placed in suspension by other forces, to reach 
the main navigation channel. 
16-F 
As outlined in 16-C and 16-D, the 6 refers to fathoms taken at mean lower low water, and 
does not refer to feet. The SEIS made its conclusions based upon USACE determination of 
shoreline position, and the SEIS relies upon the entire body of evidence (Appendix B and 
cited references) carefully reviewed in this analysis. Under natural sediment delivery 
conditions, there is ample sediment to provide a gently sloping beach which extends down 
into the intertidal, and subtidal regions. As sediment sources are removed, the run-up slope 
(i.e. the area where waves rush up) of sediment leading to the beach gets steeper. This is 
further compounded by the build-out of land into deeper waters further increasing the slope 
of the sediment run-up area. Gentle slopes translate into large horizontal movement of the 
waterline during tidal ranges. As a result, under normal, ample sediment, gentle slope 
conditions, the mean lower low water line is going to be relatively far away from the mean 
higher high water line. Conversely, when sediment is removed from the system, the angle of 
run-up is steepened, which translates into significant reductions in horizontal movement of 
the waterline.  This is what would be expected when the angle of run-up is steepened by 
reduction of sediment and build-out into deeper waters, vividly illustrating the problems 
created by unprotected build-out into a negative sediment environment.  
16-G 
A general study of boat wakes is outside the scope of this SEIS.  Carriers are not responsible 
for the boat wakes of concern referred to in the 2000 or 2005 USACE report.  The Navy 
conducted research on the location, speed, and frequency of carrier movements in the bay to 
determine if wave action from carriers is contributing to erosion, and concluded: 
 Location – carriers do not travel south of the turning basin near First Street and could 

not cause wave action that area. 
 Frequency - the amount of ship movements in San Diego Bay attributed to aircraft 

carriers amounts to less than 0.02 percent of all ship traffic in the bay. 
 Speed – carriers tend to travel slowly through the middle of the bay, limiting the 

potential for generating large wakes that would impact the shoreline. 
In addition, tug boats assisting the carriers are not a substantial source of wakes. The tug 
boats operate within the turning basin with the screws pointed downward as discussed in 
Chapter 5, Section 5.2 Currents in the SEIS. 
The study of size, frequency, and velocity of boat waves generated by ship traffic in San 
Diego Bay is beyond the scope of this SEIS. 
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Navy Response 

16-G 

Response on previous page. 

16-H  

The 2000 and 2005 USACE reports determined the position of the shoreline. The SEIS 
made its conclusions based upon USACE determination of shoreline position. 

Error in scale in Figure 5.2-4 is noted and has been corrected.  According to the 2000 and 
2005 USACE reports, the 1985 shoreline was as much as 90 feet bayward of its position in 
1929. 

A shoreline built of artificial fill, like the one at First Street erodes relatively easily as 
described in Chapter 5, Geomorphology and shown in Figure 6, Appendix B of the SEIS. 

16-I    

The USACE, in their 2000 and 2005 reports, indicated that they reviewed aerial photos from 
1928/29, 1953, 1970, 1985 and 2000, compared the bluff lines from each year, and 
measured the shoreline change. The 2000 and 2005 USACE reports determined the position 
of the shoreline. The SEIS made its conclusions based upon USACE determination of 
shoreline position, and the SEIS relies upon the entire body of evidence (Appendix B and 
cited references) carefully reviewed in this analysis, including the 1902 nautical map. 

16-J  

According to SPAWAR the 1931 survey map referenced by the commmentor is not an 
“official” survey.  According to USACE and other credible evidence, there has been 
substantial shoreline movement since 1931. 
Under natural sediment delivery conditions, there is ample sediment to provide a gently 
sloping beach which extends down into the intertidal, and subtidal regions. As sediment 
sources are removed, the run-up slope of sediment leading to the beach (i.e. the area where 
waves rush up) gets steeper. This is further compounded by the build-out of land into deeper 
waters further increasing the slope of the sediment run-up area. Gentle slopes translate into 
large horizontal movement of the waterline during tidal ranges. As a result, under normal, 
ample sediment, gentle slope conditions, the mean lower low water line is going to be 
relatively far away from the mean higher high water line. Conversely, when sediment is 
removed from the system, the angle of run-up is steepened, which translates into significant 
reductions in horizontal movement of the waterline, which is what Mr. Skelly observed 
when he suggested that the mean lower low water actually moved landward [closer to mean 
higher high water] during bayward build-out of the land. This is what would be expected 
when the angle of run-up is steepened by reduction of sediment and build-out into deeper 
waters, vividly illustrating the problems created by unprotected build-out into a negative 
sediment environment. 

(Continued on next page) 
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Navy Response 

16-J (Continued from previous page.) 

The 2000 and 2005 USACE reports determined the position of the shoreline. The SEIS 
made its conclusions based upon USACE determination of shoreline position. The SEIS 
relies upon the entire body of evidence (Appendix B and cited references) carefully 
reviewed in this analysis, including the 1902 nautical map. 

16-K   

The SEIS addresses the discrete erosion on First Street. Due to the cause and effect 
relationship, the lack of regional inputs of sediment plays a vital role in explaining San 
Diego Bay shoreline dynamics. Sediment inputs are a critical component of shoreline 
stability with very direct impacts on the shape of the shoreline. Until new sediment sources 
are introduced or old ones (rivers, creeks, bluffs) are re-established, the shoreline 
equilibrium will remain unbalanced and a negative sediment budget will persist. This 
removal of sediment input to the bay perpetuates erosion along the subject area today. The 
Reduced Sedimentation and Shoreline Configuration sections of Chapter 5 of the SEIS 
describe this in detail. The geomorphology of San Diego Bay explains why there has always 
been an area of substantially lower bathymetry in the vicinity of the main channel and 
turning basin, the reason for the geological depression allowing the bay to exist between 
North Island and Coronado (the Spanish Bight), and the significant inland cut along the 
northern extent of First Street relative to the rest of the First Street shoreline. The 
Geomorphology and Currents sections of Chapter 5 of the SEIS describe this in detail. First 
Street is not unique in experiencing erosion or a reduction of sediment along the San Diego 
Bay shoreline. As noted in the 2000 USACE report, analysis of shoreline erosion rates 
showed “varying amounts of filling along the coast of the study area for all years through 
1985 (p.3).” It is no coincidence that the shoreline has receded substantially since then. 

The California Resources Agency, in a 1995 report titled, "California's Ocean Resources: An 
Agenda For the Future" states that: "In the last 20 years, the State [of California] has 
suffered major public and private property losses from severe erosion in such coastal areas 
as Marin, Santa Cruz, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Los Angeles, Orange and San Diego 
counties. The challenges for the State of California are to better understand its eroding 
coastline and to improve its assessment of how natural and economic resources can be 
protected...[S]horeline features are altered according to the availability of beach sand, the 
wave and current energy impinging on the coast, and other physical processes that affect the 
movement of sand. A constant supply of sand is necessary for beaches to form and be 
maintained along this shoreline. 

 

 

(Continued on next page) 
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Navy Response 

16-K (Continued from previous page.) 

Many human activities have unfortunately reduced the supply of sand that reaches the ocean 
and, in turn, deprive beaches of replenishment. These activities include dam construction, 
river channelization, and other developments. Lack of replenishment creates greater 
vulnerability for shorelines that have always been subject to varying levels of erosion." 
(Opening statement in chapter 5-C)  Please see Chapter 5 of this SEIS for further discussion 
of the interrelationship between the "big picture" and the particular situation along First 
Street. 

16-L  

The SEIS addresses the discrete erosion on First Street.  The regional lack of sediment 
inputs directly affects the First Street shoreline as shown in Figure 5.3-1 of the SEIS. 

16-M 

The Navy believes the SEIS analysis has sufficiently addressed and evaluated erosion issues 
raised during public scoping, and that based on the findings of the Erosion Study, no further 
analysis is needed.  

 

COMMENT LETTER REPEATED FROM PREVIOUS 
PAGE TO CONTINUE RESPONSES. 
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Navy Response 

16-N  

The 1995 and 1999 EIS concluded no erosion impacts from dredging.  The 2008 study 
confirms those findings. General study of ship wakes is outside the scope of the SEIS as 
aircraft carriers are not a source of ship wakes that would impact the shoreline.  Underwater 
slopes were considered in the SEIS.  The SEIS addresses erosion as an issue in response to 
public comments received during the scoping period of this SEIS.  The 2008 study of 
currents within the navigation channel used by carriers and research of historic evidence 
concludes that the movements of carriers do not cause shoreline erosion along First Street. 
16-O 

USACE reports do not show any acceleration in the rate of erosion, but rather reference a 
continued and consistent rate of erosion. Erosion has been consistent over the last decade but 
lack of replenishment over time has allowed net loss of sediment in the high energy area 
along the shoreline and a net gain of sediment in nearshore area just outside the high energy 
area perpendicular to the shoreline. The USACE reports states that “the 15 year period from 
1985 and 2000 erosion of the shoreline, particularly the western portion of the study area, 
has been found to be as much as 25 feet. This appears to be the result of inadequate 
shoreline protection and the filling of the shoreline extending it to deeper water”. Also refer 
to Section 5.2 and 5.3 of the SEIS. Neither the 2000 nor the 2005 USACE reports cite the 
turning basin as a cause of erosion (also see response to 16-A). In addition, the SEIS 
considered all reasonably available historical and contemporary sources before making its 
determination.  Based upon listed references, the SEIS reviewed substantially more pertinent 
and exhaustive historical and contemporary resources than both USACE reports and the 
comment Exhibit A combined.  The SEIS analyzes the potential for boat waves in the bay by 
all vessels and clearly shows that it is other vessels not aircraft carriers that are responsible 
for the boat waves of concern referenced in the 2000 USACE report.  Aircraft carriers travel 
slowly through the bay and do not generate large wakes, do not travel south of the turning 
basin near First Street, and are a very small portion of the total ship traffic in the bay.  
Additional analysis on the velocity of boat waves generated by ship traffic (non-aircraft 
carriers) in San Diego Bay is beyond the scope of this SEIS.  
The Navy’s 2008 Erosion Study met the scope of this SEIS and includes the consideration of 
new analysis and historical information. The Navy performed quantative analysis in the 
study of currents (Appendix H, SPAWAR Study) which was also related to the scope of the 
SEIS. Measurement of near shore tidal currents along First Street, and modeling the effects 
of different depth profiles in the turning basin in 1995 and 2008 have shown that the tidal 
currents near shore were too weak to be a factor in erosion before the dredging was done to 
accommodate the CVNs as well as after its completion.  The deepening has had the effect of 
slightly slowing (weakening) the incoming tidal currents further.  This does not affect any 
conclusions regarding the role of wave energy. However, it should be noted that wave 
energy along First Street does not change with depth alteration in the channel and turning 
basin. In addition, as outlined earlier, the CVNs and their tugs are not the source of the 
relevant wave energy.  
(Continued on next page) 

EXHIBIT A 
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Navy Response 

16-O (Continued from previous page.) 

The Navy considered both USACE reports in their entirety as part of the 2008 Erosion Study 
as discussed in the SEIS, Section 5.2 and 5.3. The USACE reports do not identify the 
turning basin channel or dredging as causing or contributing to erosion along First Street. 

16-P  

The 2000 and 2005 USACE reports determined the position of the shoreline. The SEIS 
made its conclusions based upon USACE determination of shoreline position, and the SEIS 
relies upon the entire body of evidence (Appendix B and cited references) carefully 
reviewed in this analysis. 

16-Q  

The USACE, in their 2000 and 2005 reports, indicated that they reviewed aerial photos from 
1928/29, 1953, 1970, 1985 and 2000, compared the bluff lines from each year, and 
measured the shoreline change. The 2000 and 2005 USACE reports determined the position 
of the shoreline. The SEIS made its conclusions based upon USACE determination of 
shoreline position.  The SEIS relies upon the entire body of evidence carefully reviewed in 
this analysis. 

16-R  

The 2000 and 2005 USACE reports determined the position of the shoreline. The SEIS 
made its conclusions based upon USACE determination of shoreline position, and the SEIS 
relies upon the entire body of evidence (Appendix B and cited references) carefully 
reviewed in this analysis. Under natural sediment delivery conditions, there is ample 
sediment to provide a gently sloping beach which extends down into the intertidal, and 
subtidal regions. As sediment sources are removed, the run-up slope (i.e. the area where 
waves rush up) of sediment leading to the beach gets steeper.  This is further compounded 
by the build-out of land into deeper waters with irregular and inadequate shoreline 
stabilization further increasing the slope of the sediment run-up area.  Gentle slopes translate 
into large horizontal movement of the waterline during tidal ranges.  As a result, under 
normal, ample sediment, gentle slope conditions, the mean lower low water line is going to 
be relatively far away from the mean higher high water line. Conversely, when sediment is 
removed from the system, the angle of run-up is steepened, which translates into significant 
reductions in horizontal movement of the waterline, which is what the commenter observed 
when he suggested that the mean lower low water actually moved landward [closer to mean 
higher high water] during bayward build-out of the land.  This is what would be expected 
when the angle of run-up is steepened by reduction of sediment and build-out into deeper 
waters, vividly illustrating the problems created by unprotected build-out into a negative 
sediment environment.  Please note, the oldest photos and maps in Appendix B, show that 
the original shoreline at First Street was too low and insubstantial to support development. 
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16-S  

As sediment sources are removed, as discussed in 16-P, the run-up slope of sediment leading 
to the beach gets steeper. This is further compounded by the extension of land into deeper 
waters further increasing the slope of the sediment run-up area (also see response to 16-K). 
This condition could be expected to continue as long as no new sediment sources are being 
introduced into the subject area.       

16-T  

The currents were shown to be too weak to move sediments along the shore; therefore, they 
do not allow for sediment transport from First Street to any sinks (See SEIS Chapter 5.2, 
Currents).  The lack of need for maintenance dredging demonstrates that sediment transport 
is not occuring.  Moreover, the turning basin was dredged in 1999 which means that the 
USACE established rate of erosion was determined 14 years prior to the recent dredging of 
the turning basin.   
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16-T  

Response on previous page. 

16-U  

The SEIS analyzes the potential for boat waves in the bay by all vessels and clearly shows 
that it is other vessels, not aircraft carriers, that are responsible for the boat waves of concern 
referenced in the 2000 USACE report.  Aircraft carriers travel slowly through the bay and do 
not generate large wakes; do not travel south of the turning basin near First Street; and are a 
very small portion of the total ship traffic in the bay.  Additional analysis on the velocity of 
boat waves generated by ship traffic in San Diego Bay is beyond the scope of this SEIS. 

16-V  

See response on following page. 
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16-V  

Tug boats assisting the carriers are not a substantial source of wakes. The tug boats operate 
within the turning basin with the screws pointed downward as discussed in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.2 Currents in the SEIS. 

An ancillary function of the turning basin is to contain energy within it. The commenter 
suggests that scouring of sediment at the base of the quaywall (approximately 50 ft below 
the water surface) is caused by tug boats operating within the turning basin.  This is 
evidence  that energy, produced by the downward pointed screws, is focused downward and 
contained within the turning basin.  However, the sediment plume may be visible beyond the 
turning basin. 

16-W  

The lack of regional inputs of sediment plays a vital role in explaining San Diego Bay 
shoreline dynamics.  Sediment inputs are a critical component of shoreline stability with 
very direct impacts on the shape of the shoreline (see reference USACE 1955).  Until new 
sediment sources are introduced or old ones (rivers, creeks, bluffs) are re-established, the 
shoreline equilibrium will remain unbalanced and a negative sediment budget will persist. 
This removal of sediment input to the bay perpetuates erosion along the subject area today. 
The Reduced Sedimentation and Shoreline Configuration sections of Chapter 5 of the SEIS 
describe this in detail.  The geomorphology of San Diego Bay explains why there has always 
been an area of substantially lower bathymetry in the vicinity of the main channel and 
turning basin, the reason for the geological depression allowing the bay to exist between 
North Island and Coronado (the Spanish Bight), and the significant inland cut along the 
northern extent of First Street relative to the rest of the First Street shoreline. The 
Geomorphology and Currents sections of Chapter 5 of the SEIS describe this in detail. First 
Street is not unique in experiencing erosion or a reduction of sediment along the San Diego 
Bay shoreline. As noted in the 2000 USACE report, analysis of shoreline erosion rates 
showed “varying amounts of filling along the coast of the study area for all years through 
1985 (p.3).” It is no coincidence that the shoreline has receded substantially since sand 
replenishment efforts were ceased. 

16-X  

Response on following page. 
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16-X  

The depth increase in the turning basin and main channel do not cause or contribute to 
erosion [see response to 16-A]. Once sediment is placed into suspension by sufficient energy 
forces, sediment has the potential to be transported upshore, offshore, longshore (north or 
south), or settle back down at its initial location. One of the options for sediment placed in 
transport is the deeper bathymetry to the north. The historical existence of a trough in the 
bay floor near the northern extent of First Street is discussed in detail in the Geomorphology 
section of Chapter 5 of the SEIS. Due in part to the relatively high density of water in 
general, deeper water and higher slopes do not preclude the accumulation of sediment along 
its margins.  The SEIS analyzes the potential for boat waves in the bay by all vessels and 
clearly shows that it is other vessels not aircraft carriers that are responsible for the boat 
waves of concern referenced in the 2000 USACE report.  Aircraft carriers travel slowly 
through the bay and do not generate large wakes; do not travel south of the turning basin 
near First Street; and are a very small portion of the total ship traffic in the bay.  Additional 
analysis on the velocity of boat waves generated by ship traffic in San Diego Bay is beyond 
the scope of this SEIS. 

The shoreline erosion rates developed by USACE for the 2000 and 2005 study should be 
used with caution when trying to show trends.  The period of time used to generate the 
erosion rate was not a random sample and was chosen to represent a desired outcome.  For 
example, using the same methodology and marked locations as the USACE reports, over the 
71 year period from 1929 and 2000, the shoreline at First Street and I Avenue grew 
approximately 75 feet (USACE 2000 and 2005, Appendix A and Appendix D, respectively).  
Therefore, according to the 70-year erosion rate, it can be concluded that the shoreline will 
continue to grow at a rate of approximately 1.1 feet per year.  However, it is reasonable to 
assume that this will not be the case because there have been many variations to conditions 
in the subject area (including changes in sediment inputs and outputs, wave climate, 
currents, vessel traffic, and the effects of physical changes to other parts of the bay) and the 
period of time selected for analysis is different.  Thus, while rates based upon specifically 
selected, non-randomly sampled data periods can be helpful, they should be used with 
caution when used to show trends. 

16-Y  

The SEIS provides quantitative descriptions of measured water current energy and sediment 
reduction. These findings substantiated the quantitative discussions provided in the 1995 
EIS. The 2000 and 2005 USACE reports established the position of the shorelines which 
were used in the SEIS. Carriers are not responsible for the boat wakes of concern referred to 
in the 2000 or 2005 USACE report. Tug boats assisting the carriers are not a source of 
wakes or negative sediment transport along First Street. Steepening submarine slopes are the 
result of the removal of sediment sources that would otherwise replace sediment lost during 
natural sediment exchange. Specific considerations are addressed as follows: 

(Continued on next page.) 
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16-Y (Continued from previous page.) 

 The Navy performed quantitative analysis for the study of currents (SEIS Section SEIS 
Section 5.2 Currents and Appendix H, SPAWAR Study), as related to the scope of the 
SEIS. The Navy’s 2008 Erosion Study met the scope of the SEIS and includes the 
consideration of new analysis and historical information.   

 According to USACE 2000 and 2005 reports and other credible evidence, there has 
been substantial shoreline movement since 1931. The SEIS made its conclusions based 
upon USACE determination of shoreline position, and the SEIS relies upon the entire 
body of evidence (Appendix B and cited references) carefully reviewed in this analysis.   

 Gradients were considered to the extent relevant.  The 1999 dredging did not increase 
gradients. The Navy did use NOAA charts and bathymetric data.  Steeper slopes 
naturally form from erosion in a negative sediment environment. Further analysis of 
changes in historical near shore gradients is beyond the scope of this SEIS. 

 The SEIS analyzes the potential for boat waves in the bay by all vessels and clearly 
shows that it is other vessels not aircraft carriers that are responsible for the boat waves 
of concern referenced in the 2000 USACE report.  Aircraft carriers travel slowly 
through the bay and do not generate large wakes, do not travel south of the turning 
basin near First Street, and are a very small portion of the total ship traffic in the bay.  
Additional analysis on the velocity of boat waves generated by ship traffic in San Diego 
Bay is beyond the scope of this SEIS. 

 Analyzing the details of wakes/waves was not within the scope of this SEIS because 
carriers only represent 0.02 percent of ship traffic in San Diego Bay and do not 
generate wakes in the vicinity of the First Street shoreline. 

 Tug boats assisting the carriers have been considered.  The tug boats operate within the 
turning basin with the screws pointed downward as discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.2 
Currents in the SEIS. Therefore, tug boats do not contribute to negative sediment 
transport along First Street. 

 The net increase in eelgrass beds in the bay along the First Street shoreline from 
Orange Avenue to Alameda Blvd. show that the sediment is moving from the toe of the 
riprap bayward to create an offshore berm which is then stabilized by colonizing 
eelgrass (eelgrass rhizomes creep laterally rooting into the sediment and stabilizing as 
they go).  Bathymetry contour lines in Figure 5.2-5 of the SEIS show the southern 
margin of the turning basin clearly defined as straight lines outward in the bay from the 
southern NASNI margin. 

 The lack of a need for maintenance dredging in the turning basin indicates that infilling 
is not occurring. 
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17-A 

Ms. Sewall was invited to return after all registered speakers had addressed the Navy 
panel, and did in fact return to finish her remarks (See transcripts in comment 46). The 
Navy is sympathetic to the concerns voiced by residents along First Street throughout 
the public involvement process for the SEIS.  During scoping and the Draft SEIS public 
participation process, many individuals raised erosion concerns and referred to USACE 
2000 and 2005 reports. Therefore, in preparation of this SEIS, both reports were 
carefully reviewed and the information was placed in context with analyses and 
findings of all relevant reports including submissions by agencies, citizens and others.   

For this SEIS, the Navy studied the relationship of the 1999 turning basin dredging to 
erosion along First Street (refer to Chapter 5 and Appendix B). The Navy assessed the 
relative influence of present and historical San Diego Bay shoreline processes and 
measured currents in the bay to determine the potential for sediment deposits and 
sediment movements. The model results for the turning basin concluded that endemic 
current velocity would decrease as the turning basin was deepened. The Navy also 
conducted research on the location, speed, and frequency of carrier movements in the 
bay to determine if wave action from carriers is contributing to erosion. The Navy 
concluded that the operation and movement of carriers and their tugs do not cause or 
contribute to erosion along First Street. The tug boats operate within the turning basin 
with the screws pointed downward and wake energy is confined to the turning basin, as 
discussed in SEIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2 Currents. 

The 2000 USACE report did not cite the turning basin as a cause of erosion. This report 
does state that ship wake is the cause of erosion.  The 2000 USACE report stated that 
“the source of erosion was primarily due to wave energy created by boat and ship 
traffic” (p. 10).  The 2000 USACE report was revised in 2005 and further stated that 
“wave energy caused by ship traffic within the navigation channel is the cause of 
erosion damaging the shoreline” (p.10).  The 2005 USACE report also determined that 
there was “no Federal Interest and responsibility set forth in the legislative authorities 
under the continuing authority program from generated wave wash” (p. 10). Also see 
responses to the engineering report for comments 16-N – 16-Y.  

Because the SEIS has not identified significant impacts relative to the scope of the 
SEIS, the Navy has not proposed mitigation as part of this NEPA process.  
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17-A 

Response on previous page. 
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17-A 

Response on previous page. 

17-B 

Comments noted. 
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Response on previous page. 
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Response on previous page. 
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Response on previous page. 
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18-A 

Comments noted. 
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Response on previous page. 
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19-A 

Enforcement of traffic laws is not within the Navy’s jurisdiction; however, habitual 
violators who work at NASNI can have their base driving privileges suspended. The Navy 
has implemented flashing signs at NASNI gates encouraging NASNI commuters to be 
good neighbors, obey speed limits and avoid blocking intersections.  These signs were 
placed the morning after the public hearing (4 September 2008) for this project and 
represent a continuing good neighbor policy of the Navy.  Citizens can report specific 
concerns relating to Navy personnel commuters by contacting the Public Affairs Office at 
619-545-8167. 

The Navy has also evaluated potential traffic calming measures for Third and Fourth 
Streets to keep speeds slow and allow bicycles and pedestrians to cross the streets easier, 
while maintaining traffic flow. The Navy will not implement any potential traffic 
improvements located off base.  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.  See Section 6.2.5 and Figure 6.2-10 of this Final SEIS 
for additional information.   

The Navy’s Transportation Incentive Program is intended to reduce single-occupancy 
vehicle use by commuters to NASNI by providing subsidies, up to $110 per month, for 
employees who use the COASTER, San Diego Trolley, MTS Buses, San Diego Bay Ferry, 
Vanpool Services, Inc., and Ridesharing.  Currently, over 1,500, approximately 6 percent, 
of NASNI commuters are using this program, and this number grows each year. See Table 
3.1-10 in this Final SEIS. 
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Response on previous page. 
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20-A 

Comment noted.  The Navy has evaluated potential traffic calming measures for Third 
and Fourth Streets to keep speeds slow and allow bicycles and pedestrians to cross the 
streets easier, while maintaining traffic flow. The Navy will not implement any 
potential traffic improvements that are located off base.  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.  See Section 
6.2.5 and Figure 6.2-10 of this Final SEIS for additional information.  To report 
specific concerns relating to NASNI commuters, please contact the Public Affairs 
Office at 619-545-8167   
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21-A 

NASNI has been a homeport for 3 aircraft carriers since 1978. It was stated in the 
1999 FEIS that the change from a CV to a CVN resulted in minimal additional traffic. 
The SEIS concluded that there are no significant impacts to traffic, and 3 carriers 
would only be in port for an estimated 29 intermittent and non-consecutive days each 
year (See Section 2.6.1.2 of the SEIS).     

As discussed in Chapter 6, NASNI traffic contributes to cumulative traffic impacts 
within the City of Coronado.  Within this context, the SEIS identifies potential traffic 
improvements that would reduce traffic congestion. Also, please refer to SEIS Section 
3.1.5.2 for information regarding the ferry (“nickel snatcher”), which continues to be 
used by an average of 212 military personnel (2006 data) each weekday. The Navy 
will continue to encourage the use of mass transit, and has engaged with SANDAG in 
an ongoing effort to increase ridership on mass transit. 

The Navy is committed to continue working with the City of Coronado and its 
residents as a good neighbor and community citizen.  
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Response on next page. 
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22-A 

Comments noted. 
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22-B 

Additional information on trends on mass transit usage has been included in the SEIS, 
see Table 3.1-10.  The Navy’s Transportation Incentive Program has been effective in 
promoting mass transit use and rideshare.  Additionally, SANDAG and the Navy have 
engaged in an ongoing effort to increase ridership on mass transit.Transit use would be 
improved if better bus service to the base were provided.  The Navy has initiated 
dialogue with SANDAG as a means to refine transit service to military installations in 
San Diego County.  The Navy has transmitted compiled data to SANDAG on the 
origin of workers destined to each base, with the goal that transit options could be 
evaluated to maximize use by Navy personnel.  

Battery Electric Vehicles reduce emissions, as compared to gas powered vehicles.  The 
transit provider determines the type of vehicle used. 

The Navy currently has measures in place to reduce traffic during peak traffic hours. 
Staggering of work start times has helped to minimize traffic backups. The Navy’s 
Transportation Incentive Program provides subsidies for employees who use mass 
transit, including the Coronado Ferry, or vanpools. Currently, over 1,500, 
approximately 6 percent, of NASNI commuters are using this program, and this 
number grows each year.  

The Navy notes that NASNI contributes to average cumulative traffic volumes in the 
area.  However, local and regional traffic improvements would be necessary, even 
without Navy aircraft carriers, to accommodate the expected growth in non-Navy 
traffic. 
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Response on previous page. 
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22-C 

Response on following page. 
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22-C 

Battery Electric Vehicles reduce emissions, as compared to gas powered vehicles.  The 
transit provider determines the type of vehicle used.  

Additional information on mass transit usage has been included in the SEIS, see Table 
3.1-10. The Navy’s Transportation Incentive Program has been effective in promoting 
mass transit use and rideshare. The Navy will continue to encourage the use of mass 
transit by NASNI personnel. Additionally, SANDAG and the Navy have engaged in 
an ongoing effort to increase ridership on mass transit. Also refer to response 20-B. 
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22-C 

Response on previous page. 
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Navy Response 

22-D 

Additional trends on mass transit has been included in the SEIS, see Table 3.1-10.  
The Navy’s Transportation Incentive Program has been effective in promoting mass 
transit use and rideshare. Transit use would be improved if better bus service to the 
base were provided.  The Navy has initiated dialogue with SANDAG as a means to 
refine transit service to military installations in San Diego County.  The Navy has 
transmitted compiled data to SANDAG on the origin of workers destined to each base, 
with the desire that bus routes could be changed to better capture Navy workers. The 
Navy will continue to encourage the use of mass transit by NASNI personnel. 

Battery Electric Vehicles reduce emissions, as compared to gas powered vehicles.  The 
transit provider determines the type of vehicle used. 
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Response on previous page. 
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Response on previous page. 
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Response on previous page. 
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23-A 

Seventy-seven (77) percent of vehicles that enter/leave NASNI travel from/to the 
Coronado Bridge, 18 percent are internal to Coronado, and 5 percent travel from/to 
Silver Strand Blvd.  See Section 3.1.3 and Appendix C of the SEIS for complete traffic 
data. 

23-B 

The Navy has considered the use of dedicated buses for commuters.  However, it has 
been deemed more appropriate that the public regional bus service, MTS, be the 
primary provider of this type of mass transit.  NASNI has an active program of 
promoting mass transit use.  Additional information on mass transit usage has been 
included in the SEIS, see Table 3.1-10. The Navy’s Transportation Incentive Program 
has been effective in promoting mass transit use and rideshare. Additionally, 
SANDAG and the Navy have engaged in an ongoing effort to increase ridership on 
mass transit. 
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24-A 

Additional information on mass transit usage has been included in the SEIS, see Table 
3.1-10. The Navy’s Transportation Incentive Program has been effective in promoting 
mass transit use and rideshare. In 2008, the Navy was awarded a Diamond Award for 
Program Excellence by SANDAG to acknowledge the success of the Transportation 
Incentive Program. Approximately 6 percent personnel at NASNI use this program, 
which is higher than the level of ridership on mass transit among the general public. 
The Navy is considering reinstating on base bus service. Additionally, SANDAG and 
the Navy have engaged in an ongoing effort to increase ridership on mass transit. 
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25-A 

NASNI has been a homeport to 3 aircraft carriers since 1978. Traffic impacts during 
the infrequent times when 3 carriers are simultaneously in port have been previously 
assessed.  The traffic analysis done in the 1999 FEIS adequately assessed traffic 
during the few times when 3 carriers are simultaneously in port, including evaluation 
of the slight increase in manning from a decommisioned conventionally powered 
carrier to a CVN.  

The Navy is a cooperating agency in the ongoing State Route 75/282 TCP EIS.  The 
Navy meets regularly with the City of Coronado and CALTRANS on traffic planning 
efforts.  The alternatives being studied in the State Route 75/282 TCP EIS are beyond 
the scope of this SEIS.  Additionally, the alternatives under study in the TCP EIS are 
in the conceptual phase and it would be premature to assess any of these concepts in 
the context of the focused purpose of this SEIS.  The purpose of the SEIS is to 
supplement the 1999 FEIS by considering potentially significant new circumstances or 
information relevant to environmental conditions that have emerged since the 2000 
ROD for the 1999 FEIS.  The SEIS studies traffic conditions that would occur during 
the average 29 intermittent, non-consecutive days per year when three carriers are 
simultaneously in port. The SR 75/282 TCP EIS is still in development.  The Navy has 
considered this ongoing planning project as part of the cumulative impacts analysis 
(Section 6).  It is envisioned that the potential traffic improvement projects analyzed in 
the SEIS would complement any SR 75/282 TCP EIS projects. 

The Navy notes that NASNI contributes to average cumulative traffic volumes in the 
area.  However, local and regional traffic improvements would be necessary, even 
without Navy aircraft carriers, to accommodate the expected growth in non-Navy 
traffic. Also see response 01-B. 

With respect to safety, the Navy has evaluated potential traffic calming measures for 
Third and Fourth Streets to keep speeds slow and allow bicycles and pedestrians to 
cross the streets easier, while maintaining traffic flow. The Navy will not implement 
any potential traffic improvements that are located off base.  See Section 6.2.5 of this 
Final SEIS for additional information.  
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25-B 

Comment noted. 

25-C 

Tolls are not within the jurisdiction of the Navy. The Navy’s Transportation Incentive 
Program has been effective in promoting mass transit use and rideshare. In 2008, the 
Navy was awarded a Diamond Award for Program Excellence by SANDAG to 
acknowledge the success of the Transportation Incentive Program. Approximately 6 
percent of personnel at NASNI use this program, which is higher than the level of 
ridership on mass transit among the general public. Additionally, SANDAG and the 
Navy have engaged in an ongoing effort to increase ridership on mass transit. 

25-D 

Response on following page. 
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25-D 

Enforcement of traffic laws on Third and Fourth Streets is within the jurisdiction of 
the City and CALTRANS, not the Navy’s. Nonetheless, the Navy has evaluated 
potential traffic calming measures for Third and Fourth Streets to keep speeds slowand 
allow bicycles and pedestrians to cross the streets easier, while maintaining traffic 
flow. The Navy will not implement any potential traffic improvements that are located 
off base.  See Section 6.2.5 and Figure 6.2-10 of this Final SEIS for additional 
information. Also see response 19-A. 

25-E 

The base does not “ban” trucks on First Street.  The truck inspection area was moved 
to Third Street to upgrade inspection facilities to meet Anti-Terrorism/Force 
Protection requirements. The truck route was removed from First Street by the City of 
Coronado. 
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Navy Response 

26-A 

A copy of the Draft SEIS was mailed to the address provided. 
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Navy Response 

26-B 

Enforcement of traffic laws is not within the Navy’s jurisdiction. However, since 
receiving your comments at the public hearing, the Navy implemented flashing signs 
at NASNI gates encouraging NASNI commuters to be good neighbors, obey speed 
limits and avoid blocking intersections.  These signs were placed the morning after the 
public hearing (4 September 2008) for this project and represent a continuing good 
neighbor policy of the Navy. Citizens can report specific concerns relating to Navy 
personnel commuters by contacting the Public Affairs Office at 619-545-8167. 

In addition, potential traffic calming and pedestrian safety measures have been 
evaluated to address concerns expressed by Coronado residents.  These potential 
measures could include curb bulb-outs and pedestrian activated crosswalks (see SEIS 
Section 6.2.5 for more information). The Navy will not implement any potential traffic 
improvements that are located off base.  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. 
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Navy Response 

26-B 

Response on previous page. 
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Navy Response 

27A 

Response on following page. 
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Navy Response 

27-A 

The annual estimate of 29 intermittent and non-consecutive days when 3 carriers will 
be simultaneously in port is a reasonable estimate based upon the Navy current 
assessment of various maintenance and deployment cycles (See Section 2.6.1.2 of the 
SEIS).  The 29 day estimate considered the new 32 month maintenance schedule.  
Additionally, in reviewing Navy records, it is noted that during the period 2001 to 
2005, the annual in-port carrier days when 3 homeported carriers were simultaneously 
in port ranged from 0 to 53 days for an average annual amount of 15 intermittent and 
non-consecutive days per year.  Navy records show that there were 53 days in 2002, 
not 100 consecutive days, when 3 carriers were at NASNI. 

27-B 

The Annual Average Daily Traffic counts for roadways were referenced because that 
data is typically used by CALTRANS when evaluating their facilities (such as the San 
Diego-Coronado Bridge (SR-75).  Figure 3-3 of the traffic technical report (Appendix 
C) shows the monthly variation in traffic for the bridge.  To account for seasonal 
traffic, all intersection counts used in this analysis are from the peak traffic month of 
the year, which is July.    
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Navy Response 

27-C 

Cumulative projects on NASNI and within the City of Coronado were taken into 
account.  At the time of the 2008 traffic study, two projects were identified on NASNI, 
which include the expansion of the Navy Lodge to include 220 additional rooms and 
the addition of a helicopter squadron to include an additional 200 personnel. The total 
daily traffic estimated to be generated by these projects is 2,700 ADT.  Because of the 
uncertainty of other potential projects on NASNI and as a conservative estimate, an 
additional 1,300 ADT was assumed to be included as cumulative traffic for a total of 
4,000 ADT. In addition, the new bachelor quarters would likely reduce peak 
directional traffic by placing housing for sailors on base where they could walk to 
work.  This program will be a benefit that will reduce commuter traffic and was not 
included in the cumulative traffic analysis as it is in the planning stages. 

27-D 

The 2008 traffic study depicts the effectiveness of using the staggering of work hours 
in reducing peak hour commuter traffic during the average 29 intermittent, non-
consecutive days when 3 homeported carriers are simultaneously in port.  The Navy 
studied the roadway network in the vicinity of NASNI.  It is not necessary to extend 
that network beyond the limits of the City of Coronado to analyze the impacts of 
NASNI and carrier traffic or potential traffic improvements identified in the SEIS. 
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Navy Response 

27-D 

Response on previous page. 

27-E 

The commenter is correct. The 1 percent growth was derived from the U.S. Bureau of 
Census and reflects the average annual population growth in the City over the last 40 
years. Because this was not used in the baseline traffic conditions, this text was deleted 
from pages ES-5 and 3-1 of the SEIS. The traffic baseline was established for the 
traffic analysis by project-specific traffic counts taken in July and September 2007. 
Traffic projections were made using the regional traffic model. 

 

 



CVN Homeporting Final SEIS  December 2008 

Appendix K  K-117 

 

Navy Response 

28-A 

Enforcement of traffic laws is not within the Navy’s jurisdiction; however, habitual 
violators who work at NASNI can have their base driving privileges suspended. Since 
receiving your comments at the public hearing, the Navy has implemented flashing 
signs at NASNI gates encouraging NASNI commuters to be good neighbors, obey 
speed limits and avoid blocking intersections.  These signs were placed the morning 
after the public hearing (4 September 2008) for this project and represent a continuing 
good neighbor policy of the Navy.  Citizens can report specific concerns relating to 
Navy personnel commuters by contacting the Public Affairs Office at 619-545-8167. 

The Navy has also evaluated potential traffic calming measures for Third and Fourth 
Streets to keep speeds slow and allow bicycles and pedestrians to cross the streets 
easier, while maintaining traffic flow. The Navy will not implement any potential 
traffic improvements that are located off base.  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.  See Section 
6.2.5 and Figure 6.2-10 of this Final SEIS for additional information.   

In addition, the Navy’s Transportation Incentive Program is intended to reduce single-
occupancy vehicle use by commuters to NASNI by providing subsidies, up to $110 
per month, for employees who use the COASTER, San Diego Trolley, MTS Buses, 
San Diego Bay Ferry, Vanpool Services, Inc., and Ridesharing.  Currently, over 1,500, 
approximately 6 percent, of NASNI commuters are using this program, and this 
number grows each year. See Table 3.1-10 in this Final SEIS. 
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Navy Response 

29-A 

NASNI has been a homeport for 3 aircraft carriers since 1978.  The Proposed Action 
to homeport 3 CVNs (which included the replacement of a conventional powered 
carrier with a CVN) was analyzed in the 1999 FEIS and was executed in 2004 
pursuant to the 2000 ROD.  The SEIS does not propose any changes to the Proposed 
Action analyzed in the 1999 FEIS.  

The Navy’s Transportation Incentive Program is intended to reduce single-occupancy 
vehicle use by commuters to NASNI by providing subsidies, up to $110 per month, for 
employees who use the COASTER, San Diego Trolley, MTS Buses, San Diego Bay 
Ferry, Vanpool Services, Inc., and Ridesharing.  Currently, over 1,500, approximately 
6 percent, of NASNI commuters are using this program, and this number grows each 
year (See Table 3.1-10 in this Final SEIS). In 2008, the Navy was awarded a Diamond 
Award for Program Excellence by SANDAG to acknowledge the success of the 
Transportation Incentive Program. Additionally, SANDAG and the Navy have 
engaged in an ongoing effort to increase ridership on mass transit. 

29-B 

The Navy continues to encourage the use of mass transit by NASNI commuters.  As 
noted in previous responses, the Navy’s Transportation Incentive Program includes 
1500 individuals using mass transit.  The program has shown increased membership 
and growth over the past several years.  These efforts are continuing. 
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Navy Response 

30-A 

NASNI has been a homeport for 3 aircraft carriers since 1978. It was concluded in the 
1999 FEIS and in the traffic analysis for this SEIS that the conversion to CVNs did not 
add additional traffic. Section 3.1.6 of the SEIS provides a detailed explanation of the 
analysis.   

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final SEIS, the 4,793 figure represents the expected 
total daily traffic.  Peak hour traffic is estimated to be 1,392.  With the planned 
staggering of work hours, the net increase in peak hour traffic (morning commute) 
would be 287 vehicles when compared to the non-staggered work hour traffic with 
only one carrier in port.    

30-B 

The Navy continues to encourage the use of mass transit by NASNI commuters.  As 
noted in previous responses, the Navy’s Transportation Incentive Program includes 
1500 individuals using mass transit.  The program has shown increased membership 
and growth over the past several years.  These efforts are continuing. Additionally, 
SANDAG and the Navy have engaged in an ongoing effort to increase ridership on 
mass transit. 
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Navy Response 

31-A 

NASNI has been a homeport for 3 aircraft carriers since 1978. It was concluded in the 
1999 FEIS and in the traffic analysis for this SEIS that the conversion to CVNs did not 
add additional traffic. Section 3.1.6 of the SEIS provides a detailed explanation of the 
analysis.   

Impacts to air quality and noise related to traffic were analyzed in SEIS Sections 3.2 
and 3.3. The analyses concluded that the no significant air or noise impacts would 
occur as a result of new information or changes in circumstances since the 1999 FEIS. 
Citizens can report specific concerns related to Navy personnel commuters by 
contacting the Public Affairs Office at 619-545-8167. 

The Navy has analyzed potential transportation improvements for five intersections to 
control traffic better on City streets.  In addition, traffic calming and pedestrian safety 
measures have been evaluated to address concerns expressed by Coronado residents.  
These measures could include curb bulb-outs and pedestrian activated crosswalks (see 
Section SEIS 6.2.5 for more detail). The Navy will not implement any potential traffic 
improvements that are located off base.  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 City and CALTRANS are 
responsible for implementation of potential traffic improvements on City streets and 
enforcement of traffic regulations.  The Navy continues to work in cooperation with 
the City and CALTRANS on traffic planning and other community issues.  

 

31-B 

The Navy notes your concerns and will continue to encourage Sailors and NASNI 
employees to be good citizens and neighbors. Citizens can report specific concerns 
relating to Navy personnel commuters by contacting the Public Affairs Office at 619-
545-8167. 
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Navy Response 

31-B 

Response on previous page. 

 



December 2008   CVN Homeporting Final SEIS 

K-122  Appendix K 

 

Navy Response 

32-A 

Additional information on the Navy’s Transportation Incentive Program has been 
added to the SEIS and is depicted in Table 3.1-10. 

32-B 

The Navy encourages its Sailors and NASNI employees to be responsible citizens and 
good neighbors by staying within posted traffic speed limits and minimizing noise 
while commuting; however, enforcement of traffic laws is not within the Navy’s 
jurisdiction. The Navy works cooperatively with the City of Coronado and 
CALTRANS on traffic planning efforts. 

32-C 

The Navy is committed to continue working with the City of Coronado and its 
residents as a good neighbor and community citizen. Citizens can report specific 
concerns relating to Navy personnel commuters by contacting the Public Affairs 
Office at 619-545-8167. Traffic impacts are based upon actual traffic counts collected 
in the summer and fall of 2007 and historical traffic data provided by CALTRANS. 
The traffic analysis was performed by a qualified traffic consultant using the 
CALTRANS traffic model and guidelines and has been reviewed by CALTRANS. 
The intersections analyzed were different than the studies cited; therefore, it is 
reasonable to have different baselines.  The DSEIS was submitted to regional and local 
transportation authorities for comment.  

32-D 

The SR75/282 TCP EIS alternatives are beyond the scope of this document, and they 
are not currently ripe for analysis.  This SEIS is supplemental to the 1999 FEIS that 
analyzed establishment of the homeport for three CVNs at NASNI.  That 1999 traffic 
analysis focused on the trips generated by three homeported CVNs.  Therefore, the 
supplement also focuses on trips generated by the 3 CVNs.  To the extent that this 
SEIS looks at traffic improvements, it looks to solving the problems linked most 
closely to the traffic generated by the CVNs.  In other words, it looks to minimizing 
the CVN contribution to a cumulative traffic problem that has many other sources.  
The SR75/282 EIS has much broader scope.  It is intended to look at solutions to the 
broader traffic problems on Coronado. 
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Navy Response 

Response on following page. 
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Navy Response 

32-E 

See response to 32-A  

32-F 

The Navy’s 2008 traffic study prepared  in conjunction with the SEIS included actual 
traffic counts taken in July and September 2007 and used standard regional traffic 
modeling to project future traffic.  Please see Chapters 3 and 6 and Appendix A. 
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Navy Response 

32-F 

Response on previous page. 

32-G 

As referenced in response to Mr. Benson’s comments, the Navy is a cooperating 
agency in the ongoing SR 75/282 TCP EIS.  The Navy meets regularly with the City 
of Coronado and CALTRANS District 11on traffic planning efforts.  The alternatives 
being studied in the SR 75/282 TCP EIS are beyond the scope of this SEIS.  
Additionally, the alternatives under study in the TCP EIS are in the conceptual phase 
and it would be premature to assess any of these concepts in the context of the focused 
purpose of this SEIS.  The purpose of the SEIS is to supplement the 1999 FEIS by 
considering potentially significant new circumstances or information relevant to 
environmental conditions that have emerged since the 2000 ROD for the 1999 FEIS.  
The SEIS studies traffic conditions that would occur during the average 29 
intermittent, non-consecutive days per year when three carriers are simultaneously in 
port.  The SR 75/282 TCP EIS is still in development.  The Navy has considered this 
ongoing planning project as part of the cumulative impacts analysis (Section 6).  It is 
envisioned that the potential traffic improvement projects analyzed in the SEIS would 
complement any TCP projects. 

32-H 

Enforcement of traffic laws is not within the Navy’s jurisdiction; however, since 
receiving your comments at the public hearing, the Navy has implemented flashing 
signs at NASNI gates encouraging NASNI commuters to be good neighbors, obey 
speed limits and avoid blocking intersections.  These signs were placed the morning 
after the public hearing (4 September 2008) for this project and represent a continuing 
good neighbor policy of the Navy.  In addition, traffic calming and pedestrian safety 
measures have been evaluated to address concerns expressed by Coronado residents.  
These measures could include curb bulb-outs and pedestrian activated crosswalks (see 
SEIS Section 6.2.5). The Navy will not implement any potential traffic improvements 
that are located off base. 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. 

While enforcement of traffic laws is not within the Navy’s jurisdiction, the Navy 
regularly cooperates with the City and CALTRANS on traffic planning including 
issues of speed limit enforcement and potential traffic calming projects.  The Navy has 
an active program to encourage use of mass transit and programs to work as good 
neighbor within the City. 
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Navy Response 

Response on previous page 
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Navy Response 

33-A       

Enforcement of traffic laws is not within the Navy’s jurisdiction. The Navy 
coordinates with the City and CALTRANS on traffic planning issues and encourages 
its Sailors and NASNI employees to obey traffic rules and be respectful as good 
neighbors in the community.  Since receiving your comments at the public hearing, the 
Navy has implemented flashing signs at NASNI gates encouraging NASNI commuters 
to be good neighbors, obey speed limits and avoid blocking intersections.  These signs 
were placed the morning after the public hearing (4 September 2008) for this project 
and represent a continuing good neighbor policy of the Navy.   

In addition, traffic calming and pedestrian safety measures have been evaluated to 
address concerns expressed by Coronado residents.  These measures could include 
curb bulb-outs and pedestrian activated crosswalks (see SEIS Section 6.2.5). The Navy 
will not implement any potential traffic improvements that are located off base.  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. 
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Navy Response 

33-B 

Since receiving your comments at the public hearing, the Navy, has implemented 
flashing signs at NASNI gates encouraging NASNI commuters to be good neighbors, 
obey speed limits and avoid blocking intersections.  These signs were placed the 
morning after the public hearing (4 September 2008) for this project and represent a 
continuing good neighbor policy of the Navy.   
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Navy Response 

33-B 

Response on previous page. 
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Navy Response 

33-B 

Response on previous page. 
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 Erosion-related Comments 
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Navy Response 

34-A 

The Navy studied all relevant reports including submissions by agencies, citizens and 
others.  For this SEIS, the Navy studied the relationship of the 1999 turning basin 
dredging to erosion along First Street (refer to Chapter 5 and Appendix C). The Navy 
assessed the relative influence of present and historical San Diego Bay shoreline 
processes and measured currents in the bay to determine the potential for sediment 
deposits and sediment movements. The Navy also conducted research on the location, 
speed, and frequency of carrier movements in the bay to determine if wave action 
from carriers is contributing to erosion. 

The SEIS analyzes the potential for boat wakes in San Diego Bay by all vessels, and 
clearly shows that it is other vessels and not aircraft carriers, which are a very small 
portion of the total ship traffic; travel slowly through the bay and do not generate large 
wakes; and do not travel south of the turning basin near First Street that are 
responsible for the boat wakes of concern referenced in the 2000 USACE report.  

Please be a assured that the local Navy is actively engaged with the community on a 
daily basis and will endeavor to continue our good neighbor practices on these and 
other important issues.   

 

 



CVN Homeporting Final SEIS  December 2008 

Appendix K  K-133 

 

Navy Response 

34-A 

Response on previous page. 
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Navy Response 

35-A 

The Navy is sympathetic to the concerns voiced by residents along First Street 
throughout the public involvement process for the SEIS.  During scoping and the 
DSEIS public participation process, many individuals raised erosion concerns and 
referred to USACE 2000 and 2005 reports. Therefore, in preparation of this SEIS, both 
reports were carefully reviewed and the information was placed in context with 
analyses and findings of all relevant reports including submissions by agencies, 
citizens and others.   

The 2000 USACE report did not cite the turning basin as a cause of erosion. This 
report does state that ship wake is the cause of erosion.  The 2000 USACE report 
stated that “the source of erosion was primarily due to wave energy created by boat 
and ship traffic” (p. 10).  The 2000 USACE was revised in 2005 and further stated that 
“wave energy caused by ship traffic within the navigation channel is the cause of 
erosion damaging the shoreline” (p.10).  The 2005 USACE report also determined that 
there was “no Federal Interest and responsibility set forth in the legislative authorities 
under the continuing authority program from generated wave wash” (p. 10). 

As stated in Section 5.2 of the SEIS, the turning basin is a natural depression that has 
geologically and historically been lower in relative bathymetry to the surrounding bay 
floor, except for the main channel. Because this area is deeper relative to the 
surrounding bathymetry it functions in the same manner it historically has as a 
confluence, for sediments placed in suspension by other forces, to reach the main 
navigation channel. This process and function is affected less by depth or slope than 
by sediment availability. If sufficient sediment were available, there would be 
sediment accumulation along the shoreline and in the area of deeper bathymetry that 
would require regular maintenance dredging. However, no maintenance dredging has 
been required in the turning basin. The lack of sediment accumulation in the turning 
basin is further evidence that the basin is not responsible for the lack of sediment 
accumulation along the shoreline.  

35-B 

Response on following page. 
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Navy Response 

35-B 

The Navy is sympathetic to the concerns voiced by residents along First Street 
throughout the public involvement process for the SEIS.  Based on these scoping 
comments, the SEIS evaluated erosion along First Street as it relates to the 1995 FEIS, 
the 1999 FEIS and this SEIS. This study evaluated both USACE reports of 2000 and 
2005. The details of this evaluation are contained in Chapter 5 of the SEIS. 

The Navy concluded that the operation and movement of carriers and their tugs do not 
cause or contribute to erosion along First Street.  In addition, the dredging at NASNI 
associated with the implementation of the 1999 FEIS was not a factor causing or 
contributing to erosion at First Street.  Also see responses to the engineering report  
16-N–16-Y.  
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Navy Response 

Comment begins on following page. 
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Navy Response 

35-C 

See above responses 35-A and 35-B. 
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Navy Response 

35-C 

See above responses 35-A and 35-B. 
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Navy Response 

35-C 

See above responses 35-A and 35-B. 
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Navy Response 

36-A 

The referenced court documents are attached to this appendix. No response is made as 
these documents are part of active litigation within the purview of the United States 
Department of Justice. 

The Navy is sympathetic to the concerns voiced by residents along First Street 
throughout the public involvement process for the SEIS.  During scoping and the 
DSEIS public participation process, many individuals raised erosion concerns and 
referred to USACE 2000 and 2005 reports.  Therefore, in preparation of this SEIS, 
both reports were carefully reviewed and the information was placed in context with 
analyses and findings of all relevant reports including submissions by agencies, 
citizens and others.   

The 2000 USACE report did not cite the turning basin as a cause of erosion. This 
report does state that ship wake is the cause of erosion.  The 2000 USACE report 
stated that “the source of erosion was primarily due to wave energy created by boat 
and ship traffic” (p. 10).  The 2000 USACE was revised in 2005 and further stated that 
“wave energy caused by ship traffic within the navigation channel is the cause of 
erosion damaging the shoreline” (p.10).   

The SEIS analyzes the potential for boat waves in the bay by all vessels and clearly 
shows that it is other vessels not aircraft carriers that are responsible for the boat 
waves of concern referenced in the 2000 USACE report.  Aircraft carriers travel 
slowly through the bay and do not generate large wakes; do not travel south of the 
turning basin near First Street; and are a very small portion of the total ship traffic in 
the bay.  Additional analysis on the velocity of boat waves generated by ship traffic in 
San Diego Bay is beyond the scope of this SEIS. 

Please be a assured that the local Navy is actively engaged with the community on a 
daily basis and will endeavor to continue our good neighbor practices on these and 
other important issues.   

 

 



CVN Homeporting Final SEIS  December 2008 

Appendix K  K-141 

 

Navy Response 

36-A 

Response on previous page. 
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Navy Response 
36-B 
The 1995 and 1999 EIS concluded no erosion impacts from dredging.  The 2008 study 
confirms those findings. General study of ship wakes is outside the scope of the SEIS as 
aircraft carriers are not a source of ship wakes that would impact the shoreline.  Underwater 
slopes were considered in the SEIS.  The SEIS addresses erosion as an issue in response to 
public comments received during the scoping period of this SEIS.  The 2008 study of 
currents within the navigation channel used by carriers and research of historic evidence 
concludes that the movements of carriers do not cause shoreline erosion along First Street. 
36-C 
USACE reports do not show any acceleration in the rate of erosion, but rather reference a 
continued and consistent rate of erosion. Erosion has been consistent over the last decade 
but lack of replenishment over time has allowed net loss of sediment in the high energy 
area along the shoreline and a net gain of sediment in nearshore area just outside the high 
energy area perpendicular to the shoreline. The USACE reports states that “the 15 year 
period from 1985 and 2000 erosion of the shoreline, particularly the western portion of the 
study area, has been found to be as much as 25 feet. This appears to be the result of 
inadequate shoreline protection and the filling of the shoreline extending it to deeper 
water”. Also refer to Section 5.2 and 5.3 of the SEIS. Neither the 2000 nor the 2005 
USACE reports cite the turning basin as a cause of erosion (also see response to 16-A). In 
addition, the SEIS considered all reasonably available historical and contemporary sources 
before making its determination. Based upon listed references, the SEIS reviewed 
substantially more pertinent and exhaustive historical and contemporary resources than 
both USACE reports and this engineering report combined. The SEIS analyzes the 
potential for boat waves in the bay by all vessels and clearly shows that it is other vessels 
not aircraft carriers that are responsible for the boat waves of concern referenced in the 
2000 USACE report.  Aircraft carriers travel slowly through the bay and do not generate 
large wakes; do not travel south of the turning basin near First Street; and are a very small 
portion of the total ship traffic in the bay.  Additional analysis on the velocity of boat 
waves generated by ship traffic (non-aircraft carriers) in San Diego Bay is beyond the 
scope of this SEIS.  
The Navy’s 2008 Erosion Study met the scope of this SEIS and includes the consideration 
of new analysis and historical information. The Navy performed quantative analysis in the 
study of currents (Appendix H, SPAWAR Study) which was also related to the scope of the 
SEIS. Measurement of near shore tidal currents along First Street, and modeling the effects 
of different depth profiles in the turning basin in 1995 and 2008 have shown that the tidal 
currents near shore were too weak to be a factor in erosion before the dredging was done to 
accommodate the CVNs as well as after its completion.  The deepening has had the effect 
of slightly slowing (weakening) the incoming tidal currents further.  This does not affect 
any conclusions regarding the role of wave energy. However, erosive wave energy along 
First Street does not change with depth alteration in the channel and turning basin. In 
addition, as outlined earlier, the CVNs and their tugs are not the source of the relevant 
wave energy.  
(Continued on next page) 
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Navy Response 

36-C (Continued from previous page.) 

The Navy considered both USACE reports in their entirety as part of the 2008 Erosion 
Study as discussed in the SEIS, Section 5.2 and 5.3. The USACE reports do not identify the 
turning basin channel or dredging as causing or contributing to erosion along First Street. 

36-D 

The 2000 and 2005 USACE reports determined the position of the shoreline. The SEIS 
made its conclusions based upon USACE determination of shoreline position, and the SEIS 
relies upon the entire body of evidence (Appendix B and cited references) carefully 
reviewed in this analysis. 

The USACE, in their 2000 and 2005 reports, indicated that they reviewed aerial photos 
from 1928/29, 1953, 1970, 1985 and 2000, compared the bluff lines from each year, and 
measured the shoreline change. The 2000 and 2005 USACE reports determined the 
position of the shoreline. The SEIS made its conclusions based upon USACE determination 
of shoreline position.  The SEIS relies upon the entire body of evidence carefully reviewed 
in this analysis. 

The SEIS made its conclusions based upon USACE determination of shoreline position, 
and the SEIS relies upon the entire body of evidence (Appendix B and cited references) 
carefully reviewed in this analysis. Under natural sediment delivery conditions, there is 
ample sediment to provide a gently sloping beach which extends down into the intertidal, 
and subtidal regions. As sediment sources are removed, the run-up slope (i.e. the area 
where waves rush up) of sediment leading to the beach gets steeper. This is further 
compounded by the build-out of land into deeper waters with irregular and inadequate 
shoreline stabilization further increasing the slope of the sediment run-up area. Gentle 
slopes translate into large horizontal movement of the waterline during tidal ranges. As a 
result, under normal, ample sediment, gentle slope conditions, the mean lower low water 
line is going to be relatively far away from the mean higher high water line. Conversely, 
when sediment is removed from the system, the angle of run-up is steepened, which 
translates into significant reductions in horizontal movement of the waterline, which is 
what the commenter observed when he suggested that the mean lower low water actually 
moved landward [closer to mean higher high water] during bayward build-out of the land.  
This is what would be expected when the angle of run-up is steepened by reduction of 
sediment and build-out into deeper waters, vividly illustrating the problems created by 
unprotected build-out into a negative sediment environment.  Please note, the oldest photos 
and maps in Appendix B, show that the original shoreline at First Street was too low and 
insubstantial to support development. 
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36-E 

As sediment sources are removed, as discussed in 16-P, the run-up slope of sediment 
leading to the beach gets steeper. This is further compounded by the extension of land into 
deeper waters further increasing the slope of the sediment run-up area (also see response to 
16-K). This condition could be expected to continue as long as no new sediment sources 
are being introduced into the subject area.       

36-F 

The currents were shown to be too weak to move sediments along the shore; therefore, they 
do not allow for sediment transport from First Street to any sinks (See SEIS Chapter 5.2, 
Currents). The lack of need for maintenance dredging demonstrates that sediment transport 
is not occurring.  Moreover, the turning basin was dredged in 1999 which means that the 
USACE established rate of erosion was determined 14 years prior to the recent dredging of 
the turning basin.   
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36-F 

Response on previous page. 

36-G 

The SEIS analyzes the potential for boat waves in the bay by all vessels and clearly shows 
that it is other vessels, not aircraft carriers, that are responsible for the boat waves of 
concern referenced in the 2000 USACE report.  Aircraft carriers travel slowly through the 
bay and do not generate large wakes; do not travel south of the turning basin near First 
Street; and are a very small portion of the total ship traffic in the bay.  Additional analysis 
on the velocity of boat waves generated by ship traffic in San Diego Bay is beyond the 
scope of this SEIS. 

36-H 

See response on following page. 
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36-H 

Tug boats assisting the carriers are not a substantial source of wakes. The tug boats operate 
within the turning basin with the screws pointed downward as discussed in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.2 Currents in the SEIS. 

An ancillary function of the turning basin is to contain energy within it. The commenter 
suggests that scouring of sediment at the base of the quaywall (approximately 50 feet 
below the water surface) is caused by tug boats operating within the turning basin.  This is 
evidence that energy, produced by the downward pointed screws is focused downward and 
contained within the turning basin.  However, the sediment plume may be visible beyond 
the turning basin. 

36-I 

The lack of regional inputs of sediment plays a vital role in explaining San Diego Bay 
shoreline dynamics.  Sediment inputs are a critical component of shoreline stability with 
very direct impacts on the shape of the shoreline (See reference USACE 1955).  Until new 
sediment sources are introduced or old ones (rivers, creeks, bluffs) are re-established, the 
shoreline equilibrium will remain unbalanced and a negative sediment budget will persist. 
This removal of sediment input to the bay perpetuates erosion along the subject area today. 
The Reduced Sedimentation and Shoreline Configuration sections of Chapter 5 of the SEIS 
describe this in detail. The geomorphology of San Diego Bay explains why there has 
always been an area of substantially lower bathymetry in the vicinity of the main channel 
and turning basin, the reason for the geological depression allowing the bay to exist 
between North Island and Coronado (the Spanish Bight), and the significant inland cut 
along the northern extent of First Street relative to the rest of the First Street shoreline. The 
Geomorphology and Currents sections of Chapter 5 of the SEIS describe this in detail. First 
Street is not unique in experiencing erosion or a reduction of sediment along the San Diego 
Bay shoreline. As noted in the 2000 USACE report, analysis of shoreline erosion rates 
showed “varying amounts of filling along the coast of the study area for all years through 
1985 (p.3).” It is no coincidence that the shoreline has receded substantially since sand 
replenishment efforts were ceased. 

36-J 

The depth increase in the turning basin and main channel do not cause or contribute to 
erosion [see response to 16-A]. Once sediment is placed into suspension by sufficient 
energy forces, sediment has the potential to be transported upshore, offshore, longshore 
(north or south), or settle back down at its initial location. One of the options for sediment 
placed in transport is the deeper bathymetry to the north. The historical existence of a 
trough in the bay floor near the northern extent of First Street is discussed in detail in the 
Geomorphology section of Chapter 5 of the SEIS.  

(Continued on next page.) 
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36-J (Continued from previous page.) 

Due in part to the relatively high density of water in general, deeper water and higher 
slopes do not preclude the accumulation of sediment along its margins.  The SEIS analyzes 
the potential for boat waves in the bay by all vessels and clearly shows that it is other 
vessels not aircraft carriers that are responsible for the boat waves of concern referenced in 
the 2000 USACE report.  Aircraft carriers travel slowly through the bay and do not 
generate large wakes; do not travel south of the turning basin near First Street; and are a 
very small portion of the total ship traffic in the bay.  Additional analysis on the velocity of 
boat waves generated by ship traffic in San Diego Bay is beyond the scope of this SEIS. 

The shoreline erosion rates developed by USACE for the 2000 and 2005 study should be 
used with caution when trying to show trends.  The period of time used to generate the 
erosion rate was not a random sample and was chosen to represent a desired outcome.  For 
example, using the same methodology and marked locations as the USACE reports, over 
the 71 year period from 1929 and 2000, the shoreline at First Street and I Avenue grew 
approximately 75 feet (USACE 2000 and 2005, Appendix A and Appendix D, 
respectively).  Therefore, according to the 70-year erosion rate, it can be concluded that the 
shoreline will continue to grow at a rate of approximately 1.1 feet per year.  However, it is 
reasonable to assume that this will not be the case because there have been many variations 
to conditions in the subject area (including changes in sediment inputs and outputs, wave 
climate, currents, vessel traffic, and the effects of physical changes to other parts of the 
bay) and the period of time selected for analysis is different.  Thus, while rates based upon 
specifically selected, non-randomly sampled data periods can be helpful, they should be 
used with caution when used to show trends. 

36-K 

The SEIS provides quantitative descriptions of measured water current energy and 
sediment reduction. These findings substantiated the quantitative discussions provided in 
the 1995 EIS. The 2000 and 2005 USACE reports established the position of the shorelines 
which were used in the SEIS. Carriers are not responsible for the boat wakes of concern 
referred to in the 2000 or 2005 USACE report (See response 36-J). Tug boats assisting the 
carriers are not a source of wakes or negative sediment transport along First Street. 
Steepening submarine slopes are the result of the removal of sediment sources that would 
otherwise replace sediment lost during natural sediment exchange.  

 The Navy’s 2008 Erosion Study met the scope of this SEIS and includes the 
consideration of new analysis and historical information.  The Navy performed 
quantitative analysis in the study of currents (Appendix H, SPAWAR Study) which 
was also related to the scope of the SEIS. 

 According to USACE 2000 and 2005 reports and other credible evidence, there has 
been substantial shoreline movement since 1931. The SEIS made its conclusions 

(Continued on next page.) 
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36-K (Continued from previous page) 

based upon USACE determination of shoreline position, and the SEIS relies upon 
the entire body of evidence (Appendix B and cited references) carefully reviewed 
in this analysis.   

 Gradients were considered to the extent relevant.  The 1999 dredging did not increase 
gradients. The Navy did use NOAA charts and bathymetric data.  Steeper slopes 
naturally form from erosion in a negative sediment environment.  Further analysis of 
changes in historical near shore gradients is beyond the scope of this SEIS (See 
response 36-J). 

 The SEIS analyzes the potential for boat waves in the bay by all vessels and clearly 
shows that it is other vessels not aircraft carriers that are responsible for the boat 
waves of concern referenced in the 2000 USACE report.   

 Analyzing the details of wakes/waves was not within the scope of this SEIS because 
carriers only represent 0.02 percent of ship traffic in San Diego Bay and do not 
generate wakes in the vicinity of the First Street shoreline. 

 Tug boats assisting the carriers have been considered.  The tug boats operate within 
the turning basin with the screws pointed downward as discussed in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.2 Currents in the SEIS. Therefore, tug boats do not contribute to negative 
sediment transport along First Street. 

 The net increase in eelgrass beds in the bay along the First Street shoreline from 
Orange Avenue to Alameda Blvd. show that the sediment is moving from the toe of 
the riprap bayward to create an offshore berm which is then stabilized by colonizing 
eelgrass (eelgrass rhizomes creep laterally rooting into the sediment and stabilizing as 
they go).  Bathymetry contour lines in Figure 5.2-5 of the SEIS show the southern 
margin of the turning basin clearly defined as straight lines outward in the bay from 
the southern NASNI margin. 

 The lack of a need for maintenance dredging in the turning basin indicates that 
infilling is not occurring. 
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Response on previous page. 
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37-A 

The Draft SEIS examined new information relative to the 1999 FEIS and 2000 ROD. 
The SEIS addressed erosion concerns, solely, as a response to public comments 
received during scoping process of this SEIS.  The Navy has no authority to undertake 
or permit any erosion controlling action on private property; the USACE would be the 
permitting authority. There are also substantial regulatory restrictions involved with 
the suggested action. 
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Response on following page. 

 
 



December 2008   CVN Homeporting Final SEIS 

K-152  Appendix K 

 

Navy Response 

38-A 

The Navy is sympathetic to the concerns voiced by residents along First Street 
throughout the public involvement process for the SEIS.  During scoping and the 
DSEIS public participation process, many individuals raised erosion concerns and 
referred to USACE 2000 and 2005 reports.  Therefore, in preparation of this SEIS, 
both reports were carefully reviewed and the information was placed in context with 
analyses and findings of all relevant reports including submissions by agencies, 
citizens and others.   

Neither the 2000 nor the 2005 USACE report cites the turning basin or aircraft carriers 
as a cause of erosion. The 2000 and 2005 USACE reports are acknowledged in the 
SEIS and in Chapter 5 are used to define the subject area (Figure 5.1-1), substantiate 
the existence of erosion (p. 5-8), define historical shoreline positions (p. 5-8 and 
Figure 5.2-4), discuss sediment sinks, and discuss ship movements. 

The SEIS relies upon the entire body of evidence carefully reviewed during the 2008 
Erosion Study (SEIS Chapter 5 and Appendices B and H) in this analysis. The SEIS 
addresses the discrete erosion on First Street. Due to the cause and effect relationship, 
the lack of regional inputs of sediment plays a vital role in explaining San Diego Bay 
shoreline dynamics. Sediment inputs are a critical component of shoreline stability 
with very direct impacts on the shape of the shoreline. Until new sediment sources are 
introduced or old ones (rivers, creeks, bluffs) are re-established, the shoreline 
equilibrium will remain unbalanced and a negative sediment budget will persist. This 
removal of sediment input to the Bay perpetuates erosion along the subject area today. 
The Reduced Sedimentation and Shoreline Configuration sections of Chapter 5 of the 
SEIS describe this in detail. The geomorphology of San Diego Bay explains why there 
has always been an area of substantially lower bathymetry in the vicinity of the main 
channel and turning basin, the reason for the geological depression allowing the bay to 
exist between North Island and Coronado (the Spanish Bight), and the significant 
inland cut along the northern extent of First Street relative to the rest of the First Street 
shoreline. The Geomorphology and Currents sections of Chapter 5 of the SEIS 
describe this in detail. First Street is not unique in experiencing erosion or a reduction 
of sediment along the San Diego Bay shoreline. As noted in the 2000 USACE report, 
analysis of shoreline erosion rates showed “varying amounts of filling along the coast 
of the study area for all years through 1985 (p.3).” It is no coincidence that the 
shoreline has receded substantially since then. 

The Navy is sympathetic to residents concerns, but believes the issue has been 
thoroughly addressed as it relates to the scope of this SEIS.  
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38-A 

Response on previous page. 

38-B 

The potential improvement at the First Street gate involves 4 inbound lanes on base 
only on the limited days when 3 carriers are in port, or at the discretion of the base 
commander. This action would not affect two-way traffic off base on First Street. 
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38-B 

Response on previous page. 
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39-A 

The referenced improvement dredging that occurred 4 years apart was undertaken for 
two separate projects: deepening of the turning basin and berth upgrades. 

The Navy is sympathetic to the concerns voiced by residents along First Street 
throughout the public involvement process for the SEIS.  During scoping and the 
DSEIS public participation process, many individuals raised erosion concerns and 
referred to USACE 2000 and 2005 reports. Therefore, in preparation of this SEIS, both 
reports were carefully reviewed and the information was placed in context with 
analyses and findings of all relevant reports including submissions by agencies, 
citizens and others.   

For this SEIS, the Navy studied the relationship of the 1999 turning basin dredging to 
erosion along First Street (refer to Chapter 5 and Appendices B and H). The Navy 
assessed the relative influence of present and historical San Diego Bay shoreline 
processes and measured currents in the bay to determine the potential for sediment 
deposits and sediment movements. The model results for the turning basin concluded 
that endemic current velocity would decrease as the turning basin was deepened. The 
Navy also conducted research on the location, speed, and frequency of carrier 
movements in the bay to determine if wave action from carriers is contributing to 
erosion. The Navy concluded that the operation and movement of carriers and their 
tugs do not cause or contribute to erosion along First Street. The tug boats operate 
within the turning basin with the screws pointed downward and wake energy is 
confined to the turning basin, as discussed in SEIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2 Currents. 

The 2000 USACE report did not cite the turning basin as a cause of erosion. This 
report does state that ship wake is the cause of erosion.  The 2000 USACE report 
stated that “the source of erosion was primarily due to wave energy created by boat 
and ship traffic” (p. 10).  The 2000 USACE report was revised in 2005 and further 
stated that “wave energy caused by ship traffic within the navigation channel is the 
cause of erosion damaging the shoreline” (p.10).  The 2005 USACE report also 
determined that there was “no Federal Interest and responsibility set forth in the 
legislative authorities under the continuing authority program from generated wave 
wash” (p. 10). Also see responses to the engineering report for comments 36-B–36-K.  

 

 

(Continued on next page.) 
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39-A (Continued from previous page.) 

In the SEIS, the Navy conducted research on the location, speed, and frequency of 
carrier movements in the bay to determine if wave action from carriers is contributing 
to erosion, and concluded: 

 Location – carriers do not travel south of the turning basin near First Street and 
could not cause wave action that area. 

 Frequency – the amount of ship movements in San Diego Bay attributed to 
aircraft carriers amounts to less than 0.02 percent of all ship traffic in the bay. 

 Speed – carriers tend to travel slowly through the middle of the bay, limiting the 
potential for generating large wakes that would impact the shoreline. 

In addition, tug boats assisting the carriers are not a substantial source of wakes. The 
tug boats operate within the turning basin with the screws pointed downward as 
discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.2 Currents in the SEIS. 

Please refer to new text added in SEIS Section 5.3 for further discussion on the review 
of the USACE reports.  

Because the SEIS has not identified significant impacts relative to the scope of the 
SEIS, the Navy has not proposed mitigation as part of this NEPA process. The Navy is 
sympathetic to residents concerns, but believes the issue has been thoroughly 
addressed as it relates to the scope of this SEIS. 
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39-A 

Response on previous page. 
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40-A 
The Navy is sympathetic to the concerns voiced by residents along First Street throughout 
the public involvement process for the SEIS.  During scoping and the DSEIS public 
participation process, many individuals raised erosion concerns and referred to USACE 
2000 and 2005 reports. Therefore, in preparation of this SEIS, both reports were carefully 
reviewed and the information was placed in context with analyses and findings of all 
relevant reports including submissions by agencies, citizens and others.   
The USACE prepared a report over 50 years ago about ongoing erosion along the First 
Street shoreline and informed property owners of the erosion problems (USACE 1955 in 
Chapter 10 References). The Navy studied all relevant reports including the relationship of 
the 1999 turning basin dredging to erosion along First Street (refer to Chapter 5 and 
Appendices B and H). The Navy assessed the relative influence of present and historical 
San Diego Bay shoreline processes and measured currents in the bay to determine the 
potential for sediment deposits and sediment movements and modeled the effects of 
dredging on currents and potential sediment transport. The Navy also conducted research 
on the location, speed, and frequency of carrier and tugboat movements in the bay to 
determine if wave action from carriers is contributing to erosion. The SEIS analyzes the 
potential for boat waves in the bay by all vessels and clearly shows that it is other vessels 
not aircraft carriers that are responsible for the boat waves of concern referenced in the 
2000 USACE report.  Aircraft carriers travel slowly through the bay and do not generate 
large wakes; do not travel south of the turning basin near First Street; and are a very small 
portion of the total ship traffic in the bay.  Additional analysis on the velocity of boat 
waves generated by ship traffic in San Diego Bay is beyond the scope of this SEIS. 
The lack of regional inputs of sediment plays a vital role in explaining San Diego Bay 
shoreline dynamics.  Sediment inputs are a critical component of shoreline stability with 
very direct impacts on the shape of the shoreline (See reference USACE 1955).  Until new 
sediment sources are introduced or old ones (rivers, creeks, bluffs) are re-established, the 
shoreline equilibrium will remain unbalanced and a negative sediment budget will persist. 
This removal of sediment input to the bay perpetuates erosion along the subject area today. 
The Reduced Sedimentation and Shoreline Configuration sections of Chapter 5 of the SEIS 
describe this in detail. The geomorphology of San Diego Bay explains why there has 
always been an area of substantially lower bathymetry in the vicinity of the main channel 
and turning basin, the reason for the geological depression allowing the bay to exist 
between North Island and Coronado (the Spanish Bight), and the significant inland cut 
along the northern extent of First Street relative to the rest of the First Street shoreline. The 
Geomorphology and Currents sections of Chapter 5 of the SEIS describe this in detail. First 
Street is not unique in experiencing erosion or a reduction of sediment along the San Diego 
Bay shoreline. As noted in the 2000 USACE report, analysis of shoreline erosion rates 
showed “varying amounts of filling along the coast of the study area for all years through 
  
 
(Continued on next page.) 
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40-A (Continued from previous page.) 

1985 (p.3)”. It is no coincidence that the shoreline has receded substantially since sand 
replenishment efforts were ceased. 

The 2000 USACE report did not cite the turning basin as a cause of erosion. This report 
does state that ship wake is the cause of erosion.  The 2000 USACE report stated that “the 
source of erosion was primarily due to wave energy created by boat and ship traffic” (p. 
10).  Erosion described in the 2000 report occurred before the channel and turning basin 
were deepened in 1999/2000.  The 2000 USACE was revised in 2005 and further stated 
that “wave energy caused by ship traffic within the navigation channel is the cause of 
erosion damaging the shoreline” (p.10).  The 2005 USACE report also determined that 
there was “no Federal Interest and responsibility set forth in the legislative authorities 
under the continuing authority program from generated wave wash” (p. 10). 

The Navy concluded that the operation and movement of carriers and their tugs do not 
cause or contribute to erosion along First Street (see response 39-A for the Navy’s 
conclusions on the study of carrier movements). 

The Navy is sympathetic to residents concerns, but believes the issue has been thoroughly 
addressed as it relates to the scope of this SEIS. 

 



December 2008   CVN Homeporting Final SEIS 

K-160  Appendix K 

 

Navy Response 

Response on previous page. 

 

 



CVN Homeporting Final SEIS  December 2008 

Appendix K  K-161 

 

Navy Response 

Comment begins on following page. 
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41-A 

As the commenter points out, the Navy’s 2008 Erosion Study concluded that neither 
dredging nor aircraft carriers contribute to erosion along First Street. In fact, the 
USACE prepared a report over 50 years ago about ongoing erosion along the First 
Street shoreline and informed property owners of the erosion problems (USACE 1955 
in Chapter 10 References). The Navy studied all relevant reports including 
submissions by agencies, citizens and others.   

For this SEIS, the Navy studied the relationship of the 1999 turning basin dredging to 
erosion along First Street (refer to Chapter 5 and Appendix C). The Navy assessed the 
relative influence of present and historical San Diego Bay shoreline processes and 
measured currents in the bay to determine the potential for sediment deposits and 
sediment movements and modeled the effects of dredging on currents and potential 
sediment transport. The Navy also conducted research on the location, speed, and 
frequency of carrier and tugboat movements in the bay to determine if wave action 
from carriers is contributing to erosion. 

The 2000 USACE report did not cite the turning basin as a cause of erosion. This 
report does state that ship wake is the cause of erosion.  The 2000 USACE report 
stated that “the source of erosion was primarily due to wave energy created by boat 
and ship traffic” (p. 10).  Erosion described in the 2000 report occurred before the 
channel and turning basin were deepened in 1999/2000.  The 2000 USACE was 
revised in 2005 and further stated that “wave energy caused by ship traffic within the 
navigation channel is the cause of erosion damaging the shoreline” (p.10).  The 2005 
USACE report also determined that there was “no Federal Interest and responsibility 
set forth in the legislative authorities under the continuing authority program from 
generated wave wash” (p. 10). 

Due to the cause and effect relationship, the lack of regional inputs of sediment plays a 
vital role in explaining San Diego Bay shoreline dynamics. Sediment inputs are a 
critical component of shoreline stability with very direct impacts on the shape of the 
shoreline. Until new sediment sources are introduced or old ones (rivers, creeks, 
bluffs) are re-established, the shoreline equilibrium will remain unbalanced and a 
negative sediment budget will persist. This removal of sediment input to the Bay 
perpetuates erosion along the subject area today. The Reduced Sedimentation and 
Shoreline Configuration sections of Chapter 5 of the SEIS describe this in detail. 

 

 

(Continued on next page.) 
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41-A (Continued from previous page.) 

The geomorphology of San Diego Bay explains why there has always been an area of 
substantially lower bathymetry in the vicinity of the main channel and turning basin, 
the reason for the geological depression allowing the bay to exist between North 
Island and Coronado (the Spanish Bight), and the significant inland cut along the 
northern extent of First Street relative to the rest of the First Street shoreline. The 
Geomorphology and Currents sections of Chapter 5 of the SEIS describe this in detail. 
First Street is not unique in experiencing erosion or a reduction of sediment along the 
San Diego Bay shoreline. As noted in the 2000 USACE report, analysis of shoreline 
erosion rates showed “varying amounts of filling along the coast of the study area for 
all years through 1985 (p.3).” It is no coincidence that the shoreline has receded 
substantially since then. 
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41-A 

Response on previous page. 
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Comment begins on following page. 
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42-A 

The Navy is sympathetic to the concerns voiced by residents along First Street 
throughout the public involvement process for the SEIS.  During scoping and the 
DSEIS public participation process, many individuals raised erosion concerns and 
referred to USACE 2000 and 2005 reports. Therefore, in preparation of this SEIS, both 
reports were carefully reviewed and the information was placed in context with 
analyses and findings of all relevant reports including submissions by agencies, 
citizens and others (see additional information added to SEIS Chapter 5).   

The Navy studied all relevant reports including the relationship of the 1999 turning 
basin dredging to erosion along First Street (SEIS Chapter 5 and Appendices B and 
H). The Navy assessed the relative influence of present and historical San Diego Bay 
shoreline processes and measured currents in the bay to determine the potential for 
sediment deposits and sediment movements and modeled the effects of dredging on 
currents and potential sediment transport.  

The oldest photos and maps shown in SEIS Appendix B show that the original 
shoreline at First Street was too low and insubstantial to support development. A 
shoreline built of artificial fill, like the one at First Street erodes relatively easily as 
described in SEIS Chapter 5, Geomorphology and as shown in Figure 6 of Appendix 
B. This is further compounded by the build-out of land into deeper waters, along with 
irregular and inadequate shoreline stabilization. The USACE prepared a report over 50 
years ago about ongoing erosion along the First Street shoreline and informed property 
owners of the erosion problems (USACE 1955 in Chapter 10 References). The Navy 
also conducted research on the location, speed, and frequency of carrier and tugboat 
movements in the bay to determine if wave action from carriers is contributing to 
erosion. This analysis clearly shows that it is other vessels not aircraft carriers that are 
responsible for the boat waves of concern referenced in the 2000 USACE report.  
Aircraft carriers travel slowly through the bay and do not generate large wakes, do not 
travel south of the turning basin near First Street, and are a very small portion of the 
total ship traffic in the bay.   
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42-A (Continued from previous page.) 

 The Navy’s study of currents showed that currents in the area are too weak to move 
sediments along the shore; therefore, they do not allow for sediment transport from 
First Street to any sinks (See SEIS Chapter 5.2, Currents).   

The 2000 and 2005 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) reports on this erosion 
issue have been carefully considered in the SEIS.  Additional discussion on this topic 
is included in Section 5.3 of the SEIS (also refer to response to comments 36-B 
through 36-K). The Navy is sympathetic to residents concerns, but believes the issue 
has been thoroughly addressed as it relates to the scope of this SEIS. 
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43-A 

In the SEIS, the Navy conducted research on the location, speed, and frequency of 
carrier movements in the bay to determine if wave action from carriers is 
contributing to erosion, and concluded: 

 Location – carriers do not travel south of the turning basin near First Street 
and could not cause wave action that area. 

 Frequency – the amount of ship movements in San Diego Bay attributed to 
aircraft carriers amounts to less than 0.02 percent of all ship traffic in the bay. 

 Speed – carriers tend to travel slowly through the middle of the bay, limiting 
the potential for generating large wakes that would impact the shoreline. 

In addition, tug boats assisting the carriers are not a substantial source of wakes. 
The tug boats operate within the turning basin with the screws pointed downward 
as discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.2 Currents in the SEIS. 
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44-A 

Comment noted. 
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45-A 

The Navy is sympathetic to the concerns voiced by residents along First Street 
throughout the public involvement process for the SEIS.  Based on these scoping 
comments, the SEIS evaluated erosion along First Street as it relates to the 1995 
FEIS, the 1999 FEIS and this SEIS. This study evaluated both USACE reports of 
2000 and 2005, and relied upon the entire body of evidence (Appendices B, H, and 
cited references) carefully reviewed in this analysis. The details of this evaluation 
are contained in Chapter 5 of the SEIS, in which additional explanation has been 
added. Also see responses to the engineering report, comments 36-B through 36-
K.  

The Navy studied all relevant reports including submissions by agencies, citizens 
and others.  For this SEIS, the Navy studied the relationship of the 1999 turning 
basin dredging to erosion along First Street (refer to Chapter 5 and Appendix B). 
The Navy assessed the relative influence of present and historical San Diego Bay 
shoreline processes and measured currents in the bay to determine the potential for 
sediment deposits and sediment movements and modeled the effects of dredging 
on currents and potential sediment transport. The Navy also conducted research on 
the location, speed, and frequency of carrier and tugboat movements in the bay to 
determine if wave action from carriers is contributing to erosion. 

The USACE prepared a report over 50 years ago about ongoing erosion along the 
First Street shoreline and informed property owners of the erosion problems 
(USACE 1955 in Chapter 10 References). The 2000 USACE report states that “the 
15 year period from 1985 and 2000 erosion of the shoreline, particularly the 
western portion of the study area, has been found to be as much as 25 feet. This 
appears to be the result of inadequate shoreline protection and the filling of the 
shoreline extending it to deeper water”. Also refer to Section 5.2 and 5.3 of the 
SEIS. The 2000 USACE report did not cite the turning basin as a cause of erosion. 
This report does state that ship wake is the cause of erosion.  The 2000 USACE 
report stated that “the source of erosion was primarily due to wave energy created 
by boat and ship traffic” (p. 10).  Erosion described in the 2000 report occurred 
before the channel and turning basin were deepened in 1999/2000.  The 2000 
USACE was revised in 2005 and further stated that “wave energy caused by ship 
traffic within the navigation channel is the cause of erosion damaging the 
shoreline” (p.10).   

 

 

(Continued on next page.) 
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45-A (Continued from previous page.) 

The SEIS analyzes the potential for boat waves in the bay by all vessels and 
clearly shows that it is other vessels not aircraft carriers that are responsible for the 
boat waves of concern referenced in the 2000 USACE report.  Aircraft carriers 
travel slowly through the bay and do not generate large wakes; do not travel south 
of the turning basin near First Street; and are a very small portion of the total ship 
traffic in the bay. The 2005 USACE report also determined that there was “no 
Federal Interest and responsibility set forth in the legislative authorities under the 
continuing authority program from generated wave wash” (p. 10). 

The Navy is sympathetic to residents concerns, but believes the issue has been 
thoroughly addressed as it relates to the scope of this SEIS. 
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Response on following page. 
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Navy Response 

46-A 

The Navy is sympathetic to the concerns voiced by residents along First Street 
throughout the public involvement process for the SEIS.  Based on these scoping 
comments, the SEIS evaluated erosion along First Street as it relates to the 1995 FEIS, 
the 1999 FEIS and this SEIS. This study evaluated both USACE reports of 2000 and 
2005. The details of this evaluation are contained in Chapter 5 of the SEIS. 

The Navy studied all relevant reports including submissions by agencies, citizens and 
others.  For this SEIS, the Navy studied the relationship of the 1999 turning basin dredging 
to erosion along First Street (refer to Chapter 5 and Appendix B). The Navy assessed the 
relative influence of present and historical San Diego Bay shoreline processes and 
measured currents in the bay to determine the potential for sediment deposits and sediment 
movements and modeled the effects of dredging on currents and potential sediment 
transport. The Navy also conducted research on the location, speed, and frequency of 
carrier and tugboat movements in the bay to determine if wave action from carriers is 
contributing to erosion. 

The USACE prepared a report over 50 years ago about ongoing erosion along the First 
Street shoreline and informed property owners of the erosion problems (USACE 1955 in 
Chapter 10 References). The USACE reports states that “the 15 year period from 1985 and 
2000 erosion of the shoreline, particularly the western portion of the study area, has been 
found to be as much as 25 feet. This appears to be the result of inadequate shoreline 
protection and the filling of the shoreline extending it to deeper water”(also refer to Section 
5.2 and 5.3 of the SEIS). The 2000 USACE report did not cite the turning basin as a cause 
of erosion. This report does state that ship wake is the cause of erosion.  The 2000 USACE 
report stated that “the source of erosion was primarily due to wave energy created by boat 
and ship traffic” (p. 10).  Erosion described in the 2000 report occurred before the channel 
and turning basin were deepened in 1999/2000.  The 2000 USACE was revised in 2005 and 
further stated that “wave energy caused by ship traffic within the navigation channel is the 
cause of erosion damaging the shoreline” (p.10).   

The Navy has no authority to undertake or obtain permits for erosion controlling actions on 
private property; the USACE would be the permitting authority.  

The SEIS analyzes the potential for boat waves in the bay by all vessels and clearly shows 
that it is other vessels not aircraft carriers that are responsible for the boat waves of concern 
referenced in the 2000 USACE report.  The Navy concluded that the operation and 
movement of carriers and their tugs do not cause or contribute to erosion along First Street.  
Aircraft carriers travel slowly through the bay and do not generate large wakes; do not 
travel south of the turning basin near First Street; and are a very small portion of the total 
ship traffic in the bay.  

(Continued on next page.) 
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46-A (Continued from previous page.) 

In addition, the dredging at NASNI associated with the implementation of the 1999 
FEIS was not a factor causing or contributing to erosion at First Street.  The regional 
lack of sediment inputs directly affects the First Street shoreline as shown in Figure 
5.3-1 of the SEIS. Sediment inputs are a critical component of shoreline stability with 
very direct impacts on the shape of the shoreline (See reference USACE 1955).  Until 
new sediment sources are introduced or old ones (rivers, creeks, bluffs) are re-
established, the shoreline equilibrium will remain unbalanced and a negative sediment 
budget will persist. This removal of sediment input to the bay perpetuates erosion 
along the subject area today. The Reduced Sedimentation and Shoreline Configuration 
sections of Chapter 5 of the SEIS describe this in detail.  

The geomorphology of San Diego Bay explains why there has always been an area of 
substantially lower bathymetry in the vicinity of the main channel and turning basin, 
the reason for the geological depression allowing the bay to exist between North 
Island and Coronado (the Spanish Bight), and the significant inland cut along the 
northern extent of First Street relative to the rest of the First Street shoreline. The 
Geomorphology and Currents sections of Chapter 5 of the SEIS describe this in detail. 
First Street is not unique in experiencing erosion or a reduction of sediment along the 
San Diego Bay shoreline. As noted in the 2000 USACE report, analysis of shoreline 
erosion rates showed “varying amounts of filling along the coast of the study area for 
all years through 1985 (p.3).” It is no coincidence that the shoreline has receded 
substantially since sand replenishment efforts were ceased. 

The Navy is sympathetic to residents concerns, but believes the issue has been 
thoroughly addressed as it relates to the scope of this SEIS. 

46-B 

The Navy is committed to continue working with the City of Coronado and its 
residents as a good neighbor and community citizen.  
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46-C 

Please refer to responses 46-A and 46-B. 
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Navy Response 

Please refer to responses 46-A and 46-B. 
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Navy Response 

Please refer to responses 46-A and 46-B. 
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Navy Response 

46-D 

Please refer to responses 46-A and 46-B. 
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Navy Response 

Please refer to responses 46-A and 46-B. 
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Navy Response 

Please refer to responses 46-A and 46-B. 
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47-A 
Although the comments are outside the scope of the SEIS for completeness the 
following information is provided: 

The Navy does not agree with the commenter that reportable releases of radiation are 
kept confidential, and does not agree that a radiation monitoring system is needed.  As 
explained in the response to public comments in the CVN Homeporting EIS published 
in July 1999, the Navy maintains an excellent record regarding protection of public 
health and the environment.  The Navy's extensive effort placed on nuclear propulsion 
plant design, operational practices, oversight, work controls, emergency planning and 
emergency response fully safeguards the public.   

Evidence of the Navy's success is demonstrated by the Navy's record of never having a 
reactor accident or a release of radioactivity having an adverse effect on human health 
or the quality of the environment. Releases of radioactivity above a certain threshold 
are required by federal law to be immediately reported to the proper officials.  The 
Navy is not exempt from these regulations; however, the Naval Nuclear Propulsion 
Program has never released an amount that would require notification.   

Environmental monitoring is conducted by the Navy in U.S. and foreign harbors 
frequented by U.S. naval nuclear-powered ships, with results reported annually.  The 
EPA conducts independent surveys in U.S. harbors frequented by U.S. nuclear-
powered ships.  This monitoring consists of analyzing harbor sediment, water, and 
marine life samples for radioactivity associated with naval nuclear propulsion plants; 
radiation monitoring around the perimeter of the support facilities; and effluent 
monitoring. Environmental samples from each of these harbors are also checked at 
least annually by a Department of Energy laboratory to ensure analytical procedures 
are correct and standardized.  Results of this monitoring are publicly available in 
reports published annually. This environmental monitoring program has confirmed 
that U.S. nuclear powered ships have not had an adverse effect on human health or the 
quality of the environment. 

Regarding installation of independent radiation monitoring stations, the 1999 CVN 
EIS cited the latest Nuclear Regulatory Commission study noting "it is highly 
questionable that a fixed station emergency monitoring system can provide sufficiently 
reliable technical information to be of use in the decision-making process in the event 
of an emergency situation."  The Navy continues to rely on its long standing, practiced 
radiological emergency response procedures, which include coordination with 
appropriate state and local officials.   
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48-A 

The Navy agrees and has been actively working to expand childcare for military 
members.  A contract to construct a new First Five facility at NASNI, funded by a 
grant from the State of California, was recently awarded with construction to begin in 
2009.  Also, additional child care construction is planned for award in 2009, which 
will provide even more child care at NASNI as well as at NAB Coronado. 
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Navy Response 

49-A 

Comment noted. Appropriate Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection and physical security 
measures have been implemented. 
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