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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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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. 
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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. 

 

 

 



December 2008   CVN Homeporting Final SEIS 

K-10  Appendix K 

 

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.  
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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. 

 

 



CVN Homeporting Final SEIS  December 2008 

Appendix K  K-19 

 

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. 
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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 

 

 

COMMENT LETTER REPEATED FROM PREVIOUS 
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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. 

 

 

 



December 2008   CVN Homeporting Final SEIS 

K-34  Appendix K 

 

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 

Responses on previous page. 
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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.) 



December 2008   CVN Homeporting Final SEIS 

K-44  Appendix K 

 

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. 
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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.) 
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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. 
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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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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. 



December 2008   CVN Homeporting Final SEIS 

K-74  Appendix K 

 

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. 

 

 



December 2008   CVN Homeporting Final SEIS 

K-76  Appendix K 

 

Navy Response 

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   

 



CVN Homeporting Final SEIS  December 2008 

Appendix K  K-93 

 

Navy Response 

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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Navy Response 

Response on previous page. 

 



December 2008   CVN Homeporting Final SEIS 

K-98  Appendix K 

 

Navy Response 

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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Navy Response 

22-C 

Response on previous page. 
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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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Navy Response 

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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26-A 

A copy of the Draft SEIS was mailed to the address provided. 
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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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26-B 

Response on previous page. 
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27A 

Response on following page. 
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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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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. 
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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. 
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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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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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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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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.   
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36-A 

Response on previous page. 

 

 



December 2008   CVN Homeporting Final SEIS 

K-142  Appendix K 

 

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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Navy Response 

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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Navy Response 

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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Navy Response 

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. 

 



CVN Homeporting Final SEIS  December 2008 

Appendix K  K-151 

 

Navy Response 

Response on following page. 
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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. 
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Response on previous page. 
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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. 
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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).   
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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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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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46-D 

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

  



CVN Homeporting Final SEIS  December 2008 

Appendix K  K-179 

 

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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49-A 

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