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U.S. Navy 

Northeast comer ofNaval Air Station North Island (NASNI), with 
additional activities southeast ofthe Naval Amphibious Base (NAB) 
(dredged material disposal site) and the western portion ofNASNI 
(mitigation site), Coronado, San Diego County (Exhibits 1 and 2). 

Homeporting of two NIMITZ-Class nuclear powered 
aircraft carriers, including dredging 534,000 cubic yards of 
sediment from Berth J, disposal of dredged material to 
create intertidal/subtidal habitat southeast of NAB, Pier J/K 
reconstruction and fill of 1.5 acres, creation of intertidal 
habitat mitigation area near Pier B, relocating the existing 
ferry/flag landing, and construction of a warehouse, fleet 
support building, equipment laydown building, and utility 
and fencing improvements (Exhibits 1-4) . 



CD-89-99 
Navy Homeporting, Phase 2 
Page2 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Subject 

Executive Summary 
Project Description 
Background/Project History 
Resolution of Concurrence 
Marine Resources/Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Public Access and Recreation 
Scenic Resources 
Archaeology 
Geologic Hazards 

Page# 

2 
4 
5 
9 
9 

31 
35 
37 
38 
39 Air Quality 

Exhibits 
Appendix A - Correspondence 

End of Document 
Following Exhibits 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The U.S. Navy has submitted a consistency determination for proposed construction of facilities 
and infrastructure needed to support the homeporting of two NIMITZ-class nuclear-powered 
aircraft carriers (CVNs) at Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) in Coronado, San Diego 
County. (On November 16, 1995, the Commission concurred with a Navy consistency 
determination (CD-95-95) for the homeporting of one CVN at NASNI.) The current project 
includes: (1) dredging to deepen Berth J to accommodate a deep-draft CVN; (2) reconstructing 
Berth J/K, including 1.5 acres ofbay fill to support a CVN wharf; (3) facilities and infrastructure 
to support two homeported CVNs, including a CVN warehouse, a fleet support building, an 
equipment laydown building, and lighting and fencing improvements; (4) relocating the existing 
ferry landing at NASNI; (5) constructing a 37-acre intertidal/subtidal habitat enhancement area in 
bay waters south of the Naval Amphibious Base; and (6) constructing a 2.6-acre eelgrass/bay fill 
mitigation site adjacent to Pier Bon North Island. 

Marine resource/environmentally sensitive habitat issues are addressed as follows: (1) the project 
is an allowable use for estuarine fill under Section 30233(a) of the Coastal Act; (2) the dredge 
materials have been sufficiently tested and the proposed disposal activities are suitable for in-bay 
disposal given the sediment test results; (3) with the mitigation and monitoring measures 
incorporated into the project, the project represents the least damaging feasible alternative; (4) 
dredged material will be disposed within the San Diego Bay estuary and therefore sand supply 
issues are not raised; (5) dredging and disposal impacts will be adequately monitored, with 
provisions for modifications and/or remediation should circumstances justify it; (6) adequate 
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mitigation is being provided for estuarine fill and impacts to eelgrass and least terns; (7) the 
functional capacity of the San Diego Bay estuary will not be affected; and (8) oil/hazardous 
substances spill risks and radiation hazards will not be increased. The Commission therefore 
concludes that the project is consistent with the marine resources, water quality, 
diking/filling/dredging, environmentally sensitive habitat, and hazardous materials risk policies 
(Sections 30230-30233 and 30240) of the Coastal Act. 

The public access and recreation issues potentially raised by the project include: (1) whether 
physical public access along the NASNI shoreline should be provided; and (2) spillover impacts 
off-base such as traffic and parking congestion, which can affect access and recreation. The 
project will not affect physical access to the shoreline and therefore mitigation in the form of 
public access at NASNI is not required. The proposed conversion at NASNI ofhomeported CVs 
to CVNs raises only minor concerns with regard to coastal recreational traffic in the project area 
generated by NASNI personnel, given the minor increase in personnel assigned to a CVN 
compared to a CV, and the overall decrease in personnel assigned to NASNI since 1995. The 
Commission therefore concludes that the project is consistent with the public access and 
recreation policies (Sections 30210-30212, 30250, 30252, 30253(5), and 30254) ofthe Coastal 
Act. 

The project would not generate significant visual resource impacts, and the Navy will use its base 
architectural plan to minimize any potential impacts. The State Historic Preservation Officer 
concurs with the Navy that the project would not affect any significant archaeological resources . 
The project is adequately designed for potential geologic hazards and would not contribute to 
geologic instabilty on or adjacent to the site. Potential adverse air quality impacts will be 
mitigated through a permit from the San Diego County Air Pollution Control District. The 
Commision therefore concludes that the project is consistent with the visual resource (Section 
30251), archaeological resource (Section 30244), geologic hazard (Section 30253(1) and (2)), and 
air quality (Section 30253(3)) policies of the Coastal Act. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

1. Final EIS for the Developing Home Port Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class 
Aircraft Carriers in Support ofthe U.S. Pacific Fleet, July 1999. 

2. Consistency Determinations CD-95-95 (Navy, Homeporting), ND-72-96, CD-
29-97, ND-62-97, CD-140-97, CD-161-97, and CD-9-98 (Navy, Homeporting 
modifications). 

3. Final EIS for the Development of Facilities in the San Diego-Coronado to 
support the Homeporting of One NIMITZ Class Aircraft Carrier, October 1995 . 
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4. Sand Screening (Harris) Report, FY '97 MCON Project P-706, Channel 
Dredging, Naval Air Station North Island, Coronado, California, U.S. Navy, January 29, 
1998. 

5. Corps of Engineers, Navy, and Coast Guard San Diego Bay Dredging 
Consistency Determinations CD-71-95, CD-26-94, CD-91-93, CD-53-87, CD-3-87, and 
CD-33-85. 

6. Notice of Preparation of Environmental Impact Report for the San Diego 
Regional Beach Replenishment Project, April20, 1999. 

STAFF SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 

I. Project Description. The U.S. Navy proposes to construct and operate facilities and 
infrastructure needed to support the homeporting of two NIMITZ-class nuclear-powered aircraft 
carriers (CVNs) at Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) in Coronado, San Diego County 
(Exhibits 1-4). The two CVNs would join the U.S. Pacific Fleet, replacing two conventionally 
powered aircraft carriers (CV s) homeported at NASNI, and join one CVN homeported at NASNL 
The proposed project, alternatives, and environmental commitments are described in detail in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement for Developing Home Port Facilities for Three NIMm-

• 

Class Aircraft Carriers in Support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet (1999), which is incorporated by • 
reference into this report. Project construction is scheduled to commence in November 1999 and 
extend through July 2002. 

The proposed action at NASNI consists of the following elements: 

1. Dredging. A CVN is 1,092 feet long, 252 feet wide on the flight deck, and 134 feet 
wide at the hull, and is one of deepest draft ships in the Navy fleet. To accommodate a 
deep-draft CVN at NASNI Berth J, a 17.7-acre area at the berth would be dredged from-
42 feet to -50 feet mean lower low water (MLL W) with a 3-foot overdepth dredging 
allowance (Exhibits 4, 5, and 9). The volume of dredged material from the berthing and 
dike foundation areas is estimated at 534,000 cubic yards (c.y.). The dredged material 
from the berthing area would be removed by a combination of hydraulic and clamshell 
dredges. With a hydraulic dredge, the sediment would be pumped through a pipe placed 
along the bay floor to the NAB site; with a clamshell dredge, the sediment would be 
loaded onto bottom dump barges that would place the sediment directly at the NAB site 
Exhibits 6 and 7). In addition, approximately 48,400 c.y. of sediment would be 
excavated to construct a 2.6-acre bay fill and eelgrass mitigation site at the western edge 
ofNASNI near Pier B (Exhibit 8). Excavation for the mitigation site would use 
exclusively land-based equipment. 

2. Disposal. The 534,000 c.y. of dredged material from Berth J would be disposed at an 
area just south of the Naval Amphibious Base (NAB) to create a 37-acre intertidal/ • 
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shallow subtidal habitat enhancement area. Of the 48,400 c.y. to be excavated from the 
Pier B mitigation site, approximately 29,400 c.y. will be used as bay fill for construction 
of the new Pier J wharf. The remaining dredged material from the mitigation site 
(approximately 19,000 c.y.) would be stockpiled at NASNI for future habitat 
enhancement or construction purposes. 

3. New Wharf and Landfill. The existing J/K pier, representing 1.3 acres of surface area, 
would be demolished and replaced with a new wharf to provide the required CVN 
dimensions of 90 feet wide and 1,300 feet long. The new 1.5-acre landfill and wharf 
would be contained by a dike structure consisting of approximately 84,600 c.y. of 
imported quarry run and armor stone. The dike structure will be constructed by 
excavating down to existing bearing material in the bay and filling it with quarry and 
armor rock material. The rock containment dike placement will be constructed to 
accommodate expected operational conditions, including fill loads and seismic activity. 
The fill material (imported from the west end ofNASNI near Pier B) would be covered 
with an asphalt concrete cap to provide laydown space during maintenance and a 
transitional paved area to the other CVN berth facilities. The concrete wharf would be 
supported by concrete and steel piles, reinforced concrete pile cap beams, and the deck 
slab. The wharf and related facilities would provide steam, condensate return, low­
pressure compressed air, potable water, pure water, salt water, sanitary sewer, oily waste, 
jet fuel, and marine diesel fuel. Electrical utilities would include a new 4,160-V 
substation. Steam piping on the wharf would run along the wharf edge. Condensate 
return piping would run on pipe hangers along the underside of the wharf. 

4. Other Improvements. Other improvements would include relocating the existing 
ferry/flag landing that accomodates NASNI personnel transported across San Diego Bay. 
The landing is proposed to be relocated from west of Pier J/K to an existing small boat 
pier directly south of Pier K. A CVN warehouse, a fleet support building, and an 
equipment laydown building, and lighting and fencing improvements would be 
constructed. 

II. Background!Pro.iect History. On November 16, 1995, the Commission concurred with the 
Navy's consistency determination for the relocation of one NIMITZ class aircraft carrier from the 
Alameda Naval Air Station (San Francisco Bay) to NASNI (CD-95-95). The previous project 
consisted of the following activities (Exhibits 10 and 11 ): (1) dredging of the carrier berthing 
area, turning basin, and the San Diego Bay navigation channel; (2) disposal of the dredged 
material as bay fill, at the designated ocean disposal site, and at various beach disposal sites; (3) 
construction of berthing facilities to accommodate the larger class ship and its greater utility 
requirements; (4) construction of maintenance facilities equipped and designed to support a 
NIMITZ class aircraft carrier; and (5) mitigation along the west shore of North Island to replace 
the loss of shallow bay habitat in the carrier turning basin. 

The three "depot-level" propulsion plant maintenance facilities constructed under CD-95-
95 are the Controlled Industrial Facility (CIF), Ship Maintenance Facility (SMF), and 
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Maintenance Support Facility (MSF). The CIF is used for the inspection, modification, 
and repair of radiologically controlled equipment and components associated with naval 
nuclear propulsion plants. The SMF would house the machine tools, industrial processes, 
and work functions necessary to perform non-radiological depot-level maintenance on 
CVN propulsion plants. The MSF would house the primary administrative and technical 
staff offices supporting CVN propulsion plant maintenance, as well as the central area for 
receiving, inspecting, shipping, and storing materials. 

The beach/nearshore disposal portion of that project, as originally concurred with by the 
Commission in CD-95-95, consisted of placing 7.9 million c.y. of suitable clean sandy 
material at four beaches throughout the County (i.e., nearshore disposal at Imperial 
Beach, Del Mar, Oceanside, and Mission Beach). 

The Navy commenced disposal operations in September 1997, beginning with South 
Oceanside beach disposal and Mission Beach nearshore disposal. After disposing of 
about 50,000 c.y. of sand at South Oceanside, the Navy discovered hazardous munitions 
(including live ordnance) in the dredge material. On September 21, 1997, the Navy 
found twenty .50 caliber casings, a 20 mm mk-2 unfired shell, and three .50 caliber 
blanks on the beach. On September 25, the Navy discovered an 81 mm mortar on the 
beach. On September 28, the Navy found a 40 mm M25 shell casing, a 20 mm M2 1944 
shell casing, and a 45-70 MK12 shell casing, on its hopper dredge screens. No ordnance 
was found in investigations of nearshore disposal at Mission Beach, where about 7,000 
c. y. were disposed. 

Concerned about public health, but wishing to proceed expeditiously with the project, the 
Navy immediately ceased its beach and nearshore disposal operations and, on October 1, 
1997, sought Commission authorization for disposal at LA-5 of the Area 1 material. The 
Commission staff asked the Navy to request only the minimum necessary disposal at LA-
5, since at that time the Navy was still considering whether any of the Area 1 material 
could be safely used for beach replenishment. Consequently, the Navy requested interim 
authorization from the Executive Director to dispose of 561,000 c.y. of Area 1 material at 
LA-5, pending submittal of the matter to the full Commission for a public hearing. On 
October 3, 1997, the Executive Director informed the Navy that "In the interim the 
Commission staff does not oppose the Navy's current request to proceed to place at LA-5 
the Area 1 material ... ". This authorization was based in part on the Navy's commitment 
to submit a consistency determination for Commission review of any further LA-5 
disposal. 

On October 3, 1997, the Navy also received authorization from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Army Corps) and EPA, to take the entire Area 1 volume (3.44 million c.y) to 
LA-5, subject to certain conditions agreed to by the Navy, including that the Navy would 
screen the material using a 3-inch grating attached to the dredge pipeline intake. 

• 

• 

• 
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On October 14, 1997, as a follow-up to its interim request to the Commission for disposal 
of 561,000 c.y. at LA-5, the Navy wrote to the Commission stating its intent to dispose of 
the remainder ofthe Area 1 material at LA-5, but still put a substantial amount of sand 
onto beaches (i.e., the sand from the "inner channel" (i.e., Areas 4, 5, 6, 8 and 1 0). The 
Navy estimated this remaining amount to be approximately 1.5 million c.y ofbeach 
suitable material. 

On November 6, 1997, the Commission objected to the Navy Consistency Determination 
CD-140-97, which had originally been submitted as a request to dispose of up to 2.61 
million c.y. of"Area 1" material at LA-5, but which was modified during the public 
hearing, to a request to dispose of up to 645,000 c.y. and for a one month period. On 
November 13, 1997, the Navy submitted Consistency Determination CD-161-97, again 
for disposal of Area 1 material at LA-5 (this time for up to 871,000 c.y). This submittal 
was withdrawn prior to any Commission vote. 

On November 17, 1997, in dredging Area 4 and placing material on the beach at South 
Oceanside, the Navy discovered additional munitions, and subsequently suspended all 
beach/nearshore disposal. On November 19, 1997, the Navy informed the Commission 
that it was proceeding with the modified project for disposal at LA-5, despite the 
Commission's objection. 

After the Commission filed a lawsuit, on January 28, 1998, the U.S. District Court issued 
a preliminary injunction enjoining the Navy from conducting further dredging. The 
injunction was" ... conditioned upon the Commission's expeditious study of proposed 
alternatives to offshore dumping, including those set forth in the Harris Report, and the 
good faith of the parties to negotiate a resolution which is the stated goal of both sides." 

On January 30, 1998, the Navy submitted Consistency Determination CD-9-98 for the 
disposal of all the remaining material at LA-5. Also on January 30, 1998, the 
Commission's Executive Director wrote the Navy outlining a potential solution 
involving: (1) obtaining an authorization to use any excess existing project funds not 
spent by the Navy for beach replenishment; (2) increasing the federal match ratio to allow 
the Navy to spend up to $9.6 million in federal funds (to match $4.7 million in State 
funds); (3) obtaining additional funding (up to approximately $10 million) to make up for 
lost sand, "so that the end result is the placement of approximately the same amount of 
on-shore and near shore sand as had been originally included in the Navy's project." 
This letter indicated that the staff could recommend that the Commission remove its 
opposition to continued dredging and concur with a revised consistency determination 
containing these features. The letter further stated that: 

If the Navy agrees to vigorously seek this Congressional authorization, 
and if we can secure the firm support of the San Diego Congressional 
delegation for this initiative in the form of new legislation or an 
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amendment to an existing bill, that would probably be as much assurance 
as we can reasonably expect. 

On February 10, 1998, the Navy agreed to pursue legislative changes to allow the use of 
any remaining channel dredging project funds for beach nourishment, providing for 
alternative sources of sand including borrow site sand instead of channel sand for beach 
nourishment, as well as to support efforts to seek additional funds for beach nourishment 
" ... up to or equal to the· amount needed to provide the total amount of sand identified for 
beach replenishment in the project as approved [i.e., originally concurred with] by the 
Commission .... " Based on this agreement the Commission and the Navy jointly 
stipulated to a lifting of the District Court's preliminary injunction. The Navy 
subsequently modified its consistency determination to include these commitments. 

On March 10, 1998, the Commission concurred with the Navy's modified consistency 
determination which authorized LA-5 disposal but included these commitments for beach 
replenishment. 

On April 20, 1999, SANDAG, which has become the lead agency implementing the 
beach replenishment project using the Navy's funds and matching State funds, published 
a Notice of Preparation of an EIR for the San Diego Regional Beach Replenishment 
Project. This project consists of dredging up to three million c.y. of sand from offshore 
borrow sites and placing the sand on 13 beaches in San Diego County (Exhibits 12 and 
13). The current schedule calls for sand placement to begin in the spring of2000. 

Ill. Status of Local Coastal Program. The standard of review for federal consistency 
determinations is the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and not the Local Coastal 
Program (LCP) or Port Master Plan (PMP) of the affected area. If the LCP or PMP has 
been certified by the Commission and incorporated into the CCMP, it can provide 
guidance in applying Chapter 3 policies in light of local circumstances. If the LCP or 
PMP has not been incorporated into the CCMP, it cannot be used to guide the 
Commission's decision, but it can be used as background information. The City of San 
Diego's and Coronado's LCPs and the Port of San Diego's PMP have been certified by 
the Commission and incorporated into the CCMP. 

IV. Federal Agency's Consistency Determination. The Navy has determined the 
project consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the California Coastal 
Management Program. 

V. Staff Recommendation: 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following motion: 

MOTION. I move that the Commission concur with the Navy's consistency determination . 

• 

• 

• 
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The staff recommends a YES vote on this motion. A majority vote in the affirmative will 
result in adoption of the following resolution: 

Concurrence 

The Commission hereby concurs with the consistency determination made by the Navy 
for the proposed project, finding that the project is consistent to the maximum extent 
practicable with the California Coastal Management Program. 

VIII. Findings and Declarations: 

The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

A. Marine Resources/Environmentally Sensitive Habitat. 

1. Coastal Act Policies. Section 30230 of the Coastal Act provides: 

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored. 
Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or 
economic significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a 
manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will 
maintain healthy populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long­
term commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes. 

Section 30231 provides: 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, 
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum 
populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human health 
shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other 
means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and 
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water 
supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging 
waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that 
protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

Section 30232 provides: 

Protection against the spillage of crude oil, gas, petroleum products, or 
hazardous substances shall be provided in relation to any development or 
transportation of such materials. Effective containment and cleanup 
facilities and procedures shall be provided for accidental spills that do 
occur . 
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Section 30233 provides: 

(a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other 
applicable provisions of this division, where there is no feasible less 
environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation 
measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, 
and shall be limited to the following: 

(1) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent 
industrial facilities, including commercial fishing facilities. 

( 4) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including 
streams, estuaries, and lakes, new or expanded boating facilities .... 

(c) In addition to the other provisions of this section, diking, filling, or 
dredging in existing estuaries and wetlands shall maintain or enhance the 
functional capacity of the wetland or estuary. 

Section 30240 provides: 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such 
resources shall be allowed within such areas. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and 
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which 
would significantly degrade such areas, and shall be compatible with the 
continuance of such habitat areas. 

2. Background/Issue Summary. The Navy proposes to dredge approximately 
534,000 cubic yards of sediment in a 17.7-acre area to deepen the carrier berth at Berth J, 
and dispose of the dredged material offshore of the Naval Amphibious Base to create a 
37-acre intertidaVsubtidal habitat enhancement area. The Navy also proposes to excavate 
approximately 48,000 cubic yards of sediment to construct a mitigation site near Pier B, 
and use approximately 29,000 cubic yards of that material as bay fill for construction of 
the new wharf at Berth J (Exhibits 4-8). 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

CD-89-99 
Navy Homeporting, Phase 2 
Page 11 

The productivity of the San Diego Bay, one of California's major estuaries, has suffered as a 
result of, among other things, contaminant and sedimentation inputs, historical dredged material 
disposal, and projects that have in-filled wetland and estuarine areas. According to the Navy, the 
proposed project would not contribute to a further degradation of the productivity of the bay, since 
it includes measures to protect fish and wildlife habitat areas from potential adverse effects of 
construction, dredging, and fill activities, and includes mitigation when impacts cannot be 
avoided. 

In order to concur with the Navy's consistency determination, the Commission must find the 
project would not adversely affect marine resources and other environmentally sensitive habitat, 
and, because the project involves dredging and filling within a coastal estuary, complies with the 
three-part test of Section 30233(a) of the Coastal Act: (1) the project must be one of the eight 
allowable uses under Section 30233(a); (2) the project must be the least damaging feasible 
alternative; and (3) the project must include feasible mitigation measures to minimize adverse 
environmental effects. In addition, under Section 30233(b) and (c), the Commission must also be 
able to find that the project provides for beach replenishment where dredged material is suitable, 
and that the project will not alter the functional capacity of the estuary. 

3. Allowable Use. The project is a new or expanded port and/or coastal-dependent boating 
facility. The Commission therefore finds that the project therefore qualifies as the first and/or 
fourth of the eight enumerated uses listed under Section 30233(a) . 

4. Alternatives. Several alternatives issues are raised, primarily: (a) the decision to locate 
two CVNs at NASNI; (b) the size and location of the proposed fill area; and (c) potential dredged 
material disposal options. 

a. Locating CVNs at NASNI. The Navy completed an extensive analysis (documented in 
the FEIS) to identify a reasonable range of potential CVN horne port locations within the U.S. 
Pacific Fleet's Area of Responsibility along the West Coast and Hawaii. Possible concentrations 
of naval presence within the Pacific Fleet that would minimize the need for extensive 
improvements and expense in the creation of CVN horne port capacity were identified in San 
Diego, the Pacific Northwest, and Hawaii. Within these concentrations, specific CVN horne port 
locations were then selected as a result of their ability to satisfy a number of operational objectives 
or requirements. The Navy then compared each location's ability to provide necessary support 
facilities for varying numbers of CVNs. The Navy then identified a preferred alternative 
(Alternative Two in the FEIS) that would: (1) upgrade the current facilities and infrastructure at 
NASNI (which currently has the horneport capacity to support one CVN and two CVs) with the 
additional capacity to support a total of three CVNs; and (2) maintain the existing CVN horneport 
capacity at Naval Station Everett in the State of Washington. 

Horne port facilities and infrastructure for two CV s and one CVN currently exist at NASNI, which 
has provided the facilties and infrastructure to horneport three aircraft carriers since World War II. 
NASNI contains two CVN-capable berths: one for the NASNI homeported CVN and one for a 
transient CVN. CVNs horneported in the Pacific Northwest use this transient berth when in 
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training off of southern California. This transient berth would remain in operation after 
construction of the two proposed CVN homeport berths. The Depot Maintenance Facility 
constructed for the CVN now homeported at NASNI is capable of providing all necessary CVN 
pierside maintenance support for up to three homeported CVNs. Given the existing carrier 
facilities and the requirements for Pacific Fleet operations, the Navy determined that homeporting 
two additional CVNs at NASNI is the preferred alternative. 

b. Fill size and Location. The Navy maintains that the proposed 1 :5-acre fill in San Diego 
Bay for the reconstructed Pier J would support only essential structures and facilities, and is the 
minimum fill amount necessary to accommodate the CVN homeporting project. The Navy states 
that: 

The existing J/K. pier, representing 63,000 square-feet of surface area, would be demolished 
and reconstructed to provide CVN dimensions of 90 feet wide and 1 ,300 feet long .... The 
concrete wharf would provide steam, condensate return, low-pressure compressed air, 
potable water, pure water, salt water, sanitary sewer, oily waste, jet (JP-5) fuel and marine 
diesel fueL Electrical utilities would include a new 4,160-V substation. 

Approximately 29,000 cubic yards of sediments dredged from the Pier B mitigation site would be 
used as fill behind a rock containment dike constructed of approximately 85,000 cubic yards of 
imported quarry run and armor stone. 

c. Sediment Disposal Alternatives. A number of disposal sites for dredged sediments are 
Available within the San Diego Bay region, including beach replenishment, ocean disposal at 
EPA-designated site LA-5, and upland or nearshore confined disposal. The disposal option for a 
dredging project depend on several factors, including grain size, sediment quantity, and the 
chemical characteristics of the sediment. To determine the appropriate disposal alternative, the 
sediments proposed for dredging and disposal were evaluated by the Navy pursuant to the 
procedures described in the 1991 EPA/Coprs testing manual, Evaluation ofDredged Material 
Proposed for Ocean Disposal- Testing Manual (Green Book). The consistency determination 
discusses the test results: 

Sediment quality data were collected by the Navy within the turning basin and 
adjacent shipping channel as part of NIMITZ-class CVN Homeporting Project 
(DON 1995b). Sediment samples also were collected within the turning basin and 
analyzed as part of the Bay Protection and Toxic Cleanup Program (BPTCP) 
(Fairey et al. 1996). These data are appropriate for characterizing sediment 
quality in the general vicinity of Pier J/Kfor the EIS. Sampling and analyses of 
sediments within the dredging footprint were performed (during January through 
April 1999) according to protocols defined by EP AICOE to evaluate the suitability 
ofthe materials for in-bay (waters of the United States) and ocean disposal. 

Magnetometer and diver surveys were completed in May 1998 in the vicinity of 
Pier J/K to assess the presence of munitions in bottom sediments. These surveys 

• 

• 

• 
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did not detect munitions. In addition, sediments were tested for explosive 
compounds and none were detected (See the RCRA-based evaluation submitted 
with this CD). 

Surface sediments collected by the Navy at three locations offshore from the 
homeporting area and within the dredging footprint for the proposed project, 
consisted primarily of sand-sized particles (76 to 93 percent). Middle- and bottom­
core sediments contained similar proportions of sand-sized particles (64 to 98 · 
percent and 81 to 99 percent, respectively). Samples collected within the turning 
basin by the BPTCP contained higher proportions of fine-grained particles (<63 
micron diameter; 41 to 64 percent). 

Surface sediments contained total organic carbon (FOC) concentrations of0.01-
0.61 percent. Middle- and bottom-core sediments contained similar TOC 
concentrations (0.05 to 1.09 percent and 0.01 to 0. 73 percent, respectively). 
Sediments at adjacent sites (0-1 and 0-2) in the northwest portion of the approach 
channel contained similar TOC concentrations. Samples collected within the 
turning basin by the BPTCP contained relatively higher TOC concentrations (1.1 
to 1. 7 percent), consistent with the presence of higher percentages of fine-grained 
materials. 

Recent (December 1997) sampling and analyses of sediments in the vicinity of Pier 
J!K were performed to provide an evaluation of the potential presence of sediment 
contaminants. The results indicated that concentrations of all metals were below 
the respective efftcts range-median values, and most concentrations were below 
the respective effects range-low values. Further, concentrations of total petroleum 
hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds, and organotins typically were less than 
or approaching the respective method detection limits. The results of sediment 
analysis demonstrate that the sediments are not classified as hazardous waste 
relative to the State of California Title 22 criteria. 

Results of chemical analyses of sediment samples from the turning basin performed 
for the BPTCP were consistent with those obtained by the Navy. The BPTCP 
results indicated that levels of some metals (copper, mercury, and zinc) and 
organic contaminants (polychlorinated biphenyls [PCB] and polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons [P AH]) were above those where effects rarely occur, but were below 
those that cause biological efftcts. 

All of the testing results, when evaluated by the federal agencies responsible for 
approval of the proposed dredging project indicated that the sediments were 
suitable for both ocean and in-bay disposal according to criteria contained in the 
testing protocol . 
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Sampling of sediments in the North Island project area in 1996 showed no 
detectable radioactivity associated with Naval nuclear propulsion plant operation 
or servicing. 

In addition, the April1999 report by MEC Analytical Systems, Inc., Dredged Material Suitability 
Evaluation for MCON Project P-700A: Berthing Wharf- Phase II at NASNI, Coronado, CA, 
presented results of physical, chemical, and biological testing conducted on representative 
sediment collected at the proposed dredge· site. The reports conclusions are as follows: 

Tier II evaluation of sediment elutriates prepared from MCON P-700A sediments indicates 
that of the extensive list of analytes examined, none exceed ambient water quality criteria as 
defined in the California Ocean Plan (SWRCB 1998). 

Evaluation of suspended particulate phase test results showed no unacceptable water 
column impacts for any ofMCON P-700A sediments evaluated. 

Evaluation of solid phase test results showed no unacceptable benthic impacts for any of 
MCON P-700A sediments evaluated. 

Though tissue concentrations for a small number of contaminants were found to be elevated 
relative to reference in MCON P-700A sediment exposed organisms, these values were 

• 

generally within a factor of 1-3 of the reference and close to detection limits. Furthermore, • 
comparison to relevant residue-effect information via the USACE/USEPA ERED and CBRs 
for non-polar organics (McCarty and MacKay 1993) suggest that these measured tissue 
concentrations are unlikely to result in toxicity to benthic biota. Finally, those compounds 
found to be elevated above reference have little to no propensity to biomagnify and 
therefore are unlikely to affect higher trophic levels. 

A member of U.S. EPA's dredged sediment management unit confirmed with Commisson staff 
that the proposed dredged materials from the homeporting project are suitable for either open 
ocean disposal at LA-5 or in-bay disposal at the NAB enhancement site in San Diego Bay. 

(i) NAB Enhancement Site. The Navy proposes to transport dredged material from 
the Berth J deepening site to a water area just south of the Naval Amphibious Base 
(NAB) for the creation of intertidal/shallow subtidal habitat. This 37-acre site is located 
in Navy-controlled waters off-limits to the general public for military security and public 
safety reasons, and is presently comprised ofunvegetated silty, soft-bottom sediments 
(primarily fine sands, with lower percentages of silts and clays) at a depth of -10 to -12 
feet mean lower low water. The disposal of dredged materials to create the enhancement 
area includes a 300-foot buffer zone between existing eelgrass beds and the dredged 
material discharge points, and silt curtains will be used to limit the extent of discharge 
turbidity plumes. The enhancement area and a 1500-foot buffer zone will be surveyed 
before and after disposal to ensure no net loss of eelgrass at the site. In addition, eelgrass 
will be planted around the margin of the disposed sediments to improve the quality of the • 
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area for fisheries habitat. Staff from U.S. EPA and the National Marine Fisheries Service 
reported to Commission staff that the proposed use of dredged sediments to create the 
NAB enhancement area is a beneficial use of the sediments and will lead to an 
improvement in the marine habitat and fisheries in this part of San Diego Bay. 

Placement of dredged materials at the NAB enhancement site would cause short-term, 
adverse unavoidable impacts to water quality due to the creation of a turbidity plume and 

· elevated suspended sediment concentrations. However, long-term impacts to water 
quality from dredged material disposal operations would not occur because the sandy 
sediments released at the site will likely sink rapidly. Given the results of sediment 
testing completed by the Navy at the dredging site, placement of sediments at an NAB 
area would not result in significant releases of chemical contaminants to bay waters or 
mortality to aquatic organisms. Thus, impacts to water quality would occur, but these 
would be insignificant and temporary. Overall, as stated above, habitat impacts from this 
disposal would be beneficial. The Commission therefore finds that the placement of the 
sediments at the NAB site represents the least damaging feasible disposal alternative. 

(ii) Beach Replenishment. Beach erosion is a major problem along the beaches in San 
Diego County. This project, with its 534,000 cubic yards of dredged material, represents a 
potential benefit to recreation and protection of structures through its potential to provide sand to 
area beaches. To be considered suitable for beach nourishment, sediment must be free of 
chemical contamination and consist primarily of sand of an acceptable grain size (usually at least 
80 percent sand). The dredged sand must also be compatible with the existing material at the 
receiver beach site. As a result of the previously-referenced sediment testing, the dredged 
materials from the homeporting project are suitable for beach or nearshore disposal. 

However, the Navy is not proposing to place these on or offshore of area beaches due to the risk 
of munitions in the sediments. The consistency determination states that: 

Magnetometer and diver surveys were completed in May 1998 in the vicinity of Pier J/K to 
assess the presence of munitions in bottom sediments. These surveys did not detect 
munitions. In addition, sediments were tested for explosive compounds and none were 
detected (See the RCRA-based evaluation submitted with this CD). 

Notwithstanding these findings, the Navy has stated to Commission staff that a risk still exists that 
once dredging commences, munitions and ordnance that pose a severe and potentially life­
threatening danger to the public will be uncovered at the dredge site. During dredging and 
disposal operations, the Navy will screen out all foreign materials greater than three inches in 
diameter. However, the Navy believes that munitions as small as 5/16" in diameter may be 
located in the sediments, and further states that it is unable to screen the dredged materials to a 
degree specified as necessary by the Navy to guarantee public safety on area beaches. 
Commission staff exchanged communication in September 1999 with the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers staff at the Waterways Experiment Station regarding new information (since 1996) on 
hazards associated with ordnance in dredged materials placed in nearshore waters. The Corps 
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reported that the preliminary results of the Navy's "Harris Sand Screening Report (1998)" remain 
valid and that "ordnance, even on the larger end of what has been found in this project, is highly 
mobile in the nearshore. The USACOE is confident that no assurance can be made that ordnance 
will not move from the nearshore to the beach." 

The Commission previously examined this issue in consistency determinations for the 
homeporting of the first CVN at NASNI (CD-95-95, CD-140-97, CD-161-97, and CD-9-98). In 
that project, the Navy proposed to dispose 7.9 million cubic yards of sandy dredged material on 
area beaches. However, discovery of munitions and ordnance in sand placed on the beach led to a 
suspension of dredge and disposal work (see Section II, Background/Project History, on Page 4 of 
this report) and, ultimately, to the development of a substitute beach replenishment program 
involving the Navy and the San Diego Association of Governments, called the San Diego 
Regional Beach Sand Project (Exhibits 12 and 13). That project will dredge up to three million 
cubic yards of sand from a half dozen ocean floor sites located one mile offshore and pump the 
sand to thirteen beaches between Oceanside and Imperial Beach. The current schedule calls for 
sand placement on area beaches to begin in the spring of2000. 

As with the first homeporting project (CD-95-95), the Navy believes there are no feasible 
screening alternatives available that would allow for the placement of the dredged sediments on or 
offshore of area beaches. The Navy therefore proposes to dispose all the materials at the NAB 
intertidal/subtidal enhancement area in San Diego Bay. Unlike in CD-95-95, however, the Navy 

• 

is not proposing as a part of this project to place beach-compatible sediments from another • 
location as a substitute for the dredged materials going to the NAB site. However, the 
Commission concludes that such an element is not necessary in order to find the current project 
consistent with the sand supply policy of Section 30233(b) ofthe Coastal Act. Without further 
screening the Commission finds that the proposed dredged materials may not be suitable for beach 
replenishment due to the risk of munitions and ordnance present in the sediments. More 
importantly, unlike the situation in CD-95-95, the Navy is not proposing to dump the materials at 
the deep-water LA-5 disposal site, where the materials would be lost to the nearshore coastal 
environment. Instead, the proposed disposal alternative avoids the potential safety risks to the 
public associated with beach disposal, but arguably retains the materials within the littoral system 
by keeping the materials in the San Diego Bay estuary for beneficial reuse and marine habitat 
enhancement. 

(iii) Ocean Disposal. Based on the grain size analysis and sediment testing, all of the 
proposed 534,000 cubic yards of dredged sediment is suitable for unconfined ocean disposal at the 
EPA-approved offshore disposal site LA-5, located five miles southwest of Point Lorna. The site 
is used regularly for disposal of dredged material generated from San Diego Bay. Where material 
has passed Green Book standards and is otherwise unsuitable for beach disposal or other 
beneficial uses, the Commission has historically found this disposal option to represent the least 
damaging feasible disposal alternative. In the present case, the Navy has determined that disposal 
at LA-S is not the least damaging alternative due to the ability to use the dredged materials to 
enhance San Diego Bay intertidal and subtidal habitat offshore of the NAB. 

• 
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Commission Conclusion on Alternatives. Additional alternatives discussion regarding other 
project components can be found in the Navy's FEIS for the homeporting project. Based on the 
above discussion, which addresses the alternatives questions of key concern to the Commission, 
the Commission concludes that, with the mitigation and monitoring measures discussed in the 
following section of this report, the proposed project represents the least environmentally 
damaging feasible alternative. Homeporting the two subject CVNs at a naval facility other than 
NASNI is not a feasible alternative. The fill proposed is the minimum area and least damaging 
feasible location. All proposed dredge materials are suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal and 
will be placed at the NAB enhancement site in San Diego Bay and will remain in the San Diego 
Bay littoral system. Therefore, the Commission finds the proposed CVN homeporting is 
consistent with the alternatives test of Section 30233(a) and the sand supply policy of Section 
30233(b) of the Coastal Act. 

5. Mitigation/Monitoring. This section addresses mitigation needs related to dredging, disposal, 
bay fill, and other project impacts on eelgrass, least terns, and other water quality considerations 
such as hazardous substances treatment, radiation releases, and oil spill risks. 

a. Dredging. Potential impacts of dredging on marine water quality include temporarily 
increased turbidity, reductions in dissolved oxygen, and potential resuspension, remobilization, 
and redistribution of any chemical contaminants present in the sediments. Dredging would result 
in losses of infauna and epifauna, and some demersal fish within the dredge footprint. These 
impacts are typical of all dredge projects, and the Commission has historically determined no 
mitigation necessary in the following situations: (1) where the need is established through 
turbidity monitoring, silt curtains or other turbidity-minimizing methods are used; (2) where 
disposal would not smother environmentally sensitive habitat or sensitive species, such as 
grunions, kelp, or rocky hard-bottom habitat; (3) where dredging and disposal would not effect on 
least terns and other sensitive species as specified in the Navy/USFWS least tern MOU. 

The consistency determination provides: 

Dredging would be conducted in accordance with permit specifications and other 
requirements of EPA, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and RWQCB. Dredging 
operations associated with this alternative would be performed in compliance with 
dredging permit issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Permit conditions, 
intended to reduce potential impacts to water quality, are expected to include the 
following: 

• Dredging would be performed using a clamshell dredge, which minimizes losses 
or spillage to adjacent waters and/or with a hydraulic dredge; 

• Water quality monitoring would be conducted during dredging to ensure 
compliance with conditions specified in the water quality permit; results from 
monitoring would be reported to regulatory agencies on a regular (e.g., 
monthly) basis; 
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• Barges transporting dredged material to a disposal site would be required to 
monitor draft depths prior to disposal to verify that wastes are not leaking 
during transport; and 

• A debris management plan would be prepared which addresses types of debris 
expected, separation and retrieval methods, and disposal methods. 

Dredging operations are expected to generate localized and temporary turbidity 
plumes associated with resuspension of bottom sediments. Increased suspended 
sediment concentrations would result in other water quality changes, such as 
reduced light transmissivity and increased oxygen demand leading to reduced 
dissolved oxygen concentrations. However, dredging operations would not cause 
persistent changes in dissolved oxygen concentrations or in other water quality 
parameters because sediments suspended during dredging would settle to the 
bottom, and natural mixing processes would reduce any other localized changes to 
water quality, within a period of several hours after dredging stops. The water 
quality permit issued for the dredging operations is expected to define criteria for 
turbidity levels, suspended solids concentrations, and other chemical constituents. 
The receiving water criterion for turbidity is expected to be defined as a light 
transmittance level that is 80 percent of the ambient level at a point down-current 
from the dredge. 

• 

Dredging operations associated with this alternative are not expected to cause • 
turbidity levels that exceed the criterion because (1) most of the materials planned 
for dredging consist of sand-sized particles, which settle rapidly; (2) dredging 
equipment has a high removal efficiency, thus minimizing the amounts of fine 
particles that could leak into surface waters; and (3) the remaining fine particles 
will be diluted below the permit limits. Monitoring of water quality impacts 
associated with BRAC CVN dredging projects has confirmed that turbidity within 
the dredging plume did not reduce light levels below 80 percent of ambient levels. 
Similarly, evaluations of potential water quality impacts performed for the BRAC 
CVN project (DON 1996a) indicated that under conservative (highest-case) 
conditions, suspended solids concentrations associated with dredging 
approximately 56,000 cubic yards of sediments containing 40 percent fines would 
dissipate within 25 minutes and levels would not be expected to exceed 60 mg!L at 
a distance 250 feet from the dredge. 

Chemical Contamination: 
Allowable concentrations of chemical constituents are expected to be the respective 
instantaneous maximum concentrations specified in the California Ocean Plan. As 
discussed in Section 3.4 of the Final E/Sfor Developing Home Port Facilities for 
Three NIMTIZ-Class Aircraft Carriers (1999), sediments proposed for dredging in 
the vicinity of the homeporting area are primarily sands, with generally low 
concentrations of chemical contaminants and low potentials for contaminant 
solubilization or adverse biological effects. Rapid settling of suspended particles • 
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would be expected to limit dredging impacts to water quality to the initial mixing 
zone in the immediate vicinity of the dredge. 

Water quality monitoring/or the BRAC CVN dredging project measured low oil 
and grease concentrations (i.e., maximum total recoverable petroleum 
hydrocarbon concentrations of2 mg/L) and nondetectable (<0.05 mg/L) sulfides 
concentrations, which were in compliance with permit criteria. Concentrations of 
other chemical constituents in receiving waters have also been in compliance with 
specified permit limits. 

Based on the results of elutriate and bioassay tests of the home porting area 
sediments, and turbidity modeling conducted for the BRAC CVN homeporting, 
sediment resuspension for the proposed action would not result in significant 
releases of chemical contaminants to bay waters or mortality to aquatic organisms. 
Thus, impacts to water quality would occur, but these would be insignificant. 

Minor, temporary impacts to water quality would also occur at the site of the new 
wharf construction in association with placement of fill materials. The fill material 
would consist of cohesive dredged sediments from the mitigation site and covered 
by armor rock to stabilize the slope. The wharf backfill would not be used as a 
facility for disposal and isolation of contaminated sediments because existing 
information did not indicate the need for disposal of contaminated materials for the 
proposed project. These impacts would consist of formation of turbidity plumes, 
increased suspended sediment concentrations, and decreased water clarity. 
Adverse long-term impacts to water quality, such as low dissolved oxygen 
concentrations and/or elevated contaminant levels, would not occur. This is 
because the material used to cover the fill area would not contain significant 
contaminant concentrations or result in substantial releases of contaminants to site 
waters or toxicity to marine organisms as indicated by the results of testing 
performed/or the BRAC CVN homeportingproject. Impacts would be 
insignificant. 

As they are available, the Navy has committed to submit the project monitoring reports to the 
Commission. 

b. Disposal. In-bay disposal of dredged sediments at the proposed Pier J wharf landfill 
and the NAB enhancement area will result in short-term increases in turbidity and burial of 
subtidal habitat. Infauna, epifauna, and mobile invertebrates inhabiting the disposal areas may be 
covered with a layer of sand and smothered, depending on the rate of sand placement and 
dispersal. As with dredging impacts, these impacts would be temporary, and upon completion of 
disposal operations, recolonization of the areas by infaunal, benthic, and fish species will occur. 
Also as with the dredging, placement of sediments and monitoring would be conducted in 
accordance with permit conditions required by the Corps of Engineers, EPA, and the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board . 
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The consistency determination provides: 

Sediments dredged from the navigation channel would be disposed in a manner 
that is acceptable and permitted by the resource agencies. Disposal options may 
include using dredged sediments for creation of intertidal/subtidal enhancement 
site south of NAB, creation of snolip plover habitat, as baclifill for new wharf 
construction (as noted above), or disposal at a designated ocean dredged material 
disposal site. Sediment quality characterizations for materials from within the 
dredging footprint demonstrated that the material would be suitable for in-bay 
disposal or ocean disposal at the ocean dredged material disposal site (at LA-5). 

Construction of a mitigation site would also require the dredging and disposal of 
bay sediments, resulting in short-term and localized resuspension of sediments. 
Dredging volumes would be about 48,394 CY, with approximately 29,429 CY used 
as fill in the wharf area and the remaining material for snolip plover enhancement. 
Creation of a mitigation site, along with alterations in the present site bathymetry, 
would not result in substantial changes to hydrological conditions that would 
impact biological communities or navigation. 

Placement of dredge at the NAB enhancement site would cause short-term, adverse 
unavoidable impacts to water quality due to the creation of a turbidity plume and 
elevated suspended sediment concentrations. However, long-term impacts to water 
quality from dredged material disposal operations would not be expected because 
sediments released at the site will likely sink rapidly and natural mixing processes. 
Placement of sediments at an NAB area would not result in significant releases of 
chemical contaminants to bay waters or mortality to aquatic organisms. Thus, 
impacts to water quality would occur, but these would be insignificant. 

c. Eelgrass Mitigation. Eelgrass habitat is a valuable resource in southern 
California bays and estuaries, as it provides habitat for numerous species of algae, invertebrates, 
and fish, and nursery area for juvenile fish, as well as foraging habitat for the endangered 
California least tern. The amount of eelgrass impacted due to construction activities at the J wharf 
homeporting site (dredging and filling), Pier B mitigation site (excavation), and NAB 
enhancement site (disposal of dredged sediments) would be determined based on pre- and post­
construction surveys. Mitigation for all eelgrass habitat impacts from homeport construction 
activities would be credited from the existing interagency banking agreement that established an 
eelgrass credit of approximately eight acres from construction and planting of eelgrass at the 
BRAC CVN (CD-95-95) mitigation site adjacent to Pier B, using a ratio of 1.2:1 as specified in 
the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy (NMFS 1992). In past projects the 
Commission has determined this ratio adequate for this species. The Navy reports that successful 
eelgrass recolonization at the BRAC CVN mitigation site at Pier B indicates that similar 
recolonization at the adjacent mitigation site proposed for the current project will also met with 
success. In addition (as noted earlier in this report), the Navy will also plant eelgrass around the 

• 
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perimeter of the 37-acre NAB intertidal/ subtidal enhancement area. Staff from the National 
Marine Fisheries Service communicated support for the eelgrass mitigation component of the 
project, and noted the beneficial effects the mitigation and enhancement sites will have on the San 
Diego Bay fishery. Water quality and eelgrass monitoring conditions attached to the Corps of 
Engineers permit for the project will help to minimize adverse effects on eelgrass habitat in and 
adjacent to the project sites, and to ensure long-term protection of restored eelgrass beds at the 
mitigation and enhancement sites. 

d. Fill Containmant. The reconstructed Pier J wharf includes 1.5 acres of fill that require 
the construction of a rock containment dike consisting of 84,500 cubic yards of quarry run and 
armor stone, and the placement of29,400 cubic yards of backfill excavated from the Pier B 
mitigation site. The dike structure will be constructed by excavating down to existing bearing 
material in the bay and filling it with quarry and armor rock material. The rock containment dike 
placement will be constructed to accommodate expected operational conditions, including fill 
loads and seismic activity. The fill material would be covered with an asphalt concrete cap to 
provide laydown space during maintenance and a transitional paved area to the other CVN berth 
facilities. 

U.S. EPA staff reported that the dredged materials to be excavated from the Pier B mitigation site 
are suitable for in-water placement behind the Pier J wharf containment dike. The consistency 
determination examines the sediment quality at the mitigation site: 

Sediments in the vicinity of Pier B, immediately offshore from the mitigation site, 
consist primarily (greater than 80 percent) of sand plus gravel with low total 
organic carbon concentrations (0.2-0.5 percent). Concentrations of metals are 
generally low and comparable to those in sediments from reference locations (as 
defined by testing protocols contained in EPAICOE 1991). Concentrations of 
chlorinated pesticides, PCBs, and phenols are also low or nondetectable. In 
contrast, elevated concentrations of P AHs (up to several parts per million) occur in 
sediments from areas immediately offshore from the pier and inshore from the pier 
on the north side of the pier access road, which are attributable to leaching from 
creosote-soaked pier pilings. 

Recent additional sampling (both in-bay and upland) confirmed that soils and 
sediments from areas that would be dredged to construct the mitigation site do not 
contain significant contaminant levels. Additionally, results from surveys of the 
upland portion of the site did not detect the presence of buried ordnance (see 
section 3.10). Tabular listings of the data are provided in Volume 3, section 3.4 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement for Developing Home Port Facilities for 
Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carriers in Support of the US. Pacific Fleet (1999). 

Results from bioassay tests conducted on sediments from areas immediately 
offshore from the mitigation site (i.e., inshore from the northern extension ofthe 
pier) generally showed low potentials for toxicity and contaminant 
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bioaccumulation. Elutriate tests did not indicate any measurable releases of 
contaminants to waters mixed with suspended sediments from the site. Sediments 
from the area immediately offshore from the mitigation site would be suitable for 
in-bay or ocean disposal. In general, these observations should also apply to 
sediments from the mitigation site because this area is relatively farther from the 
effects of creosote leaching and activities on the pier that may contribute 
contaminants to bay sediments. 

Unlike in CD-95-95 for homeporting the first CVN at NASNI, the proposed backfill materials for 
constructing the Pier J CVN wharf as a part of this homeporting project are not unsuitable for in­
bay disposal and the rock dike will not be containing and isolating contaminated sediments. 

e. Least Terns. The turbidity arising from dredging and disposal activity and the loss of 
eelgrass habitat may adversely affect foraging and nesting activities of the endangered California 
least tern and other marine birds. The consistency determination reports that: 

Construction of the [Pier J] wharf will generate localized turbidity at the dredge 
site causing a dense plume between 20 to 40 meters wide. Successful avifauna 
foraging will be limited in this area; this plume will quickly dissipate to a 
secondary plume due to the construction site location and the ebb and flood 
currents. As determined during the BRAC CVN dredge monitoring, the surface 
visibility of the secondary plume will allow for successful foraging of site feeding 
birds including the least tern. Also, in some cases, the secondary plume acted as a 
fish attractant for filter feeding fish such as the northern anchovy. 

The Pier B Mitigation site is an extension of the BRAC CVN [CD-95-95] mitigation 
site. The construction of this site will have no effect on marine birds. Construction 
of the site will be land based and the site will be diked for 95% percent of the 
construction period. Localized and limited turbidity will be generated when the 
site is flooded The USFWS, per informal consultation, has requested that the 
construction of the mitigation site take place at the earliest phase of the project. 
Therefore construction will most likely occur during the tern-nesting season. 
USFWS has concurred with this schedule. 

The NAB Habitat Enhancement Area will be constructed using a hydraulic dredge 
and discharge pipe or bottom-dump barges. Typical ratio of a pipeline discharge 
is 85% water and 15% sand. This discharge rate along with duration will cause a 
large primary plume (150-200 meters). Therefore construction activities for this 
site will avoid least tern-nesting season. Construction of the site outside of the 
nesting season will still have an effect on resident shorebirds leading to the 
temporary loss of some foraging habitat and/or food resources until disposal is 
completed and fishes and invertebrates recolonize the area. Reductions in water 
clarity of the primary plume following discharge operations could temporarily 
inhibit feeding activities of marine birds that forage, such as by visual location and 

• 
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pursuit offish prey, in near-surface waters (DON 1992a). Therefore, these 
potential impacts would be localized and/or temporary in duration, such that 
impacts on breeding, feeding, or passage of marine birds within the region would 
be insignificant. All project activities would conform with the specifications in the 
USFWS and DON (1993) memorandum of understanding regarding least terns in 
San Diego Bay. Species that use the beach, such as the threatened western snol'ry 
plover, are unlikely to be affected by construction activity and turbidity due to their 
foraging. 

The consistency determination then examines the proposed mitigation measures 
incorporated into the homeporting project, based on Navy policies and input from the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: 

Losses of California least tern and brown pelican foraging habitat due to fill (1. 5 
acres) would be mitigated by the construction of an equivalent area of habitat near 
Pier B. The mitigation site design will be determined by the agencies during 
permitting, but would represent one of two options: intertidal or intertidal/subtidal, 
as described above under Marine Habitat, Fish, and Invertebrates and section 
3.5.1.2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for Developing Home Port 
Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carriers in Support of the US. Pacific 
Fleet (1999) . 

Dredging and in-water demolition and construction activities would be scheduled 
to occur outside of the California least tern breeding season (April 15 to September 
1) to the maximum extent feasible. Dredging at the mitigation site would be 
accomplished at the start of the project to provide additional/east tern foraging 
area and therefore offset other potential adverse impacts. However, if construction 
at the mitigation site cannot be avoided during the nesting season, coordination 
with USFWS (1 5 April 1999) has determined that it will be more important to 
complete the mitigation site as expeditiously as possible, even if construction 
extends into the nesting period 

Engineering measures would be implemented to minimize the turbidity plume 
associated with in-water construction and dredging. !fit is not feasible to avoid in­
water construction during the nesting season, in areas ranked as high or very high 
value to foraging California least terns, or identified as important in ongoing least 
tern foraging studies, best management practices (BMPs) such as use of silt 
curtains would be used at the mitigation site to limit the spread of turbidity. 
Surface turbidity would be monitored at the start of the activity and weekly 
thereafter. !fin-water activities result in a surface plume exceeding 1,000feet in 
length or width that persists longer than 1 hour, and that is in or adjacent to a 
foraging area of high to very high value to foraging least terns during the breeding 
season, the activities would be suspended until turbidity diminishes. The 
construction contract would include the foregoing stipulations on turbidity limits, 



CD-89-99 
Navy Homeporting, Phase 2 
Page24 

and a requirement for a biological monitor who would document the extent of 
turbidity and foraging activities by least terns and other birds in the vicinity of 
construction. The monitor would report to the Navy for corrective action any 
exceedance of the acceptable limits on turbidity. All activities would be performed 
in accordance with permit conditions and agency requirements. 

Clean sand resulting .from dredging and shoreline excavation activities associated 
with the project could be used to enhance nesting areas of threatened and 
endangered species at NASNL This proposed use of sand is based on coordination 
with USFWS (15 Apri/1999). The Navy will coordinate with USFWS regarding 
specific locations, volumes and methods of placement for this material. 

f. Water Quality and Radioactive and Other Hazardous Materials. The Commission notes 
that the functional capacity of the San Diego Bay estuary will not be affected by the proposed 
homeporting project, given that fill impacts are mitigated by new subtidal habitat creation, and 
Navy current studies which indicate that water circulation and harbor currents will not be 
significantly affected by the removal of Pier J/K and the construction of wharf J. The 
Commission also notes that oil spill risks would not be increased as a CV is replaced by a CVN; 
the Navy points out that nuclear carriers carry less hydrocarbon fuel than conventional carriers 
(approximately 9,000 tons versus 10,800 tons), and thus that conversion to a nuclear carrier 
should decrease oil spill risks. 

(i) Copper. Copper discharges to San Diego Bay waters represents another water quality 
issue. Copper leaches from Navy ship hulls, which (as are most commercial and recreational 
vessels) are painted with "ablative copper antifouling coatings." Due to its larger ship hull area 
than a conventional aircraft carrier, conversion to a CVN would increase copper discharges into 
the bay at a rate of0.37 additional pounds of copper per day. However, the Navy reports that: 

... this increase in copper inputs to the bay associated with berthing a CVN would be offset 
by decreases of 6 vessels in the size of the Navy fleet, resulting in a net decrease over the 
next several years in the total copper input from anti-fouling paints on Navy vessels. The 
number ofNavy ships homeported in San Diego has seen a steady reduction from 76 ships 
in 1992 to 55 ships in 1999. Reductions in hull leachate from Navy vessels are expected to 
be roughly proportional to decreases in the number and average size (wetted surface) of the 
ships in San Diego Bay. Thus CVN homeporting is not expected to exacerbate copper 
loadings in San Diego Bay. 

The Navy has also committed to continued research into less damaging antifouling materials. 
According to the Navy, aside from copper, discharges of other metals, chemicals, and waste 
substances would not be increased over that of conventional carriers. 

(ii) Water Quality. The FEIS for the project examines in great detail the water quality 
issues associated with the proposed homeporting of two CVNs at NASNI, and concludes that 
water quality in San Diego Bay will not decline as a result of the project because the minor 

• 
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impacts associated with CVN operations will be offset by the removal of an equal number of CV s 
from NASNI. The FEIS provides the following information on project elements addressing water 
quality protection: 

Best management practices (BMP) would be implemented by the Navy to minimize waste 
discharges to the bay during maintenance operations as well as the magnitude of any 
accidental waste discharges to the bay during normal operations. These would include spill 
response and contingency plans prepared by the Navy in consultation with the Coast Guard 
for preventing or minimizing the effects of accidental discharges and spills. 

Annual spill response exercises would be conducted by the Navy to practice implementation 
of response actions. 

All operational discharges, including stormwater runoff, would meet applicable 
regulations and permit standards. Wastewaters generated by CVNs, such as 
sanitary sewage, oily wastes such as bilge waters, and industrial process waters 
would be collected and transferred to mechanical systems that would be provided 
for this project. Domestic sewage would be delivered to the City of San Diego 
municipal wastewater treatment facility at Point Lorna. Industrial wastewaters 
would be transported to a treatment facility on NASNL and oily wastewaters would 
be treated at an existing treatment facility at NASNl Consequently, impacts to 
water quality from normal berth-side vessel operations would be less than 
significant. 

Runoff from a CVN deck, wharf and pier is not covered under a stormwater 
permit. Thus, the Navy is not required to treat or monitor stormwater flows for 
these facilities. However, deck runoff is one of the operational discharges being 
evaluated under the UNDS program [Uniform National Discharge Standards, a 
program under development by the Secretary of Defense and the USEP A 
Administrator for discharges incidental to the normal operation of Armed Forces 
vessels], and may eventually be included under a uniform discharge standard 

CVNs, CVs, and other Naval vessels discharge cooling waters during transit within 
the harbor and while docked pierside. While CVs and CVNs use different sources 
of fuel, (oil vs. nuclear), both types of ships rely upon steam propulsion plants that 
require seawater cooling. The seawater cooling requirements are similar and the 
thermal and marine life impacts from CVs and CVNs are comparable. 

Potentials for contaminant spills to San Diego Bay associated with providing the 
capacity to home port one additional CVN are expected to be similar to those for 
the existing BRAC CVN (DON 1995a)[The FEIS states that this conclusion also 
applies to the alternative ofhomeporting two additional CVNs]. Spill-related 
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impacts to water quality are potentially substantial. The actual significance of 
impacts to water quality from spills would depend on the volume, frequency, and 
location of spill events and the types of material spilled BMPs have been 
developed and implemented by the Navy to prevent spilss an/or minimize impacts. 
For example, homeported vessels would be surounded by a surface boom when in 
berth to contain any spilled or discharged materials and to facilitate cleanup. 
Additionally, spill response/contingency plans would be developed to describe the 
types and amount ofequipment and personnel resources, emergency and 
notification requirements, and response procedures needed to minimize the 
potential impacts of a spill (see section 3.15, Health and Safoty). Consequently, 
impacts to water quality from vessel operations would be less than significant. 

(iii) Hazardous Materials. Operations associated with two additional CVNs would 
also result in an increase in the quantity of chemicals handled, stored, and disposed at the 
home port site. Therefore, there would be an increase in the potential for chemical 
releases to occur, resulting in potential adverse impacts to marine water. However, these 
operation-related impacts to water quality would be reduced to levels that are less than 
significant by the implementation of the existing Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP), the existing safety and health programs, and compliance with federal, state, 
and local statutes and regulations pertaining to soil and groundwater contamination. 

• 

Hazardous substances associated with a nuclear carrier and its related facilities are described in • 
detail in the FEIS. To summarize, the FEIS states: 

The Navy has implemented a strict Hazardous Material Control and Management 
(HMC&M) program and a Hazardous Waste Minimization (HAZMIN) program for all of its 
facilities. These programs are designed to minimize the amount and types of hazardous 
materials used in the workplace, and to reduce the generation of hazardous waste to an 
absolute minimum. 

The disposition of chemically hazardous wastes would be under the direction of trained 
personnel in accordance with the facility's hazardous waste management plan, and 
applicable federal, state, and local regulations. 

Because the proposed CVN is of more modern design than the conventionally powered 
carriers, the use of hazardous materials, including asbestos and PCBs, would be reduced or 
eliminated wherever possible. 

Hazardous waste activities at NASNI are regulated by both the San Diego County Hazardous 
Materials Management Division, and by the California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control. ... Hazardous waste constituents identified for CVN depot level maintenance are no 
different than those existing for current CV maintenance or other maintenance activities at 
NASNL ... It has been demonstrated that these hazardous wastes can be managed and 
handled safoly in accordance with permit stipulations. Navy shipments of radioactive and/or • 
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hazardous materials are made in accordance with applicable regulations. .. . Hazardous 
waste generating activities will continue to be monitored and kept in compliance with all 
applicable local, state, and federal regulations. No impacts will occur. 

(iv) Radioactivity. In a September 7, 1999, letter to Commission staff commenting 
on the subject consistency determination, the Environmental Health Coalition (EHC) discussed, in 
part, the potential impacts on public health and safety that could occur from the proposed 
homeporting of two CVNs at NASNI (for the full text of this letter, see Appendix A­
Correspondence). EHC stated that: 

(1) The FEIS fails to disclose an accurate history of accidents and administrative 
violations relating to nuclear powered ships, their support facilities, and non­
radioactive hazardous materials. 

(2) The FEIS fails to release essential emergency planning documents critical to the 
public's understanding of the risks in locating the CVNs and facilities so close to 
densely populated areas. 

(3) The FEIS gives very short shrift to the issues of transportation and storage of 
radioactive and other hazardous wastes . 

EHC concluded its discussion of public health and safety by stating that: 

Because the Coastal Act specifically mandates public health and safety considerations for 
energy related development within the coastal zone, the CCC has an affimative legal duty to 
request additional information and mitigation measures prior to agreement with the Navy's 
DOC [Determination of Consistency]. Anything less would constitute a violation of the 
CZMA, CCMP, and the Coastal Act. 

Up to three CV s have been homeported at NASNI over the years, in addition to port calls by 
CVNs conducting training exercises in the Pacific Ocean off San Diego. The consistency 
determination addresses the radioactive material concerns associated with homeporting two 
additional CVNs at NASNI: 

Since the early 1970s, the Navy has prohibited intentional discharges of even 
negligible radioactivity into harbors. Stringent, long-standing controls have 
proven effective in protecting the marine environment from radioactivity. The total 
amount of long-lived gamma radioactivity released into harbors and seas within 12 
nautical miles of shore has been less than 0. 002 Curie during each of the last 26 
years. This is from the Naval nuclear-powered ships and from the supporting 
nuclear-capable shipyards, tenders, and operating bases, and at other US. and 
foreign ports that were visited by Naval nuclear-powered ships. To put this small 
quantity of radioactivity into perspective, it is less than the quantity of naturally 
occurring radioactivity in the volume of saline harbor water occupied by a single 
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nuclear-powered submarine. Because these controls would continue, there would 
be no significant long-term onshore maintenance facilities or vessel-related 
operational impacts on water quality due to radioactivity from homeporting 
additional NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers at NASNl 

The Homeporting FEIS further examines the subject of safety of the Navy's nuclear propulsion 
program: 

Radioactive Material Control. Propulsion plant maintenance involves the handling of 
radioactive material that originated from the ship's pressurized water reactor plants. Small 
quantities of/ow level radioactivity, predominantly cobalt 60, are in the ship's valves, 
piping, and other reactor plant components that would be inspected, repaired or scrapped, 
and in the liquid that would be processed. . . . These materials would be strictly controlled 
to protect the environment and human health, using the same proven methods employed in 
shipyards performing Naval nuclear work. . . . Only specially trained personnel are 
permitted to handle radioactive material. Environmental monitoring at shipyards, and at 
other facilities supporting Naval nuclear powered ships, shows these controls have been 
effective in protecting the environment, and that radioactivity associated with US. Naval 
nuclear-powered ships has had no significant or discernible effect on the quality of the 
environment. Thus, there would be no radiological impact on the environment from the 
preferred alternative to homeport and maintain a NIMITZ class aircraft carrier at NASNl 

Radioactive Material Transportation. All shipments of radioactive materials in the Naval 
Nuclear Propulsion program are required to be made in accordance with the applicable 
regulations of the US. Department of Transportation; the US. Department of Energy, and 
the US. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The purpose of these regulations is to ensure 
that shipments of radioactive materials are adequately controlled to protect the environment 
and the health and safety of the general public, regardless of the transportation route taken. 
In addition, the Navy has issued standard instruction to further control these shipments. 
These controls insure that shipments of radioactive materials are adequately controlled to 
protect the health and safety of the general public. These controls have proven to be 
effective. 

Radiological Impacts. The safe operation of the Navy's nuclear powered ships and their 
support facilities is a matter of public record. In the 4 I years since the first naval reactor 
began operation, the Navy has logged over 4,500 reactor years and over 100,000,000 miles 
of steaming without a reactor accident or other problem resulting in a significant effect on 
the environment. This success of the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program is based on strong 
central technical leadership, thorough training, and conservatism of design and operating 
practices. The record of the program's environmental and radiological performance at the 
operating bases and shipyards presently utilized by nuclear powered warships demonstrates 
the continued effectiveness of this management philosophy. This record has been 
independently corroborated by environmental radiological surveys performed by the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and state agencies. The radiological analyses in 
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this EIS concludes there would be negligible radiological impacts associated with 
home porting a CVN at any of the alternatives considered 

Maintenance. RefUeling NIMITZ class aircraft carrier nuclear reactors will not be 
accomplished at NASNI This type of work requires the special assets only found at selected 
nuclear-capable shipyards. Therefore, any operation that requires the removal, 
installation, handling or transportation of nuclear foe! will be accomplished at a selected 
nuclear-capable shipyard, not at NASNI 

The Navy reports in the FEIS that: 

It is expected that for each CVN maintained at North Island, approximately 325 cubic feet 
of/ow-level radioactive waste per year would be generated Low-level radioactive waste 
generated as a result of homeporting NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers in the San Diego area 
would be stored only at the DMF (depot maintenance facility). Mixed waste generated from 
NNPP (Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program) activities is a mixture of low level radioactive 
waste and chemically hazardous waste. The Navy has implemented strict controls to 
prevent, to the maximum extent practicable, the mixing of radioactive and chemically 
hazardous waste. However, small amounts of mixed waste (less than 110 cubic feet per 
year from each CVN) would be generated by the Navy and temporarily stored at North 
Island until arrangements can be made to ship it for treatment and disposal outside the San 
Diego area. The mixed waste would be primarily solid in form. The radioactivity would be 
controlled as noted above .. The chemically hazardous constituents of the wste would be 
regulated in accordance with the California Hazardous Waste Rules (CCR Title 22), which 
implements the federal RCRA. Detailed characterization of NNP P mixed waste has been 
accomplished using sampling and extensive process knowledge, and has confirmed that the 
waste is suitable for safe storage until it is shipped off site for treatment and disposal. 
Mixed waste would be packaged in sealed containers, accumulated in a controlled area, 
and shipped to permitted treatment, storage, and disposal facilities. Mixed wste would be 
stored in a dedicated, controlled mixed-waste storage facility that meets Navy, EPA, and 
State of California requirements for storing mixed waste. The mixed-waste storage facility 
would be permitted in accordance with State of California regulations. 

In clarifying the above information, Navy staff reported to Commission staff that low-level 
radioactive waste and mixed waste generated by CVNs homeported at NASNI will only be 
temporarily stored at NASNI, and that permanent storage of these materials will occur off-site 
outside the San Diego area. 

The previously-concurred with project for the first CVN at NASNI (CD-95-95) included the 
following findings: 

Construction of three "depot-level" propulsion plant maintenance 
facilities would be necessary to serve the CVN: the Controlled Industrial 
Facility, the Ship Maintenance Facility and the Maintenance Support 
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Facility. The controlled Industrial Facility would be used for the 
inspection, modification, and repair of radiologically controlled 
equipment and components associated with naval nuclear propulsion 
plants. The Ship Maintenance Facility would house the machine tools, 
industrial processes, and work functions necessary to perform non­
radiological depot level maintenance on CVN propulsion plants. The 
Maintenance Support Facility would house the primary administrative and 
technical staff offices supporting CVN propulsion plant maintenance,· as 
well as the central area for receiving, inspecting, shipping and storing 
materials. 

Finally, the FEIS also addresses marine water sampling for radioactivity in San Diego Bay: 

To provide adequate assurance that procedures used by the Navy to control radioactivity 
are adequate to protect the environment, the Navy conducts environmental monitoring in 
harbors frequented by its nuclear-powered ships. The current Navy environmental 
monitoring program in the San Diego area includes analyzing samples of marine water (see 
below), sediment (see section 3.4.1), and marine life (see section 3.5.1). 

Sampling of marine water in San Diego in 1996, including North Island, showed no 
detectable radioactivity associated with Naval nuclear propulsion plant operation or 

• 

servicing (Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program [NNPP] 1997). In addition to Navy • 
sampling, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has conducted detailed 
environmental surveys of selected U.S. harbors. A previous EPA survey ofSan Diego Bay 
in 1987 detected only naturally occu"ing radioactivity in marine water samples (EPA 
1989a), and trace amounts ofNNPP radioactivity in afow sediment samples at levels less 
than 100 times below comparable naturally occurring radionuclides. 

g. Commission Conclusion on Mitigation/Monitoring. The Commission finds that the 
above-discussed mitigation measures adequately address and mitigate project estuarine fill 
impacts, impacts to eelgrass, least terns, and other water quality impacts. This finding is based on 
the fact that, where appropriate, the Navy has included sufficient monitoring efforts, including 
provisions for modifications and/or remediation should monitoring efforts indicate the need for 
such additional measures. With these mitigation and monitoring components, the Commission is 
able to conclude that the proposed mitigation and monitoring provisions are adequate to address 
project impacts. 

6. Commission Conclusion on Marine Resources/Environmentally Sensitive Habitat. 
Based on the above information and analysis, the Commission finds that: (I) the project is an 
allowable use for estuarine fill under Section 30233(a) of the Coastal Act; (2) the dredge materials 
have been sufficiently tested and the proposed disposal activities are given the sediment test 
results; (3) with the mitigation and monitoring measures incorporated into the project, the project 
represents the least damaging feasible alternative; ( 4) dredged material will be disposed within the 
San Diego Bay estuary; (5) dredging and disposal impacts will be adequately monitored, with • 
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provisions for modifications and/or remediation should circumstances justify it; (6) adequate 
mitigation is being provided for estuarine fill and impacts to eelgrass and least terns; (7) the 
functional capacity of the San Diego Bay estuary will not be affected; and (8) oil/hazardous 
substances spill risks and radiation hazards will not be increased. The Commission therefore 
concludes that the project is consistent with the marine resources, water quality, diking/filling/ 
dredging, environmentally sensitive habitat, and oil spill and other hazardous substance risk 
policies (Sections 30230-30233 and 30240) of the Coastal Act. 

B. Public Access and Recreation. 

1. Coastal Act Policies. Sections 30210 through 30212 of the Coastal Act require 
the maximization and maintenance of public access and recreation opportunities. Section 
3021 0 provides that: " ... maximum access ... and recreational opportunities shall be 
provided for all the people consistent with public safety and military security needs .... " 
Section 30212 requires the provision of public access to be provided in new development 
projects located between the first public road and sea, again, consistent with military 
security and public safety needs. Section 30252 provides that new development should 
maintain and enhance public access to the coast by, among other things, providing 
adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the development with 
public transportation. Section 30250 provides that: 

(a) New ... industrial development, except as otherwise provided in 
this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close 
proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where 
such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate 
public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, 
either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. 

Section 30253(5) provides that new development shall: 

(5) Where appropriate, protect special communities and 
neighborhoods which, because of their unique characteristics, are popular 
visitor destination points for recreational uses. 

Section 30254 provides that: 

Where existing or planned public works facilities can 
accommodate only a limited amount of new development, services to 
coastal dependent land use, essential public services and basic industries 
vital to the economic health of the region, state, or nation, public 
recreation, commercial recreation, and visitor-serving land uses shall not 
be precluded by other development . 
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The public access and recreation issues potentially raised by the project include: (1) 
whether physical public access along the NASNI shoreline should be provided; (2) 
spillover impacts off-base such as traffic and parking congestion, which can affect access 
and recreation. 

2. Physical Access at NASNI. A small area in the southeast comer ofNASNI is 
available to the public. The remainder of the base is fenced and off-limits to the public 
due to military security needs. In reviewing past consistency determinations for Navy 
activities at NASNI (CD-96-94, CD-39-84, CD-1 0-85, CD-14-86, and CD-95-95), the 
Commission has traditionally accepted Navy assertions of limited access due to military 
security needs, and only where a new project would pose a burden on public access 
would the Commission consider whether additional public access would need be 
provided in order to find the project consistent with Coastal Act public access policies. 
For example, in reviewing the previous Navy consistency determination for the 
Homeporting of the first nuclear carrier (CD-95-95), the Commission determined no 
physical access mitigation measures were necessary. This was based on the fact that the 
project did not generate burdens on public access and because the project also benefited 
public access and recreation, due to substantial amounts of beach replenishment from 
sand disposal on the region's beaches. The proposed project would not provide the beach 
replenishment benefits that the previous Homeporting project did; nevertheless the 
project would not affect physical access to the shoreline. To the extent access and 
recreation issues are raised, they would relate to traffic and parking concerns, which are 
addressed below. 

3. Traffic and Parking. Access to the "mainland" from Coronado is by two 
routes. From San Diego, access is via the San Diego-Coronado Bay Bridge. From 
Imperial Beach, access is via Silver Strand Boulevard (Exhibit 1). Both of these routes 
are also major recreation through routes, and Coronado itself is a popular visitor 
destination point, due to its attractive character and location adjacent to both the San 
Diego Bay and Pacific Ocean, with its attractive sandy beaches and scenic views. 

Traffic impacts of development intensification can become access/recreation impacts, if 
they occur during peak recreational periods and preempt limited traffic capacity available 
to recreational users. Navy personnel who park off-base can adversely affect recreation 
by taking up parking that would be available to recreational users. In analyzing access 
burdens posed by the project, the Commission must analyze whether overflow traffic and 
parking in the adjacent community of Coronado would adversely affect access and 
recreation, considering both construction and operation impacts. Conversion from two 
CVs to two CVNs would entail additional construction traffic and parking needs; and a 
CVN crew is larger than a CV crew (and maintenance requirements for a CVN also 
involve increased personnel). 

For both the original and the currently proposed Homeporting projects, the City of 
Coronado has expressed concerns over traffic congestion increases from the project. In 

• 
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reviewing the previous Homeporting consistency determination (CD-95-95), the 
Commission noted that the Navy and the City had disagreed over whether the project 
would increase traffic and parking congestion. At that time the City had asserted that the 
project would result in significant adverse effects on traffic from construction and 
operation activities associated with the Homeporting of one or more nuclear carriers, 
whereas the Navy maintained that the project would not increase parking and traffic 
congestion (regardless of whether recreation or commuter peaks are considered), in part 
due to overall base decreases in personnel. 

After weighing these arguments, the Commission resolved this disagreement as follows: 

In considering these points the Commission must the potential increases 
against the fact that most of the traffic congestion and parking concerns 
related to daily and commute periods, as opposed to weekend and holiday 
peak recreation traffic and parking, and the overwhelming recreational 
benefits of almost 8 million cu. yds. of sand being added to the region's 
littoral beach systems. The Commission also notes that it retains the 
authority to protect public access from measures considered by the City in 
response to conflicts with the Navy. The City nevertheless has a valid 
point that it bears the impacts of traffic and parking congestion, should 
they occur in relation to the project. The Commission strongly urges the 
Navy to work diligently with the City in addressing its concerns. 
However, the Commission concludes that the project's access and 
recreation benefits outweigh its impacts, and that the project, as proposed, 
is consistent with the public access and recreation ... policies ... of the 
Coastal Act. 

The proposed project would not provide the significant benefits that accrued from the 
beach replenishment component of the original Homeporting project. Therefore the 
Commission must once again examine whether the proposal would generate burdens on 
recreational traffic. For the proposed additional two new carriers, the Navy's makes 
essentially the same argument as before, which is that the relatively small increment of 
additional traffic generated by a nuclear carrier (CVN) as opposed to a conventional 
carrier (CV) is insignificant and offset by overall base personnel decreases over time 
(Exhibit 14). The Navy's EIS analyzed the traffic issues in detail, reviewing both 
construction-related and operation-related traffic generation. 

Addressing construction impacts, the EIS states: 

"Construction activities would generate an estimated 200 additional 
trips per day for light-duty vehicles and up to 100 truck trips per day (50 
round trips). When compared to the existing volume of 32,000 total trips 
per day and 850 truck trips per day generated by the base, the additional 
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short-term construction traffic would be less than significant, particularly 
since it is temporary. 

To minimize construction-period impacts the Navy proposes: 

... to control the shift times and truck delivery times to minimize impacts 
during peak periods, to impose measures to reduce the number of 
construction worker trips, and to continue working cooperatively with the 
City of Coronado to avoid particular times and routes that are 
problematic from a traffic perspective. 

Addressing a commitment made during the previous Homeporting project, the Navy 
considered barging construction material to the site; however the EIS rejected this option 
as infeasible" ... for most deliveries because of scheduling constraints and costs. The 
Navy is planning to use barges for major deliveries to the extent possible where 
scheduling and logistical constraints can be overcome." 

Addressing operation impacts, the EIS estimates that personnel increases due to a change 
from two CVs to two CVNs is minor for the 96% of the time when two carriers are in 
port (an approximately 1.5% increase, or a 102 person increase from 6,332 (existing 
personnel loading) to 6434 (with two additional CVNs))(Exhibit 15). For the other 4% 
period (13 days/year) when three carriers are in port, the increase in personnel would be 
3,319 (a 50% increase over the 6,332 baseline number). When special maintenance 
activities are occurring for the CVNs, maintenance which would occur for a 6 month 
period and would occur two times over 6 years for each CVN (this averages to one 6-mo. 
maintenance activity per year), an additional450 employees would relocate to NASNI. 
Nevertheless, the EIS maintains that" ... the additional personnel associated with the 
[maintenance] activities would be offset by the planned decrease in personnel at other 
NASNI operations and that there would be no increase in commuter traffic volumes." To 
support this conclusion, the EIS notes that "NASNI has experienced a decrease of about 
2,500 personnel since the BRAC EIS was prepared in 1995 .... Thus, the conclusion of 
no impacts stated in the BRAC EIS is still valid for this EIS." 

In terms of trip generation, for operational impacts the EIS states that 102 additional 
personnel translates to 27 vehicle trips per peak hour and 150 vehicle trips per day for 
96% of the time. For the 13 days when three carriers are in port, this would increase to 
879 peak hour trips and 4,879 daily trips. The EIS states: 

While the impact on transportation would be substantial on these days, it 
would be intermittent and short-term, and therefore less than significant. 
The short-term impacts on peak hour traffic would be minimized by 
staggering the starting and ending times of the daytime duty for one of he 
CVNs by at least one hour as compared to the other two CVNs in port. 

• 
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Because the Navy believes the traffic impacts to be insignificant and offset by overall 
base personnel decreases, the Navy's EIS concludes no mitigation measures are 
necessary. The EIS also states that any parking needs will be provided within NASNI. 
At the same time the EIS states that: 

... the Navy is committed to working cooperatively with the City of 
Coronado in efforts to reduce traffic congestion. Ongoing Navy strategies 
designed to reduce the level of traffic generated by NASNI include a ferry 
system, carpool/vanpool programs, installation of bicycle racks on buses 
and throughout the air station, a guaranteed ride home program (for 
rideshare users with a mid-day emergency), and an educational program 
to promote these strategies. The Navy has completed a study of the Main 
Gate so that the entrance would be ali§ned with 3rd Street at Alameda 
Boulevard and the exit aligned with l Street. This project has been 
submitted to be included in the military construction program. 
Furthermore, on those rare occasions when all three "homeported" 
carriers might be in port simultaneously, once carrier would start its work 
day either earlier or later than the others to lessen the impact on peak 
hour traffic. Commander Naval Air Force U.S. Pacific Fleet will direct 
this procedure . 

The Environmental Health Coalition (EHC) has also expressed concerns over the project, 
including questioning the Navy's "baseline" assumption of three carriers in port. EHC 
notes that at least one of the carriers has not been at NASNI since 1994, and, therefore, 
" ... many ofthe offset impacts noted in the FEIS are at best untrue, and more likely, 
disingenuous." (See Appendix A- Correspondence) 

In considering these points the Commission believes the Navy's baseline assumptions 
appear valid given the historical homeporting of three carriers over the vast majority of 
time during the past few decades, and that the proposed conversion from CV s to CVNs 
raises only minor concerns with respect to recreational traffic (Exhibit 16 and 17). Most 
of the traffic congestion and parking concerns in Coronado are related to daily and 
commute periods, as opposed to weekend and holiday peak recreation traffic and parking. 
The Commission again notes that the City bears the impacts of traffic and parking 
congestion that may occur and again strongly urges the Navy to work diligently with the 
City in addressing these concerns. However, the Commission concludes that the project, 
as proposed, is consistent with the public access and recreation (including traffic, 
parking, and cumulative impacts) policies (Sections 30210-30212 and 30250-30254) of 
the Coastal Act. 

C. Scenic Resources. Section 30251 of the Coastal Act provides: 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered 
and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development 
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shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and 
scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural/and forms, to 
be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, 
where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded 
areas. 

The consistency determination states that: 

The project site is located in the northeastern corner ofNASN/ and is visible from many 
public areas across the bay and from some areas of Coronado Island The scale and 
general appearance of the existing buildings appear today largely as they did in the 1940s; 
the overall appearance is that of a military establishment that has been and will continue to 
be an integral part of San Diego's historical and visual environment. Although NASN/ is 
highly developed, alterations to the NASN/ shoreline need to be carefully designed due to 
their visibility from many offtite public viewing points. 

The Commission noted in its concurrence with CD-95~95 that the Navy adopted an architectural 
plan for NASNI, entitled "Base Exterior Architectural Plan," which designates the general project 
area a "Historic and Scenic Area." This plan contains policies to retain the aesthetic appearance at 
NASNI, including retention of a "functional and visually cohesive station environment consistent 
with good planning, design, and environmental policies and practices." The plan recommends 

• 

enhancing the historic buildings by removing incompatible structural additions and improving the • 
view of the area from off-station (i.e., from the bayfront). 

The subject consistency determination states that the proposed homeporting facilities 
would generate only minor effects on public views. The construction of the Pier J wharf, 
a CVN warehouse, a fleet support building, an equipment laydown building, a new 
electrical substation and utility connections, lighting, security fencing, and the berthing of 
two CVNs (which are visually similar to the slightly shorter CVs they replace) at Berths J 
and L are actions which would only slightly alter the present appearance of this portion of 
NASNI. Facility improvements would not disrupt any historic structures and would 
incorporate architectural features (style, color, texture) consistent with the 
aforementioned Base Exterior Architecture Plan. 

The homeporting facilities and infrastructure needed for the addition of two CVN s would 
be visually consistent with the existing marine~industrial activity of the area. While the 
nature of the land and seascape consistently changes with vessels calling and leaving the 
area, three homeported aircraft carriers and other Navy vessels have been an integral 
element of the public viewshed towards NASNI for decades. Therefore, operational 
impacts on aesthetics from the homeporting of two CVNs (replacing two CVs) would not 
be significant. 

In conclusion, given the highly developed existing appearance ofNASNI, the fact that proposed 
buildings would be designed to be visually compatible with this existing appearance, and the fact • 
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that the visual appearance of a CVN is very similar to that of the CV s they would replace, the 
Commission finds that scenic public coastal views would not be significantly adversely affected 
by the project, that visual effects have been minimized by the Navy in their project design, and 
that the project is consistent with Section 30251 ofthe Coastal Act. 

D. Archaeology. Section 30244 provides: 

Where development would adversely impact archaeological or 
paleontological resources as identified by the State Historic Preservation 
Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be required. 

The cultural, historic, and archaeological resources ofNASNI were examined during 
reviews of previously approved projects, including the homeporting project covered by 
CD-95-95. The FEIS for the proposed project reports that: 

A cultural resources inventory that included the project area (Chambers and 
Consultants and Planners 1982) did not identify any prehistoric archaeological 
sites in the northeastern corner of the base. 

The consistency determination states that: 

Excavation of the 1.5-acre mitigation site along the western edge ofNorth Island 
would take place only in historic-period fill, meaning that no significant 
archaeological sites or other cultural resources would be disturbed by 
construction. Therefore, this action would have no impact on cultural resources. 

Demolition of Pier J/K, its replacement with a new wharf, and the construction of 
the three new structures would not alter structures within the NASNI Historical 
District (NASHD), nor would these activities alter the setting of the NASHD. 
Therefore, proposed facility improvements would have no adverse impacts on 
historic resources. 

Construction of the homeportingfacilities at NASNI would include minor changes 
to the existing quay wall (Berth L). The quay wall is over 363 feet away from the 
NASHD, the closest significant cultural resource. Because of this distance, 
facilities improvements in this area would not alter any significant cultural 
resources, alter the setting or feeling of significant cultural resources, or result in 
the neglect of any historic properties. Therefore, these facilities improvements 
would have no adverse impacts on cultural resources. 

In addition, the FEIS notes that Pier J/K was constructed in 1989 and is therefore too 
recent to be included in the National Register of Historic Places. The FEIS also reports 
that the State Historic Preservation Officer concurred with the Navy's determination that 
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the proposed dredging, excavation, and upland facility construction would have no 
adverse effects on cultural resources. 

The Navy concludes that the proposed construction of facilities and infrastructure to 
support the homeporting of two CVNs at NASNI would not alter any significant cultural 
resources, alter the setting or feeling of significant cultural resources, or result in the 
neglect of any historic properties. The Commission agrees with the Navy's 
determination and finds that the project is consistent with Section 30244·ofthe Coastal 
Act. 

E. Geologic Hazards. Section 30253 of the Coastal Act provides that new development 
shall: 

(/)Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, 
flood, and fire hazard. 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of 
the site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of 
protective devices that would substantially alter natura/landforms along 
bluffs and cliffs. 

The NASNI is located in a highly active seismic region and is underlain by artificial 
hydraulic fill deposits. The Spanish Bight fault, a segment of the Rose Canyon fault 
zone, crosses the proposed home port location at NASNI in a northeast/southwest 
direction (Exhibit 18). While no large earthquakes are attributed to the Rose Canyon 
fault zone during historic times, the Spanish Bight fault is considered active, indicating 
fault movement within the past 11,000 years. The Navy has analyzed the potential 
geologic hazards (seismicity, fault rupture, liquefaction, settlement, flooding) associated 
with the project and included a number of minimization and mitigation measures to 
assure that these hazards are adequately addressed and brought to a level of less than 
significant. These measures are discussed in detail in the Final EIS for the project and 
are summarized below: 

• The project design incorporates the criteria and requirements for the seismic 
design of buildings on defense installations set forth in the Department of the 
Army, the Navy, and the Air Force technical manual (TM) 5-809-10/NAVFAC 
P-355/AFM 88-3 Seismic Design for Buildings. 

• The seismic design includes two potential fault rupture and displacement 
scenarios in the vicinity of the proposed NASNI home port location. 
Combining these two scenarios, the fault displacement associated with a ten 
percent probability of exceedance in a 50-year time frame is estimated to be 

• 

• 

• 
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approximately 0.4 feet. It is anticipated that fault movements on this order 
would not cause the collapse of the proposed CVN wharf. 

• The project design includes mitigation for fault rupture, including: additional 
bollards for emergency reconfiguration of mooring; emergency isolation valves 
to prevent releases of hazardous materials from utility pipelines; and wharf 
seismic joints to limit damage in the event of differential displacements. 

• The project design incorporates the 1997 Uniform Building Code, and the 
criteria for the seismic design of waterfront structures provided in NCEL 
Report R939 and Naval Facilities Engineering Command Design Manual 
DM26. 

• The berthing structure is designed in accordance with guidelines in military 
design manuals (Waterfront Facilities Criteria Manuals; Harbor and Coastal 
Facilities Design Manuals; Design Criteria for Earthquake Hazard Mitigation of 
Navy Piers and Wharves). In order to avoid potential damage to structures due 
to ground shaking, liquefaction, or differential settlement of foundation soils, 
berthing structure fill materials would be compacted using standard 
geotechnical engineering techniques . 

• An earthquake preparedness plan is in place at the proposed project location 
including computer-based command and control, which is networked 
throughout the state and approved by the California Office of Emergency 
Services and the California Department of Health. 

The Navy concluded in the FEIS that earthquake-related hazards cannot be avoided in the 
region and, in particular, in the coastal area of the NASNI where hydraulic fill is 
pervasive. However, implementation of the above design measures is expected to reduce 
the adverse effects of seismically-induced structural failure and mitigate the geohazard 
impacts to less than significant. With the above measures, the Commission fmds that the 
Navy has adequately anticipated and designed for geologic forces and related hazards at 
the homeport location. In conclusion, the Commission finds that the project will 
minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard, 
assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to 
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area. The 
Commission therefore finds the project consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

F. Air Quality. Section 30253(3) provides: that new development shall: 

(3) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control 
district or the State Air Resources Control Board as to each particular 
development . 
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Section 30414 provides: 

(a) The State Air Resources Board and air pollution control 
districts established pursuant to state law and consistent with 
requirements of federal law are the principal public agencies responsible 
for the establishment of ambient air quality and emission standards and 
air pollution control programs. The provisions of this division do not 
authorize the commission or any local government to establish any 
ambient air quality standard or emission standard, air pollution control 
program or facility, or to modify any ambient air quality standard, 
emission standard, or air pollution control program or facility which has 
been established by the state board or by an air pollution control district. 

(b) Any provision of any certified local coastal program which 
establishes or modifies any ambient air quality standard, any emission 
standard, any air pollution control program or facility shall be 
inoperative. 

(c) The State Air Resources Board and any air pollution control 
district may recommend ways in which actions of the commission or any 
local government can complement or assist in the implementation of 
established air quality programs. 

The Federal Clean Air Act allows states to adopt ambient air quality standards and other 
regulations provided they are at least as stringent as the federal National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS). The California Clean Air Act of 1988 established California Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (CAAQS) for criteria pollutants and additional standards for sulfates, hydrogen 
sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility reducing particles. The San Diego County Air Pollution 
Control District (SDCAPCD) is the local agency for the administration and enforcement of air 
quality regulations. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) still maintains regulatory 
authority over mobile source emission statewide. 

The San Diego Air Basin is in attainment of the NAAQS for all pollutants except ozone; the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) considers the region to be a serious ozone nonattainment 
area. EPA is responsible for enforcing the Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 and its 1977 and 1990 
amendments. On November 30, 1993, the EPA promulgated its rules for determining general 
conformity of federal actions with state and federal air quality implementation plans. In order to 
demonstrate conformity with the local State Implementation Plan, a project must clearly 
demonstrate that it would not: ( 1) cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard in the 
area; (2) interfere with provisions in the applicable State Implementation Plan for maintenance or 
attainment of air quality standards; (3) increases the frequency or severity of any existing violation 
of any standard; or ( 4) delay timely attainment of any standard, any interim emission reductions, 
or other milestones included in the State Implementation Plan for air quality. The EPA has 
developed specific procedures for conformity determinations for federal actions that include 

• 

• 
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preparing an assessment of emissions associated with the action based on the latest and most 
accurate emission estimate techniques. 

The impacts on air quality associated with the current proposal to homeport two CVNs at NASNI 
would be generated by land- and water-based machinery used in the construction of facilities and 
infrastructure and from the operations of the CVNs while berthed at NASNI. Regarding 
construction activities, equipment usage and estimated emissions from dredging the turning 
basin/quaywall area and the mitigation site, disposing sediments at the enhancement site, and 
constructing the dike, wharf, and upland structures were based on recent construction activities for 
homeporting the first CVN at NASNI (CD-95-95). The FEIS reports that emissions from these 
activities would not exceed annual significance thresholds and air quality impacts would be 
insignificant. 

Operational emissions asociated with providing the capacity to homeport a second additional 
CVN, based on the presence of the vessel at NASNI by 2005, would include activities from the 
addition of one CVN, the decommissioning of one CV, and the addition of a second CVN in port 
at the same time as the other two homeported carriers at NASNI for 13 days per year. The FEIS 
reports that the addition of two additional CVNs by the year 2005 would reduce annual emissions 
of nitrogen oxides, sulfer dioxide, and particulate matter within the NASNI project region, mainly 
due to the elimination of the fuel oil-fired CV power plants. The project would increase annual 
emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) and volatile organic compounds (VOC), due to private 
vehicle use of crew dependents. The Navy states that because population levels at NASNI are 
expected to decrease in future years even with the homeporting of the two CVNs, future traffic 
generated by NASNI in 2005 will not exceed historical levels. As a result, the Navy states that 
traffic emissions associated with the proposed homeporting are not expected to exceed any 
ambient air quality standards within roadways in proximity to NASNI, and that air quality impacts 
are therefore not significant. 

The FEIS addresses radiological air emissions from the homeporting of two CVNs by referencing 
the following section of the FEIS regarding homeporting one CVN: 

The applicable National Emission Standards for Radionuclide Emissions form project 
vessels and facilities are contained in 40 CFR 61, Subpart 1 Similar facilities and ships at 
other Navy bases are exempt from the reporting requirements of 40 CFR 61.1 04(a), 
consistent with the criteria outlined in 40 CFR 61.104(b), since their emissions result in 
exposures to the public that are less than 10 percent of the standards established by the 
EPA in 40 CFR 61.102 (NNPP 1997). Thus since radionuclide air emissions are not 
expected to increase beyond the levels established at other Navy bases, there would be no 
significant impacts on air quality due to NNPP radioactivity from providing the capacity to 
homeport one additional CVN at NASNI 

In conclusion, the Commission finds that the requirements to be imposed by the SDCAPCD 
through its permit process on the proposed homeporting of two CVNs at NASNI will assure that 
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the project will be consistent with the Coastal Act Section 30253 requirement that new 
development be consistent with applicable SDCAPCD air quality requirements. 

89-99 Homeporting 2 
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.edge and Fill Calculations for P-700A, Carrier Berthing Wharf, NAS North Island 

Area Volume 
Location 

Dredge Berth 

Pier J/K Demolition 

Wharf 

Fill Area 
Dike Dredging 
Rock dike (fill) 
Dredged fill 

Mitigation Area 
Dredging 
Revetment (fill) 

Enhancement (fill) 

m2 

71,500 

5,310 

10,979 

6,000 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

10,450 
N/A 
N/A 

150,000 

Acres 

17.7 

1.3 

2.7 

1.5. 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

2.6 
N/A 
N/A 

37.1 

Total Dredge Acreage 20.2 

• Total Fill Acreage 38.5 

Dredge calcs in bold 
Fill cafes in italics 

ha m3 

7.2 240,000 

0.5 N/A 

1.1 N/A 

0.6 N/A 
N/A 168,331 
N/A 64,650 
N/A 22,500 

1.0 N/A 
N/A 37,000 
N/A 2,500 

15.0 408,331 

Total Dredge CY 

Total Fill CY 

CY 

313,905 

N/A 
: 

N/A 

N/A 
220,167 

84,558 
29,429 

N/A 
48,394 

3,270 

534,072 

582,466 

651,329 

Note : Total fill acreage does not include net change in coverage (i.e. piers and wharves) 
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SAV[ABUCH 
First a few facts about the project The objective is 
to restore 13 eroded beaches stretching from 
Oceanside to Imperial Beach. It's a big job!-ltwill 
take 2 to 3 million cubic yards of sand dredged from i_ ~~ 
a half dozen ocean floor sites located about a mile ':. 
offshore. This clean, beach quality sand is to be 
pumped ont~ the 13 beaches through large pipes, 
and moved into placewith bulldozers and other 
heavy equipment The map shows the proposed 
locations of the offshore sand sites, the beaches to , 
be replenished, and the routes of the pipes. 

Between six and ~ight miles of beaches will be 
restored. The goal is to pump sand onto beaches 

Between six 
and eiqht miles 
of beaches. will 

starting next spring. The 
project will take around 
six months to complete. 

This great opportunity is 
made possible through 
the hard work of local 

· •·· elected officials from the 
region's 18 cities and 
county, and our legisla­

tive representatives in Washington, D.C. and 
Sacramento. State and Federal funds totaling over 
$14 million have been provided for the Regional 
Beach Sand Project The U.S. Navy and California 
Department of Boati.ng and Waterways have been ~: 
very helpful in getting the funds to SANDAG so the · 
work can be done. 
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Volume 1 CVN Homeporting EIS 

OPERATIONS 

The change in site-generated traffic is shown on Table 3.9-4. This development action would. 
result in a net future decrease in traffic of 4,579 trips per day and 825 trips during the peak hour. 
As there would be a net future decrease in site-generated traffic, there would be no adverse traffic 
impacts. 

Table 3.9-4. Traffic Generation Estimates- NASNI Coronado 
Personnel PeJZkHour Average Daily 

Action Change Traffic Tmffic 
Trip Rate (per person) N.A. 0.265 1.47 
No Additional CVN (Alternative Five) 

-3,115 -825 -4,579 
One Additional CVN (Alternative Four) 

+102 +27 +150 
Two Additional CVNs (Alternative One, 
Two, Three)l. 2 +1021 +271 +1501 

No Additional Facilities for One 
Additional CVN (Alternative Six: No +102 +27 +150 
Action) 

1. This condition reflects 96 percent of the time during which two carriers or fewer are predicted to be in 
port at the same time. 

2. During the 13 intermittent days when three CVNs are predicted to be in port simultaneously, an 
estimated 879 peak hour trips and 4,879 daily trips would occur. 

3.9.1.2.2 Facilities for One Additional CVN: Capacity for Total oJTwo CVNs (Alternative Four) 

Alternative Four consists of construction of a CVN berthing wharf, ferry I flag landing, and 
dredging. 

~G/NrrnGATIONSnE 

The dredging operations associated with providing the capacity to homeport one additional CVN 
would result in little or no increase in vehicular traffic as the dredged material would be 
transported by barge to the disposal site(s) ·and/ or by truck within the base perimeter. 

FACII.JTY IMPROVEMENTS 

During construction of the various facilities that would be associated with providing the capacity 
to homeport one additional CVN, there would be a short-term increase in traffic associated with 
workers driving to I from NASNI and trucks delivering materials to NASNL Construction 
activities would generate an estimated 200 additional trips per day for light-duty vehicles and up 
to 100 truck trips per day (50 round trips). When compared to the existing volume of 32,000 total 
trips per day and 850 truck trips per day generated by the base, the additional short-term 
construction traffic would be less than significant, particularly since it is temporary. The 
construction traffic would primarily use 1st Street and 3rd Street as the access route to the base and 
1st Street and 4th Street as the egress route from the base. Orange A venue between 151 and 3M 
Streets and Alameda Boulevard between tst and 4th Streets would also be used as travel routes for 
construction traffic. 

3.9-8 3.0N.I: 
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Volume 1 CVN Homeporting EIS 

The approach for the-traffic impact analysis was to quantify the change (increase or decrease) in 
site-generated traffic volumes that would occur as a result of each action, then analyze the 
corresponding impacts on traffic conditions on the roadway network that provides access to the 
base. The controlling factor used to estimate the increase or decrease in site-generated traffic is the 
number of personnel associated with each action. Traffic counts at NASNI gates indicate that the 
base, as a whole, generates an average of 1.47 trips per person. The daily trip generation rate has 
been used for the NASNI traffic analysis. A peak hour rate of 0.265 trips per person was assumed, 
with 91 percent of the traffic entering and 9 percent exiting during the morning peak hour and 
with .9 percent entering and 91 percent exiting during the afternoon peak hour. These peak hour 
rates were developed for the Puget Sound homeporting analysis (DON 1995b). The trip 
generation rates represent all vehicle trips entering and leaving the base, including commute trips, 
truck deliveries, and visitors. 

The personnel loading for each action is presented in Table 3.9-3, which shows that one out of the 
four actions would result in a decrease in the number of personnel at NASNI. The action that 
provides for homeporting one additional CVN would result in an increase of additional 102 
people, and the action that provides for homeporting two additional CVNs would result in an 
increase of 3,319 for those 13 days a year when all three homeported carriers are in port at the 
same time. 

In addition to the personnel shown on Table 3.9-3, there would be a periodic increase in personnel 
at NASNI associated with the PIA maintenance activities for the CVNs. As described in Chapter 

Table 3.9-3. Personnel Loading- NASNI Coronado 
Action CV CVN Total Chan~e from Existing 

Existing Vessels Homeported 
Ships 1 1 2 0 
Personnel 3,115 3,217 6,332 0 

Facilities for No Additional CVN 
(Alternative Five) 
Ships 0 1 1 -1 
Personnel 0 3,217 3,217 -3,115 

Facilities for One Additional CVN 
(Alternative Four) 

Ships 0 2 2 0 
Personnel 0 6,434 6,434 +102 

Facilities for Two Additional CVNs (Alts 
One, Two, 'Three) 1.2 

Ships 0 2 2 0 
Personnel 0 6,434 6,434 +102 

No Additional Facilities for One Additional 
CVN (Alternative Six: No Action) 

Ships 0 2 2 0 
Personnel 0 6,434 6,434 +102 

1. This condition reflects 96 percent of the time during which two carriers or fewer are predicted to be in port 

2. 

3.9-6 

at the same time . 

During the 13 intermittent days when three CVNs are predicted to be in port simultaneously, an estimated 
9,651 personnel would be in port, and the net change from existing conditions would be 3,319 personnel. 
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3.0 NAVAL AIR STATION NORTH ISLAND 

HISTORICAL BASELINE AND EXISTING CONDmONS 

A detailed discussion of NASNI' s historical status as a carrier home port is necessary to define 
the appropriate baseline for evaluating impacts resulting from proposed action alternatives at 
this location. As described in section 2.3.2.1, NASNI has provided the requisite facilities and 
infrastructure to homeport three aircraft carriers since World War n. This is considered the 
historic baseline in terms of its carrier homeporting facilities and infrastructure. For this EIS, 
the historic baseline at NASNI is defined as the capacity to provide homeporting facilities for up 
to three carriers at a time. 

Although historically three carriers have been homeported at NASNI, the number of 
homeported carriers actually in port at any one time has varied. This is a result of the traditional 
operational deployments and training and maintenance schedules of Pacific Fleet aircraft 
carriers. Aircraft carrier schedules from 1975 through 1998 were analyzed to determine the 
number of days homeported carriers were actually in port at NASNI (see Volume 3, Section 
3.0}. A summary of the number of days homeported carriers were in port at NASNI is 
presented in Table 3-0. 

Table 3·0 
NASNI HOMEPORTED CARRIERS IN PORT 

Average Number of Days Per Average Number of Days Per 
Year Homeporte_d Carriers Were Year Homeported Carriers Were 

Number of Homeported in Port Wher(__ Three' Carriers in Port Wher!._!_w_o Carriers Were 
Carriers in Port Were Homeporied at NASNI Homeported at NASNI 

atNASNI (1975-1993) (1994-1998) 

3.Carriers 13 . 0 

2 Carriers 98 104 

1 Carrier 173. 197 

OCarriers 81 64 . 

The table illustrates that the number of carriers actually in port at any one time varies due to the 
dynamic nature of carrier deployment, training, and maintenance schedules. During the period 
1975 - 1993 when NASNI was home port to three carriers, all three carriers were simultaneously 
in port an average of 13 days per year. Since the number of days the carrier$ are actually in port 
will vary due to changes to deployment, traiiring, and maintenance schedules, as well as the 
number of carriers homeported at NASNI, the historical data have been ti.sed as a reasonable 

. means to predict the fuh:u'e environmental impacts of the proposed action. 

The deployment, training and maintenance schedules for a C~ are nearly identical to that of a 

• 

• 

CV. Therefore, there would be no expected difference in the average numbe:r of homeported • 
carriers in port per day based upon the type of carrier homeported a~ NASNI. Also, based on 
operational requirements, the Navy does not conte:£?plate any changes to CVN deplovment, .-------.. 
3.0 NASNI EXHIBIT NO. /b 



• Table 3-o. Carrier Days in Port at NASNI 
1975-1998 

One Carrier Two Carriers 
Year Only Simultaneously 

1975 219 36 

1976 195 36 

1977 191 21 

1978 181 103 

1979 224 84 

1980 187 131 

1981 148 161 

1982 185 33 

1983 156 59 

1984 204 96 

1985 169 135 

• 1986 54 122 

1987 166 28 

1988 105 237 

1989 156 153 

1990 180 76 

1991 275 48 

1992 167 96 

1993 121 206 

1994 181 53 

1995 198 145 

1996 143 152 

1997 252 79 

1998 211 90 

AVERAGE 177.83 99.16 

• 
Carrier Days in Port at NASNI 

Three Carriers 
Simultaneously 

0 

0 

0 

41 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11 

132 

2 

12 

28 

22 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10.33 

EXHIBIT NO. \7 
APPLICATION NO. 

4t' California Coastal Commission 



().;) 
;..... 
~ 

m 
X 
:::t: -OJ 
=i 
z 
0 
0 

c<.\ 

Qbp 
af 

Quaternary Bay Point Formation 
Artificial Fill 
Approximate location of Geologic Contact 
located Fault 
Approximately located Fault 

' 

.. 

... 
"' c:, 

................. 

N A V A L 

• 

• ... 
" ;. 

1$ ~ ... 

.. " 

Concealed Fault Source: Woodward Clyde Consultants J994b in DON 1995a 

Figure 3.1-1. RQse Canyon Fault Zone, San Diego Bay Area ... - - ---

···-·····-··------------------

E-----= r-----~ 

0 1500 
Feet 

3000 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

•· CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 

f!',- SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219 
VOICE AND TDD (415) 904-5200 

.AX (415) 904-5400 

w 16b 
APPENDIX A- CORRESPONDENCE 

• 

• 



; .. 
.. 

• 

• 

• 



•• 

• 

• 

• 

Law Office of Marco A. Gonzalez 
Marco A. Gonzalez 
Christopher Johnson 

r,<'f li ~ 1999 0t.r' v -

215 South Hwy 101, Ste. 206 
Solana Beach, California 92075 

Email: mag012l@aol.com 
Ph: (858) 509-9751 

_j Fax: (858) 509-0781 

,_u;,\;'./,\SS\0~"'i September 7, 1999 

Mark Delaplaine 
Federal Consistency Supervisor 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

RE: Federal Consistency Determination: Development of Home 
Port Facilities for a NIMITZ-Class Nuclear Aircraft 
Carrier at Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) , 
Coronado 

Dear Mr. Delaplaine: 

The following comments are submitted on behalf of 
Environmental Health Coalition (EHC) of San Diego, California. It 
is our understanding that in October of this year, the California 
Coastal Commission (CCC) will consider the August, 1999 Federal 
Determination of Consistency (DOC) submitted by the U.S. Navy 
regarding the proposed relocation and construction of facilities 
for two additional NIMITZ-class nuclear aircraft carriers at 
NASNI. In order to fully and adequately evaluate the proposed 
project/preferred alternative with respect to the specific 
mandates of the California Coastal Management Program (CCMP, 
including the California Coastal Act of 1976) and the federal 
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA), the CCC should require full 
nnd complete re5'ponses from the United States Navy to all 
comments contained herein. Legal authority for mandating the 
highly relevant information is provided to support each request. 

At the outset, please allow us to reiterate the position EHC 
has taken with respect to this project and the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement {FEIS) generally. As has been 
noted in numerous previous comment letters from ourselves and 
other groups, we feel the FEIS is either incomplete or non­
responsive on a number of crucial issues. Please see FEIS, Volume 
7, Part A, Comments and Responses for Coronado, California, July 
1999. Additionally, the FEIS does not meet the stringent 
requirements for environmental review under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and therefore should not be 
considered adequate as a basis for any discretionary action by 
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the California Regional Water Quality Control Board or the CCC . 
Therefore, due to the glaring inadequacies highlighted in 
previous comment letters, any decision of federal consistency 
based upon the insufficient information contained in the flawed 
FEIS will undermine the integrity of the entire process, and a 
new, legally viable review document should be mandated prior to 
final CCC action. 

In particular, when analyzing the Navy's consistency 
determination, please keep in mind the following fatal flaws, 
both of which are foundational to the entire scope of review 
contained in the FEIS: 

1. The FEIS constitutes a piecemeal approach to analysis 
of the true project proposed for NASNI. This project, 
which we refer to as the "Nuclear Megaport" has 
included all of the following elements since at least 
1995: the home porting of up to five CVNs; additional 
nuclear powered submarines, a new or expanded Mixed 
Waste Facility; a new or expanded Hazardous Waste 
Facility; and, the decommissioning of the uss McKee. 
The failure to analyze these connected actions in a 
Programmatic EIR violates CEQA and creates a 
significant barrier to effective public participation 
under the Coastal Act. See Cal. Code of Regs., §15378 
(a); Publ. Res. Code, §30012 (regarding the 
legislature's desire for a well informed citizenry); 
and, 

2. The FEIS fails to analyze future impacts of the project 
against current conditions at NASNI. Repeatedly 
throughout the FEIS, potential impacts from the home 
porting of two additional carrier-sized ships 
(regardless of propulsion mechanism) are balanced or 
offset against the decommission or relocation of two 
carriers alleged to be home ported at NASNI currently. 
But, at least one of these two "existing" carriers has 
not been at NASNI since 1994! In reality, the Navy 
seeks to add two CVNs where only one CV has existed, 
and therefore many of the "offset" impacts noted in the 
FEIS are at best untrue, and more likely, disingenuous. 
See e.g. FEIS pp. 3.3-11, 3.4-7, 3.4-17, 3.17-5; Cal. 
Code of Regs., §15125; Publ. Res. Code, §21060.5. 

Given the foregoing, the CCC review should stop right here. The 
August 1999 DOC specifically incorporates the inadequate FEIS 
document as the basis for project description (p.1), data 
production (p.6), analysis of marine environment effects 

• 

• 

• 

generally (p.7), analysis and mitigation of dredging impacts to • 
water quality (pp.8, A-2}, mitigation measures for geologic 
hazards (p.15), analysis of air quality impacts (pp.15-18), 
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analysis of marine invertebrates impacts (p. A-5), and mitigation 
options for impacts to threatened or endangered species (p. A-5) . 
Put simply, without a legally sufficient environmental review 
document, the CCC is without sufficient information to adequately 
assess the Navy's DOC. 

Regulations have been promulgated pursuant to the CZMA which 
ensure that all Federally conducted or supported activities 
directly affecting the coastal zone are undertaken in a manner 
consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the CCMP. See 
15 C.F.R. § 90.30, 90.39(c). This standard is further defined to 
mandate full consistency with the CCMP unless existing law 
prohibits compliance. 15 C.F.R. § 930.32. Broken down for real­
world application, these regulations essentially afford the CCC a 
very broad power to require as much information as is necessary 
to adequately consider maximum compliance with the Coastal Act. 
See also, 15 C.F.R. § § 930.39, 930.42(b), and 930.58. EHC 
strongly requests the Commission use this power to mandate a new 
environmental review document, consistent with CEQA, which takes 
into account the full range of impacts of the entire Navy nuclear 
megaport and associated structures on all potentially affected 
communities in the region. The State of California must stand up 
to the United States Government and demand that public health and 
safety and natural resource protection be placed on par with 
alleged military and national security needs . 

In the event the CCC is unwilling to request a new DEIS 
based on the foregoing, EHC hereby demands, at the very least, 
consideration of the following issues: 

I 

Increased Nuclear Presence at NASNI and 
Potential Impacts on Public Health and Safety 

Environmental Health Coalltion has repeatedly asserted that 
the Draft and Final EIS documents grossly understate and 
underestimate the public health risks of the proposed project and 
the nuclear megaport generally. While the assertion has been made 
that the proper focus of the CCC is only the protection of 
natural resources in the coastal zone (i.e. marine biota and 
coastal processes), a thorough reading of the Coastal Act and 
incorporated provisions reveals an abundance of statutory 
authority for inquiry into the public health and safety aspects 
of this project. For instance, the legislature specifically found 
and declared in Coastal Act§ 30001(c) (hereafter, "Act") that 
protection of the coastal zone is necessary, "to promote ... 
public safety, health, and welfare ... . "See also, Publ. Res. 
Code §30231 (Biological productivity and the quality of coastal 
waters shall be maintained "for the protection of human 



Determination of Consistency 
CVN Home Porting at NASNI 
Page4 

health."). Further, the Act provides, "Protection against the 
spillage of ... hazardous substances shall be provided in 
relation to any development or transportation of such materials. 
Effective containment and cleanup facilities and procedures shall 
be provided for accidental spills that do occur. Publ. Res. Code 
§30232 (emphasis added) . 

If there remains any hesitation regarding the Legislature's 
intent that the CCC address public health and safety concerns in 
the coastal zone, such doubt should be eliminated, especially 
with respect to this project, by sections 30264 and 30413 of the 
Act. These sections mandate that the CCC work in close 
cooperation with the State Energy Resources Conservation and 
Development Commission whenever a nev~ thermal electric generating 
plant is sited within the coastal zone. See also, Publ. Res. Code 
§ 25507-25508. The two additional CVNs proposed for NASNI are 
thermal electric generating plants, powered by a total of four 
nuclear reactors (two per ship), sited within the coastal zone, 
and therefore these sections of the Act apply. See also, Publ. 
Res. Code§ 30107 ("'Energy facility' means any public or private 
processing, producing, generating, storing, transmitting, or 
recovering facility for electricity, natural gas, petroleum, 
coal, or other source of energy.") 

• 

Importantly, §30413 of the Act unequivocally states that 
Public Resources Code §25514 applies to the CCC. Section 25514, • 
then, mandates the production of a report with "findings and 
conclusions with respect to the safety and reliability of the 
facility ... as determined pursuant to section 25511." 
Pursuant to section 25511, the agencies shall: 

[I]n determining the appropriateness of sites and related 
facilities, require detailed information on proposed 
emergency systems and safety precautions, plans for 
transport, handling and storage of wastes and fuels, 
proposed methods to prevent ~!legal diversion of nuclear 
fuels, special design features to account for seismic and 
other potential hazards, proposed methods to control density 
of population in areas surrounding nuclear powerplants, and 
such other information as the [agency) may determine to be 
relevant to the reliability and safety of the facility at 
the proposed sites. 

It can not be overemphasized, pursuant to federal law, the Navy 
must comply to the maximum extent practicable with the Coastal 
Act, and this includes the production of a legally viable report 
with findings sufficient to meet this stated criteria. 

The FEIS, at 3.15-8 , notes that none of the facilities • 
would result in significant impacts to health and safety. This 
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simply cannot be ascertained based on the documentation produced 
in the FEIS and the DOC. In light of the above-noted requirements 
regarding public health and safety when energy facilities are 
sited in the coastal zone, the CCC should declare the Navy's 
FEIS, and thereby the DOC and the project as a whole, 
significantly flawed in the following respects: 

1. 

2. 

The FEIS fails to disclose an accurate history of 
accidents and administrative violations relating to 
nuclear powered ships, their support facilities, and 
non-radioactive hazardous materials. This information 
should be demanded of the Navy; 1 

The FEIS fails to release essential eme~gency planning 
documents, including one entitled, Local San Diego Navy 
Instruction for Nuclear Reactor and Radiological 
Accident Procedures fer Naval Nuclear Propulsion 
Plants. This document is critical to the public's 
understanding of the risks in locating the CVNs and 
facilities so close to densely populated areas. 

A second document containing naval reactor design 
information and analysis of postulated accidents, 
designated as Appendix D to the FEIS, is classified and 
has not been released. Without these, it is impossible 
to make an informed decision about the acceptability of 
risks of the project. The area of impact from a serious 
nuclear accident onboard a naval vessel has never been 
disclosed to the public, but evidence indicates 
affected distances will be measured in miles. The CCC 
should request, and the Navy must disclose and/or 
create, emergency response and evacuation plans for all 
neighboring and down-wind communities within the 
coastal zone as well as NASNI itself. 

l'li th respect to the mitigation of impacts from 
potentially catastrophic nuclear accidents, the Navy 
completely refuses to provide for any of the following: 
community monitoring for accountability and early 
detection; downwind buffers; warning sirens; or, 
provisions of Potassium Iodide for damage control. 
Though all of these are standard emergency response 
planning features, and all have been repeatedly 
requested by EHC and the surrounding communities, not 

1 
In addition to failing to provide ~~~!dent history and response information, the Kavy 

also fails to provide an act::urate interpretati~·n c.f EPA radiol•,gical investigations of San Jie·;:o 
Bay. These tests indi~ate that where nut::lear vessels have traditionally existed, radioactive 
cesium contaminat ic·n is highest in the Bay, at times ;;lmost ten times above t.ack·;~rour,d leveLs· 
This begs the essentia: question; if there have t.een no illegal radioactive discharges to the 
Bay, then why are levels elevated so far beyond ba·:kground only at these locations? 
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one of them has been proffered in conjunction with this 
project; 

3. The FEIS does not disclose carrier "Reactor Safeguard 
Clearance Exam" results. These reports, created 
annually to assess safety and procedures of personnel, 
will facilitate the risk assessment mandated by the 
Act; and, 

4. The FEIS gives very short shrift to the issues of 
transportation anc storage of radioactive and other 
hazardous wastes. In addition, the document completely 
fails to designate an ultimate repository for the spent 
radioactive waste. As such, it is possible the mixed­
waste storage facility at NASNI will become a permanent 
low level radioactive waste site. 

In addition to the accident-impacts mitigation measures 
noted in #2 above, the following operational mitigation measures 
should be required before CCC agreement with the Determination of 
Consistency: 

A. 

B. 

c. 

Reactors, when in port, should be at m1n1mum pressure 
as soon as feasible upon arrival at NASNI; 
All fluids discharged from boundary valve seat leakage 
should be collected and prevented from entering San 
Diego Bay; 
Under normal, non-emergency conditions, only one 
reactor should be operational during carrier transit of 
San Diego Bay. 

Because the Coastal Act specifically mandates public health and 
safety considerations for energy related development within the 
coastal zone, the CCC has an affirmative legal duty to request 
additional information and mitigation measures prior to agreement 
with the Navy's DOC. Anythin9 less wculd constitute a violation 
of the CZMA, CCMP, and the Coastal Act. 

II 

Public Participation 

• 

• 

Public participation is a cornerstone of the Coastal Act. At 
§30006, the Act notes the right of the public, "to fully 
participate in decisions affecting coastal planning, conservation 
and development," and that sound coastal planning is, "dependent 
upon public understanding and support." Additionally, §30006 
appropriately states, "planning and implementation of programs 
for conservation and development should include the widest 
opportunity for public participation". See also, Publ. Res. Code • 
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§30012 ("An educated and informed citizenry is essential to the 
well-being of a participatory democracy and is necessary to 
protect the State's finite natural resources, including the 
quality of it environment.") 

As noted in the previous section, there has been a primary 
failure by the Navy to accurately inform the public of the 
potential health and safety risks associated with CVN home 
porting at NASNI. As such, public participation as contemplated 
by the Act is impossible. Therefore, for this reason also, all of 
the information and mitigation measures noted absent from the 
FEIS must be considered prerequisite to agreement with the Navy's 
DOC. 

With respect to public participation, this project fails 
grossly in an additional manner. EHC has persistently informed 
the Navy that numerous minority, low income, and non-English 
speaking communities have been excluded from the environmental 
review process despite their close proximity to the proposed 
project site. Because the prevailing on-shore winds in San Diego 
Bay are easterly, these communities (including Barrio Logan, 
Encanto, East San Diego, as well as the city of Chula Vista and 
National City) have been living in the cloud of toxic industrial 
pollution from Navy contractor facilities for numerous years. 
Now, they will be potentially subjected to additional toxic and 
radioactive pollution. In addition, populations in these 
communities consume proportionally greater amounts of fish from 
San Diego Bay. As such, they are more susceptible to the 
negative effects of contaminant bioaccumulation and radiation 
exposure. 

Despite the disproportionately greater impacts to non­
English speaking populations, and a specific Department of 
Defense promise to provide translation of crucial public 
documents and conduct interpretation of hearings where 
practicable and appropriate, the Navy has done nothing to educate 
the Latino community about this project. At this proximity to the 
United States.-Mexican border, it is both practicable and 
appropriate to translate information into Spanish. At the very 
least, meeting notices and the FEIS executive summary should have 
been translated and made available to the affected communities. 
Until such action is taken, the affected public will remain 
uninformed and barred from effec~ive participation. This is 
inconsistent with the express mandates of the Coastal Act. 

Ill 

Ill 

Ill 
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III 

Water, Sediment, and Air Quality Impacts 
to the Marine Environment 

Under the Coastal Act, a basic goal of the state for the 
coastal zone is the protection, maintenance, and where feasible, 
enhancement and restoration of the overall quality of the coastal 
zone environment and its natural and artificial resources. Publ. 
Res. Code §30001.5. Coastal Act sections 30230-30237 echo this 
goal as a mandate. Because the FEIS fails to properly and fully 
assess and mitigate the direct, indirect, and cumulative water, 
sediment, and air quality impacts to the marine environment, the 
CCC should refrain from agreement with the Navy's DOC. 

• 

Of primary importance is the issue of "significance 
criteria." Throughout its review and analysis of environmental 
consequences and mitigation measures in Section 3 of the FEIS, 
the Navy consistently weighs impacts of the project against a set 
of "significance criteria." The bases for these criteria are 
never discussed, and none are attributable to law, policy, or 
other official document. As EHC noted in earlier comment letters, 
these criteria seem instead "to appear out of thin air and to be 
handcrafted to meet the Navy's specific needs to promote their 
project alternative and to promote a more subjective standard of 
impact that can be up to Navy interpretation." Determinations of • 
significance call for careful judgment by the reviewing agency, 
and should be based to the extent possible on scientific and 
factual data. Cal. Code of ~egs., §15064(b). Therefore, until the 
entire project is evaluated against a scientifically valid set of 
significance criteria, the review is inconsistent with state law 
and the mandates of the Coastal Act. 

Regarding impacts to natural resources and the marine 
environment (including air quality), the following are specific 
instances of inadequacy in the enviromLental review 
documentation, and thereby, inconsistency with the Coastal Act: 

1. Several of the stated thresholds of significance listed 
in the FEIS (pp. 3.3-4,5) are met or surpassed and 
therefore require mitigation. In particular, remember 
that a fundamental premise for numerous impacts 
analyses is that two conventional carriers would be 
swapped for two CVNs, and this just isn't the case. As 
a result of the proposed project, there will be a net 
gain in pollutants to San Diego Bay such as jet fuel, 
oil, radiation, abrasive grit, undisclosed industrial 
processes waste, and heated water. These impacts, 
including cumulative impacts, must be properly analyzed 
and mitigated in light of the net gain of one • 
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2. 

additional carrier; 

The DOC contains the statement, "All operational 
discharges, including storm water runoff, would meet 
applicable regulations and permit standards." DOC, at 
p.9. Given that carriers are exempt from NPDES 
standards, it is unclear as to which "applicable 
regulations and permit standards" the Navy is 
referring, or if it is only referring to the shore side 
facilities. The Navy does rely on the NPDES permitting 
program as a mechanism for reducing cumulative impacts 
to water quality (FEIS, p. 3.18-6), but this is not the 
proper role of the program in this situation. 
Cumulative impacts are supposed to be analyzed and 
mitigated through the environmental review processes of 
NEPA and CEQA. Without greater substantive clarity, 
such statements are merely speculative and do not 
indicate consistency with Coastal Act mandates. 

The sediment testing relied upon for project review is 
wholly inadequate. The CCC will recall the tests 
performed for the 1995 "BRAC CVN" project in San Diego 
Bay; these were the tests which allowed multiple 
undetected mortar shells and bullets to be pumped onto 
a North San Diego County beach and which ultimately 
resulted in deposit of all dredge spoils offshore at 
LA-5. 

That the Navy now relies on these tests as indicative 
of the overall sediment quality in the vicinity of Pier 
J/K is totally inappropriate. The CCC should request 
new samples be taken from the area to be affected and 
ask that full chemical, radiation, and toxicity testing 
be conducted. 2 

Even given the lack of sediment testing integrity, 
there is evidence of heightened levels of mercury in 
the eoncerned area. Dioxin was also discovered in 
state-required sampling. Further, the bioaccumulation 
of lead in clams is inappropriately disregarded. All of 
these contaminants represent a part of the long-term 
problem in San Dieg~ Bay, and mitigation measures to 
ensure a decline in their presence are necessary for 
consistency with the Act; 

2 The possible presence of additional muni~i~ns in any dredged materials is a ser!~us 
matter which has received insufficient attenti<:·n in t.he FEIS. Discovery of mur.itions should be 
likened to the presence of ot:her fo.rms 0f unr"emediat:ed hazardous wast:e and t:-eat:ed acc::crdinqly. 
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3. Rather than analyze and discuss the true potential and 
likelihood of oil, fuel, and hazardous waste spills 
from the CVNs, the FEIS simply concludes that "the 
probability of spill is very small." This 
unsubstantiated claim is insufficient and mitigation in 
the form of spill prevention and clean-up plans should 
be required. Further, an adequate cumulative impacts 
analysis must be performed regarding the already 95 
hazardous waste generators at NASNI and many others 
around the Bay; 

4. In the FEIS, at section 3.3-8, the Navy admits that 
dredged materials may be radioactive "as a result of 
past Navy operations," yet testing for radiation in 
s·ediments was never performed for that area. The fact 
that the FEIS admits the presence of any Cobalt-60 (at 
p. 3.4-4) indicates that releases of radiation have 
occurred into San Diego Bay despite repeated assurances 
that accidents do not happen. The Navy's statement is 
telling, "Since the early 70's, the Navy has prohibited 
intentional discharges of even negligible radioactivity 
into harbors." DOC, at p.9. And what of the 
unintentional ones? 

5. Under current conditions (1 CV, 1 CVN), Navy hull 
leachate is responsible for 22% of the dissolved copper 
found in Bay sediment tests. Further, CVNs emit 
significantly more copper than traditional CVs. With a 
total of three nuclear powered carriers, this problem 
will persist and v-.rorsen. The FEIS calculations at p. 
3.3-9, like their underlying assumptions, are 
fundamentally flawed; 

6. Serious degradation to marine life has already occurred 
at the project site and throughout surrounding areas. 
FEIS 3.5-2-7. Notably, though, the FEIS completely 
fails to identify the cause of the degradation or to 
analyze the additional degradation likely to result 
from the proposed project. Without site-specific 
surveys, the Navy's comments are merely unsupportable 
conclusory statements which violate the spirit of CEQA; 

7. Discharges of heated water are· a major concern of all 
coastal nuclear energy generating plants, yet the 
impacts of heated discharges are not analyzed anywhere 
in the FEIS. Further, there is insufficient information 
regarding the likelihood of radiation present in 

• 

• 

• 
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8. 

cooling system discharges from CVNs. Indications from 
the Navy are that such releases of radiation regularly 
occur, but no quantification has ever been given; and, 

Air quality impacts are significantly underestimated. 
As with other analyses, the baseline for comparison is 
the replacement of two CVs with two CVNs, when there 
has been only one CV home ported at NASNI for the last 
five years. Additionally, the FEIS fails to note that 
under current conditions, San Diego County will not 
achieve the required federal standards for ozone next 
year. Given the non-attainment status of the San Diego 
Basin, it is again disingenuous to assert that the 
megaport project, with all the associated criteria 
pollutants from dredging, traffic, and shore 
side/carrier operations will not have a significant 
impact. 

Additionally, the FEIS fails to assess the potential 
for increased emissions of toxic air contaminants. 
Though mentioned at p.3.10-5, at no point are expected 
increases documented, quantified, or analyzed. The 
cumulative impacts of the added air pollution to that 
already existing at NASNI are completely ignored . 

The FEIS cites Air Pollution Control District's Rule 
1200 as allowing cancer risks up to 1 cancer per 
million. But, the Navy does not calculate the risks in 
the manner specified by rule 1200. Instead, the 
3.6/million cancer risk calculated for the 3-month 
construction period alone is amortized over a 70-year 
period to hide the non-compliant result. This is 
inconsistent with Rule 1200 and the Navy cannot escape 
the requirement to implement Taxies Best Available 
Control Techno log}.. ( T-BACT) . 

With respect to mitigation of vehicle traffic air 
emissions, reliance on future, speculative reductions 
in air emissions in vehicles (FEIS p.3.10-9) is 
absolutely improper. 

Because any one of these issues would render the project 
inconsistent with the Coastal Act, the CCC should be hard-pressed 
to render the requested consistency determination. 

At its foundation, the purpose of the Coastal Act is to 
protect the state's coastal zone marine environment and natural 
resources from further degradation. The home porting of two 
additional CVNs and construction of associated facilities, as 
their impacts are portrayed in the FEIS, constitute a project 
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totally inconsistent with this f~ndamental purpose. The lack of 
significant relevant information in the FEIS renders the project • 
so far outside the bounds of the Act, a consistency determination 
simply cannot be legally made. As such, the CCC has a duty to 
mandate reconsideratiQn of the environmental review process, at 
least as relates to California state law, and to declare the 
project non-compliant with the requirements of the Coastal Zone 
Management Act and the California Coastal Management Program. 

If you have any questions or comments, please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 

Very Truly Your , 

MARCO A. GONZALEZ, Esq. 

• 

• 
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MARILYN G. FIELD 
1101 FIRST STREET, APT. 208 
CORONADO, CALIFORNIA 92118 

TEL: (619) 437-6553 
FAX: (619) 522-0521 
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September 18, 1999 

Mr. Mark Delaplaine 
Federal Consistency Supervisor 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2215 

RE: Coastal Commission Consistency Determination For the Navy's 
Plan to Homeport Two Additional Nuclear Aircraft Carriers in San 
Diego 

Dear Mr. Delaplaine: 

Enclosed are my comment letters filed with the Navy on their 
Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements on the above 
captioned project as well as a letter filed by the law firm of 
Quinton and Petix for the City of Coronado. I have also 
enclosed a letter that I wrote to Admiral Frank Bowman ra~s~ng 
numerous questions about this project. Please accept these as 
my comments on the Navy's Consistency Determination. 

As you will see, the enclosed comments raise many substantial 
questions about the impact of this project on the Coastal areas 
of Coronado and San Diego. Through the scoping process and the 
DEIS comment process the Navy has failed to respond to many 
important questions and issues concerning risks to human health 
and the environment. I expect that this will continue with the 
FEIS. Under these circumstances, the Coastal Commission should 
reject the Navy's Consistency Determination until all these 
issues have been satisfactorily addressed. Please see the 
enclosed article from the LA Times which discusses the Coastal 
Commission's recent rejection of the Navy's plans for an expanded 
radar test center at Port Hueneme on this very basis. 

I note in particular one section of the Navy's Consistency 
Determination submission which I did not comment on in the 
enclosed letters. The Navy states that the emissions from the 
dredging, which will take place at the pier area immediately 
upwind of residential housing in Coronado, can be substantially 
reduced by the use of an electric dredge and booster pump. They 
do not, however, commit to using an electric dredge. The Navy 
says the emissions are not significant. They most certainly will 
be significant to the people whose homes are directly downwind. 
If any dredging is to be permitted in this area, an electric 
dredge and booster pump should be required • 

Sincerely, 

\hr-!l~ 

~· 

' 
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MARILYN G. FIELD 
1101 FIRST STREET, APT. 208 

CORONADO, CA 92118 
TEL: (619) 437-6553 SEP 2 G 1999 

FAX: (619) 522-0521 CAUF:~::,~;;·;,\ 

Mr. Bob Hexom 
Southwest Division (Code 4PLR.BH) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

September 7 , )_=if~STAL COi'v1iv1i3S 

RE: Comments on Final Environmental Impact Statement for 
Developing Home Port Facilities for Three Nimitz-Class Aircraft 
Carriers in Support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet 

Dear Mr. Hexom: 

Reviewing the Final Environmental Impact Statement has been a 
thoroughly disheartening experience because so many of the 
detailed and thoughtful comments submitted in connection with the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and, before that, in 
connection with the seeping process have still not been 
adequately addressed or, in some cases, addressed at all . 

Moreover, despite overwhelmingly negative comments on homeporting 
two more carriers in San Diego and overwhelming positive comments 
on homeporting two more carriers in Puget Sound, the decision was 
made to proceed with the Navy's preferred alternative of 
homeporting two more carriers in San Diego and one in Puget 
Sound. It is hard to reach any other conclusion than that the 
entire process has been a sham, only designed to go through the 
legally required procedural steps but not for the legally 
required purpose. 

Federal law requires that 11 Environmental impact statements shall 
serve as the means of assessing the environmental impacts of 
proposed agency actions, rather than justifying decisions already 
made" 40 C.F.R. 1502.2(g). Yet it seems clear that justifying 
decisions already made is what this process has been about. The 
record is replete with evidence that the decision to homeport 
three carriers in San Diego was made long before this EIS was 
seeped, in fact, long before the EIS for the Stennis was seeped. 
(Please see Exhibit A). 

The Navy's actions in connection with this EIS are consistent 
with the conclusion that this EIS process served only to justify 
these already made decisions. Less than two months following the 
close of the comment period on the DEIS, and the reciept by the 
Navy of in excess of 1,500 comments on the DEIS, local Naval 
personnel announced to Coronado City officials and later to t.he 
public at a Naval Complexes Meeting, that the decision had been 

; "'· 



2 

made not to issue a new draft EIS as had been requested by the 
City of Coronado and many other commenters and to proceed 
directly to a final EIS. It simply defies belief that the Navy 
could have analyzed and evaluated over 1,500 detailed and, in 
many cases technical, comments in any meaningful way in less than 
two months and reached a conclusion to proceed to a final EIS. 
The only explanation for this behavior is that there was never 
any question about the outcome of the process nor any intention 
of seriously considering public comments. This is not only 
disheartening to all those who in good faith and with 
considerable time and effort participated in the comment process, 
it is contrary to the above quoted requirements of Federal law. 

Moreover, the decision not to reissue and recirculate the EIS in 
draft form, even if it had not been made so quickly as to show 
that no real consideration had been given to the issues raised, 
is not in compliance with the requirements of NEPA and CEQA. The 
EIS contains substantial new material as described in the comment 
letter of the City of Coronado dated today. Moreover, the EIS 
still fails to give adequate responses to many comments made by 
the City of Coronado, by The Environmental Health Coalition and 
by many other commenters. Because of the fundamental nature of 
the issues raised by these comments, the public should have been 
given the opportunity to again scutinize the responses which in 
fact are still seriously inadequate. The law requires that " NEPA 
procedures must insure that environmental information is 
available to public officials and citizens before decisions are 
made". 42 C.F.R. lSOO.l(b) Because substantial information has 
first been made available to the public with the FEIS announcing 
the final decision and because substantial information is still 
lacking as described below, the FEIS fails to meet this standard 
and should be treated as a new draft pursuant to 40 C.F.R. 
1502.9(a), and the decision where to homeport the carriers 
postponed, until all the requested information has been provided, 
until the public has been given a chance to review it and comment 
and until these comments have been thoughtfully analyzed by the 
Navy. To do otherwise will demonstrate the Navy's contempt for 
the law. 

The Navy's format for the FEIS made reviewing responses to 
comments as difficult as possible for the many changes in the 
documents were not highlighted in the text. This format seems 
designed to conceal the extent of the changes. Moreover, the 
method of responding to comments by referring to a prior response 
to another commenter's letter, in many cases produces a response 
that does not make sense because the comments were not exactly 
the same and in some cases the responses cited have nothing at 
all to do with the issue. Moreover, it appears that the people 
who were given the job of responding were instructed to dismiss, 
rather than seriously evaluate, the questions and issues raised: 
comments are in some instances dismissed without specific 
analysis, some prior statements are defended without specific 
reference to the issues indicated in the comment, some questions 
are mischaracterized and the true issue thus avoided and, in some 

• 
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cases, the question answered is not the question asked at all . 
For example: 

1) My comment designated !.43.16 related to increased potential 
for accidents as a result of short staffing/overwork conditions 
stemming from retention and recruiting problems. The response had 
to do with defueling and refueling intentions. Was my comment 
responded to somewhere? I could not find it. Yet this is an 
issue that deserves serious attention, particularly so because 
the Navy has already had one hazardous chemical accident, the 
Mercury spill in S~n Diego Bay only two years ago, caused by just 
such a situation. The "lessons learned report" from this 
accident has not yet been made available. It should be disclosed 
in this EIS because it has a great bearing on the risk to which 
the public is exposed. This may be particularly relevant since I 
understand that Naval reactors are more manually controlled than 
commercial reactors. Is this true? If true, Naval reactors 
may be more vulnerable to accidents caused by human error. 

2) My comment designated I.43.9 questioned the Navy's cancer 
risk assumptions in the health risk assessment in that they did 
not reflect, or even mention, the new research and studies that 
show cancer incidences from lower doses of ionizing radiation 
than previously thought. The response referred to answer 0.12.90 
which, although it refers to the sources of the Navy's data, does 
not specifically respond to the newer studies I have mentioned • 
Nor does it mention the reanalysis of the atomic bomb survivors 
data by Alice Stewart which showed health effects at much lower 
doses than previously assumed. The express point of my comment 
was, whether or not the Navy agrees with these studies, it is 
misleading not to acknowledge them and present an analysis of the 
risks indicated by these studies, explaining why the Navy feels 
these studies are not relevent. The FEIS still has not done this 
and this is information which is critical to the public's 
understanding of the posible risks to which it exposed by virtue 
of the proposed homeporting project. 

3) My comment designated 1.43.13 objects to the Navy's 
characterization of the cancer risks of the project as being 1 in 
2 billion when in fact this is the risk of normal operation, not 
the risk in the event of an accident. The response does not deal 
with this issue. Nor does it respond to the Navy's use of this 
statistic in public meetings without explaining that it is an 
average annual risk for all members of the population in a 50 
mile radius. 

4) My comment designated 1.43.10 asked for a broader range of 
potential accidents to be analyzed, including certain specific 
accident scenarios. The response ignored these specific requests 
and states, without support, that the two accidents presented 
present risks that are unlikely ·to be exceeded by other 
accidents. My request for disclosure of the results of a reactor 
accident is denied on the grounds that it is classified without 
explaining why the consequences of such an accident would need to 
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be classified. This type of accident consequences analysis has 
been done for commercial reactors without divulging design 
technology. (Please see discussion of the CRAC II study below.) 
The response that the reactor could be towed out to sea is a 
wholly inadequate dismissal of a very big issue. Please see 
discussion of these issues in the enclosed letter addressed to 
Admiral Bowman (Exhibit B). 

5) My comment designated as I.43.14 raises this issue of what 
release point is assumed in the risk models. The answer 
discusses the distances from the release point but does not state 
what the release point is. Are the carriers considered a release 
point? If not, they should be because, as the Puget Sound 
radioactive steam release showed, the vessels are clearly a 
possible release point and they are much closer to civilian 
residences than the nuclear repair facility. This calls into 
question the adequacy of the risk analyses (since civilians being 
closer to the release point would alter their presumed dose and 
means that the risk to civilians living closest to the carriers 
is understated) and also calls into question the decision that 
civilians do not need radiation specific warning systems and 
evacuation plans. 

• 

6) My comment designated 1.43.17 requests a response to the 
issues raised in the letters of Camille Sears and Ted Henry 
submitted with the comment letter of The Environmental Health 
Coalition. The response cited has to do with monitoring, • 
evacuation plans and Potassium Iodide and does not respond to the 
issues raised by Sears and Henry. 

7) My comment designated as 1.43.21 requests a commitment that 
there will never be a drydock at North Island, indicating that a 
statement of current intention is inadequate. The response is 
still a statement of current intention. This is still 
inadequate for obvious reasons. The FEIS must either contain 
binding representations that there will be no drydock built at 
North Island and no nuclear defueling/refueling done at North 
Island or elsewhere in San Diego Bay or the EIS must be reissued 
with a full discussion of the risks and consequences of a drydock 
and associated activities, including defueling and refueling. 
Please refer to the studies from the Stennis Administrative 
Record relating to a drydock proposal attached as Exhibit c. 

8) My comment desinated !.44.1 discusses the need for a baseline 
study of health effects which may already be experienced in the 
Coronado/San Diego area possibly as a result of toxic emissions 
was responded to by reference to health studies around other 
Nuclear Navy bases. This misses the point. It is the cumulative 
effect of what we are already exposed to, and possibly suffering 
from here, that needs to be examined before more hazardous and 
polluting operations are added to the community. Studies from 
other possibly less polluted areas wiil tell us nothing. 41 
9) The responses to my comments designated 1.43.6 and I.43.7 
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are inadequate because they assume that people can go to the 
Appendix and draw information from the table - in the case of 
1.43.7, from two separate tables- and do their own mathematical 
computations to determine their cancer risk. This presentation 
has the effect of concealing rather than clearly disclosing 
important information on the extent to which lifetime cancer risk 
will be increased by the homeporting project. 

10) My comment designated 1.43.4 indicates that the presentation 
of cancer risks is greatly understated by multiplying the risk by 
the Navy's estimate of the probability of an accident. This 
comment has not been adequately responded to. The response 
explains that the risk analysis in the Appendix supports the 
conclusions in the EIS. This response avoids the issue which is 
that the risks are greatly understated in the text of the EIS as 
well as in the Appendix. (The probability factor is backed out 
in only one set of tables in the Appendix.) This presentation 
may or may not be standard in the industry but it does nothing to 
inform the public. 

Instead of restating all my 32 comments on the DEIS and why they 
were inadequately responded to, I have attached a copy of a 
letter I recently sent to Admiral Frank Bowman which deals with 
many of the same issues. The responses to these questions should 
should also be considered as comments on the FEIS and should be 
responded to in this context . 

I will expand on one point I made in the letter to Admiral Bowman 
concerning the need for comprehensive air quality monitoring and 
analysis prior to any decision to homeport additional nuclear 
aircraft carriers in San Diego. Since I wrote that letter, I 
have become aware of a study prepared for Congressman Bob Filner, 
Minority Staff Report of the Committee on Government Reform of 
the US House of Representatives entitled "Exposure to Hazardous 
Air Pollutants in San Diego" dated July 9, 1999. (See Exhibit D.) 
This report concludes that based on actual air monitoring data 
from 1995 to 1998 from the Chula Vista and El Cajon air 
monitoring stations of ten specified pollutants, San Diego 
residents are already exposed to at least 200 times the levels of 
toxic air pollutants specified in the Clean Air Act. This study 
likely greatly understates the air taxies health risks to San 
Diegans because it does not measure deisel particulate. (Recent 
monitoring data for deisel particulate were not available.) In 
August of 1998, the California EPA designated deisel particulate 
as a toxic air pollutant with substantial cancer potency. 

This study also probably understates the risks to Coronado 
residents who live closer to the Navy's operations at North 
Island than the residents of Chula Vista and El Cajon, and are 
potentially far more affected by the toxic emissions emanating 
from airport operations at North·Island and Lindberg Field, the 
aircraft maintenance and ship maintenance operations, the cleanup 
operations for the polluted sites on North Island which 
themselves release toxic fumes into the air and the close to 



6 

80,000 car trips a day through the middle of Coronado to and from • 
the Navy base. This underscores a point I made in my letter to 
Admiral Bowman which is that actual and comprehensive air taxies 
monitoring and analysis should be done and disclosed before any 
decision is made on the homeporting project. It would be 
irresponsible and wrong to add to the toxic air pollution of a 
community already at the highest risk without the most careful 
study of what risks the community is already exposed to, what 
health effects the community may already be experiencing and what 
effect the proposed project would have on this situation. This 
study should consider the possible synergistic effect of all 
these chemical pollutants which, as noted in a statement by the 
US EPA several years ago and as noted in several medical journals 
(reported in the New York Times June 7, 1996), can greatly 
magnify the adverse health consequences. 

I have also enclosed as Exhibit E information about the recent 
U.S. EPA study which identified Coronado and other areas around 
San Diego Bay as being in the highest risk category for adverse 
health effect from toxic air pollutants based on EPA models and 
estimates. 

I have also attached a copy of a study done in 1982 for the U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission by Sandia Laboratories entitled 
"Technical Guidance for Siting Criteria Development" ("CRAC II 
Study" -See Exhibit F). It analyzes the consequences of various • 
levels of reactor accidents if they took place at the commercial 
reactors then operating, shut down or in development. The study 
shows deaths, injuries, illness and property damage estimates. 
While Naval reactors may differ from commercial reactors, this 
study shows that various levels of reactor accident consequences 
can be modeled without giving away nuclear technology secrets. 

The consequences shown in the CRAC II study would very likely be 
far greater if they were modeled today because of increases in 
population density.· None of the reactors analyzed were sited as 
close to a major population center as the Naval reactors are at 
North Island. The study notes that the consequences of a reactor 
accident depend not only on the severity of the accident but also 
on the population density of the area surrounding the reactor, 
the ease or difficulty with which evacuation could be 
accomplished as a result of geography, roads and population 
density, whether the plume is likely to be moving in the same 
direction as the evacuation path, and the availability of the 
best kinds of shelter (i.e., basements and masonry buildings). 
Applying this analysis to the Coronado/San Diego area, one sees 
possible extreme consequ~nces as a result of population density, 
island geography, bridge/strand/I-S bottlenecks, congested 
highways, lack of high quality shelter (no basements and few 
masonry buildings) and the probable path of the plume (based on 
prevailing wind patterns) in the-direction of evacuation paths. 
Moreover, of course, there are currently no mechanisms in place • 
which would allow the public to even be warned. These types of 
issues should be analyzed for various levels of reactor accidents 
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for Navy nuclear reactors and disclosed to the public before any 
decisions are finalyzed about this project. 

Additionally, I am enclosing a recent regulatory action of the 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission dated June 14, 1999 (see 
Exhibit G) which, when final, will require distribution of 
Potassium Iodide {"KI") to be considered as part of the emergency 
plans developed for commercial reactors. It notes that the U. S. 
Food and Drug Administration has approved KI as an over the 
counter drug. It also notes the extremely low level of adverse 
consequences experienced in connection with the millions of doses 
administered in connection withthe Chernobyl accident and the 
protective effect of KI on populations to whom the drug was 
administered as compared with populations which did not receive 
KI. It also notes various means by which KI might be distributed 
and periodically replaced. Among the various organizations 
supporting the distribution of KI are the American Thyroid 
Association and the World Health Organization. This is a 
powerful argument for the distribution of KI around Naval 
reactors. 

The Navy has dismissed most of the public's concerns about the 
safety of siting Naval nuclear reactors so close to a densely 
populated area by citing its safety record. As previously noted, 
the Navy's safety claims seem overstated based on the list of 
documented accidents/incidents attached to my comment letter on 
the DEIS. Moreover, the City of Coronado's consultant on 
radiation, Joel Cehn, notes that the U.S. EPA radiological survey 
of San Diego Bay found Cobalt 60, and cesium at ten times 
background concentrations, at the Point Lorna sub base suggesting 
the possibility of accidental leaks from Navy nuclear submarines. 
Please respond to the issues in Mr. Cehn's comment letter 
attached as Exhibit H. 

Please also respond to the issues raised in the letter from 
Institute for Energy and Environmental Research attached as 
Exhibi ty I . . 

Even if the Navy safety record were as flawless as it would like 
the public to believe, this does not preclude an accident in the 
future. If the homeporting EIS were a prospectus (which in a 
sense it is) and were regulated by the SEC {if only it were), it 
would be required to have emblazened in large red letters on its 
cover " Past performance is no guaranty of future results". It 
is irresponsible to site a project with potential catastrophic 
consequences if an accident occurs in the middle of one of the 
largest cities in the country based on the assumption that there 
can never be a serious accident just because there has never been 
one in the past. 

In the Administrative Record for·the Stennis there is an analysis 
by the firm Frederic R. Harris, Inc. of the ways that the plans 
for homeporting three carriers could be expanded to accomodate 
five carriers. (Please refer to the study included in the 
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exhibits to the comment letter filed by the City of Coronado • 
dated today attached to the August 3,1999 letter from The 
Environmental Health Coalition.) While such a decision would 
require a new EIS, if five carriers are a contemplated future 
possibility, this proposal should have been analyzed as part of 
the cumulative effects of this EIS. If on the other hand, five 
carriers will never be homeported at North Island, please include 
a binding statement to this effect in the FEIS/Record of 
Decision. 

I close by endorsing and incorporating by reference the comment 
letter filed by The Environmental Health Coalition on the FEIS 
dated September 7, 1999 and all the attachments thereto. I 
further incorporate by reference the comments of Quinton and 
Petix dated September 3, 1999 (except for page 31) submitted by 
the City of Coronado as comments on the FEIS by letter dated 
September 7, 1999, the comments in the memorandum prepared by 
John Lorman Esq. and David Hubbard, Esq. submitted with the 
City's letter and the exhibits attached to the City's letter. 

Respectfully submitted, 

• 

• 



• 

• 

California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 

J. G. Brydges 
835DAvenue 

Coronado, California 92118 

September 19, 1999 

San Francisco, California 94105-2219 

RE: Request DENIAL ofCD-89-99 (U.S. Navy, San Diego Co.) October Agenda 

Dear Chair Wan and Commissioners: 

I request your DENIAL ofthe Consistency Determination 89-99 (U.S. Navy, San Diego) because 
the Navy's preferred Alternative Two does not meet criteria of Section 30233 of the Public 
Resources Code. Feasible alternatives are available that are less environmentally damaging than 
the Navy's preferred alternative. Those alternatives should be considered. 

Alternative 1 Homeport 3 .aircraft c:arriers at NASNI by upgrading existing aircraft carrier 
berthing space. 

Operational Needs: Navy requires berthing space adequate to accommodate concurrently up 
to three nuclear powered aircraft caniers. Navy indicates that although transient carriers will 
be in port, at no time will four aircraft .carriers concurrently be in port. Furthermore, Navy 
emphasizes that three aircraft carriers may be in port on average up to 13 days per year . 

Existing Condition: There are already four existing aircraft carrier berths as NAS North 
Island. See Diagram 1 attached. 

Navy's Preferred Alternative Two: The Navy's Preferred Alternative Two proposes 
construction of a fitlh aircraft carrier berth. See Diagram 2 attached. Construction of the 
fifth aircraft carrier berth necessitates destruction ofEnvironm.entally Sensitive Habitat Area. 

Alternative l Homeport l CVN' s at NASNI and 1 .additional CVN at Puget Sound NSY 
I proposed this alternative during circulation of the Draft EIS. This proposed alternative was 
given no further consideration. Nonetheless, it appears to be a feasible, less environmentally 
damaging alternative. 

Conclusion: Since other feasible, less environmentally damaging alternatives are available, the 
Navy's Preferred Alternative Two is not consistent with Section 30233 of the Public Resources 
Code. Destruction of environmentally sensitive habitat area associated with constxuction of a fifth 
aircraft carrier berth at NASNI is unnecessary. I request you deny this Consistency Determination. 

Sincerely, 

.clr1B~)yv 
cc: San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 



liUt'<UN-IIJU !•ll)t:. .1. U r 0 

• 
Existing Condition 

BenbJM&:.N 

• 

Alternative Two 
Navy's Preferred Alternative 

• 


