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Introduction to Public Comment Organization

This section presents comments received during the Draft EIS public comment period, and
responses to each comment. The comments received are in the form of letters or comments
received at the public hearings. For simplicity, the following characterizes comments received
as “letters,” and each specific issue raised in each letter as a “comment.” The comment letters
and their responses are organized into sections for each potential CVN homeporting location:
Coronado, Bremerton, Everett, and Pearl Harbor. Within each CVN homeporting location
section, public cormment letters are grouped by the commentor’s affiliation and are abbreviated
as follows: Federal agencies (F); State agencies (S); Local agencies (L); Organizations (O); and
Individuals (I). Comments recorded from the Hearing Transcripts completes each comment set
(H). Individual comment letters in each of these groups are numbered in the chronological
order in which they were received by the Navy. For example, the first Federal comment letter
received for each CVN homeporting location is identified as F.1. Specific comments are
numbered as follows: F.1.1, F.1.2, F.1.3, etc. The second Federal comment letter received for
each location is numbered F.2. Specific comments are numbered F.2.1, F.2.2, F.2.3, etc. State
letters are coded 5.1, 5.2, 5.3 etc.

There are a number of comment letters that include comments about more than one of the
locations. In these instances, the comment letter has been assigned multiple codes for each
CVN homeporting alternative location that is addressed. The specific comments relevant to
that CVN homeporting location are identified. The comment letter is listed in each relevant
CVN homeporting alternative location section, and only the specific comments relevant to that
location are indicated.

Immediately following each comment letter are the responses to those comments, numbered to
correspond to comment codes. Pages are identified by comment code, so that all pages with
comments and responses to letter F.1 are indicated with this code at the bottom of the page.
The table of contents following this introduction lists each comment letter, the date sent, and
the corresponding code. ‘

A number of comments on the Draft EIS were submitted in Spanish. These letters have been
translated into English by a certified translator. Responses appear in both English and Spanish.
On the page immediately following this introduction, the translator’s certifications are
presented.

Due to the number of comments received for Coronado, California, comments and responses
for that site have been divided into two documents: Volume 7, Part A, and Volume 7, Part B.
Comments from Federal, State, and Local agencies, as well as Organizations, are included in
Volume 7, Part A, and comments from Individuals and those made at Public Hearings are
included in Volume 7, Part B. Comments and responses for Bremerton, Washington; Everett,
Washington; and Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, are bound separately in Volumes 8-10.
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1/22/98

Mr. John Coon, Project Manager

Southwest Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Cade 0SAL-JC

1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego CA 92132

Dear Sir. | feel that homeporting Nuclesr Aircraft Carriers in San Diego seriously
weakens our nationa! defense.

REMEMBER PEARL HARBOR

We do not need another “Pearl Harbor” disaster. Parking one or more Nuclear Aircraft
Carriers deep in San Diego Bay will be a repest of December 7, 1941. The berthing place
in San Diego can only be reached in high tide and i3 deep within the harbor Any terrorist
could simply sink a fishing boat at the entry to San Diego Bay and the Aircraft Carrier
could not get to sea to defend our country. If there is a fire or nuclear accident aboard the
ship there is no way to quickly float the ship to sea and out of harms way This threatens
the health and safety of everyone living in San Dicgo, the sixth largest city in the United

States.

REMEMBER PEARL HARBOR. NO HOMEPORTING OF NUCLEAR AIRCRAFT
CARRIERS IN SAN DIEGO

(}w ey

A Brill
6260 Oakridge Rd
San Diego CA 92120
619-582 TT17
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111




VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment

Number Response

Jack A. Brill

L1.1 The Navy has never stated that CVNs could not transit the San Diego Harbor

Channel under low tide conditions in emergency situations. Sufficient depth
exists in San Diego Channels to accommodate emergency situations. CVNs
under normal conditions can transit the San Diego channel under all but the
lowest of “minus” tides. Since the dredging of the channel and turning basin
occurred in 1998, fully loaded CVNs have large windows of sailing times at
MLLW or better. The approximate time needed from taking in all lines to
clearing the tip of Point Loma is 45 minutes. The location of three CVNs in San
Diego poses no more of a “Pearl Harbor” threat than has existed with the three
conventionally powered aircraft carriers homeported there. Please refer to
response to comments 0.14.6, 1.37.1, and 1.29.2.

A wide range of hypothetical accidents was considered in the development of
the analysis presented in the EIS. The hypothetical accidents analyzed indicate
risks that are unlikely to be exceeded by other accidents {e.g., airplane crash,
earthquake, tsunamis, or terrorism). The results of all the analyses of both
normal operations and hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no
significant radiological impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-
class aircraft carriers or operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance
facilities.

I.1
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Comment
Number Response

Joanne Marsh

121 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
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Richard Dittbenner, J. D., Cand, Ph.0.

Campun: At Hours:!
:‘o Dtay Lk Roact Cororado, caa:tj:u-ma
Chute View, CA H910-7299 Tot, $10.437.0077
Tel' 1% €21 5700 x 494 Fat; $10.437.0007
Fae: 194826405 el rlbermriaprynal o
snall: ewiormenmiprojeciiuns.com

September 9, 1998
Mr. John Coon
Southwest Division
U. 8. Navy
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 Sent Via Fax to (619) 532-4993

Dear Mr. Coon:

Request for Rescheduling of Public Hearing Dates for Draft EIS
(Nuclear Alrcraft Carrier Homeporting) and Extension of Time for
Public Comment - Discrimination Against Citizens of the Jewish Faith

This lettet is 1o bring 10 your attention acts and omissions by the US Navy in San Diego
which are contrary to the requirements of federal and siate environmental policy. Both of
these scts and omissions limi public participation in the Navy's environmental decision-
making. These are contrary to NEPA and the Presidential Directive on Environmental
Justice.

Several weeks ago, ] called the Navy's informadon Xine set up for the purpose of
respomding 1o questions and concems about the upcoming Draft EIS. Tleft my namie, home
phone number, and home address (noted above) in connection with miy request to receive 8
copy of the Draft EIS. To date, I have not received 3 copy of the Draft EIS as 1 requested,
nor have I received any communication regarding oy request.

Secondly, the datcs for the hearing in San Dicgo and Cotonado should be rescheduled. By
scheduling back to back bearings in Coronado and San Diego on September 29th and 30th,
the Navy has done to thase of the Jewish faith, that which wookd be unthinkable if dooe 10
members to the Christian faith, The evening of Scptember 2§th is the hoty day of Kol Nidre.
September 30th is Yom Kippur, the hatiest day of the year on which members of the Jewish
faith are obligated 1o spend in religious observance beginning the evening of Seprember 29th.

Would the US Navy hold public hearings on its plans to hormeport two additional neclear
poweted carriers in San Diego Bay on Christrias and Easter? No? Why is the Navy ukn‘m
peopk of the Jewish Faith to participate in public bearings on the most holy of days that it
would a0t also ask of Christians?

131

32

kb Sa-LFna 450,

Leter to Mr. John Coon
September 9, (998
Page 2

The constitution calis upon the government pot to discriminate in favor of one religion
over apother. By holding these hearings on Yom Kippur, the Navy is discriminating against
cltizens of the Jewish faith in favor of Christians. The Navy should reschedule the
hearings and ¢xtend the time for public comment an additional %0 days. The Navy should
also provide 3 copy of the Dvaft EIS to alf who asked for & copy.

Please direct all correspondence to my home address as noted abowe,

Sincerely,

Tatad Debbwa.

Richard Dittbenncr, J. D, Cand. PRD.
Professot of Law

¢
Senator Dianne Feinstein

Senator Barbera Poxer

Congressman Bob Filner

Congressman Brizn Bilbray

Mayor and City Council of Del Mar
Mayor and City Council of [mperial Beach
Mayor and City Council of 5an Dicgo
Mayor and City Coumnei) of Chula Yista
Mayor and City Council of Coronado
Mayor and City Councit of Netional City
Mayor and City Council of Solana Beach

133
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Comment

Number Response

Richard Dittbenner

1.3.1 As requested, you were sent a copy of the Draft EIS.

132 The public hearings for the Draft EIS were rescheduled to October 27 and 28 in
Coronado and San Diego, respectively.

13.3 The Navy extended the public review period an additional 30 days. The Navy
has provided additional copies of the Draft EIS to those who have requested
them.

1.3
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Comment

Number Response

Ruth Hames

14.1 A wide range of hypothetical accidents was considered in the development of

the analysis presented in the EIS. The hypothetical accidents analyzed indicate
risks that are unlikely to be exceeded by other accidents (e.g., airplane crash,
earthquake, tsunamis, or terrorism). The results of all the analyses of both
normal operations and hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no
significant radiological impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-
class aircraft carriers or operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance
facilities.

14
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Comment
Number Response

Lyle R. Hestum

I5.1 Please see responses to comments 0.12.49 and 1.4.1.
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Comment

Number Response

J. Doughty

16.1 Although no specific issues were noted by the commentor, the Navy notes the

commentor’s general opinion regarding the proposed action. As requested, the
commentor’s name has been added to the distribution list for notifications

concerning this proposed action.
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment
Number Response

Russell D. Hoffman

171 A copy of the Draft EIS was sent to you upon your request.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
SOUTHWEST DIVISION
NAVAL PACILITIES ENCINEERING COMMAND
1220 PACIFIC IGHWAY
SAN DIEGO. CA 92132:51%)

11000
Ser 5731 RH/30861

SEF 16 1938

Ladies and Gentleman:

Because of public interest in the Navy's Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
Developing Homeport Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Ciass Aircraft Carriers in Support of the U.S.
Fleet, we have decided lo extend the public review penod approximately 30 days and to
reschedule the public heanngs trom September to October. We believe that this extra time will
allow you to thoroughiy review and comment on the Navy's proposal  Your comments should
pe postmarked on or before November 12, 1998.

The public hearings that were scheduled in September are being rescheduled for the last two
waeake in October. As s00n as lhese dates have been confirmed, we will again notify the public

through the DEIS distribution list and through the local newspapers.

Thank you for your interest in this matter. (f you have questions, piease contact Mr. John

Coon at (888) 482-6440.
Sincerely -
n /
/éz “
Y ES .

(

y. K
Head. Buginess Departmant

By direction of the Commander
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VOoLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment

Number Response

Judy Johnson

1.8.1 A copy of the Draft EIS was sent to you upon your request.
18.2 Please see response to comment 1.4.1.
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MICHELE MURPHREE
2229 FROUDE STREET
SAN DIEGO, CA 92107

September 24, 1998

Southwest Division
Naval Facilities Engineering Command

1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92132.5190

To Whom It May Concern:

[ am very concerned about the nuclear reactors in the bay. Please notify me {19
of any public hearings about the nuclear aircraft carrier homeporting at the above

address.

Sincerely,

M. Mwphac

Michele Murphree

1.9



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING E1S — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment

Number Response

Michele Murphree

19.1 A letter was sent to you with the revised public hearing dates.
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment

Number Response

Joanne Marsh

1101 Your comments are noted and included in the Final EIS. Your previous letter is

also included and responses provided (see letter coded as 1.2 and response 1.2.1).
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To Mr. John Coon,

We wish to register our dismay, at the home porting of yet 2 additional
Nuciear Carriers in the San
Diego Bay. We have not been apprised of the environmental impact in our area, nor
the risks involved, to our satisfaction.

My husband and | have lived in San Diego for over 50 years, and have
knowledge of the toxic impact of the Navy in North island, already. We feef that toxic
waste is still a major problem, and now you are adding additional environmental
concerns. These carriers and their infrastructure, are too close to our city and
homes, and we have not been informed sufficiently.

Do not create a Megaport of Nuclear Carriers, in the San Diego Bay, and do
not build all the surrounding infrastructure to contain its waste, and support its

needs!!
in deep concern,

Anita and lrv Hosenpud
1016 Cypress Way
San Diego, California 92103

L11
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment
Number Response

Anita and Irv Hosenpud

L1111 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
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Stephen Wawrytko 7183 Canyon Hill Way

San Diego, CA 92126

October 6, 1638

Mr. John Coon

(Code 05AL.JC)

Southwest Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92132

Subject: DEIS for Nuclear Powered Aircrah Carriers

Dear Mr. Coon:

1 am TOTALLY against any plans to locate nuclear equipment, materials or storage
facilties anywhere near San Diego. The military nuciear facilities we currently have are a
hazard every day to the cilizens of San Diego county. We do not need or have any desire
to locate any additional military nuclear materials in San Diego county or Coronado.

L121

As a Chernical Engineer ! have worked with the design and operations of nudlear facilities
and other types of engineering projects worldwide. My background, ecucation and over
twepty-ﬁva years experiences provide me with a strong knowledge of the technical,
logistical and financial issues for these type of facilities. !t is my firm believe that the
current and propgsecl nuclear facilities on military property near San Diego are unsafe and
harmful to the citizens around these facilities. That includes the city of San Diego, all San
Diego.County and parts of Arizona. | do not feel from a technical view that the military,
especially the Navy, can properly operate such tacilties. The dangerous chemicals the
Navy dumps regulary are having long term effects on all the citizens of San Diego.

Li122

During the Vietnam era, | served as a Technical Manager in the military alter graduating
from college. While stationed i Germany, | saw first hand how the military handles toxic,
hazardous and other materials. The military does not have any regards for locat of federal
reguiations and always uses National Defense as an excuse to pollute any facility they
occupy. Although the Navy states they comply with the EPA here in San Diego, the EPA
does not have tolal access to their facilities. The Navy continually builds in San Diego
without ever checking with local or federal agencies. In fact, they even build many facilities
without any funding, knowing that if they go far enough the funds cannot be denied
without Congress losing large amounts of tax dollars from their advanced construction.
The military continues 10 burn materials on Miramar every year, which people can see
from the smoke. This is illegal for the public or private sectors, but the EPA does nol stop
the military from poliuting the air.

Page 2

The istand of Coronado, San Diego Bay and the Pacific Ocean around the Navy facilities
are, in my opinion, all a large environmental superfund project. The Navy continues to
dump very hazardous and toxic materials on their base and in the waters around their
facility. There are many cases where the Navy got caught dumping hazardous materials
or venting toxic substances, but these are only the tip of very large problem. There are
far more incidents of toxic dumping or accidental venting that the public NEVER hears
about. The Nawy continues to use National Securily as a way of covering up and
preventing the proper civilian agencies from monitoring their waste. Today, San Diego Bay
is a very dirty and toxic waste site due to the operations of the Navy.

After our experience at Pearl Harbor, the United States should be more concerned with
the effects of any attacks against military faciliies. Unlike conventional materials, nuclear
chemicals are far more damaging 1o human life and have a very long existence. Today
there are more terrorists operating in the world than ever. If such nuclear facilities or
Naval vessels were attacked, the discharges and fires could have irreversible damage to
millions of innocent people. Instead of locating these highly dangerous vessels near large
populated areas, the military should evaluate more remote and more defendable
locations. A base like Coronado and San Diego Bay are extremely open o daily access
from the public. The Navy cannot give the citizens of San Diego a 100 percent guarantee
that their facilities will never be attacked. Yet just one incident where the Naval nuclear
fatilities are attacked can make San Diego county uninhabitable for centuries.

The Navy has very likely had rwclear discharges into the atmosphere many times in the
past, but will never report these facts. It is irresponsible and immoral to locate such a
large amount of nuclear material upwind and right next to the sixth fargest city and the
second largest populated county in the United States. The Navy is putting milions of
innocent civilians, as well as ‘heir families, in great danger. Their past record and their
attitude toward civilians are a strong indication of their inability to operate nuclear facilities
safety and responsibly. Like many of the toxic materials the Navy discharges every day,
it takes decades for the chemicals to effect or kil human beings. The Department of
Delense and the Navy knows this fact and uses it as a tool to keep the public off balance.

The Department of Defense and especially the Navy does not have a very good track
record with the American taxpayers. They continually fie and deny any dangerous
operations until somehow the tacts become public. It is well-known how they lie 0 the
President, the Congress, technical advisors, medical personnel and people in every nation
on this earih. During the cold war era the military used millions of innocent civilians as test
subjects without ever telling aryonsa. Also the military denied using any chemicals in Viet
Nam and Desert Storm yet many uninformed military personnel developed irreversible
medical problemns. The military continues to expose innocent pecple 1o all types of
dangerous materials because they always say that civilians are expendable. They use
National Security as an additmnal excuse for their ifesponsible behavior and arrogant
aftitudes. It is a fact that since the Navy did the environmental research reports that these
documents are false and incomplete based on their past record.

1123
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1125
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Page3d

My opinions are not anti-Navy but are directed against the Department of Defense and
the military leadership. My family has served in the miilitary for several generations. | am
very concerned with the quality of leadership in our armed services today. We do not
have the most responsible, professional and competent Americans in the DOD or as
military leaders in this country anymore. Because of budget cuts, downsizing and politics,
the military today is not a very responsible organization. The older military leaders are oo
arrogant, seff centered and have the wrong attitude about National Defense and National
Security. Wa are no longer in the Cold War yet many military leaders operate under this
same game plan. In time of war the military is in complete control and dictates their
demands. This country has not been in this situation for decades yet the DOD and the
military leaders still operate with this same attitude. Our military is paid by the taxpayers
to serve and protect the people of this country. Unless we can control this military, the
people of this country are notiing more than prisoners of a military dictatorship.

The maycr and the city council of San Diego want any and all Naval facilities they can get
for this city. Their only interest is the mifitary payroll and impact on the local economy.
This does littie good for the citizens if they are at extreme risk from these facilities. People
all over this country are refusing to allow garbage dumps from being located in their
communities. Americans’ do not have the same power in trying to prevent military facilities
in their own communities. We need common sense and rational thinking when we locate
our military facilities. There is no rational or common sense reason for locating any
nuclear powered vessels of any kind in San Disgo.

Based on the facts stated above, the American taxpayers and especially the citizens of
San Diego cannot trust the reports, studies or evaluations associated with this DEIS. The
data will be biased, misleading and not thorough enough to cover the complete facts.
Many of the problems from the nuclear materials are long term and these documents do
not address these type issues. The DEIS covers the direct, indirect and short-term
impacts but does not idenlify long term effects which the Navy knows are more critical.
The public hearings will not consider the bad record and attitude of the Navy which has
a SIGNIFICANT EFFECT on the operation of such facilities. Any information on the
operation of the existing nuclear facilities in San Diego will be inaccurate because of these
facts. Unfike a civilian facility, the miiitary will not, have not and cannot operate such
hazardous facilities responsibly and safely. By their own standard operating procedures
(SOP), the military cuts corners to accomplish their military objectives.

Ver{:joncemed citizen,
Al

ephen Wawrytko

L1227
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Comment
Number

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

Stephen Wawrytko

L12.1

1.12.2

1123

112.4

1125

1.12.6

112.7
1128

1.12.9

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

All facilities constructed by the Navy are subject to the NEPA process. No
facility can be built without funding; it is impossible to do so under federal
contracting regulations.

The burning of materials at Miramar that you commented upon is not from any
Navy operation. If smoke is seen emanating from County of San Diego landfill
operations there, it is within the allowances of County of San Diego air permits
issued to the City.

In the third paragraph of your letter, you claim that the Navy currently operates
outside the strict federal and local regulations in its handling of toxic and
hazardous material. However, all such Navy facilities are permitted and local,
state, and federal regulators audit the Navy’s operation. The EPA is granted
access to military faciliies and issues reports on the Navy’s compliance with
environmental laws and regulations.

Please see response to comment 1.4.1.

For information on the Navy’s compliance with regulations for the handling of
toxic materials, please see response to comment [.12.2 immediately above.

San Diego historically has been home port to three aircraft carriers (CVs). The
proposed action will not cause this number to increase, but only to change the
type of aircraft carrier (CVN) homeported at NASNI. Therefore, there would be
no change to the strategic value of San Diego as a result of the proposed action.
Please see also response 1.4.1. In addition, the development of reasonable
alternatives evaluated in the EIS is described in section 2.3.

Please see response to comment 0.12.33.

Although no specific or substantiated issues were noted by the commentor, the
Navy notes the commentor’s general opinion regarding the proposed action.

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
It is important to note that the results of all the analyses of both normal

operations and hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no significant
direct or indirect or short or long-term radiological impacts from homeporting

L12



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment
Number Response

and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers or operating NIMITZ-class
aircraft carrier maintenance facilities.
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October 7, 1998

Mr. John Coon

Project Manager

Southwest Division, Naval Facilities
Engineering Command, Code 05AL-JC
1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92132

Dear Mr. Coon,

We realize that the purpose of the U.S. Navy is to protect Americans. That's great.
But the prospect of three nuclear aircraft carriers homeporting in San Diego Bay strikes
terror in our hearts.

We have heard the rhetoric: “Nuclear power is safe,” “San Diego has had nuclear
subs for years,” “It’s for the defense of our nation” (good of the many vs. good of the
few?), yadda, yadda. One mistake and it’s all over for San Diego.

We say “NO” to additional nuclear carriers. We’d like to see a San Diego free of .
nuclear-powered vessels and nuclear waste.

With friends like the Navy, who needs enemies? One day we will all be sorry when
there's an “accident.”

Lrrrtn

ey 7 Mark Schulze
2336 Sumac Drive

San Diego, CA 92105
(619) 282-6126

L13
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment
Number Response

Patty Mooney and Mark Schulze

1131 Please see response to comment 1.4.1.
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment

Number Response

H. Bourne

1.14.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
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DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR
THREE NIMITZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS
IN SUPPORT OF THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

DRAFT EIS COMMENTS

Name: s;%y

Address: QOMJ&Q

COMMENTS:
M- &lhﬂ{} Q\.WT\c-}J

WA \"-"'C"-xr‘-f\ p\\ﬂb“Qs c;a.g‘:\‘la.
pﬁ‘U\( ‘ZJ-)U\.%:G'\’JJ A, e uhm_zp\ Yo e
Ships £ Qerconiel T Notme. S N
Sars Ve Do Toetn, Chowsesa. Puagleg

L15.1

W Sl oen, AR uaiiend q,\.uu&-‘t-h&_ St

Yo anl bk-w.E,-Q W TR D, LWAAT
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Signatuee” __—" Date

Note: This form is supplied for your convenience. You are not required to use this form.
Comments of any length may be submitted to the address on the reverse side of this form. Your
comments should be postmarked on or before November 12, 1998.
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Comment
Number

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

Joe Bacon

L15.1

1.15.2

It is beyond the scope of this environmental document to hypothesize on a
theoretical scenario involving terrorist activities in the San Diego area. In
addition, the Navy does not perceive that having three CVNs at NASNI
increases the security threat beyond the potential that has existed for the past
several decades. The robustness of a naval vessel designed to withstand combat
damage lessens the potential impact that such an act might incur. Increased
numbers of CVNs is not deemed to present any significant increased risk to the
San Diego area from Chinese missiles with Super Advanced Guidance Systems.
See also response to comment L.4.44 and 1.15.2 below.

The Navy does not perceive that having three CVNs at NASNI increases the
threat from terrorists beyond the potential that has existed for the past several
decades. In addition, the robustness of a naval vessel designed to withstand
combat damage lessens the potential impact that such an act might incur. The
very nature of a military asset diminishes its attractiveness as a target for
terrorist. Not only is there a constant posture of security maintained through
tightly controlled access and roving patrols, but the ability of the trained
“targeted personnel” to react with deadly force increases the risk to the terrorist.
Please refer to responses 1.15.1 and 1.37.1.
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DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR
THREE NIMITZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS
IN SUPPORT OF THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

DRAFT EIS COMMENTS
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Note: This form is supplied for your convenience. You are not required to use this form.
Comments of any length may be submitted to the address on the reverse side of this form. Your
comments should be postmarked on or before November 12, 1898,
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment

Number Response

Eric Bowlby

1.16.1 Our publicly-elected U.S. Congress and President of the United States make

programmatic decisions regarding Naval ships (e.g., application of nuclear
power), and thus comments regarding these decisions are beyond the scope of
this EIS. The results of all the analyses of both normal operations and
hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no significant radiological
impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers or
operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities.

I.16



IS

JACK A. BRILL
6260 Oakridge Rd.
San Diego CA 92120

(649) S82.7717 (300} 7338178
Fax (619) 502.2243

October 28, 1998

Department of the Navy

Southwest Division

Navy Facilities Engineering Command
1230 Pacific Highway

San Diego CA 92132

L sirongly oppose the home porting of Nuclear Aircraft Carriers in San

Diego for the following reasons.

I “Pearl Harbor” consequences. I remember Pearl Harbor December 7, 1941. Do
not repeat this possibility. Docking three Nuclear Aircraft Carriers in San
Diego is a repeat of Pearl Harbor. Nuclear Aircrafi Carriers docked at the
Notth Island quay wall can not go 1o sea if there is low tide. If there is high
tide, they need four or more tugboats to get them out to sea. A minimum of
twa hours time. In case of war or nuclear power plant failure this makes the
docking of the ships at the quay wall a disaster waiting to happen. We already
have many nuclear submarines here in San Diego. We should nat concentrate
50 much sea power in one port.

2 National Defense is reduced. Bacause of the reasons cited above the $45 billion
dollar war machines can not get 1o sea in sufficient time or may be seriously
delayed if the entry to Sen Diego Bay is blocked. These ships should be
somewhere they can get to ses in minutes, floated out if necessary 1o be able tc
do their job.

A Ships are in the very center of the San Diego population. If there isa
nuclear accident there are only two narrow roads off Coronado. All of
the citizens of Coronado are trapped there.

B. No city government would ever give approval to build a nuclear power
plant on Coronado. The U.S. Navy may have the legal right to impose
this type of power plant on Coronado but they do not have the moral
right to do so.

C. The Navy points to its good nuclear safety record. | remember there
was a U.S.S Thresher that sunk. The Navy may not report publicly but
it must have had nuclear “incidents” that have escaped public scrutiny.
No system engineered by humans, built by the low bidder, maintained
by humans and operated by humans can ever be perfect. A nuclear
accident can and will happen The Navy has no right to put the citizens

1171

1172

1173

of San Diego at risk 10 this possibility. Every time the Navy boasts zbout its
safety record they should be required 1o post the same waming that the
SEC requires of the investment industry. PAST PERFORMANCE IS NO
GUARANTEE OF FUTURE RESULTS.

4. Jobs issues. The need for three Nuclear Aircraft Camiers based on jobs for San
Diego and adding to the economy is very risky. When the nuclear accident
happens it can be a total human and economic disaster. Short-term economic
advantages should never be put before long 1erm potential disasters. The risk is
oo high. There is low unemployment in San Diego. The cconomy is stronger
than ever despite the dramatically reduced defense budget.

5. Navy Credibility is questioned How can any thinking human trust the Navy?
Let me cite a few examples:

A. Harbor Dredging. The Navy promised sand for the beaches alony the
coast. After cost over rung, the need to pollute the air and having 10
buy air pollution credits and other set backs the only thing delivered 10
the beaches was live ammunition dredged up from the harbor

B. The Navy has already scheduled the home porting of three Nuclear
AirCraft Carriers in San Diego. They have master planned and buil
facilities 10 service these ships. Therefore the holding of these heanngs
is a cover up to “be legal” with no iment of really getting input from
the citizens of San Diego. If the Navy really wanted the input and
public acceptance for home ponting these ships toady’s hearings would
have been held before facilities were buile and the harbor was dredyed
to accommodate Nuclear AirCraft carriers.

SUMMARY 1 feel very insecure with one Nuclear Aircraft Carrier in San Dicgo.
My personal safety is threatened and the ability of the Navy to defend me in the

case of war is diminished Please find somewhere else in the world to home port
these ships.

Sincerely,

E(HL 0Bt/

k A. Bnll

{ { T 7T [

?Ll?.‘i
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Response

Jack A. Brill

117.1

117.2

1.17.3

The Navy has never stated that CVNs could not transit the San Diego Harbor
Channel under low tide conditions in emergency situations. Sufficient depth
exists in San Diego Channels to accommodate emergency situations. CVNs
under normal conditions can transit the San Diego channel under all but the
lowest of “minus” tides. Since the dredging of the channel and turning basin
occurred in 1998, fully loaded CVNs have large windows of sailing times at
MLLW or better. The location of three CVNs in San Diego poses no more of a
“Pearl Harbor” threat than has existed with the three conventionally powered
aircraft carriers homeported there. Please refer to response to comments 0.14.6,
1.37.1, and 1.29.2.

San Diego historically has been homeport to three aircraft carriers (CVs). The
proposed action will not cause this number to increase, but only to change the
type of aircraft carrier (CVN) homeported at NASNIL Therefore, there would be
no change to the strategic value of San Diego as a result of the proposed action.
Please also see the response to O.13.27.

Please see response to comment 1.17.1. for a discussion of time needed to get San
Diego-based CVN underway and out to sea.

The Navy notes the commentor’s general opinion regarding the proposed action.
However, several points should be noted. First, as explained in section 7.5 of the
EIS, NNPP operations and work performed at Naval bases are such that there is
no need for unique emergency preparedness programs outside the base. A
community near to where nuclear-powered ships are berthed needs no
additional emergency planning or response capability beyond that which exists
for emergencies from natural events, such as earthquakes or hurricanes.

Second, in section 7.1.4 of the EIS it is stated that “Two nuclear-powered
submarines (USS THRESHER and USS SCORPION) sank during operations at
sea in the 196(’s. Neither was lost due to a reactor accident ...” Thus, the
comumentor’s assertion that these incidents were related to a failure of a nuclear-
related system is not correct.

Finally, the Navy’s historical record of safe and responsible operation of nuclear
powered warships is discussed in Volume I, section 7 of the EI5S. The NNPP
pays very close attention to problems and their prevention. The approach taken
is to evaluate even the smallest mistake and take appropriate corrective action to
preclude recurrence. Working on the small problems helps ensure that larger
problems do not occur. Notwithstanding, the Navy does not claim that such a
large and complex engineering endeavor has been without problems.
Equipment sometimes fails and people do make mistakes. The Navy does not
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1174
117.5

deny that problems have occurred. However, the facts are that since the
inception of the NNPP almost half a century ago, there has never been a reactor
accident associated with the Program, nor has there been any release of
radioactivity that has had a significant effect on the public or the environment.
The approach taken is to evaluate even the smallest mistake and take
appropriate corrective action to preclude recurrence. The vast majority of NNPP
problems are such that they would not be considered “reportable events” or
“abnormal occurrences” under NRC or DOE reporting systems.

Please see response to comment 1.5.1.

During the BRAC CVN Homeporting ordnance was discovered within the
material deposited on the beach in South Oceanside, California. Subsequent to
this discovery, the Navy determined that, due to potential risks to public health
and safety, the remaining material would be dredged and disposed at a
designated offshore disposal site (LA-5).

A geophysical survey for ordnance has been conducted at Pier J/K. This effort
included debris and magnetometer survey with diver and a pile survey to
identify location and size of possible debris. Also included was a hydrographic
survey of the mitigation site near Pier Bravo. Even with the current available
technology there can not be a 100% certainty of identifying buried ordnance.

In response to comments to maximize the beneficial uses of dredged material
from the proposed action, the Navy is proposing, as the preferred option, to
transport dredged material from Pier ] /K and mitigation site to be deposited just
south of the Naval Amphibious Base for the creation of intertidal/subtidal
habitat. Creation of this enhancement habitat in Navy protected waters is
consistent with the Coastal Act and supports the “San Diego Bay Integrated
Natural Resources Management Plan”. This preferred option would minimize
public health and safety risks that may result from ordnance contained in the
dredged footprint. Because of this risk near shore and beach replenishment was
not considered an alternative. Please see section 2.3.3.1 in the EIS for a
discussion of the proposed action.

A site specific explosive safety management plan will be developed in
accordance with DOD Directive 6055.9, “DOD Ammunition and Explosive
Safety Standards,” to minimize the risks if ordnance is discovered.

Final disposal would be in accordance with permit specifications and agency
requirements.

A decision was made early in the initial development of this EIS to not use
specific aircraft carrier names or hull numbers to identify prospective
replacements or decommissionings. This decision was based on the premise that
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the Navy’s plans can change subject to a variety of uncontrollable circumstances,
and nowhere is this more true than with “long range” plans. Consequently,
with the exception of the USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN, which is homeported at
NAVSTA Everett, Washington, potential specific replacements or retirements
were not identified because (1) the EIS proposes the development of home port
facilities for a particular CVN class, and (2) this approach retained plan flexibility
by allowing for substitution of hulls. The LINCOLN could specifically be
identified because it was neither a potential replacement nor a decommissioning
candidate, but rather the subject of an examination with a focus toward
increasing the efficiency of support infrastructure, maintenance and repair
capabilities, and the enhancement of crew quality of life (please see section 1.1 of
this EIS).

Notwithstanding the discussion above, a chronology of events resulting in the
potential replacements for aircraft carriers planned for decommissioning in the
San Diego area is provided to help the reader understand how NASNI has
customarily been home port for three aircraft carriers.

In the 1980s, the Navy reduced the size of its active aircraft carriers from 15 to 12:
six in the Atlantic Fleet and six in the Pacific Fleet. Before that time, NASNI had
been the homeport for at least three aircraft carriers. In the early 1970s, this
included USS TICONDEROGA, USS KITTY HAWK, and USS
CONSTELLATION; in the mid-1970s, USS RANGER, KITTY HAWK, and
CONSTELLATION; throughout the 1980s, RANGER, KITTY HAWK, and
CONSTELLATION; and in the early 1990s, a combination of USS
INDEPENDENCE, (while KITTY HAWK and/or CONSTELLATION were
undergoing their Service Life Extension effort in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania),
KITTY HAWK, CONSTELLATION, and RANGER. All ships listed above are or
were conventionally powered carriers, or “CVs.”

In 1993, RANGER was decommissioned at the end of its service life and
removed from NASNI, temporarily reducing the port-loading to two CVs, In
1993, a Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) action resulted in the
closure of NAS Alameda, California. Because there were no CVN homeport-
capable berths at NASNI, the Navy was allowed to shift both NAS Alameda
CVNSs to the Pacific Northwest, pending completion of construction of suitable
homeport facilities at NASNI. Those facilities were the subject of an EIS entitled
Environmental Impact Statement for the Development of Facilities in San Diego to
Support the Homeporting of One NIMITZ Class Aircraft Carrier (DON 1995a). The
actual vessel that fulfilled the BRAC mandate and assumed the role of RANGER
was USS JOHN C. STENNIS (CVN-74). Arriving in August 1998, STENNIS took
over one CVs worth of facility support infrastructure at NASNI. NASNI has had
the historical capacity to support three aircraft carriers.
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In 1998, INDEPENDENCE (at that time the Navy’s “forward deployed” carrier)
reached the end of its service life and was decommissioned. KITTY HAWK was
designated as its replacement and left NASNI in July 1998, 20 months after the
Notice of Intent for this EIS, and relocated to Yokosuka, Japan. This resulted in a
reduction of the port loading at NASNI to two homeported aircraft carriers. The
USS NIMITZ is currently undergoing an extended maintenance period on the
East Coast and will require a homeport berth within the Pacific Fleet area. Long
range plans indicate that the most likely arrival date on the West Coast for
NIMITZ would be early 2002. Were the Preferred Alternative selected, this would
bring NASNI back to its historical three carrier port-loading baseline.

USS CONSTELLATION is expected to reach the end of its service life in
approximately 2003. At that time, NASNI would once again experience a
reduction in port loading to two homeported carriers if the Preferred Alternative
were selected by the Navy. The same long range plans addressing NIMITZ also
involve replacing CONSTELLATION with the USS RONALD REAGAN. It is
anticipated this will happen in 2005. Once again, if the Preferred Alternative were
selected, it would bring NASNI back to its historical three carrier port-loading
baseline.

The closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda, California, and the relocation
of two CVNs to fleet concentrations in San Diego and the Pacific Northwest were
carried out in compliance with the 1993 Defense Base Realignment and Closure
Commission (BRAC) recommendations. Consequently, the Department of the
Navy constructed homeporting facilities for one CVN at NASNI (DON 1995a)
and one at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSNS), Bremerton, Washington (DON
1995b). New facilities were needed at NASNI in order to support the
homeporting of a CVN, since prior to 1998, there had been no CVNs homeported
there. At the time the Navy proposed the construction of facilities at NASNI to
support a homeported CVN, the Navy prepared an EIS to present the analysis of
potential environmental effects associated with that action. A Final EIS for that
project was completed in November 1995. In this Final EIS, the Navy stated,
“The proposed action of this EIS does not affect facilities and activities required
for the two conventionally powered carriers (CVs) that are currently homeported
in the San Diego area. However, as the older CVs are decommissioned, they will
be replaced with newer CVNs. Therefore, a decision to establish the capability
to support one CVN in the San Diego area makes it reasonably foreseeable that
future decisions on where to homeport additional CVNs (CV replacements)
beyond the year 2000 could result in their being proposed for homeporting in the
San Diego area. This EIS, therefore, considers the potential cumulative
environmental impacts of CV replacement and homeporting a total of three
CVNs in the San Diego area. The Navy is not, however, developing proposals
addressing where to homeport new CVNs beyond the year 2000 at this time.
When the Navy does develop such a proposal, it will prepare the appropriate
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NEPA documentation.” This statement was intended to provide public
disclosure of reasonably foreseeable future actions that were not ripe for decision
at that time. This is in accordance with 40 CFR 1508.7. The 1995 EIS also states,
“This EIS, therefore, considers the potential cumulative impacts of CV
replacement and homeporting a total of three CVNs in San Diego.” See the 1995
EIS, Volume 1, Chapter 6 (DON 1995a).

The U.S. District Court for the Southern District of California evaluated the
Navy’s 1995 EIS with regard to the segmentation issue raised by the City. The
District Court was aware of the Notice of Intent (December 1996) for this EIS
before rendering its decision on the 1995 EIS in May 1997. The District Court
concurred with the Navy’s implementation of NEPA, and concluded that the
Navy had not understated the potential effects of a larger project by preparation
of two documents (segmentation). In a Court order dated May 12, 1997, the
Court stated, “Because the Court finds that no proposal to homeport three CVNs
existed prior to the issuance of the Final EIS, the Final EIS’s analysis of the
possible cumulative impacts of potential additional home ports suffices under
NEPA.”
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Andy Dickinson

1.18.1 The Navy does not perceive that having three CVNs at NASNI increases the

threat from terrorists beyond the potential that has existed for the past several
decades. In addition, the robusiness of a naval vessel designed to withstand
combat damage lessens the potential impact that such an act might incur. The
very nature of a military asset diminishes its attractiveness as a target for
terrorist. Not only is there a constant posture of security maintained through
tightly controlled access and roving patrols, but the ability of the trained
“targeted personnel” to react with deadly force increases the risk to the terrorist.
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CERTIFIED TRANSLATION OF A DRAFT EIS COMMENT

Name: ANA MARIA ESTRADA
Address: 2005 K St. San Diego, CA. 92102
COMMENTS:

WELL, | AM VERY WORRIED DUE TO THE SHIPS THAT HAVE COME HERE { L1z
TO SAN DIEGO, FOR THE CONTAMINATED AIR, FOR THE HEALTH, FOR
THE ILLNESS OF ASTHMA FOR THE CHILDREN AND OLD PEOPLE AND
WE ASK FOR YOUR UNDERSTANDING TOWARDS THE CHILDREN.

ANA MARIA ESTRADA  10/28/98
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Anamaria Estrada

119.1

The air quality analysis in the Draft EIS is based on compliance with national
and state ambient air quality standards. These standards represent allowable
atmospheric concentrations at which the public health and welfare are protected
and include a reasonable margin of safety to protect the more sensitive
individuals in the population, such as elderly people and children. Since the
proposed action alternatives would not exceed any ambient air quality standard,
public health would be protected from the effects of the proposed action
alternatives. Toxic air contaminants (TACs) emissions from the proposed
dredging and disposal actions at NASNI would produce insignificant health
impacts to the public.

El andlisis de la calidad del aire en el Draft EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio Ambiente)
estd basado en el cumplimiento con las normas de la calidad del aire ambiental nacional y
estatal. Estas normas representan las concentraciones atmosféricas permisibles en Ias
cuales el bienestar y la salud publica estdn protegidas e incluye un margen razonable de
segquridad para proteger a los individuos mds sensibles dentro de la poblacion, tales como
las personas mayores y los nifios. Como las acciones alternativas propuestas no
excederian ninguna norma de la calidad del aire ambiental, la salud publica estaria
protegida de los efectos de las acciones alternativas propuestas. Las emisiones de los
contaminantes toxicos del aire (TAC) causadas por el dragado propuesto y por las
acciones de deshecho en NASNI, producirian un impacto insignificante en la salud
puiblica.
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Irv Hosenpud

1.20.1

There is considerable information contained in the EIS on issues pertaining to
the risks associated with radiation exposure and human health. Appendix E
provides a summary of a number of studies that evaluated the risks of radiation
exposure near Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program facilities. The results of these
studies and those contained in Appendix F of this EIS indicate there is no
significant radiological risks to the health and safety of the general public as a
result of NNPP operations or the proposed action.
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Anita L. Hunter

1211

1.21.2

121.3

Radioactive waste disposal issues are addressed in sections 3.15.2 and 7.4.3 of the
EIS. In addition, a wide range of hypothetical accidents was considered in the
development of the analysis presented in the EIS. The hypothetical accidents
anatyzed indicate risks that are unlikely to be exceeded by other accidents (e.g.,
airplane crash, earthquake, tsunamis, or terrorism). The results of all the
analyses indicate that there would be no significant radiological impacts from
homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers or operating
NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities.

As explained in section 3.2.1, contaminated locations on North Island are in the
Navy Installation Restoration Program. The contaminated locations are being
addressed in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), the National Oil and Hazardous
Substance Pollution Contingency Plan, and/or Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle L.

The Navy knows of no epidemiological reports in the Point Loma area
concerning higher incidents of breast or thyroid cancer than normal. However,
Appendix E provides a summary of a number of studies that evaluated the risks
of radiation exposure near Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program facilities. The
results of these studies indicate there is no significant risk to the health and
safety of the general public as a result of NNPP operations.
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Larry C. Mangelsen

1221

1222

1223

Our publicly-elected U.S. Congress and President of the United States make
programmatic decisions regarding Naval ships (e.g. application of nuclear
power), and thus comments regarding these decisions are beyond the scope of
this EIS. The results of all the analyses of both normal operations and
hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no significant radiological
impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers or
operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities.

See response to comment O.12.55.

The EIS addresses the potential environmental impacts to present conditions
associated with homeporting three CVNs. The impact analysis for San Diego
Bay indicated that homeporting is not expected to result in significant adverse
impacts to water or sediment quality.
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CERTIFIED TRANSLATION OF A DRAFT EIS COMMENT

Name: LEONOR MIRAMONTES
Address: 1749 Logan Avenue San Diego CA, 92113
COMMENTS:

MY COMMENT IS THAT | AM AGAINST YOU BRINGING NUCLEAR PLANTS
BECAUSE IT IS VERY RISKY AND DANGEROUS FOR QUR COMMUNITY
WHERE THERE ARE CHILDREN AND YOU WOULD BE DOING A BAD EVIL
BECAUSE YOU WOULD CONTAMINATE THE AIR AND OUR CHILDREN
WOULD GET SICK AND THAT 1S WHY | WILL OPPOSE SO THAT IT WILL
NOT HAPPEN IN THE COMMUNITY, AND WHEREVER YOU WANT TO PUT
THAT, WE WILL OPPOSE T FOR OUR CHILDREN WHO ARE INNOCENT
CHILDREN AND DO NOT KNOW OF THE DANGER AND US, AS ADULTS,
WILL OVERSEE IT FOR THEM AND FOR OURSELVES, THAT IS WHY WE
ASK YOU TO PLEASE NOT BRING THOSE WEAPONS, THANK YQU

LEONOR MIRAMONTE 10/28/98
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Leonor Miramontes

1.23.1 A wide range of hypothetical accidents was considered in the development of

the analysis presented in the EIS. The hypothetical accidents analyzed indicate
risks that are unlikely to be exceeded by other accidents {(e.g., airplane crash,
earthquake, tsunamis, or terrorism). The results of ali the analyses of both
normal operations and hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no
significant radiological impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-
class aircraft carriers or operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance
facilities.

En el desarrolio de los andlisis presentados en el EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio
Ambiente) se considerd una amplia diversidad de accidentes hipotéticos. Los accidentes
hipotéticos analizados indican riesgos que probablemente no sean excedidos por otros
accidentes (ejemplo: el choque de un avién, terremotos, maremotos o el terrorismo). Los
resultados de todos los andlisis, tanto de las operaciones normales como de los accidentes
hipotéticos, indican que no existirdn impactos radioldgicos significativos del puerto base
y del mantenimiento de los portaqviones de clase NIMITZ o de operar las instalaciones
de mantenimiento para los portaaviones clase NIMITZ.
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CERTIFIED TRANSLATION OF A DRAFT EIS COMMENT

Name: JOSE MIRAMONTES
Address: 1751 Logan Avenue San Diego CA,
COMMENTS:

MY COMMENT IS THAT | AM AGAINST YOU BRINGING ANY MORE |L#1
NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND NUCLEAR TOXICS, BECAUSE IT IS DANGEROUS
WITH A NUCLEAR SPILL, FOR THE CITIES AND COLONIES OF THE AREA,,
BECAUSE IT COULD POISON THE AIR AND THOUSAND OF PEOPLE
COULD DIE OR MAYBE MILLONS, AMONG ADULTS, CHILDREN, WOMEN
AND MEN, AND WITH TIME IT WOULD BRING ILLNESSES TO OUR
CHILDREN AND TO THE ENVIRONMENT AND TO OUR OWN HEALTH. AND
FOR THE WELFARE OF OUR COMMUNITY WE WILL TOTALLY OPPOSE TO
HAVE NUCLEAR WEAPONS, FOR THE WELFARE OF EACH FAMILY OR

HOME IN OUR COMMUNITY,

JOSE MIRAMONTE 10/28/98

1.24



Comment
Number

VoLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

Jose Miramontes

1241

It is the Department of Defense policy to neither confirm nor deny the presence
of nuclear weapons at any site.

A wide range of hypothetical accidents was considered in the development of
the analysis presented in the EIS. The hypothetical accidents analyzed indicate
risks that are unlikely to be exceeded by other accidents (e.g., airplane crash,
earthquake, tsunamis, or terrorism). The results of all the analyses of both
normal operations and hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no
significant radiological impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-
class aircraft carriers or operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance
facilities.

La politica del Departamento de Defensa es de ni confirmar, ni de negar la presencia de
armas nucleares en ninguna ubicacion.

En el desarrollo de los andlisis presentados en el EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio
Ambiente) se consideré una amplia diversidad de accidentes hipotéticos. Los accidentes
hipotéticos analizados indican riesgos que probablemente no sean excedidos por otros
accidentes (ejemplo: el choque de un avién, terremotos, maremotos o el terrorismo). Los
resultados de todos los andlisis, tanto de las operaciones normales como de los accidentes
hipotéticos, indican que no existirin impactos radiolégicos significativos del puerto base
y del mantenimiento de los portaaviones de clase NIMITZ o de operar las instalaciones
de mantenimiento para los portaaviones clase NIMITZ,
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment
Number Response

James Ricker

1.25.1 Your comumnents are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
1.25.2 Please see responses to comments L.4.100, 0.10.31, and ©.10.34.
125.3 This EIS was prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act,

passed by Congress in 1969. The Act requires public disclosure via a scoping
notice, a scoping hearing, and a Draft EIS that is made available to the public.
The public is then provided the opportunity to comment upon and question the
description of the proposed action and the environmental effects. The Navy, as
Lead Agency, is responsible for addressing the public’s questions and comments
in the Final EIS. The public will have 30 days to review the Final EIS before a
decision is made. This is the democratic process established by Congress and the
Council on Environmental Quality. The Navy believes it has foliowed all
applicable laws and regulations in prepatring this EIS.

L25



DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR
"THREE NIMITZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS
IN SUPPORT OF THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

DRAFT EIS COMMENTS

{
Name: A Xrvd

Address: /£ 9L/ A‘/Aﬁf/-ﬂaf_ﬂ/& Sav D/ege <a,

COMMENTS:

Taih (b Ges LaTrrwes é’:.z,_/“acwsa /,g_,gvg

Al Coal cA/MAJAAfA Aos cdesTouiRa .
Vesros Aines M > RAMES

pea.s.o.nld.s Aallones CANCERIAS
Grmeias g4 J,So g/a Za eUG&;f}A /rMJCA

No cfe TR e STa

Alﬂfad& Mdc/d,s Co_m e3 ,Oﬂoen as ér&/mf MS’M
de /o ClenS | A

Es o8 & Y Tapti WA gf'o{\) g/ea/
Alre v del Agoa.

/lfo M‘l /AA/ ”'\S ﬂ'fijt-z'c..n 3 Ma‘t’(@é’ou&

No_mas pla.
Son fos' ABarcos, Paclis g<Zidos

Gracins Poa. /A_%?Oﬁﬁ&c}‘é Qye Mo ;441 Z<
clesin to BRacir's,

Date

> e ’Qﬁ AT,

MNote: This form is supplied for your convenience. You are not required to use this form,
Comments of any length may be submitted to the address on the reverse side of this form. Your
comments should be postmarked on or before November 12, 1998.

1.26

1261



CERTIFIED TRANSLATION OF A DRAFT EIS COMMENT

Name: MOCTEZUMA RODRIGUEZ
Address: 1911 Harrison Avenue, San Diego CA
COMMENTS:

ALL WE ARE SEEING IS THE CAUSE OF THE RISK THAT ONE MORNING
WILL DESTROY US. WE SEE CHILDREN MUTILATED AND DEFORMED,
CANCEROUS OLD PEOPLE, THANKS TO THE USE OF ATOMIC ENERGY.
WE SHALL NOT PERMIT THIS, ALTHOUGH MANY THING ARE FOR THE
GOOD OF SCIENCE. WE ARE AGAINST AIR AND WATER CONTAMINATION.
NO MORE MOVING NUCLEAR PLANTS LIKE RADIOACTIVE SHIPS ARE.
THANK YOU FOR THE GIVING ME THE OPPORTUNITY OF SAYING IT.

MOCTEZUMA RODRIGUEZ 10/28/98
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Comment
Number

VOLUME 7 CYN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

Moctezuma Rodriguez

1261

A wide range of hypothetical accidents was considered in the development of
the analysis presented in the EIS. The hypothetical accidents analyzed indicate
risks that are unlikely to be exceeded by other accidents (e.g., airplane crash,
earthquake, tsunamis, or terrorism). The results of all the analyses of both
normal operations and hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no
significant radiological impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-
class aircraft carriers or operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance
facilities.

En el desarrollo de los andlisis presentados en el EIS (Estudio de I'mpacto al Medio
Ambiente) se consideré una amplia diversidad de accidentes hipotéticos. Los accidentes
hipotéticos analizados indican riesgos que probablemente no sean excedidos por otros
accidentes (ejemplo: el chogue de un avion, terremotos, maremotos o el terrorismo). Los
resultados de todos los andlisis, tanto de las operaciones normales como de los accidentes
hipotéticos, indican que no existirdn impactos radioldgicos significativos del puerto base
y del mantenimiento de los portaaviones de clase NIMITZ o de operar las instalaciones
de mantenimiento para los portaaviones clase NIMITZ.
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CERTIFIED TRANSLATION OF A DRAFT EIS COMMENT

Name: SANDRA RODRIGUEZ
Address: 2058 Main St. 157, San Diego CA 92113
COMMENTS:

THE IMPACT WOULD BE CATASTROPHIC FOR THOUSANDS OF LATIN
PEOPLE, THEY WOULD BE INFERTILE, NOTHING WOULD BE LEFT OF US,
PEOPLE NOR ANIMALS, THE CHILDREN WOULD HAVE NO FUTURE, THE
ONE THAT WOULD SURVIVE, IT WOULD BE BETTER TO BE DEAD, LIKE
THE OTHERS, WITH THEIR DEFORMED FACES, LIKE iN JAPAN, IT WOULD
BE A CURSE FOR (ILLEGIBLE) OF SOME PEOPLE THAT DO NOT THINK OF
SOMETHING BETTER FOR HUMANITY, NUCLEAR FOR PEACE TIME [T IS
WELL USED, BUT FOR WHAT YOU WANT IT, IT IS VERY BAD.

SANDRA RODRIGUEZ 10/28/98
THANK YOU FOR SAYING THIS FOR MYSELF AND FOR MY FAMILY.
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Comment
Number

VoLUuME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

Sandra Rodriguez

1.27.1

A wide range of hypothetical accidents was considered in the development of
the analysis presented in the EIS. The hypothetical accidents analyzed indicate
risks that are unlikely to be exceeded by other accidents (e.g., airplane crash,
earthquake, tsunamis, or terrorism). The results of all the analyses of both
normal operations and hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no
significant radiological impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-
class aircraft carriers or operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance
facilities.

En el desarrolle de los andlisis presentados en el EIS (Estudie de Impacto al Medio
Ambiente) se consideré una amplia diversidad de accidentes hipotéticos. Los accidentes
hipotéticos analizados indican riesgos que probablemente no sean excedidos por otros
accidentes (ejemplo: el choque de un avion, terremotos, maremotos o el terrorismo). Los
resultados de todos los andlisis tanto de las operaciones normales como de los accidentes
hipotéticos, indican que no existirdn impactos radiologicos significativos del puerto base
y del mantenimiento de los portaaviones de clase NIMITZ o de operar las instalaciones
de mantenimiento para los portaaviones clase NIMITZ.
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment
Number Response

Suzanne Rosen

1.28.1 The Draft EIS was published on 28 August 1998 and made available to the public
for review. The comment period was extended from 45 to 75 days.

1.28.2 Without a request for specific types of additional research and documentation to
be conducted, this comment cannot be addressed.
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VoLuME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment

Number Response

Mel Shapiro

1.29.1 Please see response to comment O.10.31.

£29.2 The U.S. Pacific Fleet has dispersed its aircraft carrier assets at four different

home ports: Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Washington; Naval Station Everett,
Washington; Yokosuka, Japan; and San Diego, California. This geographic
dispersal, when combined with deployment commitments, results in few
occasions over a period of a year when more than two carriers are co-located at
any one port. For further detail on security issues of co-locating more than one
carrier in a given location, please see the response to comment L.4.44.
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Number

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

Craig Sherman

1.30.1

1.30.2

1.30.3

Depending on the alternative selected, views of Coronado may be altered,
although impacts would remain below the thresholds of significance identified
in section 3.12.2. As stated in section 3.12 under the discussion of operational
impacts for each alternative, aircraft carriers have been accepted as part of the
NASNI view for decades. It is common for multiple aircraft carriers or other
ships to be moored at NASNI (DON 1995a). Therefore, providing capacity to
homeport up to two additional CVNS, in conjunction with the decommissioning
of two CVs, would not substantially change the existing views of Coronado.

It is difficult to assess the impacts to tourism and visitor spending in the San
Diego region due to insignificant changes to the views from downtown San
Diego. The presence of Navy facilities, especially vessels have, in themselves,
tourist value. The San Diego region has a wide range of tourist attractions
(including its proximity to Mexico) and it is unlikely that potential changes in
the visual environment at one specific location will measurably impact the level
of tourism in the San Diego region.

The creation of a museum for the US5 MIDWAY at the Broadway Street Pier has
been added to the list of reasonably foreseeable projects in section 3.18. The
combination of this project, along with the proposed action and other reasonably
foreseeable projects, is addressed in section 3.18.

1.30



DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR
THREE NIMITZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS
IN SUPPORT OF THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

DRAFT EIS COMMENTS

Name: QOY‘WQ. gu_u,l v B
Address:_S% S8 Semrafu T4 S&k D’-‘—?d cCa T2z A

COMMENTS:
OV-TE«L pr_.Jg\ & ,ua_anu,‘_? Lu.»cQ -2X8e QL OQJAMQL { 1311
) Haw /eac. PLes are ILQ“'H““‘T—&'—MM
‘(‘fiﬂ Bu.Lclwu\ ~ uQaAgn_ N U w'r‘ﬁ o

v P —f—-a-«ie(_}c'i‘.td\n. . LU‘!:(__&):!— -(-vu,chA—— 2

R)o @y MQW*ML *di\ O—osl-tw Ora ﬁuk‘-Q\L_
it poapley oo violoted e «?rme,
%QAH <ol

Jo o we aswa 635 Te Wav g 8
(‘_mwm.e)rm C&:—i pave s Q) _

Wssna, Selbiva O- 18-9%

Signalure Date

Note: This form is supplied for your canvenience. You are not required to use this form.
Comments of any length may be submitted to the address on the reverse side of this form. Your
comments should be postmarked on or before November 12, 1998.

1.31



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment
Number Response

Norma Sullivan

1.31.1 Notification of the meeting location was in compliance with NEPA requirements
and the inclusion of a second meeting was in direct response to a request from
the community. In addition, the location for the meeting was set in response to a
specific request from a local organization. The meeting was conducted in
accordance with NEPA requirements and all participants who wanted to speak
were provided an opportunity to make comments. Had the Navy been expecting
more people as compared to previous meetings involving CVN homeporting, a
larger site would have been chosen.
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CERTIFIED TRANSLATION OF A DRAFT EIS COMMENT

Name: ROGELIA URCINO
Address: 333 20TH, San Diego CA 92102
COMMENTS:

1321

! AM VERY WORRIED ABOUT WHAT YOU THINK OF DOING WITH
YOUR NUCLEAR SHIPS, BECAUSE OUR BEACHES ARE VERY
CONTAMINATED AND ONE CAN NOT FISH BECAUSE THE BEACH IS VERY
DIRTY AND ALSO ONE CAN NOT SWIM BECAUSE IT IS A HORRIBLE THING
THAT CAN NOT BE PUT UP WITH, AND IT IS BAD FOR OUR COMMUNITY,
BUT THE PEOPLE ALWAYS WILL BE UNITED AND | HOPE THAT YOU
LISTEN TO ALL THE COMMENTS AND YOU THINK BEFORE TAKEN ANY
INITIATIVE AND THINK HOW DANGEROUS IT IS.

ROGELIA URCINO 10/28/98
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Number

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

Rogelia Urcino

1.32.1

The EIS explains how the proposed action of providing capacity to homeport up
to two additional CVNs at NASNI would not result in significant, unavoidable
impacts on beaches and fishes.

Dredging of an estimated 582,000 cubic yards (cy) of bottom sediments from
areas adjacent to and immediately offshore from the wharf would be required.
Dredging would be conducted in accordance with permit specifications and
other requirements of EPA, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and RWQCB Permit
conditions that specify: specific dredging equipment, water quality monitoring,
barge disposal monitoring, and a debris management plan. Dredging operations
would not cause long-term changes in dissolved oxygen concentrations or in
other water quality characteristics 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. Based on extensive tests and modeling completed by the
Navy, sediment caused during dredging would not create significant releases of
chemical contaminants, and would not kill marine animals including fish.
Excavation for the new pier and dike would cause similar short-term impacts
that would not significantly affect water quality of marine animals.
Construction would cause shock waves from pier pile driving, causing fishes to
temporarily leave the activity area. Most fish are very mobile and would be able
to avoid the construction area. This effect would be short-term and less than
significant. Floating barriers (booms) would be placed around the construction
site to ensure that any accidental release of debris during construction would be
contained so that it would not float onto local beaches.

When in port, the homeported carriers would be surrounded by a floating boom
to contain any materials accidentally released. The booms would also help in
clean up efforts. Emergency response and clean-up plans are required and
would rehearsed to ensure that effects from any spills would be minimized.

Therefore, the proposed action to provide capacity to homeport additional CVNs
would not pose a significant impact to area beaches and fish.

El EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio Ambiente) explica como la accién propuesta para
proveer capacidad como puerto base para hasta dos mds CVN's en el NASNI, no
resultaria en inevitables y significativos impactos a las playas y a los peces.

Se requeriria el dragado de aproximadamente 582.000 yardas cubicas (cy) de sedimentos
de fondos de las dreas adyacentes y de las que estdn inmediatamente afuera de la costa
cerca del muelle. El dragado seria llevado a cabo de acuerdo a las especificaciones de los
permisos y de otros requisitos por parte de EPA, el cuerpo de ingenieros del Ejército de
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment
Number Response

Estados Unidos, y las condiciones del Permiso y RWQCB que especifica: el equipo
especifico de dragado, el control de la calidad de agua, el control del desecho por las
dragas, y un plan de administracién de residuos. Las operaciones de dragado no
causarian cambios a largo plazo en las concentraciones de oxigeno disuelto ni en otras
caracteristicas de la calidad del agua, porque los sedimentos suspendidos durante el
dragado se estabilizarian en el fondo y los procesos naturales de mezcla reducirian todo
otro cambio localizado en la calidad del agua dentro de un periodo de varias horas
después que se pare de dragar. Basdndose en extensos anilisis y modelos completados
por la Marina, los sedimentos causados durante el dragado no crearian descargas
significativas de contaminantes quimicos, y no mataria los animales marinos,
incluyendo los peces. La excavacion para un nuevo muelle y dique causaria impactos
similares de corto plazo que no afectarian significativamente ni la calidad del agua ni a
animales marinos. La construccién causaria ondas de impacto al clavar las vigas del
muelle, causando que los peces se alejaran temporalmente del drea de actividad. La
mayoria de los peces tienen mucha movilidad y podrian evitar el drea de construccion.
Este efecto seria de corto plazo y mucho menos que significativo. Las barreras flotantes
(booms), serian puestas alrededor del lugar de la construccién para asegurar que toda
descarga accidental de residuos durante la construccion quedardn contenidos para evitar
que floten hacia las playas locales.

Cuando estuvieran en el puerto, los portaaviones del puerto base estarian rodeados por
barreras flotantes para contener todo material descargado accidentalmente. Estas
barreras flotantes también ayudarian en los esfuerzos de limpieza. Las respuestas de
emergencia y planes de limpieza son requeridos y serian practicados para asegurar que
los efectos de todo derrame fueran minimizados.

Por lo tanto, la propuesta accién de proveer capacidad para adicionales CVN en el puerto
base no causaria un impacto significativo a las playas y a los peces del drea.
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Note: This form is supplied for your convenience. You are nol required to use this form.
Comments of any length may be submitted to the address on the reverse side of this form. Your

comments should be postmarked on or before November 12, 1998.
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Comment
Number Response

Laurette Verbinski

1.33.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
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Note: This form is supplied for your convenience. You are not required to use this form.

Commengs of any length may be submitted to the address on the reverse side of this form. Your
commenis should be postmarked on or before November 12, 1998.
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Comment

Number Response
Hector Yuriar

1341 Please see response to comment 1.22.1.
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The Navy Is All Wet

The Navy is all wet
It hasn't happened yet.

Why do we all +ret?

Imagine our sixth largest city.
It would be a pity.

I+ this lovely, temperate place
Became a barren space.

Contaminated by nuclear waste.
Flecase take heed post haste.

It would take one small mistake
To create a nuclear wake.

It fills my heart with fear.
Because, it could happen hera.

The navy is all wet.
No, it hasn't happened yet.

Nuclear carriers must go
Before disaster strikes, you know.

Flease do not forget.
leave no raom for regret.

Futh Ficarsky-Benjamin
San Diego, California 10.98
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Comment
Number Response

Ruth Pickarsky-Benjamin

1351 Please see response to comment [.4.1.
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1780 Avenida del Mundo
- #404
Coronado, CA 92118

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(Code 05AL.JC)

1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92132-5190

Gentlemen:

Please record the position of this Corondao family as being in favor of the proposal to { 1361
make North Island the home port for three nuclear powered carriers.

We believe that this propo;:al is in the best interests of both the community and the
nation.

Sincerely,

P

Ed and Genie Sack
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Comment

Number Response

Ed and Genie Sack

1.36.1 Your comments are noted and are inciuded in the Final EIS.
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Southwest Division, Navat

Facilities Engineering Command

Code 05AL.JC

1220 Pacific Highway
November 3, 1998 San Diego, CA 92132-5190

Mr. Jim Bell
P.O. Box 7453
San Diego, CA 92167

Subject:  Message left on the CVN Draft EIS Information Line

Dear Mr. Bell:

We have received your comment you recorded on the Homeporting Draft EIS
information line, and have summarized it as follows.

I'm voicing my total opposition to the Homeporting idea. I'm questioning
the stationing of any nuclear vessels in and around the heart of San Diego.
Beyond the potential for accidents, I feel that because of the danger of
terrorism worldwide, this could create a target for terrorists. Sinking a
large ship at the mouth of the Bay could prevent any carriers from leaving
port. This is not good from either a military or civilian perspective to
protect the civilians in this country and Mexico, and does not make any
sense... "Please reconsider this. This is nuts."

We suggest that you submit your comments in writing for accuracy. Written comments
must be received by November 12th, 1998. Please send them addressed to my attention
at the address above. You may also fax your comments to (619) 532-4998. You may also
submit your comments by email, to: CVN_HOMEPORTING®@efdswest.navfac.navy.mil
Thank you for your perspective.

Yours truly,

John Coon

1.37
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Comment

Number Response

J}im Bell

1.37.1 It is beyond the scope of this environmental document to hypothesize on a

theoretical scenario involving terrorist activities in the San Diego area. In
addition, the Navy does not perceive that having three CVNs at NASNI
increases the threat from terrorists beyond the potential that has existed for the
past several decades. The robustness of a naval vessel designed to withstand
combat damage lessens the potential impact that such an act might incur. The
very nature of a military asset diminishes its atiractiveness as a target for
terrorist. Not only is there a constant posture of security maintained through
tightly controlled access and roving patrols, but the ability of the trained
“targeted personnel” to react with deadly force increases the risk to the terrorist.

The Navy, throughout its long history of homeporting dozens of ships in San
Diego Bay, has evaluated the risk of having its ships, regardless of the ship’s
type of propulsion, “trapped” inside the Bay, and found that risk to be
acceptable. This EIS analyzes the impact to the environment of the construction
and operation of facilities to support homeporting three CVNs; the same number
of aircraft carriers that have been homeported in Coronado for decades.

1.37
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October 26, 1998

3930 Park Blvd.
San Diego, CA 92103
(619) 296-6713

John Coon, Project Manager

Southwest Division, Naval facilities, Engineering.Command
Code 05AL-JC

1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92132

Dear Mr. Coon:

I am extremely concerned about the Navy’s plans for nuclear-powered aircraft carriers in
San Diego. North Island Naval Air Station sits in the middle of a major metropolitan
area. The homeporting of two more nuclear carriers in San Diego poses a serious public
health and safety threat. It results in too many nuclear reactors too close to too many

people.

Please measure the water quality in areas surrounding Naval Air Station North Island to
ensure the safety of the public. This water will have to be measured regularly to ensure
that the marine environment is kept free of pollutants from NASNIL

Also, I want assurance that hazardous waste storage facilities on NASNI will be used
solely for the base generated wastes and not for wastes generated from off-base facilities.

In the event of an accidental release of radioactive material into the environment, I want
assurance that the Navy will notify local and state agencies. I want assurance that
contingency plans to ensure the safety of the population in affected areas have been
developed.

With its decision to bring nuclear-powered aircraft carriers into San Diego, the Navy has
assumed tremendous responsibilities. The Navy must take every step to ensure the safety
of the millions of residents who live in San Diego.

138
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Number
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Response

Jason A. Folkman

1.38.1

1.38.2

1.38.3

1.38.4

1.38.5

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. Please see response
to comment 1.4.1.

Any requirements for, and the scope of, monitoring would be determined by the
regulatory agencies through the permitting process. However, evaluations in
the EIS concluded that no significant impacts would occur to water and
sediment quality.

The State of California, Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC), permits
the hazardous waste storage facilities at North Island for operation. That permit
allows wastes generated at other Navy facilities to be stored at the North Island
facility. The Mixed Waste Facility at NASNI will only be allowed to temporarily
store small amounts of mixed waste from SUBASE San Diego pending shipment
to permitted treatment, storage and disposal facilities. Issues concerning storage
and shipment of Non-CVN generated hazardous wastes to and from NASNI are
not part of the proposed action.

Please see responses to comments 0.10.31, 0.12.33, and O.12.81.

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
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VoLuME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment
Number Response

Janet M. Hatch
1.39.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

1.36.2 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. For information on
the transportation, air quality, and noise analysis please see response to
comments L.2.2, 0.12.14], and L.4.29, respectively.

1.39.3 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. The Navy concurs
with the commentor’s statement that the added Naval personnel would add
very little to the City’s economy. As stated in section 3.8.2.3, providing the
capacity to homeport two additional CVNs would result in 3,319 additional
military personnel to the region.

1.39.4 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. Please see response
to comment 1.22.1.

1.39.5 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
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Note: This form is supplied for your convenience. You are not required to use this form.
Comments of any length may be submitted to the address on the reverse side of this form. Your
comments should be postmarked on or before November 12, 1998,
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment
Number Response

Tom Dawson

1.40.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. Please see response
to comment 1.22.1.

1.40.2 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. Please see response
to comment 1.22.1.

1.40.3 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
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Comments of any length may be submitted to the address on the reverse side of this form. Your
comments should be postmarked on or before November 12, 1998.
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Comment

Number Response
Khatara Morgan

1411 Please see response 1.22.1.
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November 5, 1998

To: Mr. John Coon, Project Manager--Code 0SAL-JC
Southwest Division, Naval Facilities Engineering
FAX (619) 532-4998

From:Ms. Sally Beynon, US citizen and 36 year resident of San Diego
FAX & phone (619) 223-8583

Re: Comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for two more nuclear aircraft carriers to be homeported in San

Diego Bay.

| have lived in San Diego most of my adult life. My family and
friends are here. |, and almost everyone with whom | have discussed
the matter, are horrified that the Navy is proposing to homeport two
additional nuclear aircraft carriers here as well as to create new
radioactive waste treatment and storage facilities on North Island
and at the Point Loma Submarine base.

Through the Peace Resource Center and the Environmental Health
Coalition, | have received information describing recent naval
nuclear accidents culled from Navy records. | have also seen the
findings of the recent Government Accounting Office report that
found that in spite of incredible costs, nuclear carrier provide no
military advantage. .

Fhe Navy's DEIS for the two additional carriers does not include
much necessary information about its accident record or emergency
response plans, nor did it respond to issues raised by our community
inctuding concerns relating to environmental justice in an already
polluted environment or requests for baseline health studies and air
monitoring.

't seems that under the guise of protection (which would appear to
be unnecessary and without military advantage) the Navy is
endangering our health and our lives, not to mention wasting our tax
doflars. | am totally opposed to this proposal and am committed to
alerting all with whom | come in contact to the situation and the
publicaily available information on the hazards we would face
should the proposal become reality,

1.42
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Comment
Number

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

Ms. Sally Benyon

142.1

1.42.2

1423

142.4

The scope of this EIS does not include creating new radioactive waste treatment
and storage facilities at North Island. As described in response 0.12.69, issues
associated with constructing and operating the NASNI Depot Maintenance
Facility were analyzed in reference DON 1995, and are beyond the scope of this
EIS. In addition, issues associated with constructing and operating facilities at
SUBASE San Diego were analyzed in reference DON 1998b, and are addressed
in section 6.18, Cumulative Impacts.

Please see responses (0.12.12 and 0.12.33.

The purpose of the environmental justice analysis is to determine whether there
would be a disproportionate effect on a minority or low-income population. The
environmental justice section related to San Diego, section 3.17, discusses
Coronado as the relevant sub-regional area, since this community is adjacent to,
and closest to areas impacted by the proposed action. The community of
Coronado is comprised of relatively few minorities and low income households
(see Table 3.17-1 in Volume 1). Based on this analysis, there is no reason to
conclude that minorities or low income communities would be affected
disproportionately. Any impacts from air quality, traffic, security, construction,
earthquakes, and personnel loading would primarily affect the residents of
Coronado; these impacts would also be less than significant, as discussed in the
relevant sections of the Draft EIS. Finally, as indicated in section 3.10, air quality
impacts would be below thresholds of significance and would therefore not be
expected to increase respiratory or other illnesses. In absence of significant
environmental impact except for localized areas around NASNI, the EIS
concluded that there would be no disproportionate effects on minority or low
income populations.” For further detail, please see responses to comments
0.10.31, 0.12.33, 0.12.101, and L.4.36.

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
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MARILYN G. FIELD

1101 FIRST STREET, APT. 208
CORONADQ, CA 92118
TEL: (619)437-6553
FAX: (619)522-0521

November 12, 1998

Mr. John Coon (Code 05SAL.JC)
Southwest Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego,California 92132
RE: Comments an the DEIS for Davelo

ping Home Port

Facilities for Three Nimitz-Class Nuclear Powered

Aircraft Carriers in Support of the U.S. Pacific
Fleet

Dear Mr Coon:

I have several comment on the above captioned DEIS
» »

("DEIS"). I begin by pointing out that the pErpose of a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement as required by the National
Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA") is to provide full and frank
disclosure of the environmental impacts and risXs of a proposad
pProject so that citizens and politicians can make informed
decisions about its acceptability. The DEIS, because of the
problems noted in this letter, as well as the problems noted in
the comment letters on the DEIS filed by The Environmental Healtn
Coalition and the City of Coronado, fails to perform this
fundamental purpose of disclosura. Accordingly, this letter must
insist, in order to fulfill the purposes required by NEPA, that
the questions and issues raised by thise letter and the comment
:letl:ers submitted by the City of Coronado and The Environmental
ealth Coalition be fully, frankly and gomprehensively dealt with
in a revised Draft Environmental Impact Statemeant circulated
again for comment ih idccordance with the requirements applicable
to Draft Environmental Impact Statements, including the required
Public hearings. Because of the fundamental nature of the
disclosure inadequacies noted in this letter, it is only through
this reanalysis, revision, reissuance and recirculation process
that the public can be informed enough to make decisions about

this project, including what mitigations, if any, might make thi
Project acceptable. ' ok g this

Reissuance of a DEIS in draft form is not unknown and in
fact is clearly required under CEQA when a draft environmental
@mpact report ( the State equivalent of a draft environmental
impact statement) does not meet the disclosure standard required

)
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by CEQA. Please see Laurel Heights v. Regents of California, &
Cal 4th 1112 {(1993) in which the Supreme Court of the State of
California held that a draft environmental impact repolt must be
redone and recirculated if it is seriously deficient. CEQA is
applicable in this situation because the DEIS is is also serving
to meet the requirements of CEQA. The DEIS is seriously deficient
and does not meet the disclosure regquirements of CEQA and NEPA
for the reasons stated in this leatter and in the comment letters
filed on the DEIS by The Environmental Health Coalition and by
the City of Coronado.

Moreover, the DEIS represents just one stage of a larger
project: the reconfiguring and expansion of the Navy's presence
in and around San Diego Bay. This reconfiguring and expansion
commenced several years ago with the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Stennis and the associated support facilities,
continued with the decommissioning of the McKee and the
construction of a shore based facility for submarine maintenance
and continues now with this DEIS. Contrary to the purposes and
the requirements of NEFA, the Navy has divided this enormous
reconfiguring and expansion project into smaller segments which
has the effect of minimizing their impact and subverting the NEPA
process which is suppoed to give the public a chance to evaluate
the total impacts and risks of a proposed project in advance. The
DEIS should now be revised to now perform this function by
disclosing the impacts of the entire project against the pre-

‘Stennis baseline. It is only in this way that the public can be

informed and understand the total impacts and risks of this

" project.

My specific comments commence with comments on Appendices E
and F. 1 start by noting that these Appendices are extremely
difficult for a lay person to understand. 1 suspact there are few
pecple in San Diego who have had the time or patience to
struggled with it as I have and that most people deo not
understand it and instead rely on the reassuring probablility
gtatistics thrown out by the Navy at its public meetings. These
statisics are highly misleading and greatly understate the risks
for several reasons:

1. In all the risk probability analyses ,except passibly
one,the risk has been calculated by multiplying the assumed risk
by the Navy's own estimate of the probability of an accident.(See
page F-1, line 14 et. seq.). The Navy assumes this probability is
an extremely tiny fraction (5 x 10 to the minus three power) (See
page F-19, line 11 et. seq.). (How the Navy arrives at this
probability factor is not clear.) The effect of this is to
greatly understate the risk if an accident occurred, i.e., if you
multiply anything by a tiny fraction, the énd result is a tiny
numbar. But what citizens deserve to know is what the risk is

“to them 1f there is an accident. The numbers should be restated
. to back out this probability factor.
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2. The cone set of tables (Table F-9 and Table F-ll)that may
back out the probability factor are incomprehensible to the
average person, including the average person with an advanced
degree who has spent time studying them. This means that they
fail in their function of informing the public about an
essential feature of the project, i.e., the degree to which they
may have a higher cancer risk as a result of this project. In
Table F-9, the risk to a maximally exposed off site individual at
NASNI is stated to be 1.0 x 10 to the minus 4 power. This is
meaningless to the average person. This analysis should be
restated in language that people can understand.

3. The risk analyses present the cancer risks of radiation
exposure in terms of the average ANNUAL rigk. Pegple need to know
what their risk is of developing cancer during their lifetime,
not the risk in any given year. The Navy method of calculation
again greatly understates the cancer risk. Citizens need to know
and deserve to know the truth about the cancer risk caused by
this project. The new DEIS must recalculate the data ta show
lifetime risk rather than average annual risk.

4. The risk analyses show the risk of FATAL cancers, not
total cancers. Again, this understates the risks. The Navy must
restate the analyses to include all cancers.

5. The risks of adverse health effects other than cancer
should also be disclosed.

6. The cancer risk assumptions used in Appendix F and
described in Appendix E do not reflect curreant scientific thought
about the cancer and other adverse health consguences of ionizing
radiation at much lower doses than previously thought. In
September of this year I attended a scientific symposium on the
health effects of low level radiation at the New York Academy of
Medicine. Although this is a field is which some controversy
exists, the findings of most of the papers presented were that
cancer risks exist at much lower levels than previously
thought . (See the comments of Dr. David Richardson submitted to
the Environmental Health Coalition dated 10/20/98 enclosed
herewith,) Whether or net the Navy agrees with this research, in
a disclosure document of this nature, it is misleading not to at
least acknowledge it and analyze the data on the basis of this
moTe current research as well. Because the DEIS does not take the
higher risk factors implied by current scientific thought 1into
account, the Navy's risk calculations again may greatly
understate the cancer risk. Appendices E and F should be redone
using these mora current and conservative risk assumptions.

7. The DEIS risk analyses model only two modest accidents,
including only one accident involving an airborne release of
radioactivity. There are many other possibilities for accidents,
such as airborne radiocactive steam from a carrier's reactor (such
as happensd in the Puget Sound accident); sabbotage (such as

happened in the Groton, Conn. submarine base where the wires to
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the fuel rods which control the reactor were almost severed); a
spill of radicactive primary coolant on land while it is in the
process of being transported from the carriers to the radioactive
waste reprocessing plant; an earthquake on the faults that are
right next te¢ this operation that caused the radicactive waste
storage facility and/or the radiocactive waste reprocessing plant
to collapse or the loosely compacted landfill on which part of
this project is located to liquify; a reactor going critical (the
Navy must explain if the carrier could be towed out to sea at low
tide and how they would persuade the civilian operated tugboats
to maneuver it out of the Bay}. The DEIS must set forth all
possible serious accident scenarios and they must be modeled
using worst case assumptions.

8. The meteorology assumptions are not clear. The DEIS says
it assumes 95% worst case meteorclogy. What dces this mean? For
Coronado, the worst case meteorology is the prevailing winds
which blow from the base towards Curonado residences 87% of the
time. Do the Mavy analyses assume the worst case is winds blowing
toward Coronado or winds blowing towards downtown San Diego
(which might be considered worst case by the Navy because it
would expose a larger population)? If the analyses assume the
wind is blowing towards San Diego, does it understate the risk of
the maximally exposed individual living in Coronado?

9. I note that Appendix F describes the Navy's plans to
evacuate NASNI within two hours in the event of a radiological
accident, including practice drills, but there are no such plans
for the residents of Coronade or San Diego. There is only a vague
statement on page F-6, line 11 et. seg. about "emergency
response® and communications with state and local authorities,
This is obviously inadequate. I point out that the Navy has
refused to release its emergency response plans for a San Diego
Radiological Emergency in response to a FOIA request by the
Environmental Health Coalition on the ground that it is
classified. This is unacceptable. Emergency plans which are not
well known and well rehearsed are not effective. I further note
that neither the Navy nor the cities surrounding the Bay
currently have any means to even notify residents in the event
of a radiolegical emergency. which unlike most other types of
emergencies, would not necessarily be apparent to people. You may
recall that it was several days before the residents surrounding
Three Mile Island were notified of the radiation hazard and,
becauge radiation is invisible and odorless, they were unaware of
it until notified. Moreover, it would be simply impossible to
evacuate the populaticon of Coronado in any reasonable time frame
in view of its limited means of egress, especially since the Navy
would apparently be using these limited means of egress to
evacuate North Island at the same time. And it may be impossible
to evacuate anyone at all from Coronado tf a radiological release
occurred at the same time as, or was caused by, an earthquake
which also rendered the bridge and/or the Strand road impassible.
Moreover, it is virtually impossible to conceive of how the
enormous metrpolitan area of San Diego could be evacuated in the

-1.43.10
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event of an emergency in view of the fact that the existing
roadways are barely able to handle the traffic of a normal rush
hour and in view of the fact that Coronado and North Island would
be evacuating at the same time. Moreovar, there are no known
evacuation plans and no means to communicate such in the event of
an emergency.

10. All that most citizans know about the radiation risk
ta which they may be exposed in connection with the nuclear
carrier homeporting is the reagsuring “negligible risk"”
statisticy presented at the Navy hearings, 1.e., cancer risk of 1
in 2 billion. This number (Table F-}, page F-2) not only is
dramatically understated by the factors described above, it is
the AVERAGE annual risk of a fatal cancer of all people living in
a 50 mile radius of the project. This number dilutes the risk by
averaging in the enormous population of Tijuana to the Scouth and
the highly populated areas to the North and West of San Diego,
and by assuming that the risk of upwind populations i3 the same
as downwind populations, and assumes NORMAL operations.i.e., NO
ACCIDENT. Even the companion maximally axposed individual risk
factor of 1 in 19 million assumes NORMAL operations. Appendices E
and F must be redone to make it clear to citizens and the cities
surrounding San Diego Bay what the true risks are.

11. It is not clear what distance assumption has been used
to calculate the risk to the MOI, i.e., the most exposed off base
person. The assumeqd distance of the MOJI must be stated and the
exact distance of the Base boundary from the closest alement of
the project, which I believa is the carriers, be used. I suspect
that inappropriate distance assumptions were used hecause the
non-worker on-Base population is shown to have a higher risk that
the closest Coronado resident, but in fact, residents of Coronado
are closer to the carriers than most on-Base residents and
workers. If the assumed distance has been estimated from the
reprocessing plant rathex than the carriers ( the carriers could
be the locus of an accidental release of radiation just as
happened in Pugat Sound where a Navy nuclear vessel in port with
the reactours tugned off released a cloud of radioactive steam) or
the distance to residences bsen overstated, this would again
aperate to understate the rigk to residents. Instaad of
considering the MOl figures as the relevant statiatics, Coronado
residents may be exposed to the risk of the on-Base population,
or greater, since Coronado residents are actually closer to the
carriers than the on- Base population. (Again, I note that tha
on-Hase population has evacuation plans and Coronado residents do
not, possibly based on these assumptions which would not seem to
be correct.)

12. I am enclosing with this letter a list of questions
submitted to Richard C. Guida of the Navy's nuclear propulsion
program in connectien with a meeting held in Coronado several
years ago. These gquestions were not answered at that meeting or
since. The new DEIS should address these guestions. The answers
to these guestions are essential to permit citizens to evaluate

]
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143.13

143.14

[43.15

their risk.

13. 1 am also enclosing a document relating to the overwark
conditions that caused the Mystic accident several years ago when
mercury was accidently dumped intc San Diego Bay, in front of the
very turning basin where the carriers will park. This accident
was caused by an overworked and fatigued crew. (This dotument was
obtained through a Freedom of Information Act request by The
environmental Health Ceoalition.) The Navy's recruiting and
ratention problems have been much in the news of late. The new
DEIS should indicate how the personnel shortages caused by these
problems may intensify the likelihood of accidents, explaining
tha exteat to which the Nuclear Navy is currentiy experiencing
perscnel shortages, how these shortages are likely to intensify
and how the Navy compensates for those shortages, through
overtime work,etc. The new DEIS should explain what safeguards
the Navy has in place to avoid the conditions of fatigue that
caused the Mystic accident. It should also explain why safety
procedures failed in the Mystic acctdent. The Navy should release
the "lessons learned report” from this accident.

14, The new DEIS should include a guarantee that the
carriers will not be defueled or refueled in Coronado/ San Diego
Bay at any time in the future or in the alternative, state that
defueling and refueling may be doneé here and set cut fully and
frankly the risk that this extremely hazardous operation would
pose to surrounding populations.

15. I have enclosed drafts of two letters addressed to The
Environmental Health Coalition, one from Camille Sears dealing
with Appendices E and F and other air toxics issues and the other
from the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research dealing
with Appendices E and F. The final versions of these comment
letters are filed with the November 12, 1998 comment letter of
The Environmental Health Coalition on the DEIS and are
incorporated herein by reference. The 1issues and guestions
contained iln these letters should be fully addressed in the new
DEIS.

16. The new DIES should include a description of the
"collection tanks" referred to in Appendix F which might result
in one of the accidents modeled in tha DEIS and explain how the
radioactive liquid will be transferred from the nuclear powered
alrcraft carrier to the collection tanks and what 1s then done
with the radiocactive ligquid in the collection tanks, including
how it is transported for reprocessing or storage. The DEIS
ahould also describe what conditions could cause the tanks to
rupture and what the safeguards are to prevent such an accident,

17. The new DEIS should also describe how radigactive
liquids and solids will be transported to and from the vessels to
the Controlled Industrial Facility and the radioactive waste
storage facility and the conditions under which the transport
process could result in an accidental release of radioactivity.

Tua.:s

1.43.16

143,17

14318

14319




124

S7.

. 18. The new DEIS should fully explain whethe

cicumstances radicactive solids 0¥ li:uids oretox:cazge:?g:fswhat
will be brought into North Island from facilities located
elsewhere, the names and locations of the sources of radioactive
or chemical wastes that may be brought to North Island and what
conditiens could result in an accidental release of radiation or
toxic chemicals during the transport or transfer process.

19. The DEIS should state definitively that therae will never
be a dry dock constructed at North Islapd. A statement of present
intention is insufficient inasmuch as present intention could
change the day after the DEIS became final.

20. The DEIS should describe all expected and routine
releases of radicactive steam or gases {including., but not
limited to, xenon, krypton and tritium) into the air and the
possible adverse health consequences which could be caused by
exposure theretao.

21. The Navy should state in the new DEIS that the Navy will
immediatly notify citizens in surrounding communities of any and
all accidental releases of radiation and will permit independant
testing to verify the amounts released. The DEIS should state
that the Navy will notify citizens in advance of all planned and
expected releagses of radiation into the air.

I also comment on munitions loading onto vessels at the
carrier docks. The record of decision for the Stennis EIS
indicated that the Navy was seeking a walver form itts own
requations which would otherwisehave prohibited the loading of
munitions this close to residences because of the danger of
explosion. The new DEIS should explain the intention of loading
munitions at the carrier docks,. explain the risks that the
Navy's regulations were designed to protect against and describe
the explosion arcs that would result from a worst case accldent
and how this would impact nearby residents.

I endorse all the comments of The Environmental Health
Coalition on the DEIS by their letter dated November 12, 1998,
inciuding the expert reports enclosed tharewith,and incorperate
these comments and reports herein by reference. The comments and
Qeficiencies discussed in therein should be fully addressed in
the new DEIS.

I also tncorporate by reference the reports and comments of
the consultants and experts and law firm hired by the City of
Coronado and filed with the comment letter of the City of
Coronado on the DEIS dated Movember 12. The comments and
deficlencies raised by these letters and reports should be fully
addressed in the new DEIS.

_ While it is premature to consider whether and what
mitigation might be make this project acceptable until all the

14320
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143.2

14323

L4324

143.25

14326

14327

impacts and risks are spelled out in a new DEIS as noted above, I
note that the Stennis is already here as a result of a
Environmental Impact Statement that was severely flawed in that
it did not describe the impact of the entire project.nor
adequately describe the risks and impacts of the project, and
therefare the surrounding communities are alredy living with the
radiation, toxic chemical and explosion risks that are also
inadequately described in this DEIS. At the minimum, the NAvy
should pay for the cost of a monitoring system, under the
independent control of citizens, which 1s designed to monitor for
radiation and toxic chemical releases. Moreover, the Navy must
digsclose, (and develop if it has not previously dcone so)
emergency and evacuation plans which should be communicated to
the public and rehearsed.

Further, the Navy should make available potassium iodide
from Federal stockpiles, to be stored in communities possibly
affected by an accidental release of radiation in a hazadous
amount, especially in the schools of such communities, with
instructions on the circumstances in which administration of the
potassium iodide would be advisable and the proper doses for
different age groups. It may be necessary for the Navy to work
through the State of California to do this inasmuch as the recent
change in Federal regulations which makes Federal stockpiles of
potassium jodide available contemplates a state reguest.

Finally, The Navy should pay for a tunnel which wouid run
from the San Diego Bay Bridge to inside the gates at North Island
inasmuch as the tunnel would serve North Island exclusively and
is made necessary by the enormous increase in traffic already
coming into North Island as a result of the Navy's variocus
expansion activities and which would be greatly worsened by the
proposed project.

Although I have commented on gaveral possible mitigatjon
measures that should be provided by the Navy based on the already
existing conditions caused by the Stennis and other Navy
expansion in San Dtege Bay which were never properly addressed in
an Environmental Impact Statement which covered the entire scope
of the intended reconfiguration and expansion of the Navy
presence in and around San Diego Bay, as well as the Additional
nuclear aircraft carriers and related support facilities covered
by the DEIS, I do not in any way intend to suggest that the
homeporting of additional vessels and construction of related
support facilities contemplated by the DEIS can be acceptably
mitigated. While final thoughts on this matter must await the
reanalyses, revigion and republication of the DEIS as cutrlined
above, based on what ! now know about the scope of this project
and the possible and expected impacts on Coronado and the San
Diege region, I doubt that the risks and impacts can be
adeguately mitigated as to Coronade and the San Diego region. The
actions proposed by the DEIS for Coromado and the San Diego
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region pose unacceptable risks and, therefore, must be withdrawn. T 14330

Very truly yours,

VMM'-TV:/M

Enclosures

Enclosures listed below were provided with this comment letter. These
enclosures were also received from other commenting agencies or organizations,
as indicated.

See attachments to comment O.13 by the Peace Resource Center of San
Diego for the following :

» Draft letter from the Institute of Energy and Environmental Research

See expert comment letters attached to comment letter O.12 by Environmental
Health Coalition for the following:

+ Comments of Dr. David Richardson, Department of Epidemiology, School of
Public Health, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, NC

» Letter by Camille Sears to Ms. Laura Hunter, Environmental Health
Coalition, November 10, 1998.

See attachments to City of Coronado comment lefier L.4 for the following:

* Memorandum from Lt E. N. Panlilio, MYSTIC AOIC to Reporting Senior RE:
LT Mid-Term Counseling

» Questions from Marilyn G. Field, 1101 1st Street, to be raised by the Coronado’
City Council at April, 1996 meeting with Richard Guida and the city's
independent nuclear consultant.

+ Letter from Ivan A. Getting. Subject: Questions for meeting with Richard
Guida. April 5, 199

« Question for Mr. Richard Guida from Earle Callahan. April §, 1996

¢ Letter from Environmental Health Coalition to Coronado Mayor and City
Council. April 5, 1996.

» Questions for Mr. Guida from Stephanie Kaupp. April 5, 199%
¢ Questions for Mr. Guida, from Sandor Kaupp. April 5, 1996




Comment
Number
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Response

Marilyn G. Field

1431

1.43.2

The Navy, as Lead Agency, has complied with all applicable regulations in the
preparation of the Draft EIS; therefore, the Navy disagrees that the document is
deficient in meeting NEPA requirements. Responses to public comments on the
Draft EIS have been provided in this Final EIS. In response to some comments,
additional information has been added to the text. The Navy considers that the
Final EIS, incorporating revisions as a result of public comment, complies with
NEPA requirements and no recirculation of the Draft EIS is required. Responses
to your specific comments are provided below.

The closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda, California, and the relocation
of two CVNss to fleet concentrations in San Diego and the Pacific Northwest were
carried out in compliance with the 1993 Defense Base Realignment and Closure
Commission (BRAC) recomunendations. Consequently, the Department of the
Navy constructed homeporting facilities for one CVN at NASNI (DON 1995a)
and one at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSNS), Bremerton, Washington (DON
1995b). New facilities were required at NASNI in order to support the
homeporting of a CVN, since prior to 1998, there had been no CVNs homeported
there. At the time the Navy proposed the construction of facilities at NASNI to
support a homeported CVN, the Navy prepared an EIS to present the analysis of
potential environmental effects associated with that action. A Final EIS for that
project was completed in November 1995. The Navy knew at that time that,
consistent with established policy, the two remaining CVs in the Pacific Fleet
would eventually be replaced with CVNs. Further, the Navy knew at that time
that homeporting those CVNs would require construction of additional facilities
somewhere in the Pacific Fleet area of responsibility. Although a need had been
identified, the Navy had not formulated an action to satisfy that need.
Formulating an action to address that situation would require assessing the
adequacy of existing facilities, determining the extent of new facility
requirements, and identifying possible locations for home ports.

The environmental analysis in an EIS correlates to the level of planning for a
particular project. If the planning has evolved such that the agency has
formulated a project to meet a particular need, the EIS should reflect analysis of
all aspects of that project, and the alternative methods of meeting the identified
need should be addressed on a “co-equal” basis. In this case, the Navy had not,
at the time of preparation of the 1995 EIS, formulated a proposal for how to
meet the need of facilities for two more CVNs in the Pacific Fleet.

However, the Navy did anticipate that in the future, a proposal would be
formulated, and that the alternatives could include faciliies at NASNL
Therefore, a larger project was not segmented into two smaller projects for the
purpose of avoiding more rigorous environmental analysis. Further, although a
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143.3

143.4

1435

1.43.6

1.43.7

“proposal” had not been formulated such that it could be analyzed on a “co-
equal” basis in the 1995 EIS, it was reasonably foreseeable that a future project
could include additional facilities at NASNI.  Since it was reasonably
foreseeable, the potential effects were included in the analysis of cumulative
effects in that document. The 1995 EIS states “This EIS, therefore, considers the
potential cumulative impacts of CV replacement and homeporting a total of
three CVNs in San Diego.” See Volume 1, Chapter 6, DON 1995a.

The U.S. District Court for the Southern District of California approved the
Navy’s implementation of NEPA, and concluded that the Navy had not
understated the potential effects of a larger project by preparation of two
documents (segmentation). In an Order dated May 12, 1997, the Court stated ,
“Because the Court finds that no proposal to homeport three CVNs existed prior
to the issuance of the Final EIS, the Final EIS's analysis of the possible
cumulative impacts of potential additional home ports suffices under NEPA.”

The Navy, as Lead Agency, complied with all applicable regulations in the
preparation of the Draft EIS; therefore, the Navy disagrees that the document is
deficient in meeting NEPA requirements. The comment states that CEQA is the
state equivalent to NEPA. In fact, there are several substantial differences
between the two statutes. However, in the comment it is correctly stated that
both statutes do have disclosure requirements. The Navy believes that the EIS
satisfies both the spirit of and the specific requirements of NEPA and its
implementing regulations in terms of analyzing and disclosing the
environmental effects of the proposed action and alternatives. Please note that
federal agencies are not subject to CEQA. Under recent amendments to CEQA,
state agency actions of issuing permits to federal agencies are now subject to
CEQA.

Please see the response to comment 1.43.2 above.

The technical analyses contained in the appendices are to support conclusions
contained in the EIS, consistent with 40 CFR 1502.18. Please see responses to
comments L.4.34 and 0.10.34.

Tables F-9 and F-11 have been revised to be consistent with Table F-7.
Specifically, risk is stated in scientific notation (e.g., 5.0 x 107) and statistical
terms {e.g., 1 in 2 million). Converting between the two can be done by simply
taking the inverse of the number or 1/2,000,000 = 5.0 x 10

Please see response to comment 0.12.25.

Please see response to comment 0.12.27.
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143.8

1.43.9
1.43.10

1.43.11

1.43.12

143.13

[.43.14

Health effects other than cancer are discussed in Appendix E, as well as in
response 0.12.27.

Please see response to comment O.12.190.
Please see response to comment O.12.84 and 0.13.27.

Appendix F, section 2.4, states that the 95 percent meteorological condition is the
combination of weather stability class and wind speed that results in the highest
calculated exposures. This means that at least 95 percent of the time, weather
conditions are such that doses equal to or less than those calculated would result
(combinations of faster wind speeds and/or more unstable atmospheric
conditions). For the EIS accident analyses, Pasquill Stability Category F with a
wind speed of 0.89 meters per second is used.

Since the locations of members of the public are different for each of the 16
compass directions evaluated, doses are calculated for each of the 16 possible
wind directions, each using the 95 percent meteorological condition. The
analysis results reported in Table F-9 for the nearest public access individual,
maximally-exposed off-site individual, and the public are the largest of the 16
exposures calculated, and represent conservative estimates of doses to receptors
in any of the 16 compass directions. For this reason, and to minimize the
complexity of the EIS, exposures and distances for all 16 directions are not
reporied.

Please see responses to comunents L.4.47, L.4.48, and O.12.53.

Risks to members of the public from normal operations and accident scenarios
are presented in two distinct ways: risk to a member of the general population
within 50 miles in which dose to the entire population is averaged over the
entire population, and risk to the maximally-exposed off-site individual in
which the dose is directly received and not averaged. Risk to the maximally-
exposed off-site individual is calculated by analyzing the dose to a specific
member of the public, which results in a higher hypothetical risk to the
maximally-exposed off-site individual which bounds the risk to a member of the
general population. Thus, no change to the EIS is deemed necessary.

In addition, contrary to the commentor’s assertion, exposure to the Mexican
population is calculated and reported separately in Appendix F, section 3.

As is explained in section 2.1 of Appendix F, the maximally-exposed offsite
individual is defined as a theoretical individual living at the base boundary
receiving the maximum exposure. Since that individual receives the maximum
exposure, the exposure for the maximally-exposed off-site individual bounds the
exposure for any member of the public in any of the 16 compass directions. The
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143.15

same methodology is used to determine the exposures to the nearest public
access individual. For this reason, and to minimize the complexity of the EIS,
individual distances for the maximally-exposed off-site individual and nearest
public access individual are not needed to be reported in the EIS. For
information, the nearest public access individual is located 945 meters from the
release point, and the maximally-exposed off-site individual is located 1,189
meters from the release point at North Island. Differences between the dose
estimates to the nearest public access individual and maximally-exposed off-site
individual are due to different modeling assumptions used for those individuals.
Table F-5 of Appendix F identifies the different exposure times used in the
analysis. Since calculations are based on assumptions appropriate to the
individual being evaluated, assuming that a Coronado resident would receive
the same exposure as non-involved worker at NASNI is not a technically correct
assumption.

The comments provided in the letter attached by the commentor were developed
for a meeting which was outside the scope of the present NEPA process, and
were not generated as a result of direct review of the subject Environmental
Impact Statement. However, since some of the comments address issues relating
to those in the EIS, the Navy has the following responses:

1. Routine and accidental releases of radioactivity are addressed in
responses 0.12.33 and L.4.37.

2. Please see response to comment Q.10.38.

3. Please see response to comment (0.12.49.

4. Please see responses to comments L.4.39 and L.4.40.

5. Tables F-9 and F-11 of Appendix F provide the consequences of
hypothetical releases of radioactivity to both on-site personnel and

members of the public.
6. Please see response to comment O.12.49.
7. As described in section 7.1.4 of the EIS, features such as redundant

systems enhance reactor safety as well as contribute to the ability of the
ship to survive combat.

8. Please see response to comment 0.12.33.
9. Please see response to comment 0.12.33.
10. Please see response to comment 0.12.33.
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11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

The Navy has analyzed radiological risks from the proposed action, and
has determined those risks to be not significant. The risk associated with
more probable but less severe accidents are bounded by the accident
analyses contained in the EIS. As discussed in the EIS, examining the
kinds of events which could result in release of radioactive material to
the environment or an increase in radiation levels shows that they can
only occur if the event produces severe conditions. Some types of events,
such as procedure violations, spills of small volumes of water containing
radioactive particles, or most other types of common human error, may
occur more frequently than the more severe accidents analyzed.
However, they involve minute amounts of radioactive material and thus
are insignificant relative to the accidents evaluated. Stated another way,
the very low consequences associated with these events produce smaller
risks than those for the accidents analyzed, even when combined with a
higher probability of occurrence. Consequently, they have not been
evaluated in greater detail in this Environmental Impact Statement.

Please see response to comment O.12.33.

The Navy’s radiological environmental monitoring program focuses on
nuclear-powered ship transit routes and areas near where nuclear-
powered ships are berthed. The radioactive slag described by the
commentor appears to have been used for beach erosion control in an
area removed from such locations, and thus the NNPP’s program did not
detect any unusual radioactivity concentrations resulting from the slag.
In addition, the type of elevated radioactivity in the slag, radium, was not
related to NNPP operations. However, it is important to note that the
Navy, pursuant to the CERCLA process and in coordination with CA-
DTSC, is actively remediating those areas where radioactive slag was
present. All radioactive slag has since been removed from locations
below the high water mark, and remediation of the remaining slag is
currently being pursued.

Issues regarding the schedules for radioactive waste disposal facilities are
beyond the scope of this EIS.

Please see response to comment O.10.28.

As described in response 0.12.69, issues associated with constructing and
operating the NASNI Depot Maintenance Facility, including the Mixed
Waste Storage Facility and Controlled Industrial Facility, were analyzed
in reference DON 1995, and are beyond the scope of this EIS. However, it
is important to note mixed waste will be shipped to off-site treatment and
disposal facilities in accordance with a Mixed Waste Treatment Plan,
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

which outlines the Navy’s planned treatment and disposal paths for each
NASNI mixed waste stream stored in the MWSF. The Mixed Waste
Treatment Plan is a means to ensure the Navy continues it present
practice of aggressively pursing treatment and disposal paths for its
mixed waste. In addition, low-level radioactive waste is shipped to off-
site disposal facilities as soon as practicable, with consideration given to
minimizing the number of truck shipments. The Navy does not dispose
of it low-level radioactive waste at its facilities. Rather, low-level
radioactive waste is disposed of at licensed Department of Energy or
commercial disposal facilities.

As described in response O.12.84, section 7.4.3.4 of the EIS states that
shipments of radioactive materials in the NNPP are made in accordance
with applicable regulations of the US. Department of Transportation,
US. Department of Energy, and the US. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. In addition, the Navy has issued instructions to further
control these shipments. These regulations and instructions 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, and have proven to be
effective. Shipments of radioactive materials associated with Naval
nuclear propulsion plants have not resulted in any measurable release of
radioactivity to the environment. Please also see response to comment
0.12.132.

Section 7.4.1 of the EIS describes the half-lives of radioactivity expected
for low-level radioactive waste in the facility. Please also see response to
comment O.12.132.

As described in response 0.12.84, section 7.4.3.4 of the EIS states that
shipments of radioactive materials in the NNPP are made in accordance
with applicable regulations of the U.S. Department of Transportation,
US. Department of Energy, and the US. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. As such, the Navy’s definition of low-level radioactive
material is consistent with those regulations.

Releases of radioactivity are addressed in the EIS, most notably in
sections 7.4.2.2 and 7.6. Please also see response to comment 0.12.182.

Issues associated with standards associated with siting of other nuclear
facilities are beyond the scope of this EIS.

143



Comment
Number

VoLUuME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

1.43.16

143.17

1.43.18

143.19

22. Issues associated with constructing and operating the NASNI Depot
Maintenance Facility were analyzed in reference DON 1995, and are
beyond the scope of this EIS.

23. Please see response to comment O.10.31.

24.  Appendix I of the EIS contains a detailed description of the activities
conducted in the Controlled Industrial Facility.

25. See section 7.4.3.2 of the EIS contains a discussion of low-level radioactive
solid waste generated as a result of Naval ship and maintenance facility
operations, which is the same types of material cited by the commentor.

Appendix | already states, “Refueling/defueling of nuclear reactors on NIMITZ-
class aircraft carriers can only be done at a qualified shipyard during a
defueling/refueling availability. No refueling/defueling availabilities are
planned for any of the alternative sites qualified to perform defueling/refueling
although PSNS has the facilities to be able to accomplish this work.” Thus, no
change to the EIS is deemed necessary. In addition, please see response to
comment 0.12.86.

Please see responses to comments 0.12.174-178 and 0.12.191-197.

As discussed in Appendix I, “Tanks would be located adjacent to the ship to
receive various fluids discharged for processing (e.g., radioactive liquid drained
from the nuclear propulsion plant, . .. "

The following will be added to clarify the radioactive liquid collection tanks in
Appendix I:

“Radioactive liquid collection tanks are constructed with heavy gauge corrosion
resistant steel, and are very robust. These tanks are connected to the ship by
temporary hoses that are tested and certified before use, and are radiologically
controlled and operated by the strict control procedures discussed in Chapter 7
of this EIS. The tanks are then transferred to the Controlled Industrial Facility
for processing.”

The probability of a tank rupture is assessed in Appendix F, section 3.2.2. This
probability accounts for potential industrial accidents such as vehicular
accidents, lifting and handling accidents, or others. The NNPP has never had a
radioactive liquid collection tank rupture in the history of the Program.

Radiological control practices of the NNPP are discussed in section 7.4.3 of the
EIS. Probability of accidents are discussed in Appendix F, section 3.2.1 and 3.2.2,
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1.43.20 Shipment of radiological and/or hazardous substances associated with the
proposed action at NASNI are discussed in section 3.15 of the EIS. Shipment of
radiological and /or hazardous substances from activities not associated with the
proposed action are beyond the scope of this EIS.

1.43.21 Please refer to the EIS, Volume 1, paragraph 2.3.2.1, which states that no dry-
dock facilities exist at NASNI and none are planned.

14322 The normal emissions of NNPP activities is summarized in Appendix F, section
3.1, The risk associated with these releases is calculated in Appendix F, Tables F-
6 and F-7.

1.43.23 Please see responses to comments 0.12.33 and O.12.81.

143.24 Please refer to response (0.12.90 for a discussion on handling high explosives at
both the BRAC CVN berth (Berth Kilo) and the Preferred Alternative-required
berth (Berth Juliet). In summary, the Navy does not intend to load or off-load
high explosives at these locations.

1.43.25 Please see the responses to cormment letter 0.12 by the Environmental Health
Coalition. All comments on the Draft EIS have been responded to.

1.43.26 Please see the responses to comment letter L.4 by the City of Coronado. All
comments on the Draft EIS have been responded to.

1.43.27 Actions associated with the Navy’s 1995 Final Environmental Impact Statement
for the Development of Facilities in San Diego/Coronado to Support the
Homeporting of One NIMITZ Class Aircraft Carrier are complete (except for the
MWSF at the time this response was written). The 1995 EIS was challenged in
the Federal Court System, and was upheld as being adequate on all issues
challenged.

Please see responses to comments to L.4.36, 0.12.53, and 0.10.31.
143.28 Please see responses to comments 0.12.78.

143.29 The traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIS indicated that the proposed action
would not have a significant traffic impact because, for the maximum
development scenario, it would simply be providing additional capacity to
homeport two nuclear carriers (CVNs) as a replacement for two CVs. As the
larger CVNs would have more personnel than the CVs, there would be a
proportional traffic increase of approximately 27 vehicle trips during the peak
hours and 150 trips per day. This level of additional traffic would not have a
significant impact and would definitely not justify the construction of a tunnel
between the Bay Bridge and the NASNI Main Gate. This tunnel project is being
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Number Response
studied by public agencies as a measure to reduce the effects of existing Navy-
related traffic on the Coronado residential streets.

1.43.30 Regarding your comments on segmentation or piece-mealing, see response to
your comment 1.43.3 above. Your opinions are noted and are included in the
Final EIS.
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MARILYN G.FIELD
1101 FIRST STREET, APT. 208
CORONADO, CA 92118
TEL: (619)437-6553
FAX: (619)522-0522

1November 12,1998

Mr. Jehn Coon (Code 05AL.JC)
Southwest Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92132

RE: Comments on the DEIS for Developing Home Port Facilities
for Three Nimitz-Class Nuclear Powered Aircraft Carriers
in Support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet

Dgar Mx. Coon:

I sent a comment latter on the above captioned subject
earlier today but I have two additional comments:

1) The Navy should provide a baseline study of whether
rasidents of the communities surrounding San Diego Bay already
are experiencing elevatod rates of cancer and other adverse
haalth consequences compared to national averages. Residents of
these communities may already be experigncing adverse health
conseguences as a rosult of past and ongoing Navy activities,
including the nuclear submarine fleet and the maintenance thereof
in Point Loma. If elevated rates of cancer and other adverse
health congsegquences wara found it may or may not be possibla to
determine whether the cause is attributable to Navy activities
but would it would certainly suggest that no further activities
be undertaken by the Navy which could increase health hazards to
residants of the communities surrounding San Diego Bay. This
analvsis should be provided in the new Draft Environmental Impact
Statement ("DEIS") as suggested in my earlier letter of even

date.
2) Tha noisa analysis in the new DEIS should include an

analysis of the noise caused by the helicopter traffic along the
Bay which can be extreme and disruptive (conversation and
telephone conversation must cease until the helicopters - which
often seem to travel in fleets = pass over). There has definitely
vaen an increase in helicopter traffic along the Bay in the past

several years.

Very truly yours,
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Comment
Number Response

Marilyn G. Field

1441 Epidemiological studies concemning areas near NNPP facilities are summarized
in Appendix E. The Navy believes these studies provide sufficient baseline to
assess the impacts of NNPP activities in any of the homeport sites considered.

1442 As stated in sections 3.11.2.2, 3.11.2.3, and 3.11.2.4 of the Draft EIS, "CVN
homeporting would not result in any increase in the aviation units based at
NASNI or any increase in air traffic at NASNIL. Therefore, no increased aircraft
noise would result.” This statement applies to helicopters as well as fixed-wing
aircraft. For additional information on aircraft and air traffic at NASNI, please
refer to section 2.3.2.1,

1.44
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The recently reieased DEADLY RADIATION HAZARDS USA report and new nuclear
map, rasearched and designed by Louise Franklin-Ramirez and John Staeinbach,
demonstrates the horrific consequences of America‘'s nuclear nightmare. One look at the
map of nuclear America provides a chilling view of our country’s future——which wiil be
foraver clouded with the legacy of 50 years of nuclear prolitaration by the nuclear
industry for the next 200 milienia.

The map and report serve as a blueprint for activists, studants, and citizens who are
concerned about nuclear issuas. The map provides visual, concreta proot af the nuclear
toxicity af our country. It is no longer possible for the nuctear industry and their cohorts in
the government to claim that nuclear atoms are "triendly® as they try to sweep their lethal
deadly garbage under the rug—or info unfined trenches as proposed for the pristine Wara
Valley site near Needies, California. The industry's dirty fittie secret is out, and they must
be heid financially and morally accauntable for the mountains of nucisar waste strewn
across America. TO ORDER:
To Owdar: MAF AND DATA BASEZ 8205 MAP ALONE: $7; DATA BASE ON COMPUTER DISC-MAC OR PC: $15.
SEND CHFCK/MONEY ORDER TQ: VISUAL BNFORMATION PROJECT. 7615 LAKE OR, MANASS'AS. VA, 22117
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This lester 8; Leone Hayes was printed in The San Diego Union-
Tribune om August 29 under the title *What applied to Long Island

St

should apply to San Diego.”

: some economic benefit.te the Navy and San
istering these casciers in our front waterway, but
lid precedent upon which to base efforts to stop
'y dangerous project, namely: ‘

the Shoreham nuclear reactor was buil(on Long
ot license {0 operale wasever granted becalsethe
then-Governor Mario Cuomo - convin
'd not be evacuated in case of disaster.

glsland s certainly apply to Coronado.

it is not an island, but it is a highly populated
- California coastal topographical trap. And the
18y planning greater concentrations of visitors at
» expanded convention centes and baseball
ace with the. equivalent of San Onofre in nuclear
. Three carriers means & réactors slso generaling

‘the storage [acility for which is either over or

close to the earthquake (ault that suns through Nozth Istand, depend-
ing upon which Navy map is comect.

North Island is 2 good part made land - not very stable and of
concern, becanse the rad waste {acility would be close to anelemen-
tary school - in case of & quake, etc. There has never been & live
cvacuation drill in San Diego, because “people might panic.” In
Jepan neighborhood drills are conducted. From news reports, it
seems that Secretary of Defense, William 8. Cohen, has the final say
on homeporting. He needs our urgent requests to base the carriersin
different ports, rather than concentrating them - a 12 Pearl Harbor -
in San Diego. ' see

Contact Secretary Cohen at

prrk ___ The Pemtagon, Washington, D. C. 20301-1185

e YTGINLES ‘MATATY QDU NVS THL

This leiter by Richard Dittbenner, Profesior of LA, Southwesiern
Coflege, was printed in The SanDiego Union-Tribune on Seplember
5 under the title "The Navy, the congressman and nuclear safety.”

{

poses several implicit questions: Why does the
seek 10 misstate and conceal the truth regarding
ccident and radiation release record? Why is
1 a difficult time getting information from the
‘he Navy investigating ordinay citizens whoask

n be found in the attitude and valves of the
of Naval Nuclear Propulsion, whichis headed by

who is also a deputy undersecretary of energy
'ary-civilian arrangement of this type in govern-
‘0 Robert Holzer, a reporter for Defence News,
1 over all information relating to naval nuclear
6 a detailed assessment of the health and salety
‘lear treactor program [rom ever being under-

ites outside the channels of command in the Navv

i separate authority in_the U.5. Depariment of

¢ has vast unregulated authority. Shielded from,
of classificalion and littie independent oversight,
Top{’ *  OIf'"~ “as pomerted irc nnwerlinto

virtuplly every area of submarine and alrcraft carrier development
On a recent visit to San Diego, Richard Guida, associate director
for regulatory affairs fot the Nuclear Propulsion Office, said that the

nuclear Navy would not disclose $o civilians in nearby communities
the amounts ol radiation Jeaked (rom the submanine base 81 Poinl

of oacyive

Lomia of the radivaclive storage site proposed for North Island. Why
notT ACCording 10 Guiia, because ' groups Tike Ureenpeace would

iry to shut us down.” . :

It follows that if the leadership of the nuclear Navy fears
disclosure of safety information to community-based groups, safety
questions posed by concerned citizens or members of Congress will
(are no better. _

This may lead to erosion of public support {fo/the nuclear Navy's
presence in San Diego. .

Contact Secretary Cohen at
The Pentagon, Washington, D. C. 26301-1185
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Comment
Number Response

Leone Hayes

1.45.1 Please see response to comment 1.4.1.

1.45
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OCT 23D -7 9 9 8 TOR 8. ARENA

PO BX § 70106
SAN DIEGO - CA
#2767

DEAR SIRS,
HONORED MEMBERS OF THE BOARD:

I WANT 70 THANK YOI FOR TRE OPPERTUNITY
70 ADDRESS THIS BOARD AND CONTRIBUTE COMRENTS WRICH I FEEL
I MUST, IN AS MUCKH AS SAN DIEGO IS MY HOME ALSO,AND I

WANT 70 FEEL JUST AS SAFE LIVING HERE, AS DO OTHER CITIZENS
LIVING HERE, IF¥ I DID NOT FEEL SAFE WITH NUCLEAR SHIPS
BASED CLOSE 70 AE, CONAON SENSE DICTATES THAT I SHOULD
AND MUST, MOVE 7O A SAFER LOCATION.

HOWEVER, MYy SATETY, SHOULD NOT, AND AUST NOT, IAPAIR THE
ABILITY OF My COUNTRY, RY NAVY, FROM DOING IT°5 MAIN 103,
PROTECTING AND DEFENDING OUR COUNTRY AND THE FREE WORLD.
ALL OF US AUST BE WILLING AND READY TO SHARE THE COST AND
BURDEN FOR THE PEACE AND FREEDOM WE HAVE ENJOYED FOR

OVER 100 PLUS YEARS.  OUR NAVY HAS PLAYED A MAJOR ROLE IN

GIVING US THIS PEACE AND FREEDOM,

IN REGARDS TO THE BERTHING OF THE NUCLEAR CARRIERS AT

N A S K I, AND TO THOSE WRO HAVE BEEN PROTESTING THE

AOST AND LOUDEST, I AM REMINDED OF CHICKEN LITTLE WHO CRILD,
P OTHE SKY IS FALLING - THE SKY IS FALLING *.

THERE ISK®T A KAVY GR COUNTRY IN THIS WORLD THAT KAS A BETTER
SAFETY RECORD, OR BETTER TRAINED MEN AND WOMEN THEN OUR

OWN MEN AND WOMEN SERVING ON THESE HIGH TECH FLEET OF

SHIPS. THE STANDARDS AND TRAINING ARE THE MOST RIGID
IMAGINABLE,

1461

HAVING SERVED IN TRE MARINES, AND HAVING BEEN A TEACHER,
SR.MIGH & JR.COLLEGE, I FEEL AMPLY QUALITIED TO MAKE THESE
CONNENTS,
TINE, READING THIS ENTIRE REPORT, AND WRILE I AN NOT A
NUCLEAR ENGINEER, UNDERSTANDING THIS COMPREAENSIVE REPORT,
DOLSN*T TAKE AN OXFORD RHODES SCHOLAR TO UNDERSTAND I7.

THE REXN AND UOREN SERVING ON THESE SKIPS ARE NOT  YOUNG
KIDS FRESH OUT OF HIGH SCHOOL.
WHO HAVE NANY YEARS IN THE NAVY, PEOPLE WHO HAVE BEEN GIVEN
TRAINING AND EDUCATION MOST COLLEGE GRADUATES WOULD ENVY.
YE ARE NOT ABOUT TO PUT ON ANY NUCLEAR SHIP, ANY PERSON

THEY ARE MEN AND WOAEN

WHO KAS NOT BEEN TRAINED, EDUCARTED, AND, MADE AWARE OF THE
RESPONSABILITY AND DANGER OF SERVING ABOARD SUCK A CRAFT.

IN REGARDS TO THE SAFETY RECORD OF THESE NUCLEAR SHIPS,

I WANT TO REMIND EVERYONE THAT WE HAVE BEEN OPERATING A FLEET
OF NUCLEAR SUBMARINES FOR MANY YEARS WITH A SAFETY RECORD
THAT WOULD IAPRESS EVEN CINSTEIN HIMSELF.

QUR NAVY®S SAFETY RECORD SPEAK FOR ITSELF AND I CHALLENGE
ANYONE 70
NUCLEAR POWER GENERATING FACILITY AND SITTING ON A FAULT,
AND AS YET, THROUGH ALL THE MANY YEARS OF OPERATING, WE HAVE

PROVE OTRERWISE. JUST UP THE COAST,WE HAVE R

NEVER EVER HAD SO MUCK AS A WARNING OF ACCIDENTS.
OUR NUCLEAR FLEEY KHAS JUST AS IMPRESSIVE A RECORD AND BETTER.

FOR THE PAST 2 WEEKS, I HAVE BEEN SPENDING My FREE|

[46.1
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IN CONCLUSION, I WANT 70 SAY THIS, THAT, IF WE THE PEOPLE

FEEL ANYTHING FOR THE MEN AND VONEN UHO, DAILY PUT THEMSELVES
ON THE LINE TO HELP MAKE OUR COUNTRY AND WORLD A BETTER SAFER
PLACE TO LIVE, THEN I FEEL AND BELIEVE WE OWE THOSE BRAVE YOUNG
NEN, WHO NOW LAY ENTOMBED AT THE BOTTOA OF THE OCEAN

IN THE RULL OF THE & 5 S.ARIZONA, TRE RIGHT TO CARRY ON THE
HIGHEST AND FINEST TRADITIONS OUR NAVY REPRESENTS.

WE OWE TRE NEN AND WOREN SERVING OUR NATION TODAY, THE VERY
BEST TRAINING AND EQUIPAENT AVAILABLE 50 AS 70 PMAKE

DOING THEIR JOB, SERVING OUR COUNTRY, THE VERY BEST

WE EXPECT FROM THEM AND OUR NAVY. SAN DIEGO TOR 150 YEARS
HAS BEEN, NAVY TOWN U 5 A, I PRAY 70 G0D IT WILL RLWAYS BE 50.

THARK YOU FOR ALLOVING ME THE OPPERTUNITY
TO SHARE WITH YOU AND AY FELLOW CITIZENS
Ay OUN FEELINGS ON THIS MATTER.
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Comment
Number Response

Tom B. Arena

1.46.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

1.46
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4762 Jessie Avenue No. 5
La Mesa, CA. 9194]
(619) 6670339
November 5, 1998

Mr John Coon, Project Manager

Southwest Division, Naval Facilities, Engineering Command
Code 058AL-JC

1220 Pacific Highway

San Dhego, CA 92132

Cordial Manager john Coon ,

Recent history has brought to light many discussions on every issue that could come into
thought on the nuclear dilemma here in San Diego. It is time 10 act on this mattey! The
institution you work for need not abandon the people in this dire time. Rather, the
immediate action that you lend could prevent a significant nuclear disaster. Public
protection is the responsibility of the government, therefore, this entity should be on the
side of the people that it was design to protect.

Appalled at the thought of having a nuclear port facility (i.¢., nuclear subs & ships} in San
Diego Harbor, [ request your support. Empirical research conducted by educated fellow
San Diego’s residents and other leading world scientist have aided my conclusion,
hazardous ramifications exist for the environment and the people’s safety is at stake. Life
as we understand it could cease. Because of the scientific evidence that currently supports
community suspicion, the people of San Diego and 1 demand no less than a halt in nuclear
porting. Public safety, environment, and cost are our basis for requesting your attention.
The Navy should begin appeasing the public concern by implementing tactics to begin
removal of all nuclear powered vessels home-ported here. Public concerns can not be
denied or refuted.

We will not allow the navy to ignore the evidence compiled by many great minds. Every
issue we believe to be important is not been properly sddressed or resolved. Simply put,
the Navy’s political posturing leads the community and [ to demnand 0o kess than an active
role in the decision making processes that effect our safety. The safety of our people is in
serious jeopardy, because San Diego is unprepared for any eventual mishap.

In a nuclear emergency, the area down wind to be evacuated is 12 miles, yet, no parameter
warnings, no public warning sirens, no evacuation plans exist to protect San Diego
inhabitams. If there iz a Naval reactor accident, implementation of proper treatment 1o
radiation exposures is impossible because there are no supplies of potassium iodide
available for the population to protect themselves. Past mishaps are bad enough and
additional ships will only add irreversible damage and imbalances to our environment. In
addition, contrary to what the Navy told us, medical literavure shows even smaller
amounts of radiation, than previously believed can be “medically devastating” said the
president of the Peace Resource Center (10/27/98). Any physical threat is intolerable and

147.1

1472

calls for action, removal of this threat from our bay and away from our coastal cities is the T 1472

only acceptable course of action.

Environmental test presented by the navy remain inconclusive because these tests are full
of fallacies. Radioactive waste and radiation exposure do affect our ocean, cur land, our
animals and our air. Already, the dredging of our bay that began in September is posing a
threat to downwind neighbaring schools. I worry for the welfare of those children as well
as the rest of the people in our community. Furthermore, the fish and wild life in our bay
are already experiencing current damaging affects. Contaminants such as mercury and
lcad are on the floor of our bay. These toxic metals, and other contaminants are destroying
basic manine life. The current levels of deterioration semove valuable resources from our
coastal waters. There are 38 Navy bases authorized to transport hazardous waste through
our streets. This increases the opportunities for a catastrophe. An accident in ouf streets
is improbable, but not impossible, therefore, | am not willing to continue 10 take risk
against my life. It is time that you begin protecting us from imminent risks, rather than
protecting us from possible enemy threat. Besides the adverse effects our health and the
environment suffer and the potential danger of mishap, this project is a money pit.

When calculated, the long term cost to the tax payer could mount to tens of billions of
dollars. According to the Peace Resource Center, the cost of the construction and
decommission of a nuclear powered aircraft carrier in 1995 averaged to 5 billion dollars.
Moreover, the estimated cost of operating each nuclear powered aircraft carrier is |
million dollars a day. The Navy plans to build two additional ships; I believe thisis a
waste of laxpayers’ maney. More ships bring additional troops, and this will further tax
the over extended environment, that means cleanup-cost. The additional personnel to man
and maintain ships will serve to complicate the lesser issues that also surround the ships
planned port project. Issues that effect San Diego comumunity are far reaching and range
from such problems as increased traffic congestion, short falls in housing, even crime will
increase. San Diego’s residents and I do not want the nuclear ships and the facilities
needed to maintain a deadly nuclear megaport.

Mounting bad evidence, of no concrete safety solutions, coupled with the Navy's
unwillingness to involve the public in their decision making process is enough to fuel my
disdain. 1have read and heard more than | need to on the matter. Writing many people to
voice my concemn on these matters, is the only recourse [ know, yet 1 remain unsatisfied.
Safety of our city is in jeopardy, environment is being destroyed, and the cost is
intolerable. 1 appeal 10 your humanitarianism, and 1 hope that you will act on this matier
by standing up for the people of San Diego. | thank you for your prompt attention and
awail your response.

Sin erely

Lu:gl gllello

1473
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Comment

Number Response

Luigi Angilello

1.47.1 Our publicly-elected U.S. Congress and President of the United States make
programmatic decisions regarding Naval ships (e.g., application of nuclear
power), and thus comments regarding these decisions are beyond the scope of
this EIS. The results of all the analyses of both normal operations and
hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no significant radiological
impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers or
operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities.

1.47.2 Please see responses to comments L.4.36, 0.10.31, 0.12.78, and 0.12.150.

1473 The EIS addresses the potential environmental impacts to present conditions
associated with homeporting three CVNs. The impact analysis for San Diego
Bay indicated that homeporting is not expected to result in significant adverse
impacts to water or sediment quality. Risks associated with operations of NNPP
facilities are summarized in section 7.6 of the EIS. The results of these analyses
indicate there is no significant radiological risks from NNPP operations.

1.47.4 Please see response to comment 1.47.1.

1.47.5 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
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DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR
THREE NIMITZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS
IN SUPPORT OF THE U S PACIFIC FLEET

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

DRAFT EIS COMMENTS

Name: jose'ﬂ-e Horie Chorrrasson
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Comment
Number

VorLuMre 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

Josette Marie Charmasson

148.1

1.48.2

1.48.3

A previous EIS was prepared in 1995, the “Final EIS for the Development of
Facilities in San Diego/Coronado to Support the Homeporting of One NIMITZ-
Class Aircraft Carrier,” and public hearings were held in Coronado for that
project on August 17, 1993 and June 7, 1995. No decision regarding adding more
CVNs to San Diego/Coronado has been made. This decision will be made no
sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is published.

Please see response to comment 1.4.1.

You do have input into the process. The National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 requires public participation to solicit concerns, issues, and opinions before
a decision on a federal action that may have significant environmental effects are
made. You have made comments on the Draft EIS and they are addressed in the
Final EIS. The decision maker reviews the Final EIS including all comments and
responses before making a decision whether or not to proceed with the proposed
action or any of its alternatives.
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November 10, 1998

Mr. John Coon {Code 05AL.JC)
Southwest Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92132

Dear Mr. Coon:

I have read with interest the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) Developing Homeport Facilities for Three Nimitz-Class Aircraft
Carriers. The DEIS is long on rhetoric and short on facts. The
finding that two additional Nimitz-Class Aircraft Carriers at Naval
Air Station North Island (NASNI) will have no impact on the
environmental quality of life in Coronado is incredible. It is even
more incredible that there is a finding that two additional
Nimitz-Class Aircraft Carriers at NASNI will only add fifty five
additional automobiles to the daily traffic in Coronado.

Was the DEIS prepared by the same government scientists that assured
us that Agent Orange was a harmless defoliant?

Perhaps the govermment scientists who proclaimed that participants in
the Gulf War who complained of illness (Gulf War Syndrame) were
maligners also oollabarated in the preparation of the DEIS.

I wonder why government requires the owners of cammercial nuclear
reactors to provide:

1. Perimeter radiation leak detection systems;
2. Warning systems for surrounding residents, and
3. Evacuation plans for effected residents.

Did I overlock this discussion in the DEIS?

Si Yo

At

Robert E., HAFEY
273 Alameda Blvd.
Coronado, CA 92118-1133

cc: Mayor Thomas J. Smisek
The Honorable William S. Cchen
U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer
U.S5. Senator Dianne Feinstein
Congressman Brian Bilbray 149
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Number

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI REsPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

Robert E. Hafey

1.49.1

1.49.2

1493

The traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIS is based on the incremental
increase in traffic that would occur as a result of the proposed action. Currently,
NASNI has the capacity to support two conventional aircraft carriers (CVs) and
one nuclear carrier (CVN) for a total of three homeported carners, while
Alternatives One, Two, and Three would have three CVNs. The proposed action
would not result in two additional aircraft carriers, but would provide the
capacity to homeport two CVNs as a replacement for two CVs. As the number
of personnel on the CVNs is slightly greater than that on the CVs, the proposed
action would generate approximately 27 additional vehicle trips during the peak
hours and 150 trips throughout an average day, as outlined in the EIS. The
analysis indicates that a traffic increase of this magnitude would not be
significant. Refer to the response to comment L4.5 for a more detailed
discussion of the homeporting baseline at NASNI.

While your comments do not address the adequacy of the EIS, they are noted
and are included in the Final EIS.

Please see response to comment 0.12.80 and O.13.28.
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November 10, 1998

Mr. John Coon, Southwest Division (Code 05AL.JC)
Naval Facilities Engineering Command

1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92132-5190

Dear Mr. Coon:

On the eve of Veteran's Day, it seems appropriate to submit my comments to you
regarding bringing more nuclear-powered aircraft carriers to San Diego. DON'T DO IT!

| understand the need for military preparedness, even though | wish such a need did
not exist. However, | see no need to proliferate a device that can have catastrophic
effects on the very people it is supposed to protect. | am talking about nuclear power.

Given the fact that nuclear accidents DO happen, and HAVE happened already, and
the fact that there already exists a proven alternative, it seems outrageous to continue
building and deploying nuclear powered carriers (or nuclear-powered anything, for that
matter). 1 do not want my tax doliars used toward that needless and horribly frightening
end. As we all know, there is no "correcting” a nuclear mistake and the consequences
are with us nearly forever.

According to the GAQO report of August 27, 1998, conventionally powered carriers are
able to meet the requirements of our national military strategy at a significantly lower
life-cycle cost and without the current and future dangers associated with nuclear
power. Why is this objective information being ignored in favor of continued usage of
nuclear power?

| accept, reluctantly, the fact that San Diego is a military town, but | do not accept it
being used to house such dangerous devices unnecessarily. The Stennis should be
deactivated and no further nuclear powered craft of any kind should be brought here or
anywhere else.

Listen to your government and the people whom it represents!!!
Seriously,

W&n e Akt
v /

"Stephanie Strout
10502 Queen Ave.
La Mesa, CA 91941

1.50
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Comment

Number Response

Stephanie Strout

1.50.1 Your comunents are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
1.50.2 Please see response to comment 1.47.1 and O.12.55.

1.50.3 Please see response to comment 1.47.1 and O.12.55.

1.50.4 Please see response to comment 1.47.1 and O.12.55.
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Mr. John Coon
Southwest DIVISION (Code 05AL.JC)
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1220 Pacific Coast Highway
San Diego CA 92132-5190
November 10, 1998
Sir,

| am an American citizen and have lived and worked in San Diego for eleven
years. | have 43 years experience with the military, both on active duty as well
as in civilian life. 1too have concerns for the environment in which we live. |
recently attended the public hearing on the home porting of nuclear aircraft
carriers in San Diego. Most of what | heard was against the proposition, and in
many cases the speakers not only disparaged the US Navy but were insulting to
the naval service and its representatives present that night. Not only do |
disagree with these ‘citizens’, but | was embarrassed for them.

My perception is that the Navy has in the past, and continues to err on the side
of conservatism when it comes to environmental issues. Not only am | satisfied
that the Navy in this instance of home porting taken every precaution to insure
the safety of its crews and our citizens, but | know that.the military takes enough
risks during wartime without knowingly risking its personnel aboard ships at
home, during peace time by exposing them to harm from nuclear spilis(as they
were accused of during the hearings).

A September 2™ letter by Congressman Bob Filner, and a more recent letter in
the SD Union-Tribune written by a law professor questions the safety of nuclear
ships. My answer is that the US Navy has been safely operating nuclear
reactors since 1955. Our ships have sailed literally millions of miles on nuclear
power since then without a reportable reactor accident. And while 'm nota
physicist, nor can | run a reactor, | wouid venture to say that life aboard USS
Stennis is safer than on a number of Bob Filners city streets. The nuclear safety
record of the Navy over the course of the last fifty-plus years is impeccable and
is the envy of the rest of the world!

Finally, | am very comfortable knowing that our navy is here in San Diego doing
everything in it's power to protect our environment while protecting our country,
enhancing the local economy and in general being a good, if not ideat neighbor.

Sin)ce ly, -
/ ‘ 4‘21744
es $

PO Box 27348
San Diego, Ca 92198
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Comment

Number Response

Charles Zangas

1.51.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
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A%

) November 11,1998
Mr. John Coon,

About six years ago. there was a nuclear "accident” near Springfield,

Massachusetts. A truck carrying nuclear fuel rods was driving north on
interstate 91. They were returning from being reprocesged in route to
Vernon., Vermont. The driver had an accident and dumped his radicactive

carge all over the highway. There was never an emergency response team
prepared to deal with this kind of disaster. To my knowledge, no cne
living in the area was ever notified of the accident. The officials said
there was no danger from radiation...no nead to worry. I found out about
thia whole situarion from a friend who was living in southern California.

She sent me a news paper article, assuming that I had already heard, At
the time of the accident. 1 1lived less than an hour away.
Accidents do happen and they are covered up. First of all, I don't

believe that nuclear poser is safe. Second, I don't trust that the Navy
would aver notify me in the event of an accident. I read over parts of
the environmental impact statemsent. I did not read anything about how
I. as an lndividual or my school would be notified when there i an
emergency. I heard you say at the public hennnq' in 8an Diego that the
Navy and city officials would be notifisd within a few hours, in the svent
of an emergency. and told when to evacuate. I, also, did not hear or read
anything about an evacuatiocn plan. I don‘t have a clue am to what the
Navy actually considers an accident worth mentioning. How many
“incidents™ just geat brushed aside as all in a day's work?

I can not accept any of your proposals for more CVN‘s. Alternative
S may look good to me for San Diego but I do not beiieve in dumping what
1 don't want on someone slss. We do have ons nuclear powered aircraft
carrier and a number of nuclear subsarines. 1 need to know that all of
these nuclear reactors are being monitored on a twenty-four hour basis. by
an organization other than the Navy. I want all information on releases
and shipments of waste to be made public. I don't mean a book in the
library. 1 want it announced on the radio and on the front page of the
local papers. 1 am holding you accountable for this "nuclear megaport”.
You . the Navy. are responsible for the health and well-being of milliona
of people in southern California and northern BPaja, Mexico. You are
responsible for the health and well-baing of all the plants and animals
that inhabit San Diego Bay and nearby ocCean areas.

1 have been told by scientist friends that the next large earthquakes

are dus to occur in the next five to ten years. There have been two
earthquaites larger than magnitude six in San Diego since 1800. One was

1521

1522

1523

near the harbor. 1 didn't read anything about what you will do when there
ia an earthquake. What are your plans regarding your nuciear reactors
when there is a large earthquake?

How will you transport your low level nuclear waste? You are
currently producing nuclear waste. Do you know that there will be a place
to store that waste permanently and safely in the future? Wwhat are you
planning on doing wh en Hanford shuts down? How will you notify people in
that arsa that there is radjoactive material stored there and how will you
keep people out of the contaminated area?

I nevar approve any proposal unleas all of my guestions have been
answered to my satisfaction. 1 will not treat the Navy diferently. [ can
not accept or approve of any of your proposals for homeporting CVNs in San
Diego Bay.

Sincerely. i
Ma. Bryn Anderson
3364 Grim Ave.

San Diego, Ca. 92104

'
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment
Number Response

Ms. Bryn Anderson

1.52.1 Section 7.4.3.4 of the EIS, which describes the Navy’'s radioactive material
transportation, states that there have never been any accidents involving release
of radioactivity during shipment of NNPP radioactive waste. In particular,
section 7.4.3.4 of the EIS states that shipments of radioactive material associated
with the Naval nuclear propulsion plants have not resulted in any measurable
release of radioactivity to the environment. For correctness, section 7.4.3.4 will
be revised by inserting “a significant” between “involving” and “release.”

Please also see responses to comments 0.10.31 and O.12.81.

1.52.2 Potential impacts to marine life have been evaluated carefully in the Final EIS, as
detailed in Volume 1, section 3.5. Potential impacts are either less than
significant or mitigated to less than significant by such means as construction of
the mitigation site at Pier B. Further, as part of the dredged material disposal
plan a habitat enhancement area would also be constructed at NAB that will
provide about 6-8 acres of additional higher quality habitat for marine organisms
in the bay. Please see responses 0.10.23 and O.12.33.

1.523 The Navy addresses the effects of earthquakes, tsunamis, and seiches with
respect to the proposed action in section 3.1.2.4.

1.52.4 Radioactive waste storage and transportation issues for NASNI are discussed in
sections 3.15.2 and 74.3 of the EIS. Issues pertaining to the operations at
Hanford are beyond the scope of this EIS.

1.52.5 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment

Number Response

Beth Baily

1.53.1 Please see response to comment 1.12.9, 0.12.10, and 1.47.1.

1.53.2 Radioactive waste storage and transportation issues for NASNI are discussed in

sections 3.15.2 and 7.4.3 of the EIS. Issues pertaining to the management of spent
nuclear fuel are beyond the scope of this EIS.
Management of spent fuel associated with the NNPP is addressed
comprehensively in an EIS published by the DOE and the Navy titled,
Department of Energy Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory Environmental Restoration and Waste
Management Programs Final Environmental Impact Statement dated April 1995.
That EIS concluded that U.S. Naval spent fuel can be safely managed with
negligible environmental impacts pending its ultimate placement in a permanent
geologic repository as prescribed in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

1.53.3 Please see responses to comments 0.12.190, 1.12.9, and 1.47.1.

1.53.4 Please see responses to comments 0.12.190, 1.12.9, and 1.47.1.

1.53.5 Please see response to comment L.4.36.

1.53.6 Please see response to comment [.12.9.

1.53.7 Please see responses to comments 1.63 and 0.12.57.
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment
Number Response

Carol Conger-Cross

[.54.1 Please see responses to comments 1.47.1 and O.12.55.
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment
Number Response

Dr. Jennifer W. Doumas
1.55.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

1.55.2 Cumulative impacts related to the preferred alternative at NASNI are discussed
in section 3.18. The text has been revised to clarify the spatial and temporal
relationships of the proposed action and reasonably foreseeable projects, in
evaluating their combined, cumulative effect. Please see response to comment

0.12.158 and 0.12.190.
1.55.3 Please see response to comment O.12.78 and 0.10.31.
1.55.4 Please refer to responses L.4.44 and 1.37.1 in the San Diego responses to

comments on the subject of “sitting duck targets.”

1.55.5 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
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Number

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

Susan J. Randerson

1.56.1

156.2

1.56.3

1.56.4

1.56.5

1.56.6

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. As
described in section 7.2, the primary system (which circulated through the
reactor) is isolated from the secondary system (which circulates through the
steam plant) to ensure radioactivity is kept within the primary system. In
addition, the water used in the steam plant does not contact the seawater used
for cooling. The seawater cooling requirements are similar and the thermal and
marine life impacts from CVs and CVNs are comparable. In addition, please see
response to comment 0.12.33.

Please see response to comment O.12.190.

Potential impacts to water quality and aquatic organisms from dredging
operations in San Diego Bay are discussed in sections 3.3 and 3.5, respectively, of
the EIS.

The USS STENNIS mitigation site was constructed in accordance with permit
conditions set forth by the resource agencies. The new wharf mitigation site
design would be based on one of two options, intertidal or intertidal /subtidal,
to be determined by the agencies during permitting as mitigation for the 1.5
acres that would be impacted. Also please see additional details summarized in
the responses to comments F.2.10 and F.2.11 and clarification provided in
Volume 1, section 3.5.

Please refer to responses L.4.44 and 137.1 in the San Diego responses to
comments on the subject of terrorism and attacking aircraft carriers in San Diego.
The No Action Alternative in the EIS does not propose any additional capacity to
home port CVNs, or add additional vessels to the three-carrier historical baseline
that has existed at NASNI for several decades.

Our publicly-elected U.S. Congress and President of the United States make
programmatic decisions regarding Naval ships (e.g., application of nuclear
power), and thus comments regarding these decisions are beyond the scope of
this EIS. The results of all the analyses of both normal operations and
hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no significant radiological
impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers or
operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities. Please see also
response [11.0.12.55.

Please see the response to comment 1.56.5, above.
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Comment
Number

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

Virginia A. Miller

1571

1.57.2

1.57.3

Your opinions are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

As stated in the Draft EIS under the section “Need for the Proposed Action,”
“The Navy has established a Pacific Fleet Force Structure consisting of six
aircraft carriers. Five of these vessels are or will be assigned to ports
(homeported) at Navy installations in the continental United States. Three of
these are homeported in the San Diego area and two are homeported in the
Pacific Northwest area. A sixth carrier is forward deployed in Japan. The
closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda, California, and the relocation of
two CVNis to fleet concentrations in San Diego and the Pacific Northwest were
carried out in compliance with the 1993 Defense Base Realignment and Closure
Commission (BRAC) recommendations. Consequently, the Department of the
Navy constructed homeporting facilities for one CVN at NASNI (DON 1995a)
and one at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSNS), Bremerton, Washington {DON
1995b). The proposed action of this EIS does not involve a reexamination of
homeporting actions directed by the 1993 BRAC process, and does not address
the carrier forward deployed in Japan.

“Of the six aircraft carriers homeported in the U.S. Pacific Fleet, three are
currently NIMITZ-class CVNs. The CVN is a newer class of aircraft carrier
requiring different homeporting shore infrastructure (e.g., electrical power and
water depth). The three existing CVNs are assigned to home ports at PSNS;
NAVSTA Everett; and NASNL Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, (PHNSY), a part
of the Pearl Harbor Naval Complex in Hawaii, is within the U.5. Pacific Fleet
area and is considered a potential CVN home port location (see Figures ES-1
through ES-3 in the Final EIS).

“In 1994, the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) announced Navy-wide
homeporting plans, which included plans to replace two older CVs with two
new CVNs in the US. Pacific Fleet. The Navy must select home ports and
construct facilities as required for the two new CVNs to be added to the U.S.
Pacific Fleet; the first by 2001, and the second by 2005. Therefore, the need for
the proposed action is the lack of acceptable CVN home port facilities and
infrastructure in the U.S. Fleet area of responsibility (AOR).”

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment
Number Response

Cam Martinez

1.58.1 Please see response to comment O.10.31 and 1.5.1.
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November &, 1'938

McLane Downing

2416 Grandview 5t

San Diego, CA 22110-114&
(E13) I7&-85ZZ

John Coon, Froject Manger

Southwest Division, Naval Facilities, Engineering Command
Code OSAL-JC

1220 Pacific Highway

R

San Dieqgao, ©A 32132
Subject: Homeporting Two More Nuclear Carriers
Dear John LCoon:

Homeporting two more nuclear carrviers increases the health and safety 1501
risk. This is a densely settled area, and any incident would affect
iots of people.

I would like to see the health risk of an incident explained in Comman
english. The assessment should include the demographics of this area,
including the populaticn below the border.

Dredging should protect marine life, including all life in the bay. 159.2

1 suggest that baseline data be aobtained for radicactive levels i1n and|l1$3
araund the bay. Then monitoring the levels, analyzing the data, and
reporting information to the public should be assigned to an agency
outside of the Defense Department.

Very truly yours

/9 W//

Moclane Dowrning
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Number

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

McLane Downing

1.59.1

1.59.2

1.59.3

To place the results of the analyses in perspective, Volume I, section 7 of the EIS
states, “The radiation exposures to the general public due to normal operations
would be so small at each of the home port locations that they would be
indistinguishable from naturally occurring background radiation. For example,
the highest exposure to a member of the public in any year due to normal
operations would be less than one millirem (0.66 millirem at Everett). This value
can be compared to the 300 millirem of radiation exposure the general public
receives each year from naturally occurring background radiation. Also, the
results show that the annual individual risk of a latent fatal cancer occurring in
the general population within 50 miles of a NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier home
port is very low at each of the home port locations evaluated, less than 1 chance
in 2 billion.” It further states in Volume II, Appendix F of the EIS, “the annual
individual radiological risks to a member of the general population due to
accidents associated with support facilities for homeporting of NIMITZ-class
aircraft carriers are very low at all of the locations evaluated, less than 1 chance
in 580 million.” For perspective, the annual risk of dying in a motor vehicle
accident is about 1 chance in 6,250. Similarly, the annual risk of dying in a fire
for the average American is approximately 1 chance in 36,000; and the annual
risk of dying from accidental poisoning is about 1 chance in 72,000.

As discussed in Appendix F, section 2, population distribution and prevailing
wind directions are factors that are accounted for in the risk analysis for the
general population. Risks to the Mexican population are also assessed in this
Appendix as well. Based on the above, no change to the EIS is deemed
necessary.

Potential impacts to marine life has been evaluated carefully in the Final EIS, as
detailed in Volume 1, section 3.5. Potential impacts are either less than
significant or mitigated to less than significant by such means as construction of
the mitigation site at Pier B. Further, as part of the dredged material disposal
plan a habitat enhancement area wouid also be constructed at NAB that will
provide about 10 acres of additional, higher quality habitat for marine organisms
in the bay.

Please see response to comment O.12.33.
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November 6, 1998

Dolores Thompson
4545 Georgia Street #101
San Diego, CA 92116-2675

Mr. John Coon (Code 05AL. JC)
Southwest Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92132

Dear Mr. Coon, -

I would like to thank the U.S Navy for granting us a public
hearing regarding the DEIS. However due to the seriuness of
the situation I feel that the Secretary of Navy should come
to San Diego and hear what the people and their children have
to say concerning this matter. His visit is pertinent
especially since the people of San Diego would be the target
of a "Three Mile 1Island " accident.

Also, the U.S. Navy did not address the major questions ie:
What is done withe nuclear waste material. How much radiation
admission is there in the air. What measures is being taken
that San Diego does not become another Three Mile Island

accident.
Since the officials present could not address these questions
perhaps the Secretary of the Navy can. I respectfully regesst

the he come to San Diego if not for any reason then for the
sake of the children. '

Sincerely,

L oleans :}‘LM[)’”‘"“

1.60
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Comment
Number

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

Dolores Thompson

1.60.1

1.60.2

1.60.3

Two public hearings on the Draft EIS have been held in the San Diego region
and public testimony received, as required under NEPA. The Navy does not
currently have plans to have a follow-on community workshop for an informal
dialogue. Concerns generated during the public review of the EIS will be
considered by Navy personnel responsible for making decisions regarding the
proposed action. Navy representatives at the EIS public hearings are directly
involved with this decision-making process, and provide recommendations to
the Secretary of the Navy regarding the preferred alternative to be implemented.

Furthermore, the Navy ensures that the EIS decisionmaker has a complete copy
of the public hearing transcripts. The Navy believes that the objective sought by
the comment is met by the fact that the transcript of the public hearing is
prepared and reviewed as part of the NEPA process leading up to the Record of
Decision.

Please see responses to comments L.4.37, 0.10.31, 0.12.33, and 1.53.2.

Please refer to response 1.60.1
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P'm writing this letter becsuse ['m frightened. |'m afraid for my
community, for our children, and for future genemtions. Why?

Because the U.S. Navy is moving forward with “homeporting™ 3 or
more guclear aircraft carriers, in San Diego Bay, one mile up wind of the
heart of downtown San Diego and upwind of the almost 5 million pecple
living in our region. depending on which way the wind is blowing. Three
vuclear nircraft carriers have § suclear reactors between them with &
combined reactor capacity exceeding that of a Three Mile Island or
Chemobylreactor.

Al this pomt [ want to make one thing very clear. This is not a letter
against the Navy. The Navy, aloog with all the other branches of the
military have sarved the Unitad States well, but the Navy, like any
institution, is vot infallible in its judgment.

Accordmg to the Navy's cstimates, the chances of & significant “scci-
denta]” release of radioactive materials into the air from the carmiers or their
supporting storage and processing facilities is very small. Butthe chances
of winning the loflery *jackpot™ are also small, but people still win it on &
regular basis.

But beyond long odds for an accident, the potential for terrorism and/
or the act of a bitter, disgruntied, drank, disturbed, and/or inssve sailor
means that all bets are off in the game of oxida.

The whole reason wa fund the Navy with our tax dollars is to protect oor
right to pursue “life, liberty,” and “happiness.” This given, I'm ata loss
1o find any mtionale dt would remotely indicate that bomeporting these
Nuclear Carriers in the heartof San Diego will make ourregion, and indeed
the U.S. or Mexico more secure from either s civilian or military perspec-
tive. In fact the opposite is rue. Basing the carriers here means that a smail
group or even an individual would have the power 1o reader our region
unsafe to mhabit for tens if a0t bundreds of years plus, cripple the Navy's
ability to protect us mulitartly by taking ont 3 or possibly more nuclear
carriers and who knows how many Navy personnet apd civilians.

How could this happen? Well for openars, terrorists coakd drop bombe
from small planes and/or helicopters on the carmiers or their storage and
processing facilities. A suicide bomber coukd fly & plans or helicoprer
loaded with explosives intw the carviers. The camiers can be attacked with
underwater explosives. They could also be attacked by ramming them
with boats filled with explosives. A mentally unstable and/or vengeful
sailor could blow reactors with explosives or tamper with reactor comput-
ery and contols 1o cause radicactive meldowns.

Let’s face i1, these carriers will be very attractive sitting ducks from a
tervorist’s perspective or the perspective of some clever nutoutto geteven
for soms real or imagioad rensgression.

Finally, blowing up reactors or causing their safety measares to fuil is
80t comparable to other disasters we are mors familiar with. Forexample,
if the carmiers the Navy wants to homeport here were oil powered, their
destruction, whatever the cause, would certainly be s disaster, but shordy
after the fire burned out workers could begin the salvage and cleanup
operabion

Thus 1s not the case with nuclear powered veasols and their support
facilities. Unlike the chemicals geoerated by simple combustion, the
mdioactive fallout from a nuclesr associated fire will continns to hurt us,
our children, future generations, and life in general on celiular, genctic,
snd stomic levels for tens, hundreds, and potentially thousands of years.
Like { said, an incident involving the releass of significant amounts of
radioactive material is incomparable with the kind of disasters with which
we are use to dealing,

Afer what ['ve just sad, it seems almost trivial to meation it, but
homeporting could have a negative affect on our tourist and real estate
driven ecoomy. If the release of even a moderate amount of radioactive
material hit the news, the tourist anc real estate industries in our region
would suffer a devastating if not fatal blow. There bave aiready been

\
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interpational travel advisories published and broadcasted warping
tourists about our polluted bays and ocean. Does it make scuse to add
the danger of mdicactive contamination to such advisories?

What should be done? Tobegin with, the Navy or any other branch
of the militey should “homeport,” “base,” and/or “store” puclear
machines, devices. and their support facilitics s far away from
population ceuters as possible. And particularly from the Navy's
perspective, ships sbould uot be clustered. [t seems we should have
learned that lesson from Peard Harbor.

If nuclear powered vessels are homeportad separately and in
remote locations they would be moch easier to defend. Plus, if &
reactorcore is breached for what every caunse, the Navy ocly loses one
ship and the danger of civilian populations being contamiinated by
radioactive maserials would be lessened.

As [ said in the beginning, §*m writing this letter because [ m afraid
for the futiire of our region, its peopie, and the other forms of life that
share it with us.

There are many other things we are doing, like building m
ficodplains and tuming our best agricuitural soils into shopping
centers, that threaten ourregion s future well-being, butnoue of thess
acts even come close to being aa devastating as the radioactive
contamination of our region’s people and land. Any other assault on
ourregion'secological beaith, short of the extincticn of n species, can
be undone. This is oot the case when radioactive contamination is
widespread, since undoing it is beyoud buman capability, If such
contamination occurs, it will be a blow to life that only immense
amounts of time will hopefally heal.

Why allow ourselves 10 be put in &4 simation that makes us
potentiaily vuinerable to the releass of more radioactive materials
than wis released at Chemobyi? When thers's so much to lose, why
take oo such a risk when we don't have to? [f enough of us let our
electad representatives and the madis know that bomeporting nuclear
powered vessels in the middle of San Diego Bay or any densely
populated region is frightening, irratiosal, and unacceptable,
homeporting here can be stopped.

L love our region. 1enjoy sharing it with ail the people who live
here, {love our promise. | love our potential, ['ve always considered
this region my bome for Life, but now, forthe firsttime, I'm seriousty
consklering moving away. Not 50 much because [ want 10 save
myself, ['ve already lived a pretty full life, but because I don't think
1 coukd stand 10 look io the faces of our chikiren if homeporting
kappens, knowing that it represeats the potential to completely ruin
their Lives on every level, Lat's all work together o ensure that this
does not bappen.

LéL1 Peace & love

/
v

Jim Bell wats the second place finisher in the 1996 Mayor's race for the
City of Sua Diego. He'salso anintemationally recognized experton how
to gracefully transform nog-sustainsble economies into economies that
are completely ecologically sustainsble. His radio show, *Jim Bell &
Common Scnse,” airs weekly on KFMB, 760 on the AM rudio dial,
Sunday evenings from 10 to 11 PM. The show can also be heard live
wortd wide, by logging into KFMB's web page via www jimbell coen.
Jim’s book, Achieving Feo-nomic Security Ou Spaceshin Eacth , is
availableon his web sice {rgg of charge. Jim is alsoavailable forlecuures,
workshops, and design and coasuitation scrvices. For more information
about this letter or other projects, cail (619) 272-2898.
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment

Number Response

Jim Bell

161.1 Our publicly-elected U.S. Congress and President of the United States make

programmatic decisions regarding Naval ships (e.g., application of nuclear
power), and thus comments regarding these decisions are beyond the scope of
this EIS. The results of all the analyses of both normal operations and
hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no significant radiological
impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers or
operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities.

I.61
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the logistic ones, or the cost. But slowly, the truth is showing itself and it continuously

DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR THREE NIMITZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS N
SUPPORT OF THE U. S. PACIFIC FLEET.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

RESPONSE FROM A U. $. CITIZEN AND SAN DIEGO COUNTY RESIDENT FOR INCLUSION
WITH PREVIOUS ORAL AND WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS FROM THE UNDERSIGNED.

From: Russeil D. Hoffman

P. O. Box 1926 Carlsbad CA 92018-1936 (760) 720-7261
November 10, 1998

Addirional Remarks:

My oral remarks concerned the clear and indisputable history by various branches of the
United States Military. including the U.S. Navy, of misrepresenting the true dangers of
low level radiation to the American public. These misrepresentations have resulted in the
deaths already of at least 108 of thousands and probably hundreds of thousands of U, $.
civilians (and perhaps even more soldiers) from nuclear weapons testing alone. Add 10
that, the damage to the ecosystem from the Scorpion, the Thresher, and a long list of
smaller unclassified and undoubtedly many classified other nuclesr accidents, and it is
crystal clear that the real damage has only begun 10 occur, and many more lives will be
wasted by our current and planned military nuctear policies.

However, it will be many more years (if ever) before the real effects are completely
quantifiable with available statistical methodologies and analytical technologics, because
of the widespread and insidious nature of the effect. Statistics itself, as & separaie branch
of science and mathematics, is only 8 few decades old! The science of heaith physics is
even younger - younger even than the harnessing of the "mighty atom™ whose health
cffects health physics sceks to explain. Yet the trends are clear and just because an effect
is hard to measure docs not mean it does not exist and is not respoasible for 10s of

thousands, hundreds of thousands, and perhaps even millions of deaths globally and in
the United States.

The nuclear optiort, whether used or unused, is » weapon of mass destruction. It is both a
target for terronists and & tool of fascists (because it concentrates so much power in the
hands of so few).

Yet the Navy continues to support this option. Why?

History clearly shows from the government's own documents and from & wide variety of
other sources, that the nuclear option was ofien supported in part because the evidence of
the truc hazards of low-level radiation to a closed ecosysiem was not yet available (see
sample, below). But in those cases, including in the case shown below (the "Manhattan®
project), little real effort was made 1o actually obtain this vital information. And indeed,
it is very hard evidence to obtain, requiring 10s of thousands or even 1003 of thousands
of test subjects, which introduces all sons of siatistical problems in itself, not to mention

Y
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1622

points closer and closer in one direction — that low level radiation is far more dangerous
than originally suspected.

in other cases, where various truths were actually known but not presented properly to
the public, it was often done under the name of National Security or some other
misnomer. In fact any conceivable "National Security” issues are obliterated by the
overriding concerns of human heaith, not to mention the wasted additional money the
nuclear option ¢osts over non-nuclear options, and the endangerment to the world's
environment that an acciden (including possible enemy action) could have. (The
Russians are now reporsted to have a better cruise missile than the French Exocets
mentioned in my other remarks.) The DEIS covers only the health effects of a properly
funchoning reactor, which is uselessly incomplete considering all the fuel and ordinance
kept so close to the reactors - and considering also, the 1500+ mile range of typical
cruise missiles. In today’s paper are reports of three Navy air crewmen wha were lost just
this week, due to a collision of two planes on board a United States Aircrafi Camier deck.
Accidents do happen!

The preposierous claim that no sccident or enemy action can destroy these ships and
cause a loss-of-coolant accident is implicit in the DEIS's failure to properly consider the
hazasds of full-scale melidowns in our harbors. Further, the lack of concern over "the
dilution solution to pollution” (that is, the effects woridwide of increased radiation levels
over time) is bad science, plain and simple. Lastly, the inability of the Navy to
understand its greater roie as a part of a geopolitical/environmental situation is
frightening, if only because the Navy should be thinking globally since it certainly acts
globally. Numerous countrics (besides America!) do nox want these things ported in their
harboes! [f some poil shows the American civilian has been fooled into favoring the
Navy's nuclear options, it is only because decades of mi ions by the U. S.
military, like the cument DEIS and like the item below, that they (the public) have agreed
to be part of the costly nuclear terros.

The following quote is from the same book my oral quotes from H. D. Smyth werc taken
from -- A GENERAL ACCOUNT OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF METHODS OF
USING ATOMIC ENERGY FOR MILITARY PURPOSES UNDER THE AUSPICES
OF THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 1940-1945. The author, H. D. Smyth, was
at the time Chairman of the Department of Physics of Princeton University and
"Consultant to Manhattan District U. S. Corps of Engincers”. The report was written at
the request of Major General L. R. Groves United Staies Army. Publication was
authorized as of August 1943, with reproduction in whole of in part suthorized and
permitied. [n short, this document was the official report to the American public about
the atomic bormb at the time of its initial development and use. Regarding radiation from
an atomic blast, it uses the phrase "dispersed harmlessly”, which we now all know 10 be
utterly devoid of fact, yet it is a statement hauntingly similar to the entire attitude of the
United States Navy to the truth about radiation hazards. The quote is from page 154.
Bold kas been added 1o highlight the misrepreseatation:

f
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“On account of the height of the explosion practically all the radiosctive products are
carried upward in the ascending column of hot air and dispersed barmlessly over a wide
area.”

Harmlessly? That is easy to prove false - look at the effects of lodine 131 from barely
100 above-ground U. 5. nuclear tests as recently repored (afier a 14-year wait since the
investigation was completed). The only question is are there 4 zeros, 5 2er08, of mors in
the total number of civilian U.S. deaths 3o far from U.S. nuclear weapons testing? The
fact is it wasn't harmless and the statement, like 3o many others, was a complete
misrepresentation to the American public. Low-level muclesr radistion kills in
aumzbers the U.S. militery apparently refuses to uaderstand, whether that radintion
comes from suclear weapoas testing, harbor meltdewns, or from sunkes resctors
over time. The Navy's clsim to being able to handle these muterials to the required
level of perfection is beth mathematicaily absurd and morally repugnant.

Clearly, it is time to face the truth of the nuclear menace to humanity, and it is time for
the United States Navy and other branches of the military (o realize that their service to
America must include fair concemn for delayed and dispersed responses (a.k.a., “health
effects”) 1o their actions.

it has been more than 30 years since the public was first misinformed about the incredible
cost of these deadly toys, and it's been long enough. The Navy must face the truth, tust
present the truth, and must serve the public propedy in all it does. The 50-year lie 1o the
American people must come to an end, lest other countries, that are cven more capable of
hiding the truth from their citizens, also take up the nuciear fie. (India and Pakistan
quickly come to mind, each with more than a 90% illiteracy rate.)

Lasily, I wish to state that the Navy policy of not simply distributing Environmental
Impact Statements directly to any U. S. citizen who requests one is in complete
opposition 10 the spirit of the laws under which the EISs and DEISs and so forth are ~
produced in the first place. My own request for one has so far been turned down, which
is the reason my statements do not address actual remarks inside the document. 1 have
had some chance to look over it, and it clearly follows the trends described in this letier
and in cther government nuclear E1Ss and DEISs (not to mention SEISs and DSEISs) [
have seen. They ail ignore worsi-case scenarios and low-level effects.

Lo

P. 0. Box 1936 Carisbad CA 92018-1936
United States Citizen

Owner and Chief Programmer,
The Animaied Software Company
(for affiliation purposcs oaly)
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Comment
Number

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

Russell D. Hoffman

1.62.1

1.62.2
1623
1624
1.62.5

1.62.6

It is important to note that since the inception of the NNPP almost half a century
ago, there has never been a reactor accident associated with the Program, nor has
there ever been a release of radioactivity that has had a significant effect on the
public or the environment. The Navy’s historical record of safe and responsibie
operation of nuclear powered warships is discussed in Volume I, section 7 of the

EIS.

In section 7.1.4 of the EIS it is stated that “Two nuclear-powered submarines
(USS THRESHER and USS SCORPION) sank during operations at sea in the
1960s. Neither was lost due to a reactor accident . . . Radiological surveys of the
debris sites have been performed on several occasions over the past three
decades and confirm that, despite the catastrophic nature in which these ships
were lost, no detectable radioactive fission products have been released to the

environment.”

The EIS has evaluated a wide variety of accidents and has determined that the
radiological risks are not significant. A summary of risks is contained in section
7.6 of the EIS.

Please see response to comunent 0.12.190.

Please see responses to comments O.12.49 and 1.4.1.
Please see responses to comments 1.4.1 and 0.12.49.
Please see response to comment O.12.10.

Copies of the Draft EIS were made available in several public libraries for public
review as required under NEPA. 367 citizens were sent notices of the Draft EIS
availability (NOA) and where they could be review the Draft EIS in libraries
near their location. 331 copies of the Draft EIS were sent to agencies,
organizations and individuals. Every individual who requested a copy of the
Draft EIS was sent one. For further detail, please see response to comment
0.12.190, 1.4.1 and O.12.49.
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LETTER To THE EDITOR L
“HOUFD BE NUCLEAR ENGINEER WHO HAD TROUBLES WITH POTHOLES AND JURIES 'COURTS -

AS ohe of the "pinko commie liberal chicom feliow traveler ..swine® late tyn

lamented) Mavor Roger Hedgecock (or was it Hedgehog, as in Naval attack?’ idenc-

ified asnfjiltrating among us. as we speak”, [ have Leen instructed by my Komm-

1ssar Felix Dzherzinskv of K.G.B. Central, Yoscow and Beljing, acting under the

expressed orders of kKamerades Stalin and Mao Tze Tung, to 1ssue an official

"propouncimente” i . e.. Contarns many pronouns: to Roger (McCarthwv?) Hedgecock

‘s divertissmento from, to quote hi3 would-be supporter, "Just the facts, Maam™.

1. e Hedgecock, enough rhetoric alreadv. Now, (as they 33av (n the Courts as

ex-officio Mavor Hedyecock should Know all to welits, down to “cases™:

® Villaye ‘pice. p. 30, AuQust 21, 1973 - about nuclear leaks. referring co...

® Journal of Hagnetism and Magnetic Materials, 7, 212 t1978 - about INCO-182/82

transition-weld "super-alloy accelerated gverageing-embritclement catastrophic

P. 5. E. &8 G., Jersev Clcy,

fajiures tHudsor Jenerating Startion gas-turbine.

[y
8} New Jersev - earlv 1970°s Killing.maiming some 100 workers tthis was the for-
ensic study for the court in & circa 34 billjon lawsult, in wnich | predicted

in abstract ¢last line: said consequances for Lhe liquid-metal fast-breeder

eactor (LMFBR!} fast-forward to MQLIY. Japan LMFBR "accident” (walting

to happenﬂ,tThe Japan Times. December 10, 199% - Front-page headlines (in

English). and several hundred articles since - 304 stainless-steel & INCO-182

tpaper given at "Iatl. Tonf. on Magnetic Aitoys & Oxides™, The Technion.

Israel c(September, 1377 while employee of I. A, E. A.!) - censored in V.3.,

“Hear no evil, Spesk no Evil. See no Evii® decidedly does NOT mesn™DQ no Evil”

simply because “Auper~alloya do not read rhetoric; they siaply do what they

will do. the laws of physics/metaliuwrgy, and it is our job, fir. ex-Hayor, to

“read THEM". IHEY are whal nuclear Safety tor racher LACK thereof!) is aboutt

e R. ROllnick, The European, week ending January t&., 1993 - about INCO-182/82

4nd INCONEL-600 steslm-leaks in pressurized water-reactor (PWR vesael heads an
control-rod tublng, necessitating replacement of ALL EC PWR preasure-vessel

heads at & cost of some (36/France - s4/Germany + 30/E.C. = 130 @ cost of som
€130 billion (o the E. C. because of radigacCive-sceam leaks of lcub.meter/mis

e G. Lal, Met. Trans. a. I. M. E., 94, 827 €1978) about MASTELLOY-X “super“all

tn A 10" hour ¢ r 1.% vears: in 10 hour - 4 davs 1 week. 1. v in apout }

1631

of its intended Life!!! This work done rignt here at Generai Atomics while v

were Maver. i believe - what uther secrets do the "Blues Brathers” have tn
and they vant to bulid a

their vaulrs??? One can onlyv wonder. tfusion-reactor

out oF these vervsame “super“allovs...:tt whv??? Pianned chselescence causes

more and more profitst 138 apvone who has ever replaced & “ercedes headlight

well hnows!o,

& J. R hattus. Code » - =112, V. 3. D, o, D 3erogpace Itructural Yateriajs
Handbook. Battelle ¢1983» OFFICIAL-WARNING sbout THERMAL o\erageihg-embrittle

ment ot HASTELLOY-X [N Eaﬂgl:atlgﬁ as well as N SERVICE ot ambient-temperat-
ures ¢in addition to anv radiation-damage) - jet-engine “hurn-cans”‘combustio
-chambers™ are made of HASTELLOV-Y as are apv- ALl both PWR aud BWR ruel-bundi
supports, "internals™: the Zircallov-2'4s fuel-cladding is propablv 0.K. - jrs
these HASTELLOV-X “super”allove$: GENERIC: ENDEMIC) wWhere the probiem($) lie
not only the embrittlement, but “"sensitization” a¢celerateg-corrosion; stress-

corrosion which the OMB,USN. 3AIC reports ail acknowledge “can” cuuse radio-
active corrosion-products "sludge” contamination, and already in many HAVEttt

17. 847 119_4 & )

Einstein’'s neighbor friend who took the

s Eugene P. wigner. Journal of Applied Phvaics, - dire predie
tjoen of same - Nobel PriZze, Phvsics:
tinrfamous “A-bomb letter™ to Roosevell: at Lo alamos uhder Groves/Oppenheime
t1943-1946) as vice director - a recentlv-deceased genius who shoyld have wor

several more Nobel Prizes - one of the greateat physiciscs of all time, who |
and was NEVER WRONG ABOQUT aNYTHING!1!!

® . 3. 3. Thresher & U. S. S. Stingray sinkings because of hyvdrogen-epprittle-
ment of hull-welds - & very analogous metallurgical /mechanical provlem?tt

¢ R. Pollard, Union of Concerned Scientists Report “US Nuclear Power Plants She

ing their AGE: Case Study:. (BWR) 1304 Stainless-Steel) Core-Shrouwd CRACKING”

tSepteaber, 1993 & "NRC Report to Congress on "Abpnormal”™ “Occurences”™ for
ober-December. 19947 detailing ZUDDEN core-"Ilnternals™ 304 sctajnleas-steel
(like Monju LMFBR) SEVERE-EMPBRITTLEMENT in some 23 PWR'S - 1/3 of al] in U.8

and EXACTLY as | predicted for (NCO-182/82 transition-welds @ 17-5 vearsitt
# Boston Globe/a.P. p. 25 (March 31. 1994) about March 30, 1994 French Nuclear
submarine Emergug: "Stream-‘Leak” Kills Commander. Nine Crew...” - an 1NCO-1E

unbeljevablv-pearlv-instantaneous thermal overageing-embrittlement(Fig.2/y-: J

transition-weld and probably 304 stainless-steel piping radicactive-steam

163.1
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EXPLOZIQN - a3 in ai
o | EXACTLY i vestigated 1h the Hudson Generating Station s:em-L
itne EXPLOSION tn earlv 1970's ‘when steam

of Lime to exXit that compartment.

uniess this “leak" happened
whiclhh Messr. webSter's disctio . V5T :
nary defines as an Exms_x_guepe)-)-; ol Fermea,

In conclusion, Mr. ex-Mavor,

"leaks” ten people have plenty

I only hope that when You were mavor vou

managet e - -
1 the cltv's nfra JLructure better than ‘ou marshalled vour facets in vou
A 3

diatribe. wh v
at Journal was their source. the Armv-McCarthy hearings minutes?

Fagts a . -
re what de r es ce. ngi ering, SAFETY sir not pojitics

F determin cien e neer) . . Lou
ndo, 1 ogtorin .

end edia uvpe, Spin dog 9, F. R.. stiowbiz, nor hatemongeri ngt*

I will be at the hearings, siy Will vou? If %0, falr warning. Cuwe with the

Navyv ' s D @ ness: m lurqists. nuciear-en eers po ticos come armed
esL desig etal gineers 11 and a
.

his time witn gacTs!

1'd love v
Lo say more, bul [’'ve overstaved my weicome andiocted apace. Apnywav

must urge g
g9 n&,canle of phone my Kommissar at K. G. B, CehirTal For more instruct

ons. I ity
d go there, Dut the city's buses are too ramshakle and old, and there

are
to0 many potholes (n the roads. Your legacy, sir? [f so. “hich 11 seems, (f

tou ev
er are assigned to stamp metal For ticense plates. please Keep away from

the nuclear reactor parts, pleas £l 1 built

Bux NO roads; ['ll leav

LEET potholes to ygurt: f2ctor E, Siegel:
oy v

e Ph. D. - -
Metallurgy - M. 3. U. » .'.,'-"-‘-

fwciear P.W.R.core
am How many did YQU???

¢ Westpahouse
BETTIS Atomic Power Lab. 1WAPD) - 3r. HetallurQist & Whistleblot

# Marager, Metallurgy ard &. D. T. , N. D. €. 7 Q.-A./Q.-C P. & E. & G. (uti

ity) and whistleblower? cserana Mavo article, Viilage Voice. p. 40, (8/21/78%
e International Nuclear Metallurgy/Materials/Fuels/N.D.T./N.D.T./Q.-A./Q.-C
Consult Interpational atomic Epergv agency
ant, L v t1.AE.A. ), Vienna. austria &
whistleb)lower?t

M.
& Mapager, N. D. T. / N. D. E. / G.-A./Q.-C.. A. B. B. Combustion Engineering

and whistlebjowert

FPUREQSEFWL IH WIGHER' S-DISEASE THERMAL (& RADLATION!-OVERAGE [NGreitmy (Tue-
MENT CATASTROPHIC-FAlLURES HALVING OR WOGSE EFFECTIVE-LIFE OF: NUCLEAR-REACTORS,
FOSSIL-FUEL, JET/TURBINE-ERGINE,. .. POWER-PLANTS AND CONPORENTS PEREEIRATED ON:
RATEPAYERS, TAXPAYERS, ... pY: PUBLIC-UTILITIES, ~SUPER" ALLOY ~SUPPLIERS/FABRICAT -
ORS., ARCHITECT-ENGINEERING DESIGN-FIRNS. POWER-PLANT DESIGNERS/FABRICATORS, AND
THEIR "REGULATORS™. NOW COMING-TRWE WITH A VENGENCE IN: E.C. (GERMANY, FRaMCE),
JAPANC FUGUN. TOKAl. MOMNJU LHFBR, ...} U.5. (G.-E. B.W.R.'s: 25 in 1998111);,, .
Dr. Edward Siesel, Ph.D.-HetaLLURGYfPRYSicS
WestinTil-ouse APD/NES/ARD, Pittsburgh, Honroeville, Waitz-nilis, PA.(whist]s.
plower (197&)); Publlc (7 “3-Service Eiectric § sy €O, Maplevwood /Newark W. 4,
leb =1 ), fAternational Atosic Energy Agency. vienna, Austrialwhj-
srleblower-(1917}); - (T.A.T. & “T.A.T.L."), 90 LOng-

A D '
Jood Averue, Brookline. HA. 02146 sen, y“&,,s%-;z%?“
ust-sfter some &L-yea Los

58
¥ L{TME: Jn!. appl. Phva. 17. BST (19
el -Prizevinner) = prog-
{111) as " ‘5- -

Alamos-he who Teok the letter to Roosevalt-
hetle/very early-on, i3 DoW SomiDa-Irus witlh A VILGENCS
gase” plaguing “super-alloys in hioh-tesperatura/cheaicel power-plsnts: puc -
LEACLOrg. fossil-fuel, refineries/petrochemical, JeL/ga3-turbingd. was =
- perpetrated upon: Tatepaysrd, tAXPAYSTS, . .. DY “Supart-
alloy-auppl ters [Haynhes/CaboL/Purdentialsnorgan, Lawis, Githers & Ahn. Inco,...)
architect/enpinesr dasion-firms (Bechtel, Ebasco/Ravthedh, unlted-Eaginesrs/Rey-
theon, .1, power-plant Qesigners/fabricators [G.-F.., n. & #.. C.-E./ABD. West-
in"kKl ouse,...), and chelg “ragulators (1.A.E.A., A.E.C., E.R.D.A., N.R.C.,...)¢
Rediscovered Wu‘?m' {Jnl. Msg. & rag. Mtis, 7, X2 (1313)-!0: INCO- 2B,
trafaition-we i« "sUEer-alioys-now coming troe a la R inl (The EuFolwst, Jan.
. ~Tront page t-in uboss ahatract, Japan, LUEAR (Westin“"Ki“-
suse Clinch-River LHFBR recycled”and parestrated upon/B Japan) nuclesr
i 1113 (DRCERTAT, 8-1C, 1999)),and gai-fnec. Trans.AIHE

'“L“-I lgent” twliling L0 DADORD
oA, l91!)-ﬂ_um-nturalw iDILADLAOSQUS (107Dr/10 hr-test = 1% of
cLifg 1)) of HASTELLOX-X {jal-angine <imbustlopn-ches " n::i%g_;;m {nterns
als....? M¥ warned-against by OO0 E. in AL (Codw 12, DoD Aerc-
ZPAce StrucTOTET-Heterisls Handbook, Battelle (1) beis It 18 “ROWT apparent
(as It was to Wigner ¢ che oid A E.C.U1045), P.S.E&EG. & any/all other public-
utilities (H. Richards (1930°$-1060'$) & M. Obermayer, & E. Slegellin70's), PIER
G & NRC Incarnal Repts.(1973-19Ta),... that *© T " im ®Both
=15 and “now" 1iceraly uny/every-whereiit

NOST FRCRDL T SURAT Blloy llm'ﬁﬁg:aﬁw oversgeing-emprittl e«
ment thermsal/raciation in Japan LMEBR secondary coolant-1cop and 25 u.s./
G.~E. core-shrouds. q,nn sydden-embrittl ement leading to catastrophic-
rallure a is Po (U.C.R. Repr(199%0, N.R.C. Rept. to Congress{1995);...] now
threatening tong-rera sxpensive forced-uutage snutamslrulra!nlntllmnce of

some 28 U.S. B.W.R.'3.

This "planned-obsolescence” wet PU R PO SEF UL FRAULD as concluded
by Klaus Stadie (Wucl.-E.; first Direktor-agenersl. Euratom’ lh & new book entit-
led "The Daath/pDemise of Nuclear-Power”. o, whe do thess
+ & peddle their llas and poiscns to now that the west (US, E.C.) Bhas caught
oh to Thair deadly “pame”. Just 1ike tolbacco producers, they peddis thelr poisch
/ER A WD te third-worid and mostly Asian countfles, mainly Japan and cha P.R.C
voth latler no slouches In perpatrating frauds woainsc thelf very-own ratapay-
ars, taxpayers, and citizensiii .

Military nuclesr-submaring dangers 11rk, 48 witness the ERgCAMG, French L5aH/
ateack nucleal- rine sar-"accldint” trt, an JRCO-182/
transition-weld explogjon (killipg captiln & @ crew) exactky like P.5.L. .
Audaon Generatl tation ¢UEE(1-fuel sieam-turbine sxploslon {sarly '70°'s) Wild
-ing/maluing 30 manyi1( rch 31, 19

Milltary/commercial &&?mlc.-z. CF-& rechITT TALL. Hersid Tridune, i
Avigtion weskip. 31 (SEpt. 2. 1988): N.v. Times(Sept. 25, 1983)i. Cotmer ia] gAs

massive G. -8, r4call (The Wall 3treet Jn). (front-page, MHay 99633 .-

This 1§ BUICl-Jhaustry (perhaps several doZens)
upon: ratersyers, taxpavers. cicizens, regulatory-bodivs. ...

.nmuc.rnnilurqyicﬁgln-erlnnl'lccldoats' walCing LG LADSED/nevIDaper-hesdlines
to back up this charge of W L L L.F ) L/ E. R _A U D by

BLOVARENL TG COTPOTALS/QUVEINTASNL-a0ency /U X ~agencyP ER P £ T B A T D 0
B Wpon Y O |l B/the “regulstors” shouilers. Such 1S the santle they leave YQUi

ER &L
with sxtensive sch-

&
~
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Reproduction clarity limited by quality of comment letter received.
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1. Inlroduction

Wiziolly parssnagneuc FCD N based alloys, idew-
whigf v vee'ding oubiances 8 INCO 182 and INCO 82,
iraeslonm 10 3 Jesumaguctic FOU Aoy phase m heis
35 cast Faum wpoe ageing. This mugnctic 1ansinnma.
tion is panied by »drastic change in their me-
chanical propesties: hardness, fraciue {oughness,
1ensile sticagih (oltimaie), and yickd strcagib {elastic -
plastic limil yicld podint).

Such alloys are experimentally inporiam because
they aee the majod coamsition weld metal between fer-
titic BCC os BCT (maniensitic) sieels and FCC uua~
less stecls, in fossel fueh and nuclear < g
stations, 38 well 3 in petrocheniical |efmme| W
thetic aatusal gas and coal gassilficaieon and liquelac-
tion plants, snd vthe 1 chemical plams in general. This
inagnetic indication of their mechancal ageing (sgr
hardeming) instability in service is an extsemely val:
uable 100l (os non-destiuctive icsting of such toansi-
tion welds in steam piping, and for siudying expesi-
mentally, lhe uge hasdening (precipaation haidening)
proceeds and dynamict (kinetics) with an eye 10 pos-
sikyz alioy suabilization vis sdditivn of alluying tle-

€91

* work peiformed a6 Encigy [ibutiion, Public Stivece
" TEiciilc and Gay Caripyny, Mapicwuod, New Jeeary 01040,

T ——053‘ Premat pddrees Motecuts FEacigy Resasch lastiuie, .- =

- e S0 et Ent A s st Binklyn. Naw Yook, 11235, USA.
LTI WK A -t WA

. coatipually, with no theqmal cyclipg 3 £1isi in an- :
bieM service and with g0, applied sirels 3 oppostd o -

aals 10 prevent such catalioph age hardening of tw
puasible umﬁmm by in situ solution teatment on
wehds 00 i ng smibieat | ses ansilicially
10 being the Mloy sbove the gt Imdcmng thennal

tange, Lo, o dis.olve M paeci:iiates ot st o8 they

Form o1 Lo prevent their formation enticly.

1. Alloy sgeing experiments

Jm—%bmj
The INCO 182 ;Iny. of ininial (snd final) compo-

sition {in wi%):

Ni=65.2); ={.165,
=862; Ny =19
Cr=1403; - o8
Ma= 735, Si =10k
wat age haid P
(with addisional mhmoa sl

of 2000°F down o 1400°F for tines ranging rom Ao

2 by 10 15 min) Tor tnes 1saging from 15 min i
sevecal months in ordes 10 simulaic in service usa at
nominally 1026°F for periods up 10 105,000 e (10
yeat) by accebersred ageing. In addition, the a3 caut
aMoy was furance sged for 17 years at sbous 1100°F

md.lloy inservice in piping welds. '_gmm futs

. - B oS TR 1L R

Y K tq
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Wi

1

E. Sicgel | Poramag

r

nace ageing produced exacily the same ageing and
embritiement properties and effecis, rling out
change in chemical composition or applied stiess at
the ouiset from affecting the age hardening-precipita-
tion-hardening mechanism o sate kinetics.

The INCO 182 alloy, with 2 supposed in weld life-

b -

wn Ni-Fe slioy:e '\
4. Experimental results of age hardening and soh:l.
softening heat treatmenis N

Scanning eleciron micioscopy, X-iy line and area  *
clemental scans and metallography, all revealed that
in the unaged (a3 cast) alloy, initially FCC and paia-

time of 3040 years at anibient in plasd femp

and steesses, severcly age hagdened In seovice and
duting anvificial simulstion fusnace ageing, in tines a1
shott s 7- 10 years causing (in the piam welds)
extensive mechanical cracking of maim steam feads
{stnindess seeel) 10 (fenritic seeel Nanged) wibine
housings (3t nominally $026"F and sagiat siress ol

L

idownly dintributed and snall (but few)
(Nb Tn)C NbC md TiC precipitales grew within the
aslloy muatrix grams and along the alloy watsin gram
baundaries withoul piefesence. Upon the uge hardenng,
these carbide precipitates grew in size, incicused in
density end, inost important, aligned in 1ows, pro-
ducing a structuse semaiscent of 3 Bitter patican of

1 2000 Pyl siean p ) in b

: in New Jersey and England {1]. In addmon. smulu
embrit ilement has been scen in swperheater tube
(staintess steed)—steam heades (fearitic stecl) welds in
France, ltaly, Genmany, Jolfand snd the USSR a5 weil
a5 st sunserous US wiilities [1]. The possibdity exins,
that in addition Vo its severe apge hardening process,
these altoys may be of die INVAR class [2) exlubining
INVAR anosualies in theomal expansion coefficiemt
and ehastic constants (and bulk and e moduli), so
that repeated thesmal cylcing (about twice per 24
hour pecwd) may induce addisonal Lasge et e ¢
meats upon the welds in servige 10 help nucleate and
propagate ihe brivde fiachue cracks observed.

3. Alloy experimental investigation technigues

The INCO 182 alloy was investigated by a plethors
of complimentary experimental techniques. These
weis: metallogaaphy, chemical analysa, harduess mea

g f‘,)-ummu (Rockwell A scale indenter) relative iag:

uelimiou. electrical resistivity, scanning eleciion
opy. X-1ay line and area scan non-dispersive
ntal mapping | 3], X-tay diffraction 4],

A contsol sample was aged satificisily in su stgon
atmasphere (or 105,000 he, and ali messurements on
the control versus the sctual weld aged alloy wese
quantitatively identical. Thus, oue could repeat the
purcly ahcnml effect of age hardening vis precipia-
tion hasdening 10 simulate the 1bi mntutewu-
dmoutlullby p ed in the ge)
-1 "nﬂio‘n’mnl e T T

o R :

N

L wawas o

Bl JAL o I L ]

; 1 speciroscopy [$), and hot sensibe resting |6].

g stativy .

e
g
3

3

3

g

i & in b ' Itl, ith fi ¢t o
pnn boundasies, which natuwsally jun lnumclcd the
aligued precipaiate sows (figs. | and 2).

Hardiess amveaswicments indicate that the non-
sligned paecipitate, wnaged (a3 casi) ailoy bncreased
hardness upon ageing lrom R, = 40 (yite duciile) to
R, = 60-65 (loss uf duclilny ) due (v aligned precip
iate formanion and powih {figs, 5, 6). Concon-
itantly, the relative magnetization incicasrs upen
ageing by a fac o1 of 15-27 vines (uver one pnder of
magnitudc) during piecipitate aligmnent and growil;
ihe smmgies dewcbug w by Vg DT R g 0t
unwient, easily discermable with a land maguet. Tie
clecirical sesistivity afier 8 serivs of ageing vssinicnls
in aigun, sl icmpesatures sanging from GO0 (o 1400°F,
Tor times of 3 few houns, developedd a classical speine
2¢cak im dlve resistivity versus ageing temperasuic (iso-

*PRAI2d3I 133331 Jusuuod Jo Lymenb £q

¥1g ), Age hoidenrd INCD FE2 pijoy (BOX ) howia, hinear

chams of (FI, HOIC precipitotes,
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chionally) around 1200°F of amplitede 30wl cm;
this peak Is presumably due 1o (Nb, Ti) C; NoC and
TiC aligned precipitate struciure fonmation snd growih
and contonnmitant sesnoval of Nb, Ti and C solute
arouns froms the FCC {Rgs. 3 and 4) Ni based alloy ma-
1eix. Thit semoval is also respomsible for e concom-
nitand baege i in relayi gnelization; the
parsmagnetic—fi gnetic 113 wia miagned
moient Jormation. This is because the Curie tem-
petawure of NI FCC alloys is dep d by the sddiii
of soluie slloying ehements (especially Nb and Ti) |2).
Removal of Nb and Ti from the M FCC solid solution
matsix, will sow the Curie temperature in piinciple
10 sise thiough 100as iempecatuie, wheie all of owr
NI weie perls d, aftes s quench from
ageing tenuperature into iced brine (a0 arge vebocitly
10 pieveat bubble formation and vapor bock, theenal
bastict formation and Lo optinire guench rate) (figs.
58 and 6a).

X-say dillraction |4] confinued that piccipilabion

. during sgeing OCcurrence not vis carbide diflsaction

P -

lines feom the still low deanity of aligned precipitates,
bul via an obicrved clear increase in the dspacings of
the aged slloy. - . : SRR

Mossbaver spectivscopy |3} is cunsently underway
10 further study the magnetic structuce of the unaged
paramagnetic and sged lescomagnetic alloy. So far, it
only confloms the lecsomagnetic siate formation vis
sphitting of the single parimagnciic Massbauer line
in the unaged slioy inta the charscieristic six fold
Mostbaues peak struciure in the ferromagnetic aged
slioy.

Hot 1easile sesting (6] showed that the in seivice
and fumnace sgeing increased the ultimate tensile
suength (10 63,200 Psi in the unaged (as cast) alloy
10 over 84,100 Psi in the aged alloy, agrecing with the
large i in hardnets, and p ble yield poim,
sech upon ageing. An analysis indicated that this
Rardesing, wilh ¢ itant boss of duciility, was
sespomible Tor the los in fincture toughness and
selated catasteophic cracking of this alloy in seivice,
and the equally severe embritt) 1 seen in the fu.
nace aged alloy (unstressed an uncycled). This equatiy
secins 10 rule out fatigue fraceure 3 opposed 10 e
brindensent B ure, but 1his is mescly a tentatine con-
<lusion.

uononpoiday

§. Theosetical considerations

Thwe theosericat work of Hoselitz |7), Chickarumi
18). Dyksura {9) on magaetic properties of age haud
encd alloys with @ fesramagnetic matrix and parsimag-
netic precipitates (the case here), and of Haasen {10],
Mantin 111] and MoLaughtin |12} on the mechantsns
of age haidening precipiiste formation, as well 23 the
Liebowiz—Kalos J) 3} stastical mechanics theory of
ageing (Ostwald ripening) are being applied 10 this alluy
curiently. Th- iagnetic theory is difficult (Tor paia-
wiagnetic precipitates in a fersomagnetic matiix), bus
the major thiust is 10 predicy aligned precipitale time

pendence of the alig kineticy with the con
commilant inciease in magnelizalion with timme Tl
it inporiant foe calibeation of any magnetic NDT
scchnique and fot estimating the in sexvice hietime of
dloys welds belore solution trestment o ieplacement
s ted. The pusubility of spinodal decamp
vion {13], a8 McLaughlin sepoited in NiTs FCC atloys | 1 2,
asimple “‘mudei’ of INCO 82 and 182, would produce
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Both, the boron carbide/iect meh Formed end the mel con-
Hituenis react ewlectically with the coolant channcd wall
made of Zhrcaloy, giving rise o Zircaloy Fguelaction
wownd 1130°C. In this wey, the Zinaloy cladding mamerial
is already Viquelied well beluw s mcliing poied of 1780 °C,
The cesult of this fowering of the rmehing point is the begin
ning of U, diswolwtion o “fow ™ temperstwees. n she wpper
bundle 20me the Zincaloy cooling channel wall is destroyed
w0 thal the meh can spread oadially wnd rebocate downwand.
As u resuh. coolam channel blockeges develop in the bor
tom paet of the hurnlie

Influente of uenching

oncmhiugdwnhbuﬂksby-mumﬂmlmlug-
mcniation snd s enhanced 7a/11,() seaction resuhing in o
kcmpeisture tise 39 the top of the bundie, shhough she elec.
Wic gnwes sopply wes shot off. soud in shBtional bydvogen
Remirstion, Some fwither mehidown of materiol in the
wppcr bwndic regions wot abserved dec s the sduitional
eanthermic Zolstram imiersctions snd the rcruhing high
fempeintures.

The woier emicring the hundle snd the developing sewn
£ouic & thermal shack on the embrinied materials, gencras-
ing new swrfaces. The sieam reacts with the menilic coom.
poncws of e newly formed vatlaces, ond, as o resull of the
ennticimel Z:i/1,1) reaction. Jocsl sempersvere excalations
take plsce agein. The adfitiomal hydeogen formed w this
Point im tieme i quite considersble, ie. up to showl 108 of
the totsk hydbogen. b she LOFT experimens FP-2 the por-
centage of bydrogen genersied dwing the sefllovd was
sppion. 80N

lydregen Generntlon

The reswhs from the CORA ies3s suppen the conehusion that
hydeogen geneostion during severe accidents will comine,
stseming o wificient weam supily, wp o con

jon of the evailshle Zircsloy and sts; . Une
nrmluhmlumﬂ.'ammhh
vemeavel of hot maerisls from the high semprssture orids-
tion roec ito 8 croler sone. Daring e sesn, Bersese linfe
.Mcﬁduhudhwnkﬁghnmuﬁnmk
sicam taoled region, hydnigen generstion consimmed pasll
tithey sermination of the test or complete consure peion of the
svsitstle Ziscadoy and stainless sieel. Re-fNlood of the hot
Mk(q«mbﬂlmhdh-mw“w
gen gencestion a3 described in section 310 {ifecnce of
Quenching)

Iaflucace of Bundie She

The luger fuel rod bondies (CORA-T and CORA.- 18} with
3T and 3% fucl vorbs, respectivety, compaed with 18 fuel
vods in the vmslles hundies, did i thow any dilfesers ma-
terisd behavior i grners). swmidae physicel and chemicsl
=henormens were ohserved at in the smaller bundles. Tem-

e g slatnn staned o shait |HO *C andd comtinued

PR FOYT R | R I R R . .

damage progreasion within the . Afses the testy, the
parts of the bundies were free of any sbrorber muase-
ndd  This materisl has exloreted 1o the bower {ie.. cooler)

layer is the toie-

simov compleiely ankkized, os:: keast converted bme a-
2101, before reaching the wchibg point of saygenpoos
{w-reccived) Ziecoloy of st $160L°C. A & retol. furge

V0, fucl Siquelaction by moken Zis will aot take
place: this means soalier fistion refeane ruter and
# srquiees smuch highet lemperatures 2030, °C before UD,
mehting and refocsion oCcurs. A

! AGINHAND COMPONENTS

Unc ares with on the safery and rehi- E
sbiiny of the curremt gencration of meclear plans, and
one in which 3 gres deal of research Is bring performed,
hM:MA' hlmg’ concem becawse, as the
mmmﬂ%mmum may be gl red it

admion occurs and goes vﬁ‘bﬁi

agwg process becomes even more imponant in the
mcnol;nlnmethtumhuhumnbnlds
o

safety must not degrade dwring the fife extension. In the
two sessions on this topic, rescarchers addressed sging-

449 Hyo (PWR/BWR) Rescr
tendics sorprising

C
A
o
S

S4Fcty 1ATG6 (17921
ly. valves were the cimpuacne, thar tuted
y (47F). Gollamed by pumm 119°42_i~ iy
montation (12%), and b exchangers 113°4). in Ao
normaliced 10 2o o paapulation vika ot
therefore valves we the dominsmt compenents foiling ¢ -
cause of theis farge popuision. However, thew findwgs
do thow which components require iiwe most scsources in
terms of mowiroring snd meinterance Mare impuirar )

Nos

“however, Lofaro showed, on the busis of 8 protbulivin

that, becpuse of 3 ol ohe
ilure ratey increaw

can be done o coneend

# 1% sten tha the currently weed ISME&M practices
lalt into rwo categories; basic practices, which are typi-
cally eeepuired by codes or plant sechnical specifications,
and supplemental practices, which are selecied hased on
panticulas plamt operating characteristics and enviconment.
The basic prctices slone are not comprehemsive enough
0 conirol all types of aging degradation. An clfective
ISM&M program requires 8 combination of basic and
sopplemental practices 10 ennre that at least one method
Is in place 10 dewect goie each of the common

mechanisms that may lead 0 componemt failwee.”

retaied issves of Class IE power systems, reacior protec gl g3 § This shows dat propes detection and mitigation of aging

tion systcrms, cables, motor-opersied valves, guie valves,
conwol rod deive sytiems, salety-relsed pumps, pressure
R Lofgn'shoeper entided “Detecting snd Msigating

Aging in C Cooling Water Systems.™ enem-

e

operimg crpenence, the Compo-

nent Conling Wates syptemy components sse_suscentible
>

b the ou:

relned —16% to

W,
Ak degradation and
increase in rate
filures veviewed were
!Eagmg. and 12% were of unknown cause, The doms-

igpiwas “wesr™ (31%), followed by
calibratinn drift {12%). contamination (9%)_comion]

degradation thould be an wmportant pan of daily plam

by M. Jscobus," Sandia Nations) Labormories
on & long-tev.n project 10 s1ses, aging m
csbles. “he objective is 1o dete:rnine
cables for teyond 40 yr fifetines and

cable life. Typiral quatification
spplying eadintion aging
§ 0 10 kGyM)] and ther-

itions |11 °C,

10 kradh (0 10 kGy/h)| lolinwed by 8 sisdfated sccidem

the wavailabifity of sheaicty caRTtae. i
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the (18508 heal CERSTLISE (B LDE PRARLET TOTE W CFRAS~
{arved. by hgh-preoture Melwi C08lANM [1d. 6 A
CYDSFELOTS WACTEWS SuBEZIIAIE MELE 1 CORRPLLES (o
power yeaaraiiss. The SruBAry COSlim sullst tem=
peraiurs ia (s HTCR 17PeaLiv Lies Withis LA Faage
1200 wa 1300°F (848 ia A15°CL Thia resstar aysusm
COntAAS MARY WOtAllis coMBORtELS thLl Wmal eparais
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posurse. due 16 tharmmi AQIAL. U 1S DESRISATY 16 quane
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design. Thus. A8 & BRIt of (B8 PPOETAE i supEery ol
the seveispment 5ad desigh of HTCRA. & systemalia
wrvestigaling of the L rmal STUBULUT of ssvery)l Mg

W Eperature Allayd 1 amlirwny A Gameral Alamis.
TALS RDOF SreseMS tAs Fesuits &l A8 WBYEILIgALLES
LAt Ae ANAE KIASIALS AAS (A CERAPVE 1B BILFOSUNS:
ture AbS Feom (SMWM LIS LEPRSL Loushness ol Hastel-
loy AUSY X a8 & Tesust of agiag for impes wp W» 10,000
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Materwl ia slais farm (127 ¢ (hIek) Wi Oupe
chased I8 the SOMRLOS aRaied condition te Soweilss
caiins AME 3338, Tha enamical aasivsus (LA Wt ool
a3 supsiiad e the venasr, vis As jollowse: 0.1) C.
0.9 Mn. 0.633 9. 0.006 8. 0.32 3L 21.41 Cr. 1931 T,
104 Ma, 1.18 Ca. 0.43 W, <0.007 5. and bulanse Ni.
Toe gTam sus vas ASTM Ne, §.

Tha sampis blanks (127 X 11T % I1.74 cm) were
v B P fUTTaSNs. AL VS SoAlutied AL 1000.

€. Y. LAl s aiT Engsnew. Corevas Avomet Comaany. Saa Diepe.
CA I
Manuamn sesmasad Asre 14 1917,

h
.

1300, 1400 anst 1800°F (338, &40, T80 ana 871°C) far
‘timas wp tg 10.000 b, SaBSINR for rAransss, oucre-
SUruciural eEAIRIAMILOG ANE |ENRLG LOUGRASES test\ng
wore otiiand irem agwd BLAAEE aitsr remavai of Uw
atuls seaie AR L4 suriiss lavers utlscind by urtu.
axidanias.,
All Lmpast 123t vere somiuciod an standard M
V-asleh 5p4¢1MANS |8 SLESTRALSS WiA tAS Pequire-
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1pitimsaE VAS LLNOE LFLLLEL W8 S8 FRILAY S1r et
A0 PETPEREICRIAF 10 L0 Suriaszes o Lhe Blate. Tha
{raxture surtase was aMBed 1B 3 Nitach: scanaing
SlSCITIE METUNSOPS SPUrRLAg M 13 kY. Harsasss
was maasured i A RecEwell harasess taster.
Misrssrusmare vis cAAFACIETEed DY spuicel me
lograpay and X+faY GIUTICTIER. MYGLLITTIPRIE 3OOEY
mens ware stehsd slssireiviically \n axalic azid. Tha
resuive sampisns (or X-ray dullraction anaiysis vare
obtained by slectiviviisiily SEXTACIIRG (AD QU8 SAN-
pies usiag uh sisziroiyts sosilimag L0 set HClia
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Case Study: Core Shroud Cracking
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Abstract

As more mumpmwmmhhw;mmdmmmwm
mﬂmmmdmmmmmmwumu
Rc:uhmy_thﬁmMQcmﬁmedMawmdemhhiﬁu WAL T 0TS
@W}ﬂmammwmmmwmuwnymawn
pmmfmﬂuwmmmm Scriously addeess the funure safery wd enginecring
implicatioas ofuﬂﬁpkmpomhﬂthWSmumﬂmmmabu-
npgemwmmiuhmdmdﬂﬁrcmmmmuaﬁng-mu
Fmammmuﬁmamhwup&u-uymmg.muymmm
mpmummmnmmmmwu&mﬁm
compromising ouclear plant operating safety standards,
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By placing 1op prior mthemmmedmufetymphcmmnmmdmm Intro n..
in th¢ care shroi) NRC’s dharer—indusiry and Sm%@m&umhnm the United S
- tates, and plang
offictalshavetrs mf&mwfﬂmml ormsplwedbetwemlﬂhndlﬂ_l_,hww Today, the US nuclear power
broad range ofige-relaied BWR Gisues. The 1s regulators appear 10 be mdmum;wmwbmnlmysmum useful life of existing nuclear
deliberately av3itliiig a compeehensive, sysiemwide, long-range approach. power plants beyondmeruuuaun-xm__‘_mnm This is an
outdated straiep one Regulatory Commmnon $ own nuglear plant
On two counts, this is & Fig, once removed from its iRy resesrch
context, the Urue signi re of any ong component - @‘ N
estimated, u*ﬁ_‘%%"mummdym:w«mmm
simultaneovsly experience &
smna.npmummachmwlymh
ok probler facing the BWR indusry m'he
in any of the other two dozen intemal
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vessel Incwa o 0 stress corrosion cracking, creep, fnd:n:.
Tﬁynﬂﬁmdmwﬂmm mgummmammmgm i some

that %h%mmh
BWRs are inevitab ~

fjmde mupumngm-uimddeﬁ:m
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have 2 de: of the Jong-term copt-effectivencas andTeliability imi
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make sense of whatc in the core shroud and other aging problems really mean 1o progralfi & Thal the essential conditions that produce mcmhﬂ mdud_

utilities and their customers—and only then can they make enlighwened decisions in the ‘““"WW'W&

public inerest. all present in BWRS So far, most of the documented cracking has Wm
compouem.thecoreshmud.autwotbqﬁwnm are also imown to
beuu_gmblewmcomumm:un k21 tidjor BWR interna) compongais

Technical Background mmpubleb‘ ot . and eEE0R; OO0 2 Lombin-
Yoy grad

‘The Core Shroud _

Mahowhﬁm!.&cmwhc%%

ing the BWR core. Typically, will he&ghr.
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funcuions, First, it direc mmmgleedmmmum;themmsm

and then mpuww:mmhmmmm
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WMWMM.MMMIMwM
could help protect the core from damage during sn accident.!

The Genesls of the Problem
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1o be mwgmmm-smam:mumcmw df core

WIMMWWMMWMWW Jockis
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Sig Y, 0 10 the core shroud, 10 other internal
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¢ The failure of any compooent listed i very well block the flow of
water within the core, resulting in the reacior’s fuel
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podents is an uncenain

Table 2

BWR INTERNAL COMPONENTS AND POTENTIAL
AGING-RELATED DEGRADATION MECHANISMS
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7Othex Internal Components
TherEadiness of the indusry 10 meet projecied mainienance and repair challenges that
lie abead is unclear. A rough measure of the auclear industry s level of readiness o
manage the full range of problems associated with aging BWRs is found in a June 1994
report of the Boiling Wyter Reactor Quners Group. As indicaed in uble 3, more than
balf of e internal components in 2 BWR are classified as readily repairable. But, for
12 of 39 components (bolded below), repair methodologies were still i the conceptual
phase of development.

Tabie 3

OTHER REAGTOR INTERNALS REPAIR OPTIONS

Repale Capablity

e

Haad cooling spray ozl - R
Gmﬁhm“mmdh
LPCloowpling

Cors sprayling

Jat pump riser beacs
Gudwumm

Topguide _

Soit

Wodge

~Alignat

Core plste

Soit

Shmud

Corm muay spage

Drytube
Resctor Vessel Attachments
Sieam dryer hold dows brechet
Sieam dryer npport brachat
Guide rod brackat

Faedwater sparger

Core sprey iine brackat
Sutvalilanss sapeuie helder bras ket

3
i
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Looking Toward the Future

Faced with long-ierm economic and sechnological uncertainty, the BWR community—
owners, suppliers, and regulators at all levels of goverment—can 80 longer affoed 2
rayopic, short-weem view of the future. Indeed, Ivan Seiin, then-departing chairman of
the NRC, warned in a May 9, 1995, address that feactor aging will require 3 major,
continuous effort by indusiry officials o anticipate emerging aging-related problems
and 10 resolve them before they become a crisis.

A compreheasive analysis of the BWR aging problem, taken as & whole, is a good
place w start. Such 2 plan must includs:

+ acomplewe wchnical feasibility study of the life-cycle of each and every BWR
internal component subject to failure, Knowing that 60 percent of the compoaents

¢an be repaired, given the state of the art, is not good enough;
* adeniled, component-level economic swategy 1o guide sute regulatory decisions
about when 3 BWR is economically repairable, and when it is beyond repair.

The ouclear industry can no longer afford, iechnically or financially, 10 muddle
forward inw the 215t ceamry. The most important way for the BWR community 10
begin woday w0 make better decisions tomorrow is 10 deal with the whole problem of

aging-related degradation.

10
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onju may have leaked

1 tKyedo: Officials
operating the protolype
fast-breeder nuclear re-
actor Monju that was
shut down Friday said
Saturday that betwee n.z-
and 3 tons of liaud sod

leaked from a cooli g
system, but the source of
the leak has ngt yet been
found.

Antinuclear activists sad
the leak exposes the man
weakness in the nation's fast.
breeder program.

Officials with the semipub-
lic Power Reactor and Nucle-
ar Fue! Development Corp.
?ald technicians had to wat
or re!;

l:cu.m s
masture 40 the aic, o dum»
pate bcfore they could enter
the room where the leak is
suspected to have occurred.

Workers shul _gown the
plant at 320 p m. F[r'ldav_jl.
ter an ﬁlarm went off at 247 °

prn [ acamgo(m

v in a um

s
f4p¢ in Lhe secondary

saslon. ] .
PNC reacted immediately

and set up an emergency task

force with Yasutami Omori.

direclor o

as ity chict, the otficials sand.
Workers % about

80t of i mto:

raak t ven] any SpPre;

ihe cficels 1he acc%
According Lo PNC's invesit

gation, an alacm in 1he cen-

lral control reom indicaled 3

sar (Iﬂ alarms ﬁwi

era workers wearing willilin, was found Lo have soljd

oxygen tanks wemt to check
the ptpm; room and faund

s af (Y
th "stec) figor balaw
the pIgcy cagtying Lhe cnol-
ant. yt w to locate

the potcisp spol from g
tru.- uuutm_lsmnl PNC

AIlMugh it s not clear

ollicials 32

The ir miglu havcm-
‘Lrgnghc ovcrall cv
#a lead 5 the E;L ﬁ

3/tons of liquid

sodium

Reproduction clantylmuted by quality of comment letter received.

where the tcu occurred be-

cause the “;s saxcred
gu § A m.
ing CAr where legked id-

Anlmuch:lr activists said

Friday's accident proves the
theory Lhat sodium lcaks are

MONJU, Japan's firat tagt-Dresder nuclear reactor, is sacn
Saturday moming after it was shut down foliowing a leak of
liquid sodium Lhe Mgt DefOre.  «vooG MOMY

the weakest point in fast-
breeder roactors. and it ap-
pears likely that thore will be
mote calls questioning the

eaf Y
ml cpre.
alv . ‘s Ny-
1
sadd, “lis a fat that

Abnul 20 representatives
from Takagi's organization
and othet citizens’ groups vis-
ited PNC's headquarters in

Tokyo on Saturday to hand
qut a statement urgently re-
questing that the Monju pro-
Ject be halled.

~Hazuhacy Kawage. masar
of Taucuga in the coastal pre.
fecture of Fukui, where the
200 00 hw Monju 13 located,
visiled the plant Saturday
morming o hear an explana-
tion of what had gone wrong
from olficials in the plant's
central control room.

The Fukui Prefectural Gov-
crnmem later sum )
W. PNC's vice 4
M—Tm' and 15y

mal protest stating, 9
was 3 grave accideml thas
questions the assurances o
Monju's salety.”

Prefectural offliciats re
questied that PNC thoroughly
invesuigate the incident am
reconsider its schedyle for
tests before the plant begin
fuil scaic operations, slate
for as cacly as June.

The oflicials said it ool
about onc hour for PNC o fik
Liwe {irst roport on the aco
dent with the prefectural gov
crnment, criticizing the cor
poration for the delay.

PNC rcpre cnlakiv
pressed ther™y) \)olog
cal residents.

A nearby resident who or
erales an inn saud he el ur
easy knowing the plant ha
failed to inform resident
about the accident.

G| »a% s Ulingt umt
the resulis of U cheeks ar
known,”” he said. | can’'t stay
here if L can’l Lrust it.”

Although a sodium ieak it
congidered 3 \echnically seri
ous problem for the fasi
brecder reactor, the cotpors
Lion insisted Friday that \here
had been no radioective dam
agetg th™ s

resull of the accidem,

Monju producis

clcctmuy in Au ‘mt iﬂ

ac:t
%ﬁmg [
capam.ai {
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Choi said proscculors were
investigaling allegations thal
hoads of major corporations
had given Chun money during
his term in oflice.

shol won't talk

SEOUL ¢Revier: Former

South Korcan I'rexident Choi
Kyu Hah refused on Saturday
to answer a proscculion re-
quest lo appear lor question:
ing over a 1979 coup Ind later
massacre of civilians al
Kwangju, the domcsie Yon-
hap news agency said.
“As a flormer presi

y to indict former President Chun

Mr. Choi [ecls he should et
have 1o be summoned.” it
Ki Chang, Choi'x tawver, wis
quoied by Yonhap o sayviog,

“He has previvsly an.
swered  written  questions
Jbout .rix maticr so he
‘-3l (oel obliged Lo go to

163 : prisccutors’ office.”

Strike closes
train service
via Chunnel

PAKLS (Hewers A sirike B
French rail workers closc
duwn all Eurostar high spee
trans through Lhe Channe
Tunnel between Pans, Lo
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_1heJapan 11mes
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At least 35 people were
eriosed lo an “extreme-
ly smail dosage” of ra-
dicactivily Tuesday in
Japan'é werst radistion
leakage sccident, offi-
clals said Wednesday.

The expoure ocowred of-
ter an explosion followed &
fire ot o suclonr fuct

epte-

tmmhﬂhl Ibars-
] ure,

The biast occucred al B 14

P M. ol & speot muciear fuel

LE X ]

seprocagsiog facliMy run by

¢ omsnda

atarm In the facility cang im-
mediaiely alter the explosion,

Ooe radivactivity monilor-
ing posl nedr b4 Iluildlu
showed an lncreass In

Mydn’uwdula
pm. Naﬂlﬁnlndht.ll
lor § pm . inddical ]
amall sinanlt of 1 ive

they suil .

There wus oo radivactive
poliution thireat Lo residems
near I facility, they
claimed

Therr weie no workers in

Pt od € prple
' rid, and €2 peeple

whd were working in o build-
aex) o the lacllily were
e, U witivials said.

Ten luan  vordier, 8 amull
fire bivks: ot in 8 building
wheee b bvel liquid sucle-
ot warte ol N‘h-lempeu

and

parked inte druma. The lire
way uliumllull 14 minules
bater, they nuid

Iwwever, e une confirmed
the iemperature inside the

i sfier the lire was ex:
Lingii soucces lavolved
0 lhe investigation suid

Further, the PNC neglected
tu snd the slarm publicly.
even though the plant wax
awaer thal rodiative wirn
s wore activated ghier lis:
T wey sail

Hine 35 workers presead ol
the Leme of the e inside Sne
facility were found Lo bave
Leru exposed (0 un extremcly
tiny dusuge of radioactivity.
the PNC ollicials cleimed

They said the maximum
tully icradistion sulfercd
wun 1,708 becquerels, less
than Lwe-thousandihs of Lin
prlnussible maximun wmsil
alahe

1 Wednestuy FPrime Min

T -"

35 people were exposed
to ‘small’ radiation leak

Hashimoto angered by tardy PNC reports

ister Ryularo Haeshimote

spolegiied, 88, “the sccl-
dewt and its ng crealed
& situstion that prempied the

aatien te have mere snuiely
then aecessary.”
PAC taled o cepart rosmptly
 failed to report \

and aceuralely to the Scku:
and T Agency.
ENC President Toshiyudi
Konds wilered an apolegy
wver {he sccidesl during »
visil W Lhe agency

“This ix ney intwition st this
moment, bul we were Ing ol
making procise declsiens (in
handling the accidemt),” Kon-
do {old & news conlerence.

Chief Cabinet Secretary Se-
iroku Ihjlylnu alse u;wl-
zued or the sccident, saying

TOKAL loacahl Prel. — A worker In protective gear sxamines demege ‘IM night
SoCond Roos of & slate-run nucleer rapoCs seing plent whete an snglosion sbcunel sarfbn
he evening. recruiu

among locad residents tin
ruki Prefecturer as well os
the people in he nation,”*

smong (he public ever ihe
sufely of nuclesr reaciors.

{op governmemt urulummm

said ot & news errme
Hie said the goverwment will
make every eftart o hnd vl

.« g
Fohps &iyid Figunm,

IBER

the cuuse of the svvilew and
prevent » réciireme
Kajiyama slamnied the
PINC s it~ hiadbing of the 3¢
videnl
A A 1000 bad voied harder
0 find owt the rau: o of the five:

immedistely, the sxplest
thal accurred some 16 b
later could have besn p
vesied, he sald

The PNC should infars
public of sn incidend ~ eve
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;Okyo halts

high-level
dialogue
with Iran

Japan will suspend high- ‘*
level dialogue wath lran “for .
the tume being'" but has no

« immediate plan to recall s |

Ambassador to Tenran. For.
c1gn Minister Yukifuko lkeda ;
said Tuesday.

keda said the decinion s in |
cEspOnSs W 3 German COurt !
ruling last week that lop ira-
mian leaders were behind the
1992 murder of four Kurdish
dissidents in Berin. !

lran has repeaiedly denved |
any tile 1o the lnllings. blam-
ing them oa infighting De- !
tween oppogilion groups.

Ikeda made the remarks at .
a regular morning news con-
lerence alter the day's Cabr-
net meeting.

Tokyo bolds annual meel. .
ings of high-levei officials .
with Tehran, and the next |
such talks wers ascheduled o
take place in May.

The [oreign wiinister said
Japan wil oot unmadiately |
{ollow moves by Eutopean
Umnion members, except'
Greece, Lo recall their envoys ;
to {ran (or consuitations, say-
ing Tokyo will keep its normal
dialogue channels opes with
Tehran.

Later in

Naoboru geoeral of
the Middl and Al
can Afl Bureau, &x
plained 3 O4CiEiOD 10
framan baxsador Manou- ,

chplv

Minustry.

Noboru toid Mottaki wthat
the relationship betwesn Ja-
pan and lran & ymponant and
that Japan balieves it is
wroag to isolate irzn. Foreign
Ministry officials said.

Noboru said Japan is not
considering cuiting all chan-
nels for di that it
will suspend high-level dia-
logue such as vice ministeri-
al-level talks, the officials

said.

Mottaki did not respond di-
rectly to Japan's decision,
saning he wil relay the deci-
sion o the Telran govern-
ment, according to the offl-
cials,

:I'll motivalad, the i

The German court ruling
has led 10 swift reaction (rom
the \nternational community,
with Canada, Australis and
New Zsaland as well aa most
U member states vither e
calling or planning to recall
their envoys to lran.

Tokyo may come under

4t \he Foreign |

PNC slow t6&a

latest nuclear leak

Tntium escapes from Fugen reactor

FUKLUT «Kyodo: The Pow-
er Reactor and Nuciear
Fuel Development Corp.
failed to report to prefec-
tural authorities on a
leakage of radiocactive
substances Monday at
the Fugen advanced
thermal converter reac-
tor in Tsuruga. Fukui
Prefecture, until 30 hours
after the accident. it was
learned Tuesday.

The Science and Technolo-
& Agency ocdered the PNC
Lo shut down operauons at Fu-
gen. investigats the case and

| thoroughly review the system

of information MNow in the

+ event of an e

Officials at Fugen said the
reacior aylomatically
stopped around 10 20 p.m.
Tuesday. belore the agency
told themn 0 shut down. The
officiais said they are invasti-
gaung why Lhe reactior halted
auwtomatically.

The agency. meanwhile,
has decided to file a8 com-
plaini agaunst several PNC of-
ficials today over » [alsified
report on Japan's worst mu-
clear acvident last month st
the nuciesr fuel reprocessing
plant o Tokas, [baraki Pre-
fecture. agency sources saud.

The sources said the agency
will file the complaint wath [b-
araki Prefectural Police over
the PNC oificials’ alleged vio-
lation of the ouclear reactor

r‘allblbu law.
ience and Technology
Agency chiel Riichiro Chikpo-
k4 summoned PNC President
Toshiyuki Kondo to the agen-
¢y on Tuesday and ordered
the inslitution o unprove ils
crisis management sysiem.
Chikaoks also complained
to Kondo about the slow hane
diing of the accident at Fuv-

gen
The latast biunder st Pugen
is TUre o pose More probi¢ms
(or Uhe PNC, which i3 alreanly
being criticized for ralsfviuy;
pformation 00 & fire and ex-

aaprensed snger
at the PNC's latest (lap.

“Give me & break.” be said.

According (o Fulis Prefec-
tural Government nificials.
a8 alarm sounded at about
330 am. Monday when a
high level oi e radicactive
material tntivm was detected

tion's
the prefectural

1.63

However, the bead o
actor. who wag s &
tnp Monday, ordered
port on the accident 1
leasad to the prefec
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<cars old and obsolete, th 1
, the Tokai nuclear plant is to be decommissioned. M
. Motoya Kitamura re
ports
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment
Number

Response

Dr. E. Seigel

1.63.1

1.63.2
1.63.3
1.63.4

1.63.5

1.63.6

1.63.7

1.63.8

As is stated in section 7.1.3 of the EIS, all features of Naval reactor design,
operation, construction, maintenance, and personnel selection, training, and
qualification have been oriented toward minimizing environmental effects and
ensuring the health and safety of workers, ships’ crew, and the general public.
Conservative reactor safety design has, from the beginning, been a halimark of
the NNPP. Selection and use of the appropriate materials and components is
inherent in the design of Naval reactors. Evidence of the success of the NNPP
lies in its safety record: there has never been a reactor accident, or release of
radioactivity having a significant effect on the environment, in the 50-year
history of the Program. It is important to note that although some of the
materials mentioned in the comment are used by the NNPP, the NNPP has not
experienced the problems the commentor cites. This is due to different design
and operation of Naval Reactors compared with commercial reactors.

Please see response to comment [.63.1 above.
Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

The public hearing dates were to accommodate the extended public review
period, and thus avoided the Jewish Holiday of Yom Kippur. There was no
intent upon the part of the Navy to offend those of the Jewish faith. Your
comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

Your comments are noted and are included in the Finai EIS.

Our publicly-elected U.S. Congress and President of the United States make
programmatic decisions regarding Naval ships (e.g. application of nuclear
power), and thus comments regarding these decisions are beyond the scope of
this EIS. The results of all the analyses of both normal operations and
hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no significant radiological
impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers or
operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities.

Please see response to comment 1.63.1, and response H.1.1-5 for responses to
Congressman Filner’s testimony.

1.63
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Mr. Grant Kimball
P.O. Box 23091

San Diego, CA 92123

November 11, 1998

Centitied Mail

4
Mr. John Coon P 413 693 762

Southwest Division (Code 05AL JC)
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1220 Pacitic Highway

San Diego, CA 92132-5190

RE: Comments on Navy E.LS. for Nuclear Ajrcraft Carriers

Dcar MI‘. Cuun:

I am writing (o register my dissatisfaclion with the Navy's Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) fot homeporiing at least three (3) nuclear-powered aircrall carriers in San Diego. The
Navy's EIS is inadequate and misleading, because it discounts the risk which is associated with
locating several large nuclear reactors within two (2) miles of downtown San Diego.

The Navy is using a misleading and self-serving definition of "reactor accident” to dupe the
public into helieving that the Navy has never experienced a "reactor accident.” | have never
seen an official detinition ol the term “reactor accident” in any Navy record or document.
Despite the lack of ae official Navy deinition, an Associate Director of the Naval Nuclear
Propulsion Directorate, Mr. Richard Guida, defined the term "reactor accident” in transcribed
testimony before the Coronado City Council on April 9, 1996. Mr. Guida was the Associate
Director tor Regulatory Affairs, and testified about reactor accidents as foflows:

"We have a long history of safe operation and | want 1o explain, because there has indeed
been sume misunderstanding of what we mean when we say safe operation. We have
4,600 reactor years without a reactor accident. We have never claimed not 1o have
accidents or incidents. What we have claimed is never 1o have had a reactor accident.
What a reactor accident is, is 2 term of art ia the auclear industry; it means damage &
nuclear fuel and release of what are cailed (ission products, . . . Again, damage to the
fuel, release of fission products. We claim we have had none over the history of the
program, and that's 4,600 years.” (Sec Enclusure I, a copy of Mr. Guida's testimeny. )

According 1o Mr. Guida's definition, what the Navy defines as 2 "reactor accident” is known
to the rest of the world as a “nuclear core melidown”  What the Navy is really saying is that
they claim not 10 have had any nuclear meltdowns. The Navy persists in this claim despite the
fact that an active duly Navy cniisted man, and two Army enlisted men, were killed in 1960
when they caused the SL-1 reactor 1o explude by accidenially inducing a prompi eritical
condition, which led w a2 steam explosion, massive damage to the nuclear fuel, and radivactive

1641

|

A

comamination over a wide arca. This accident was classified "sccret” at the time it occurred,
and is still largely unknown by the general public.

Acvording to the Navy's definition, the Navy will not classity as a “reactor accident™ any
event that involves the accidental release of radioactive wates into the harbor, or radicactive
steam of gases into the atmosphere, as long as the nuclear fuel remains intact.

in cunirast o she Navy, the Department of Detense {DOD) dogg have a written definition of 2
"reactor accident”. The DOD delinition differs considerably tom that used by the Navy. The
DOD definition is contained in DOD Pulicy Document 5230. 16, dated December 20, 1993,
available on the Internet at: hitp://web7. whs.osd. mil/text/d523016p.1xt. The DOD delinition
of a reactor accident is as follows:

22. Nuclear Reactor Accident. An uncontrolled reactor criticality resulting in damage lo
the core or an event such as the loss of coolant thal wsults in significant release of lissiun
products from the reactor core.  {Emphasis added. See Enclosure 2, a copy of the DOD

definition.)

The significant Jifference in the DOD definition is that events such as spilling radioacuve
water can be classified as "reactor accidents.”  According to the Navy definision, spilling
radivactive water will never be classified as a "reacior accident”, regardless of how much
radioactivity is released into the environment.

Since the Navy is a subordinate organization within the Depariment of Delense, it raises the
issue of why the Navy doesn't abide by the DOD definition of reactor accident. The Navy's
self-serving definitions are part of the Navy's continuing efforts 1o mislead the public about the
risks associated with locating nuclear reactors within a majot metropolitan area.

Another example of the Navy's deliberate deception of the public occurred during another of
Mt. Guida's ptesentations, this time at Village Hall in Coronado on May 28, 1997, Mr.
Guida was asked about the Navy's policies for reporting accidental releases of radioactivity.
Mr. Guida stated that the Navy would comply with the same reporting procedures required by
other federally licensed nuclear facilities. When Mr. Guida was asked what amount of
radioaclivity would trigger the reporting requirement, he stated that any accidemtal release over
ten (10) curies would be reported. Mr. Guida's stalement was grossly in ecror, as the federal
reporiing requirements are specilic to the various radivactive isotopes within an accidema!
release, The isotope lodine-131 is of particular concern, because it causes thyteid cancer in
children. The official federal limit for accidental release of lodine-131 is one one-hundredih
(0.01) of a curie. The ten (10) curie limit stated by Mr. Guida is one thousand { H000) times
the federal limit for lodine-131 releases. Since Mr. Guida has a master's degeee in nuclear
engineering from M.LT., it can be assumed that his error was pot made out of ignorance of
the subject matter. Mr. Guida's presentation was videotaped and transcribed by the Navy, so
there should be a record of his Ealse stalements on the subject of reportable limits. (Federal
reportable limits for accidental releases of radivactivity, by isotope, are contained in the Code
of Federal Regulanions 40 CFR 302.5, "Determination of ceportable quanlities”. See
Enclosure 3}

164.1
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Finally, 1 note ihat the last of the Navy's nuclear-powered cruisers will be taken out of service
next year, and no replacements are planned. Given the Navy's thiny (30) year experiment with
nuclear cruisers and destroyers, and the Navy's pretetence for non-nuclear propulsion systems
lor thuse 1ypes of surface ships, [ can see no logical reasun why the nuclear carriers would
have any advantage that the cruisers and destroyers didn't also have. Nuclear-powered surface
combatants either do, or do not, have advantages over their non-auclear counterpans. If
nucleas cruisers and destroyers were ultimately a failed experiment, then [ think the same will
eventually be said ol the nuclear carriers.

Sincerely,

Gorent Lbal]

Grant Kimball
Enclosures

¥91
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TRANSCRIPT OF THE

CITY OF CORGNADO

CITY COUNCIL MEETING

COROMADO, CALIFORNIA

APRIL 9, 1996

REPORTED BY: KAREN L.
CSR NO,
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
3
24
25
26
27

28

WE MAVE A LONG HISTORY OF SAFE OPERATION AND I
WANT TO EXPLAIM, BECAUSE THERE HAS INDEED BEEN SOME
MISUNDERSTANDING OF WHAT WE MEAN WHEN WE SAY _S'LFE
OF:EA;—T-ION. WE HAVE 4,600 REACTOR YEARS RIE_I‘EEH_T A REACTOR
ACCIDENT. WE HAVE WEVER CLAIMED NOT TO HAVE ACCIDENTS OR
INCIDENTS. WHAT WE HAVE CLAIMED IS KEVER TO HAVE HAD A

REACTOR ACCIDENT. WHAT A REACTOR ACCIDENT IS IS A TERM OF

ART IN THE WUCLEAR INDUSTRY; IT MEANS DAMAGE TQ NUCLEAR

FUEL AND RELEASE OF WHAT ARE CALLED FISSION PRODUCTS.

THESE ARE THE HIGHLY RADICACTIVE ELEMENTS CREATED AS A

CONSEQUENCE OF THE FISSION PROCESS WITHIN THE REACTOR. e

IF YOU THINK, HAVE THERE BEEN REACTOR ACCIDENTS

=]

IN THE WORLD OVER THE YEARS? MOST ASSUREDLY THERE HAVE
.7
BEEN. THERE WAS THE S.0. 1 REACTOR, WHICH WAS AN ARMY A+ &/fies’

Y s ¥
REACTOR, IN 1963 WHICH HAD A SERIOUS ACCIDENT, A FISSION F2iA "([)

[T A FRFTEL)
PRODUCT RELFASE, A REACTOR ACCIDENT. THREE MILE ISLARD IS = 7 ¢

P
THE MOST FAMOUS ONE IN THE UNITED STATES, IN 1979, WHEN !

cFolw LA

S
7

ABOUT A THIRD OF THE REACTOR MELTED AS A CONSEQUENCE OF A
LOSS OF COOLING WATER, AND THEN, OF COURSE, THE MOST
SERIOUS REACTOR ACCIDENT IN THE HISTORY OF THE WORLD WAS.L3 aclthit 6F
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THOSE ARE REACTOR ACCIDENTS. AGAIN, DAMAGE 70 ., ..., A
THE FUEL, RELEASE OF FISSION PRODUCTS. WE CLATM WE MAVE .. /wecrdh-f
HAD NONE OVER THE HISTORY OF THE PROGRAN, AND THAT'S 4,600 A/0-

YEARS. OUR SHIPS HAVE STEAMED 106 MILLION MILES AT THIS

POINT AND WE'RE ACCUMULATING AT THE RATE OF A COUPLE

MILLION MILES A YEAR, AND IN THE PROCESS OF REACHING THAT

RECORD ~- WE REACHED THAT RECORD, 100 MILLION MILES, IN

1l

DODD $230.16 MNuclear Accident and Incident Public Affairy (PA} Guidance,
December 20, 1933  —

+sss Poxt of the Regulation **+= R

Aafs: (a) DoD Directive 5230.16, subject as above, February ¥, 1981
{hereby canceled)

(b} Federal Prepacedness Circulac 8, "Public Affairs in Emergencies,™ June
22, 1989 NOTE: Available from the Federal Emergency Management Agency, 500
¢ Steeat, SW, Washington, D.C. 2042% END NOTE:

{e)l DoD Directive 5100.52, "DoD Response Lo an Accident or Significant
Incident Invelving Radicactive Materials,” December 21, 1989

{d) Execucive Ordecr 12356, “National Security Informacion,” April 2, 1982
{®) through {(h)l see enclosuze 1

A. REISSUANCE AND PURPOSE
This Directive:

1. Reissues cafecence {a} to update Dob pelicy, responsibilities, and
proceduras for the prompt release of information to the public in the
interast of public safety, and to prevent public alarm in the event of
accidents or significant incidsnts involving nuclear weapons or nuclear
components, radioactive material, nuclear weapon launch or transpoct
vehicles (when a nuclear weapon is aboard}, or nuclear reactors under DoD
control.

2. Updates DoD policy, responsibilities, and procedures during an
tmprovised nucleay device {IND) incident.

B. APPLICABILITY

This Directive applies to the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the
Militacy Deparctmencs, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the
unified Commands, the Defense Agencies, and the Dol Field Acrivitiss
(hereatter referted to collectively as “the Dob Components®). The Term
"Militacy Dapartments,” as used herein, refers to the Alry, the Navy, the
Ait Force, and the Marine Corps.

¢. DEFINITIONS

Terms used in this Directive are defined in enclosure 2.
D. POLICY

It is DoD policy:

1. To establish afficient and effective proceduras for the zeleass of
information to the public in the event of nuclear accidents, IND
incidents, of nuclear weapon significant incidents. These procedures
include enceptions to the policy of neither confirming nor denying the
presence or absence of huclear weipons at any specified locacion.

Enclosuné Z
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and/or material. Establishment of an NDA temporarily places such non-
Federal lands under the sffective control of the Department of Defenze and
resylts only from an emergency event. The OSC or DSR at the scene shall
detine the boundary, matk it with a physical bacrier, and post warning
signs. The landowner's consent and cooperadtion shall be obtained whenever
possible; howsver, military necassity will dictate the final decision
regarding location, shape, and size of the NDA.

21. National Securiky Area (NSA). An area sstablished on non-Federal lands
located within the Unjted States, its possessions or territories, for
safeguarding classified information and/or restricted data, equipment, or
material belonging to the DoE. Escablishment of a national security srea
temporarily places such non-Federal lands under the effective control of
the DoE and results only from an emergency event. The senior DoBE
representative having custody of the material at the scens shall define
the boundary, mark it with a physical barrier, and post warning signs. The
landowner's consent and coopesration shall be obtained whenever possible;
however, operational necessity shall dictats the final decision regarding
locacion, shape, and size of the natianal secucity acea.

22. Nuclear Reactor Accident. An uncontrolled reactor criticality
resUlting in damage to the [eacter core 9r an event such as logs of
coglapt that results in significant relefie of Tlssion produsts from the
CRACLOr COrS.

) &

23. Nuclear Weapon Accident. An unexpected event involving nucleaz weapoens
or nuclear components that results in any of the following:

a. Accidental or unauthorized launching, firing, or use by U.5. forces or
U.5, supported Allied forces of a nuclear-capable weapons system.

b. An accidental, unauthorized, or unexplained nuclear detonation.

¢. Non-nuclear detonation or burning of a nuclear weapon or huclear
component.

4. Radivactive contamaination.
&. Jettisoning of a nuclear wWeapon or RUclear componant.
. Public hazard, actual or perceived.

74. Nuclear Weapon Significant Incident. An unexpected svent tnvolving
nuclear wespons, nuclesr components, or A nuclear Wedpon CIANSPOLT O
launch vehicle when a nuclear weapon is mated, loaded, of on board that
doas not fall into the nuclear weapon accident category but that:

a. Results in evident damage to a nuclear weapon or nuclear componant to
the sxgent thit major rewsrk, complete replacement, or examination or
racertificaticn by the DoE is required.

b. Requires immediate action 1n the interest of safecy or nuclear weapons

Dol 19
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40 CFR Sec. 302.5
~EXPCITE-
Title 40
CHAPTER I
SUBCHAPTER J
PART 302
=HEAD-

Sec. 302.% Detetmination of reportable quantities

~TEXT-

{a} Listed hazardous substances. Tha quantity listed in the

column *Final RO’

for sach substance in Table 302.4, or in appendix

B to Table 302.4, is the teportable quantity (RQ) for that

substance. The RQs ip Table 302.4 are ip units of pounds based on

chemical toxicit
¥, while the Rgs in appendix B to Table 302.4 are

in unic
$ of curies based op ragiation hazard.
— ——— 219

Whenever the NOs in
302.4 and appendix B to the table aze in conflict,
RQ shall apply.

Table
the lowesr

(b) Unlisted hazardous substances. Unlisted hazardous substances

d
esignaced by 40 CFR 302.4(b) have the reportable quantity of 100
pounds, except for those unlisted Razardous wastes which exhibit

extraction procedure {Ep) toxlcity identified in 40 CER 261.24.

Unlisted hazardous wastes which exhibit EP toxicity have the

reportable quantities listed in Table 302.4 for the contaminant on

which the characteristie of EP toxicity ts based, The reportable

quantity applies to the waste itself, not marely to the toxic

centaminant. I an unli{sted hazardous waste exhibics EP toxicity

on t
he basias of more than one contaminant, the [eportable quanticy

£
or that waste shall be the lowest of the feportable quantities

1
isted in Table 302.4 for thoss contaminants. If an unlisced

Enclosune 3
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Holmism-159 67

Holmiwm-161 67
Holmivoy-162m 67
Holmium-162 87
Holmium-164m 87
Holmivaa-164 67
Holmium- 166m 67
Holmivm-166 [ 14
Holmium-167 67
Hydrogea-) 1
[ndiven-109 49

lodivm-110 (69.1 mis) 49
lodium-110 (49 br) 49
ladium-111 “
[adium-112 49
Indium-113m
Todiom-114m
Indivn-115m
Indium-115
Iodiem-116m
lodium-117m
Todium-117
Indium-119m
lodine-120m
lodiae-120
lodipe-121 4]
lodine-123 5
Todine-124 I3
Todine-125 53
Todine-126 px}
lodine-328 3
lodioe-129 3
Todioe-130 53
lodine-131 bz}
lodine-132m 3
lodine-132 3
lodine-133 53
fodiae- 134 53
lodise-133
lridium-182
Iridium- 124
Isidium-18%5
Indivm-186
Iridium-187
iridium- 183
Iridinm-189
Iridium- 190m
Tridiem- 190
Iridlum- 192 m
Iridinm-192
[ridiom-194m
Iridiem- 94
Iridium-195m
tridivm-19%
lrop-52
Tron-53
lros-$9
lron-60
Kryploa-T4
Krypton- 76
Kryprow-T7
Krypon-79
Krypios-81
Kryptos-83m
Krypron-85m
Krypion-85
Krypioo-87

Buassgadass
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1000(3.7E 13)
1000 (3.7E t3)
1000 (3.7E 1)
1000 (3.7E 13}
1000 (3.7E 13)
1000 (3.7E 13)
1(0.7E 10)
100 (3.7E 12)
100 (3.78 12}
100 (3. 7B 12)
100 (3.7B 12)
100 (3.7E 12)
10 (3TE 1D
100 (3.7€ 12)
1000 (3.7E 13
1000 (3.78 1))
0(3TE 1)
100 (3.7E 12)
01(37ED
100 (3.7E 12)
100 (3.7E 12)
1000 (3.7E 13)
1000 (3.7E 13)
V00 ().IE 1)
10(R7E 1)
100 (3.7€ 12)
10 (3.TE 11)
01{EY
0.01(3.7E8)
0.01(3.7E8)
1000 (3.7E 13)
0.001(3.7E 7}
1 (3.7E 10)

QOLOTES) &

10(3.7E 11)
10(3.7E 11)
0.1 (3.7E 9}
100 (3.7 12)
10 (3.7 11)
1000 (1.7E 13)
100 (3.7 12)
100 (3.7E 12}
0B
100 (3.7€12)
103.76 1)
100 (3.78 12)

1000 (3.78 13}
10(3.7E11)

100 (3.7 1)
10(3.7E 11)

10EIE L
100378 12}

100 (3.7E 1
1000 (3.7E 13)

100,71
100 (3.7E 12}
10 (1.IE 1Y)
01(3TEW
10(3.7€ 11y

WA.IELY
10(3.7E 1)
100 (3.7€ 13
1000 (3.7 13)

1000 (3.7 13)

100 {1.7E 12)
1000 (3. 7€ 13}
10(3.7C 11)

Krypwa-88
Lantbanum-131
Lasthapwm- 132
Lasdaum-13%
Lasthenum-137
Lasthoaunr138
Lasthaauem-140
Lasthasum-141
Lasbagum-142
Lastbapem-143
Laed-195m
Lawd-198
Lesd-199
Laad-200
Leag-201
Lesd-202m
Lesd-202
Layd-200
Leed-208
Lesd-209
Leud-210
Lesd-211
Lesd-212
Lead-214
Luetium-16%
Lukstivm-170
Luietinge-171
Lasetivm-172
Lutetiwm-173
Lustium-174m
Luktinm-174
Lukctium-176m
Lutetium-176
Luwtinen-171m
Lutetive-172
Lusttinm-178m
Lutstium-178
Lukctium-17%
Magnesium-28
Msapaness-51
Mangaasse-52m
Mabgaaase- 52
Maagaaese-33
Mangaeass-54
Masgsnese-56
Mendelevivar-157
Mendelavium-238
Mercury-193m
Mercury-19]
Mercery-194
Mercury-195m
Mercury-193
Mercury-197m
Mercury-197
Mercury-199m
Merowry-203
Molybdeaum-90
Molybdenum-93m
Malyddeaucn 93
Molybdenum-99
Molybdeaum-101
Neodymium-136
Neodymiwm-138
Neodymium-139m
Neodymivm-139
Neodymium- 141
Neodymium-147

s

36 10(3.TR 11
$7 1000.(3.7E 13}
57 100 (3.78 12)
37 1000 (3.7E 13)
57 10ETELD
L) 1{37E10)
57 10 (3.7E 11)
5 1000 (3.7 13)
N 100 (3.7B 12)
57 1000(3.7E 13)
a2 1000 (3.78 13)
82 100 (3.7€ 12)
82 100 (3.7E 12)
82 100 (3.7€ 12)
82 100 (3.7E 12)
7] 10{3.78 11)
a2 1.7E10)
82 100 (3.7E 12)
82 100 (3.7E 1)
82 1000 (3.7€ 13)
L} 0.01 (3.7E )
a2 100 (3.78 12)
82 10(3.7E11)
2 100 (3.7E 13)
n 10(3.78 11)
n 10 (3.7E 11)
n 10 (.78 1)
n 10(3.7E 1))
n 100 (3.7E 1)
n 100318 11)
n WEIBLY
n 1000 (1.7E 13)
n 1(3.TE1O
n 03I 1)
n 100(3.7€12) "
n 1000 (3.7E 13)
n 1000 (3.7E 13)
n 1000 {3.7E 13)
12 10 (3.7E L1}
1000 (3.7E £3)
1000 (3.78 13)
10 (3.7E 11)
1000 (3.7E 13)
10 (3.7E 11)
100 (3.7B 12)
100 (3.7 12)
tO.TE10)
10 (3.7 11)
100 (.78 12)
0.1 (L7EY)
100 (3.7E 12)
100 (3.78 12)
1000 (3.7E 13)
1000 (3.9E 1)
1000 (3.7E 13)
10(3.7E 11}
WA TR 1Y)
10 (3.7E 11)
100 (3.78 12
100 (3.7E 12)
1000 (3.7E 13)
1008 (3.78 13)
60 1000 (3.7E 13)
0 100 (3.7E 12)
60 1000 (3.7B 1Y)
50
50

22
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1000 ¢3.7B 13)
10 (3.76 11)




Comment
Number

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

Grant Kimball

164.1

1.64.2

Please see responses to comments O.12.83 and 0.12.33. Also, with regard to the
SL-1 reactor, the Navy had no involvement, technical or otherwise, in that
project. The reactor was not designed for combat, and was not designed to Navy
standards for shipboard operation: it is not possible to remove control rods
manually from an operating U.S. Naval reactor as happened at SL-1. In addition,
none of the three personnel killed in the SL-1 accident, which occurred in 1961,
was involved with the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program. One Navy enlisted
person, from the Navy’s civil engineering community, was among the fatalities,
but that person was neither trained by nor had any connection to the Naval
Nuclear Propulsion Program. Thus, that accident does not reflect on Naval
Nuclear Propulsion Program safety.

The 10 curie limit applies to Cobalt 60 as Mr. Guida discussed in the 28 May 97
meeting on the Mixed Waste Storage Facility RCRA Permit Meeting. Mr. Guida
used Cobalt 60 as an example because it is the primary radionuclide of concern
for NNPP operations. The exact quote from the transcription of Mr. Guida
testimony on this issue is:

“Under EPA regulations that pertain to releases of hazardous materials to the
environment, that is under what's called their Super Fund (sic) Regulations. In
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act,
the EPA has set certain standards where if you release more than a certain
amount of a hazardous material, you have to report to the EPA that you've had
this incident, an accident. And they've got certain levels for oil spills, for
ethylene glycol, which is an antifreeze. They have levels for thousands and
thousands of substances.

One particular substance they've got a level for is Cobalt-60, which is the
principle radioactive radionuclide that we're talking about. For Cobalt-60, the
release threshold is 10 curies. That means if you released more than 10 curies of
Cobalt-60, you would have to report that to the Environmental Protection
Agency.”

As stated by the commentor, the reportable quantity for iodine-131 is 0.01 curie.
The source terms for the radiological accident analyses in Appendix F list the
radionuclides that result in at least 99 percent of the possible exposure. Iodine-
131 is not on this list since it is not present in sufficient quantities to contribute
substantially to radiation exposure from an accident. The Navy has determined
that the radiological risks from the proposed action would not be significant.

Please also see response to comment O.12.81.

I.64
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Comment
Number Response
1643 Please see response to comment 1.56.5.

I.64
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Comment

Number Response

Anonymous

1.65.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

1.65
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Robert A. L Kelly Alexander PHINE ND, ©@ 819 g%6 317 Oct. 29 1999 @7:49aM Py
ROBERT & KELLY ALEXANDER
PO BOX 3166
LA JOLLA CaA 92038-2166
619 456 5217-FAX PAX PAX Pax

Mr. Richard Danzig
Secretary .qf the Nauy —— e c—

Degr Mr. Danzig, ...

We are writing to you to express our deep anger, fear, and

sadness that San Diego has become/will bhecome s Navy Ruclear
Megaport.

This puts both naval personnel and civiliana at risk.

e

Please, please, please, for God's and all our sakes, plesse
with all of your power and might and influence of your
good office, with all of your heart and soul, please
oppose this, please.

In this country of curs, with itea governement of elected
representatives, elected by the pecple to carry out the wishes
and needs of the citizens, you are the persom we turm to in

time of vrouble, of crisis. This i8 certainly a crisis.
We turn to you. Helpl Please stop 8an Diego from becoming

a Navy Nuclear Megaporr.
IT IS A CATASTROPHE IN THE MAERING!
Thank you.

Sipcerely,

4 ‘h&ﬂlﬁh‘ﬂf’
Mr. and Mrs. bert znd Kelly Alexander
PO Box 2166 )
La Jolla CA 92038-2168

P.8. Please make good on your
promise to “put people first®
and come to hear from the
people directly, seriocusly
considering thelr conceras.

Plesse oppos¢ this homeporting
plan!!t}

.66
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Comment
Number Response

Robert and Kelly Alexander

1.66.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

166



Dr. Darrel Craias
450 Sgmmerhil]l Court
Alpine, California 891901
Telephone (619) 659-0176
Fax (619) 445-1089
Email: deraindcfconnectnet.com

October 29, 1998

Mr. Richard Danzig, Secretary of the Navy
Fax (703) 614-3477
Talephone (703) 695-3131

Mr. Danzigq,
As a health care professional in our fair ciry, 1 implore you to

carefully review your plans for our lovely town and the consequences to
our hard-working people.

This letter is in response to the proposed stationing of nuclear-
povered airerafit here in Sas Diego. The people of san Diego do not wish
to have these carriers here for several reasons;

1) The pressnce of nuclear crafr poses serious risks tc public health
and safety.

2) The result would be more radiocactive and toxic vaste travelling on
public roads which are congested to begin with.

3) The location is right in the heart cof metropolitan San Diego, an
unsuitable location for decades of handling of nuclear materials and the

inevitable spills and mishaps. You and I both know, accidentra do happen.|.

As you may be aware, a report from the Covernmeant Accounting

Office concludes that nuclear carriers are much more costly than
conventicnally-powered carriers, and yet they offer few advantages over
conventional ones.
You are in a unigue position to cancel these plans and provide for
a safer future for our childrem and future generations, simply by
scrapping the outmoded and vasteful nuclear reactors for motive powver.
In any case, befors you make your final decisions, please come to

San Diego personally and hear haw the people of San Diego feel about
nuclear-povered carriers in the San Diego Bay.

In Bealth,

Dr. Darrel Crain

167
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Comment
Number Response

Darrel Crain

L67.1 Please see responses to comments (0.12.49, and 0.12.132, and 1.4.1.
167.2 Please see response to comment 0.12.55 and 1.63.7.
1.67.3 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

L67
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LijeTracks Adventure Safars

Ui ainis o0 sl Sunawgati Platns swt whcposinp poon sass. ..

Ocwober 30, (998

Secretary of the Navy,
Mr. Ricbard Danzig
FAX 703-614-3477
e yomm m hmdemandyou

Ins dmmm:yyourepwmemd myfnxm‘lyuwe!l ©
will make the final decision w 3dd mote buslear camicrs 1o Sau Driego Bay. Would ygu'

comeﬁSmDuqomdh:uﬁnmmepeop!cwhohvem Wedonmmmxbeam cuyor
'h;y-mgd i snuclmd:mpor,ml:hl megaport! ; . -

moppqmdowlat wer mmembepnuuasafmammoﬁb
lh“"l mamgcw&uMhnMWWhaudeﬂm
ucmwg Iﬁ;ueMﬂchd‘qﬂr:mgedm ACCIDENTS DO HAPPEN!
mmmmmnm again! Also consider'the problems of the year 2000 and

those government Wmﬁ.méy Jjust STOP Yﬂ(xs rc:u'

1 oppose 2ry 274 2ll plans mbnngwae das suctive powerm =y oele ved Scabisgn g2y The
environment and the peoplc mmpemom 10 cooinie m ,.__...-f tH .,A -\;-; ;

According to my sources, deSGwmmAcmmnngOﬁmmummm advantage
of nuclear carviers ovet wnvemenl[mm( llthwgh Nuda{ costs * &'Bdlmn dollars moreY)

Plcase cancel the nuclear mmmdwduuctdutmm lmow,omuzmga‘imand

humanatarian needs. P«hapsemmm' T o

2075 Reswcma B San Duge, CA S04 TR0 GGAEATY 1 STD-UD-TITE  OMAl ISURCWI S Kprm O0m
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Comment

Number Response

Nancy Hartland

168.1 Two public hearings on the Draft EIS have been held in the San Diego region

and public testimony received, as required under NEPA. The Navy does not
currently have plans to have a follow-on community workshop for an informal
dialogue. Concerns generated during the public review of the EIS will be
considered by Navy personnel responsible for making decisions regarding the
proposed action. Navy representatives at the EIS public hearings are directly
involved with this decision-making process, and provide recommendations to
the Secretary of the Navy regarding the preferred alternative to be implemented.

Furthermore, the Navy ensures that the EIS decisionmaker has a complete copy
of the public hearing transcripts. The Navy believes that the objective sought by
the comment is met by the fact that the transcript of the public hearing is
prepared and reviewed as part of the NEPA process leading up to the Record of
Decision.

Please also see response to comments O.12.57, 1.63.7, 1.4.1, 0.12.55, and O.12.49.

1.68
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Cctober 29, 1998
To: Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Richard Danzig

Dear Mr. Danzig:

| am writing o voice my opposition to the Navy's plan to homa-port nuciear
cammiers in San Diego. You no doutx think that protesters to this plan just ‘don't know
the lacts®; people like you do nat think there is danger in nuclear tachnology. You do
nat think that nuclear waste poses a tremendously dangerous threat, not only 1o us
now living, but to our children and grandchiidren and great-grandchildran. You think

thal the advantages far outweigh the risks.
The military mind thinks that it's okay if some paople get injured or killeg, as
long as it's nat too many.

| wart yqumumammmmwwwmm

1621

.
B 2 Nnucie

And you are sndangsting millicns of people, not only in San Diego, but also in
Tijuana and Baja Califormia. Please listen to what we are saying. Come 1o San Diego
and listen and see far yourselt. This is our home, not your Nuciesar Megapon.

Thank you vary much.
Sincerely,
Stephanie Mood

4538 Long Branch Ave.
San Diego, CA 92107

-
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Comment
Number Response

Stephanie Mocd

1.69.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

1.69
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At s e Kihwrdl DM%

October 29, 1998
To: Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Richard Danag

Dear Mr. Danzig,

rmmmmwmmmwmummmmormu
aiTcraft curmiers in San Diego. 1am oot alignod with suy group, but respectfully ask you
10 meet with the Environmeral Health Coslition. 1 believe that their concem for the
wetfare and safery of San Diego's citizensy is legitimase.

lmmdyﬂmdmmmﬁmmwmwiﬁtkb
hecome a port for nuclear carvicrs them | would prefer to live somewhere where that
peactice will not be carried out. San Diegn is rationally known for its beauty. its people.
its friendlincss, et most of all its cleanlmess. When peapie find ont tha Quchear
wﬁpmllbeﬁ:ﬁnudinﬁmbhp.lhﬂiwemwﬂlmmlymttwiu
snarisn, but in the number of educatad and skilled workers that Saa Diego can currently
agract mmﬁnbmubmpﬁﬁwmhtkdynmmm
will allow the city cconomic expansion. And all this will be duc 1o the fear that people
will have for themacives, their familics, but most importasely for their childves in living
in proximsity to & nuclear port snd repsir facility.
ldm&owucﬁemﬁuyuﬂlheﬁmhwcudamuﬂiuv-wdomlin
in an ideal wocld. Al the same time, though, | believe that the decisions witich affect the
military snd this country's citizens should be made inelligerly. The US Govermmenr's
General Accounting Office reports that there is o straiegic advamtags of suclear carrens
over conventional onet. Besides the fact that the rmclear carriers cost $ § billion more. |
wpmhcudﬁenﬂwaﬁmndmhuﬁnpiﬂodu more gt neods
thay the military has.

Thank you for your time and asesion to this beuey.
Sincerely,
Richard Moran

1.70

1701
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Comment

Number Response

Richard Moran

1.70.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
1.70.2 Please see response to comment 0.12.49, 0.12.55,1.4.1, and 1.63.7.
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Nancy Teas

450 Summerhill Court

Alpine, California 91901
Telephone (619) 659-0176

Fax (619) 445-1059

Email: nancyt@connectnet.com

October 29, 1998

Mr. Richard Danzig, Secretary of the Navy
Fax (703) 614-3477
Telephone (703) 695-3131

Mr. Danzig,

This letter is in response to the proposed stationing of nuclear-powered 1n1
aircraft here in San Diego. Please do not station these carrier here.

These carriers:
1) poses serious risks to public health and safety of San Diego.
2) v:;?:llild result in more radicactive and toxic waste traveling on congested
public roads.
3) would be located right in the heart of metropolitan San Diego, an
unsuitable location for decades of handling of nuclear mate?ioals.

As you are undoubtedly awsre, a report from the Government Accounting
Office concludes that nuclear carriers are much more costly than
conventionally-powered carriers, and yet they offer few advantages over
conventional ones.

Please get rid of the cutmodad and wasteful nuclear reactors for motive power
and keep them out of San Diego.

1712

Sincerely,

Nancy Teas
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Comment

Number Response

Nancy Teas

1.71.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
171.2 Please see response to comment 0.12.49, 0.12.55, 1.4.1, and 1.63.7.
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urgent

facsimile

To: SEC.OF NAVY, MR. RICHARD DANZIG
Company.
Fax Number: +1 (703) 614-3477
Business Phone:
From: Irv
Fax Number: +1 (619) 692-1642
Business Phone:
Home Prhone:
Pages: 1
DaterTime: 10730098 2:36:34 PM
Subect NUCLEAR MEGAPORT IN SAN D¥EGO, CA

WE OPPOSE YOUR PLANS TO INSTALL ADDITIONAL NUCLEAR CARRIERS. 1721

WE MUST SPEAX WITH YOU IN PERSON, AND WE WISH TO HAVE A PUBLIC TASK
FORCE SET UP TO STUDY THE SAFETY OF THE NAVY'S PLAN. THERE HAS BEEN
VERY UITTLE MEDIA AND NOTICE GIVEN TO THE SAN DIEGO PUBLIC

| SUPPORT MY CONGRESSMAN IN HIS REQUEST FOR MORE PUBLIC INPUT..

MR. IRVING B. HOSENPUD
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Comment
Number Response

Irv Hosenpud

1.72.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

1.72
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1030 Calaveras Dr.
San Diego, CA 92107

Secretary of the Navy
Mr. Richard Danzig

Dear sir:

| oppose homeporting of nuclear carriers inthe San  |*»*
Diego in the strongest passible way!

San Diego is the 6th iargest city in the United States.
The population density alone should prohibit a Nuclear
Megaport in San Diego! There are seismic considerations

that also make this move unwise.

San Diego doesn't need or want nuclear risk! Please
listen to the people of San Diego and put the nukes
somewhere else (or go conventional power).

Sincerely,
Jayne Cassedy
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Comment

Number Response

Jayne Cassedy

1.73.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
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1030 Calaveras Dr.
San Diego, CA 92107

Secretary of the Navy
Mr. Richard Danzig

Dear Mr. Danzig:

I oppose homeporting of nuclear carriers in the
San Diego in the strongest possible way!

San Diego doesn’t need or want nuclear risk!

1741

Please listen to the people of San Diego and put the
nukes somewhere else (or go conventional power).

Very truly,

Paul Cassedy

P.S. Why didn't you come to the public hearings in
San Diego?
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Comment
Number Response

Paul Cassedy

1.74.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
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Mitch C. Wallis
10360 Glenellen Way
San Diego, CA 92126

via fax: (703) 614-3477

October 29, 1998
Secretary of the Navy,
Mr. Rictrard Danzig

re: Proposed Nuclear Ships/San Diego Bay

DEAR SECRETARY DANZIG:

{ am writing to protest the proposed installation of twee nuclear-powered aircraft carriers | 1751
int San Diego Bay.

I vehemently oppose the plan to mm San Diego into a Nuclear Megaport and Nuclear
Dump.

Please note especially thas the U.S. General Accounting Office reports that no strategic | 1752
advantage of nuclear carriers over conventional carriers will result AND nuclear camiers

cost 8 hillion doliars morel

PLEASE CANCEL the nuclear carriers and use the savings for more pressing needs. ] L753

Thank you.

Yours tuly,

Mitch C. Wallis
MCw/me
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Comment

Number Response

Mitch Wallis

175.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
1.75.2 Please see response to comment 0.12.49, 0.12.55, 1.4.1, and 1.63.7.
1753 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
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DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR B
THREE NIMITZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS
IN SUPPORT OF THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET

DRAFT EIS COMMENTS
e Ken KTolier
Address: 3/0 c_‘) AVE | COMADO_ CA G2/
) ;

COMMENTS:

L ATIepep Tie MEETING AT Tie VILAGE ELEMENTRRY
Sluopr. o OCT. T . T WENT adTd A__LenerAcy FAVonrasce.
Feeuné ABourT THE Plad _ To Homeposr Thece (CUNSs AT

MontH  (StanD .
HOWECER, , T LerT @iTH The Thoueur Tuar Tue nlavy
IS MuUcH LESS INTERESTED s TRE COMOERA(S ©F Tie CuTizeds
O _Coroapo Thad 15 APPROPRIATE., Tae Tilo I$Sugs Tuat
Ane Mosr PlomisenT ARE [ (1> A Sysvrem For PROVIDIIG
Em ey W | A -
. > o

af 7 £ Dug To Tue

dits,

Traese.  Concerads rlgen To (€ AMDRESSEn Gird rTucs
< _Has s/;r Bresf EJiDEST.

Ifﬁfmamm_wm_ﬂ&rz

£ c.'r"F‘uu../’

(7’ wov (0 (998

Signature Date

Note: This form is supplied for your convenience. You are not required to use this form.
Comments of any length may be submitted to the address on the reverse side of this form. Your
comments should be postmarked on or before November 12, 1998.
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Comment

Number Response

Ken Kjoller

1.76.1 For the portion of the comment addressing an emergency waming system in the

event of a nuclear accident, please see response to comment L.4.36.

The additional traffic that would be generated by the proposed action would
increase the traffic volumes on the Coronado streets. The existing conditions
reflecting traffic on the Coronado transportation network were derived from
traffic counts taken when two carriers were in port, during the summer when
the greatest amount of vehicles would be present, associated with tourist activity
{August 1996). The traffic impact analysis is based on incremental changes in
site-generated traffic when the proposed CVNs are in port. The impact analysis
of two additional CVNs in section 3.9.1.2.3 evaluates conditions that would
occur 96 percent of the time when two or fewer carriers would be in port at the
same time. The impact created by this condition, 27 vehicle trips during the
peak hour, would be less than significant. Also, intermittent, short-term impacts
resulting on the 13 days (4 percent of the time) when all three carriers would be
in port simultaneously are evaluated. Though substantial, the impacts on
intersections and roadways during these days would be short-term and less than
significant. Please see response to comment L.4.16 for detail on how the
transportation analysis has been revised.

Although specific traffic-related mitigation measures are not needed of the
proposed action, the Navy does have an ongoing series of strategies designed to
reduce the level of traffic generated by NASNI, such as a ferry system,
carpool/vanpool programs, installation of bicycle racks, a guaranteed ride home
program (for rideshare users with a mid-day emergency), and an educational
program to promote these strategies. In addition, the Navy is considering a
redesign of the Main Gate so that the entrance would align with Third Street and
thereby provide a more direct connection into and out of the base.
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November 16, 1998

Samantha Ellis
3728 1/2 ingraham St.
San Diego, CA 92109

Mr. John Coon

Southwest Division (Code 05AL.JC)
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1220 Pacific Highway |
San Diego, CA 92132-5190

Dear Mr. Coon:

| am writing to express my disapproval and protest of having nuclear
camiers in our San Diego bay. In light of all the dangers involved with
nuclear power, it is unsafe to port even one nuclear carrier so close to
where so many families live,

| belong to the Peace Resource Center, which has been studying and
following this dilemma for many years now. | have seen the findings of
the GAQ report, along with many other reports, that prove that nuclear
power is not the right answer for this San Diego region. In fact, it would
be blatanly endangering our lives, environment, and the other
inhabitants of this area. The Navy's draft Environmental Impact
Statement does not fully address all the consequences of a nuclear
accident. Nothing does.

| urge you to consider the families and environment of this beautiful,
vibrant region, and not put us in danger by housing nuclear carriers in
our bay.

Samantha Ellis

1.77
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Comment
Number Response

Samantha Ellis

1.77.1 Please see response to comment 0.12.49, 0.12.55,1.4.1, and 1.63.7.

1.77
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November 12, 1998

Mr. John Coon

Southwest Division (Code 05AL JC)
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92132-5190

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Developing Home Port Facilities
for Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carriers in Suppont of the Pacific Fleet

Dear Mr Coon:

Afier reviewing the Navy's draft EIS (DEIS), additional relevant documents and memos,
and in support of the comments made orally and in writing by the following:

- City of Coronado,

- Environmental Health Coalition, San Diego,

- Peace Resource Center, San Diego,

- Marilyn Field, resident of Coronado,

- Joel | Cehn, CHP, radiation expert hired by the City of Coronado,

- Raobert Sergeant, traffic consultant hired by the City of Coronado,

- Charles Bull, noise consultant hired by the.City of Coronado,

- Dr David Richardson, epidemiologist hired by the Environmental Health Coalition

- Bemnd Franke and Arjun Makhijani, radiological consultants hired by the
Environmental Health Coalition,

- Camilie Sears, independent expert hired by the Environmental Health Coalition to
review the health and safety sections of the DEIS and

- Quinton & Petix, the legal firm rerained by the City of Coronado

We conclude that the document is fatally fiawed and does not comply with the
requiremems of the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S. Code § 4331, et s¢q.
[NEPA] not CEQA.

Comments on the Navy's DE]S$ {continued) Page 2

f
Further, in agreement with the findings of the above listed parties, we are forced 10
conclude that the Navy must make substantial corrections, additions to its assumptions,
methodologies and factual conclusions. A new draft DEIS must be issued to ensure that
the information is scientifically accurate and, a new public hearing must be held to allow
for discussion and public disclosure.

Per the fundamental premise stated in the regulatory guidelines for implementation of
NEPA, promuigated by the federal Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), at 40
CFR S15001.

(b} NEPA procedures must insure that environmental information is available to public
officials and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken. The
information must be of high quality. Accurate scientific analysis, expert agency
comments, and public scrutiny are essenniof to implementing NEPA. Most important,
NEPA documents must concentrate on the issues that are truly significant to the action in
question, rather than amassing needless detail (Emphasis added)

Per Quinton & Petix, the legal council retained by the City of Coronado, “these principles
have recently been reitersted by the Ninth Circuit Count of Appeals, in the case of [daho
Sponing Congress v Thomas, 137 F.3d 1146, at 1151 (9" Cir. 1998)

Another fundamental principie that the Navy should have followed in preparing the DEIS
is set forth in 40 CFR. S 1502.24, emitled “Methodology and scientific accuracy™

“Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the
discussion and analyses in environmental impact statements. They shall identify any
methodologies used and shall make explicit references by footnote to the scientific and
other sources relied upon for conclusions in the staternent. An agency may place
discussion of methodology in an appendix.”

The City of Coronado’s consultants as well as those hired by the Environmental Health
Coalition have all identified numerous instances in the DEIS where the Navy has failed to
comply with the above NEPA implementing regulations (see enclosed).

Per the Quinton & Peux™

1781

“It appears that the Navy has failed to provide information of ‘high quality’ and in fact
has totally omired any supporting data with respect 1o key environmental issues. "
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Comments on the Navy's DEIS (continued) Page 3

Further,

"While the Navy’s DIES appears to pay lip-service to the requirement of discussing the
cumulative impact the current project will have on the environment of Coronado,
ostensibly devoting an entire section to the DEIS to that topic, it arguably fails tt; include
an adequate listing of past projects and overall weaffic growth and therefore erToneously
concludes that the current proposal’s impact will not have a cumulative effect on the
environment.”

As the U 5. Count of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit has recently observed:

“The duty to discuss cumulative impacts in an Environmental [mpact Statement is
{narrdaf?or See 40 CFR. S 1502.16. The controlling regulation defines “cumulative
impact” as.

“the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action
when to other pasr, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions regordiess of what
agency ( federai or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking
place over a period of time.

40CFR S 15087

City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. U.S. Dept. of Transp., 123 F.3d 1142, at 1160 (Sth Cir.
1997) (emphasis added)”

As stated in the City of Coronado’s comment letter to the Navy on the DEIS:

f"NASNl has incremenul!y expanded its functions and complement of personnel, stowly

increasing the scope and intensity of the negative impacts of its operation on Coronado”.

Funher, “The City is concerned that this draft EIS does not adequately address the impact
:RE gc;‘rc':.nado of basing two or three CVYN's on NASNI, or fulfill the requirements of

“The National Environmental Policy Act and its requisite EIS analysis requires full
unbiased disclosure of the likely effects of Federal projects The City believes that
separating the impact of the homeporting of three CVIN's between two EIS analyses, and
then failing 1o consider the cumulative impacts of these decisions in the most recent EIS,
effectively circumvents the fundamenial objective of NEPA of guarding the environment

‘through discussion and disclosure’.

1782
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Comments on the Navy's DELS (continued) Page 4

Per Quinton & Petix:

“The Navy has not fulfilled its duties under NEPA in conducting its inquiry into the
environmental consequences of the preferred home porting alternative. The fundamental
purpose of NEPA, as stated by the federal Council on Environmental Quality, in its
regutations implementing NEPA:

40 C F R. Sec. 15001 Purpose.

(a) The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is our basic national chartet for
protection of the environment. It establishes policy, sets goals (section 101), and
provides means (section 102} for canrying out the policy. Section 102(2) contains
‘action-forcing” provisions to make sure that federal agencies act according to the
letter and spirit of the Act, (Quotation marks in original ).

Preparation of accurate and informative environmental documents is an essential part of
the Navy's obligations under NEPA, since this is an integral part of the *action-forcing’
procedure that leads decisionmakers to take a “*hard look” at environmental
consequences, and hopefully, as a result, make decisions that are wise for the public
good. Robertson v. Methow Valley Ciizens Council, 490 U.S. 332,109 § Cu 1835, at
1846 (1989). To that end, the federal CEQ has further declared its policy. inpart, as
follows:

40 C FR. S 1500.2 Policy.
Federal agencies shall to the fullest extent possible:

{b) Implement procedures to make the NEPA process more useful to decisionmakers
and the public; to reduce paperwork and the accumulation of extrantous
background data; and to emphasize real environmental issues and alternatives.
Environmental impact Satements shall be concise, clear and to the point, and shafl
be supported by evidence that agencies have made the necessary eavironmenta)
analyzes.

(é) Use the NEPA process 1o identify and access the reasonable alternatives 1o
proposed actions that will avoid or minimize adverse effects of these actions upon

the quality of the human environmem.

(f) Use all practicable means, consistent with the requirements of the Act and other
essential considerations of national policy, to restore and enhance the quality of the
human environment and avoid or minimize any possible adverse effects of theis
actions upon the quality of the human environment.

1784
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Comments on the Navy's DEIS (continued) Page 5

It is certainly arguable that the DEIS under scrutiny fails to measure up to the standards
set forth above in section 1500 2 (b) and would be subject to legal challenge, if the Navy
were (o ignore these defects when they are brought 1o its attention.

{n conclusion, in accordance with NEPA procedures which must insure that
environmental information is made available 10 public officials and citizens before
decisions are made and before actions are taken, we insist that the Navy's DEIS must be
revised and resubmitted for public scrutiny. Further, new public hearings must be held in
order 1o allow for new preseatation of data and public comment..

Respectfully yours,

Elizabeth Gill

411 First Street
Coronado, CA 92118
(619) 437-1966

Eliyppotls Mot

Stephanie S. Kaupp

1133 First Street, Unit 418
Coronado, CA 92118
(619) 435-5703

Enclosures and References:

Letter to the City of Coronado from Quimton & Petix

Letter to the Environmental Health Coalition from Camille Sears, MS o
Letter to the Environmental Health Coalition from Bernd Frank and Dr. Arjun Makhijani
Letter to the Environmental Health Coalition from Dr. David l!.icha:dm

Letter to the Mayor and City Council from E. Miles Harvey, the Landing Homeowners
Association

Letter from Marilyn Field, to the City of Coronado, November 6, 1998 ]
Memorandums of October 14 and November 5, 1998 from Joel 1. Cehn, CHP, to the City
of Coronado

Reference additional and final comments by Joel 1. Cehn to the City of Corqngqo
Reference “Geneystions a1 Risk”, released by Physicians for Social Responsibility and
CALPIRG, November 11, 1998 (see references made on Military/Navy Toxics)

fime

The attachments to this letter, listed here, can be identified as referenced below:

The following letters were submitted by the City of Coronado as part of their

attachment and numbered by the City with pages listed in parenthesis:

* Letter from Quinton & Petix, October 14, 1998 (pp.4 - 9).

« Letter from The Landing Homeowners Association, dated September 24,
1998 (pp. 153-155).

¢ Letter from Marilyn G. Field to Mayor Tom Smisek, Members of City
Council, and Homer Bludau, City Manager, Novemenr 6, 1998 (pp. 74 - 80).

* Memo from Joel I. Cehn, CHP, Radiation Safety Consultant to Homer
Bludau, City of Coronado RE: Interim report on Radiation Monitoring Study,
October 14, 1998. (pp. 16 -22).

The following letters were previously received and have been identified as

attachments to comment letter O.12 from Environmental Health Coalition:

~ Letter from Camille Sears to the Environmental Health Coalition, Novemnber
10, 1998.

* Letter from Bernd Franke for Institute for Energy and Environmental
Research to Laura Hunter, Environmental Health Coalition, November 11,
1998.

+ Comments of Dr. David Richardson, Department of Epidemiology, School of
Public Health, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, NC.
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Comment
Number Response

Stephanie S. Kaupp and Elizabeth Gill

1781 Please see responses to comments to the 10 letters of comment on the Draft EIS
that you have referenced. Specifically see responses to comments O.12.5, O.12.8,
0.129, 0.12.15, 0.13.5, and 0.13.9. The Navy does not agree with your
comments.

1.78.2 This comment addresses the adequacy of the past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable projects evaluated in the NASNI cumulative impact assessment. The
list of reasonably foreseeable projects included in the cumulative analysis has
been increased as requested by the City of Coronado. The revised cumulative
analysis in section 3.18 incorporates these projects. Please see response to
comment L.2.1.

1.78.3 This comment addresses the adequacy of the NASNI cumulative impact
assessment. This EIS does identify the cumulative impacts resulting from the
reasonably foreseeable actions of homeporting the BRAC CVN along with up to
two additional CVNs at NASNI. The cumulative analysis in section 3.18
evaluates that alternative (in the case of NASNI, Facilities for Two Additional
CVNs: Capacity for Total of Three CVNs) which would result in potentially the
most adverse of environmental impacts for each CVN homeporting location.
Please see response to comment L.4.11 for a discussion of the analysis of the
BRAC CVN in the cumulative impacts assessment.

1.78.4 These comments are the same and in fact referenced to a consultant’s letter
attached to the City of Coronado’s comments. See responses to comments L.4.56
through L.4.60 above.
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November 25, 1998
Mr. John Coon, Project Manager
Scuthwest Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Code 05AL-JC
1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92132

Dear Mr. Coon,

These comments are submitted in regards to the DEIS for for the
Developing Home Port Facilities for 3 Nimitz Class Carriers in Support
of the U.S. Pacific Fleet in Coromnado, CA..... and request they be placed
in the official record. I just returned from an east coast sojourn, and
I respeotfully request that these comments be included in responses.

The instsllation of monitoring systems for radiation and chemical
releases are required along the boundry with Coronado and within Coronado.
These should be monitored by Coronado officials or civilian resident
volunteers from Coronado. A continual print out should be placed in
the Coronado public library on current results,

When certain threshholds are reached that would be detrimental
to the health of residents, a siren should sound with a number code to
convey to residents the action that they should take, i.e.: close all
windows and do not expose self to outside air or evacuate the area, etc.
There is NO OTHER WAY to notify residents immediately of a health hazard.
Notifying public officials in past accidents has not worked and will not
work now.

There are normal radiation releases as a normal routine, and there
may be higher than normal releases, each of which must be registered.
With a 600% increase in c¢hemical and hazardous waste storage at NAS
North Island for a 10 year duration and even longer,if a disposal area
is not established, there is a potential for air releases. There are
air releases today of chemicals and heavy metals from processes currently
taking place at NAS. These and any asccidental releases have to be detected
along with radiation releases, since both affect the health of residents..

Because of the U.S. Government and military cover-ups of the effects
of the atom bomb tests, Agent Orange, the Desert Storm Health Syndrome
and even putting a known military person in the unknown tomb, these agencies
have no credibility in notifying the public should there be an accident
or incident affecting public health. This includes the Navy! Therefore,
it is imperative that the restdéeatszhave there own monitoring stations
or the Navy will soon feel the rath of those they ignore. It is human
nature, . -

Conclusion: Navy provide monitoring statioens with Coronado observers,
with a central current display in the Coronado library, installation of
sirens for immediate notification of mcideénts/incidents of radiation or
chemical releases at any level, coded for necessary public response,
all within the Coonade City area.

S ergl
860 Cabrillo Ave. Earle Callahan
Coronado, CA 62118 CDR USKN (Ret)

179

179.1




VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment

Number Response

Earle Callahan

179.1 Please see response to comment L.4.36 and O.12.81.

1.79
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From; Delrina Fax Preparad  Tue. Dec 3, 1998 O7:06 PM

F 4 GaialINK

619.503.1221
Fai. 819 503 1173

3904 Mewiphy C L]

el A2 20
S Owagd. CA 71122

GaiolINK.can

©ogne ihed, cieaac
Iyorisiigaiolwd. <ofr

Octaber 20 1998

I'm Marv Lyons, Founder of an organization catled GaiaLINK. My mission is
tolink all people with each other and the living earth/ system which sustains
our lives,

I do not speak lor myselt or for the people of Coronado; they are doing an
excellent job of speaking for themselves..

I speak tor all the people in the San Diego/ Tijuana Region
I speak tor all of the children.. for many generations to come...

I speak tor Gaia, the living earth, which provides us with our entire lite
support system..

You must be aware that you and your warships are a target... and make the
entire region a most attractive target

+ Think of tervorists from a fanatic sect... we saw them in NY

*+ Think of Oklahoma City and an angry American dissident

*» Think of Chernobyl and the long terim damage of nuclear fallout..
¢ Think of the devastation of Hiroshima...

We are here in discussion because these warships are not powered by
commeon polluting internal combustion engines

You/we are messing with the power of the sun... over which we have limited
controk: notwithstanding the high degree of commitment and training of the
people operating the systems.

With the best people responsible, there is a possibility of an accident.

Pane:

180.1

From: DelrinaFax Prepared.  Tue, Dec 8, 19932 07:06 PM

Nuclear ships make great profits tor the builders.

Nuclear warships may be the greatest macho power toys our clever spacies
has yet invented. But the long term risks and problems in this game are too
high.

I am not prone to paranocia or seeing enemies lurking in every shadowed
doorway. But Terrorism is much in vogue these days as you know. because it
doesn’t take bitlions of dollars to do billions of dollars worth ot damage.

A terrorist attack could tum the $an Diego/ Tijuana region into a nuclear
wasteland for generations to come — it would even mess with the towrist
trade.

Alternatively. the residue of nuclear waste is one more exampie of owr
shortsighted technological cleverness — poisoning not only oursel ves, but
ow entire life support systeny: the birds, the fich... the frogs.

We, the citizens. have entrusted you and empowered you, with yow proud
blue unitorms. to detend us and create national security..,

I believe it is time to re-examine the whole notion of
the light of terrorism and the half-dife of nuclear waste. We need a larger
vision, a longer term, to frame our concept of national security. We are
running out of other people’s back yards... to dump waste in and the stuff
doesn’t stay put. It leaches out and contaminates water supplies and the soils
we depend st for v very existence.

I respect you, your commitment to your job, and the past services of the U 5.
Navy. Be aware that your proud blue coat and hard earned golden braid witl
not armor you against nuctear contamination and fallout or radiation sickness.

Are we willing to trade the short term image of national security tor one
group of humars — north americans — for serious. long term regional
insecurity?

Limplore you and all decision makers to re-consider your commitinent 1o
nuclear warships, particularly those in this area.

Most Sincerely.

Marv Lyons

national security "in
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment
Number

Response

Marv Lyons

1.80.1

1.80.2

1.80.3

1.80.4

Please refer to responses L.4.44 and 1.37.1 on the subject of terrorists and attacks
on aircraft carriers in San Diego.

Our publicly-elected U.S. Congress and President of the United States make
programmatic decisions regarding Naval ships (e.g., application of nuclear
power), and thus comments regarding these decisions are beyond the scope of
this EIS. The results of all the analyses of both normal operations and
hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no significant radiological
impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers or
operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities.

Please refer to responses L.4.44 and 1.37.1 on the subject of terrorists and terrorist
attacks on aircraft carriers in San Diego.

Please see response to comment 1.80.2

1.80
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CORONADO, CALIFORNIA, TUESDAY, OCTOBER 27, 1998

CAPTAIN DAVE O’BRIEN: Good evening, ladies and
gentlemen. My name is Captain Dave O’Brien, Commanding
officer of the Naval Air Station at North Island. 1I’d
like to welcome you to this formal hearing of the
Department of the Navy‘’s Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for developing home port facilities for thres
NIMITZ~Class aircraft carriers to support the U.8. Pacific
Fleet.

The purpose of this Environmental Impact
Statement, or EIS, is to analyze the potential impact
associated with construction and operation of the
facilities and infrastructurs nesded to support home ports
for three nuclear-powverad aircraft carviers at four naval
facility concentrations: San Diego, California;
Bremerton, Washington; Everett, Washington; and Pearl
Harbor, Hawaii.

With me this evening are key members of the
team who participated in preparation of the Draft EIS.
They represent some of the specialized Navy activities
involved in the project. Speaking tonight will be Captain
Rockland Deal to my right, Commander Naval Air FPorcs, U.S.
Pacific Fleet. They operate the aircraft carriers. And
to his right Mr. John Beckett from the Navy Nuclear
Propulsion Program. They manage the nuclear propulsion
progran.

Tonight’s meeting is being held as part of
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the process prescribed under the National Environmental
Policy Act, or NEPA. NEPA is our basic charter for
evaluating potential environmental effects of federal
actions, Under NEPA, federal agencies, in this case the
Navy, must prepare an EIS for any major action that may
significantly affect the quality of human environment.
NEPA procedures ara designed to make environmental

information available to public officials and citizens and

" to receive input from officials and citizens before

decisions are made or actions are taken.

The NEPA process for thls project was
initiated in December 1996, and in February 1937 four
public scoping meetings wers held in Bremerton and
Everett, Washington; Pearl Clity, Hawaii; Coromado,
California. $ince then wé have been busy preparing the
Draft EIS.

On August 28th of this year, the Draft EIS
was issued for public review. The availability of the
Draft EIS was announced in local newspapers. Cepies were
distributed to agencies, organizations, individuals, and
local libraries for public review. The 75-day public
review period will run through November 12th, 1998,

The purpose of this public hearing is to
describe the proposed actions and altermatives, to present
the results of the environmantal analyses contained in the
Draft EIS, and to hear your commente about the Draft EIS.
A total of five hearings just like this one are being held

in Everett, Bremerton, Washington; Honolulu, Hawaii; and
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san Diego and Coronado, california.

All oral and written comments on the Draft
EIS received tonight and throughout the public review
period will be congidered and responded to by the Navy.
The Draft EIS will then be revised as necessary to produce
a complete and thorough discussion of the potantial
environmental consegquences. The revised document which
will include responses tc all comments receivad during the
comment period Qill become part of the rinal EIS.

Depending on comments received and the effort
neaded to address them, the final EIS will be completed in
early 1999, When completed, the final EIS will be
submitted tc the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy
for Installations and Pacilities as input to the decision
making process. The document will then ba subject to a
public review periocd as required under NEPA. After this
review period the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy
will consider any comsents received and will aign a Record
Of Decieion which will document the final decisions and
will complate the NEPA process. This action is expected
in the apring of 1999,

Now, let ma explain the procedures for making
tonlght’s meeting productive and smooth. I hope that each
of you have picked up one of the blue handouts that are
available on the table near the door. It has the agenda
for tonight’s meeting on one side and a summary of the
proposed acticons and the environmental analysis on the

other side. If you do not have one ycu may get one at the
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break, or if you would like one now, please raise your
hand and we will pass one tc you.

Also, please put your name and address on the
white sign-in sheet on the table near the door if you wish
to be included on the project mailing list. If you are on
the mailing 1list you will be able to receive information
about the project.

If you wish to speak during the public
comment portion of tonight’/s meeting, I hope you have
fillad out a gray speaker request card, also available on
the table near the dcor.

Also avallable on the table are a green
handout which is a fact sheet susmarizing the Navy Nuclear
Propulsion Program, and copies of the Naval Nuclear S0th
Anniversary brochure. Please help yourself to a copy of
each of these if you wish,

Pinally, if you wish to submit written
comments and would like to have a handy form on which to
write your comments, please pick up one of the yellow
conment sheets. You may turn in your written comments
tonight by placing them in the comment box near the deoor,
or you may mail your comments to the address indicated on
the back of the commeént sheet before Hovember 12. I
assure you that written comments will get the same
attention as oral comments.

The public comment portion of tonight’s
hearing is an opportunity for you to present your comments

on the Dratt EIS. We are not going to take up your time
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to respond to each comment tonight. Responses to your
comments will be in the final BIS. To ensure that we have
reported all your comments, & transcript of this meeting
will be prepared by our court reporter.

Now, let’s get started., First we will
describe NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers and the need for
them to have home ports. Then we will explain what the
proposed actions are and why they are being considered.
Next we will sxplain the alternatives that are considered
in the Dratt BEIS. Then wa will briefly summarize the
results of the environmental analyses. That will be
followed by a discussion of the nuclear propulsion aspects
of NIMITZ-class alrcraft carriers. Following the
presentation, which will take about 40 minutes, we will
take a ten-minute break and then reconvens te receive your
conments.

Now, to talk about NIMITZ-class aircraft
carriers, homeporting, and the proposed actions, 1 would
like to introduce Captain Rockland Deal from the staff of

Ccommander Naval Air Porce, U.S. Pacific Fleet.

CAPTAIN ROCKLAND DEAL: I chose this photograph of
one of our carrisrs at sea with part of our air wing
overhead to point out that this is what the proposed
actions ve are discussing tonight are really all about.
They are about the efficient application of military power
in support of the United States’ naticnal interests

established by the President and Congress.
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It is my boss who is responsible for support
for all of the aircraft and aircraft carriers in the
Pacific Fleet. That adds up to 6 aircraft carriers, about
1600 airplanes, and more than 57,000 people who make it
all work. They are out there avery single day carrying
out their mission somewhere in the world‘s largest ocean.

I represent the people who fly these
airplanes and sail these ships, and it’'s we who need the
home port facilities that we are talking about tonight.

In this part of our presentation I‘ll
describe NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers, the major Pacific
Flaet home ports, and some of th; principal factors
creating the framework for the decision of where to
homeport aircraft carrlers.

NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers are among the
largest of the warships in the world. ‘Thoy are 1,092 feet
long by 252 feet wide on the flight deck, and 134 feet
wide at the water line. The flight deck encompasses 4.5
acres. They are also one of the deapest draft ships in
the Navy, requiring a home port berth with a depth of SO
feeot measured at mean lower-low water. The full crew
complement while in home port is 3,217 personnel, which is
roughly half ths full oparational crew complement of
approximately 6,000 when the air wing is embarked at sea.

The aircraft and air wing personnel do not
remain on the carrier while it is in home port. The air
wing is typically basea at several different Naval Air

Stations. When the carrier goes to sea, the wing support
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personnel and material are loaded at pierside, and the
aircraft fly out to meet the carrier at sea.

The Pacific Fleat has facilities in many
locations, but they are concentrated mainly in four
geographic areas: Washington’s Puget Sound in the Pacific
Northwest; the San Diego area in Southern California;
Pearl Harbor, Hawali; and Yokosuka Japan. The naval
faciltities in these areas provide home ports for nearly
all of the ships in the Pacific Fleet.

What is a home port? Each ship in the U.S.
Navy has home port where it is based when not deployed.
The crews’ families generally live there; maintenance and
material support ara located there; facilities and gquality
of life infrastructure are provided there.

The nuclear-powered ajircraft carrier oparates
on about a 24-month cycle: They deploy overseas for six
months; they undergs maintenance in the home port area for
about six months; and they spend the remaining 12 months
training for the next deploysent. About four months of
that training is spent at sea, so you can see that the
crews get precious little time in home port with their
families.

As jndicated on this slide, the Navy
designation for nuclear-powered aircraft carrier is CVN.

A conventionally-powered aircraft carrier is called a CV.
So when I use the term "CVN" in this presentation, I'm
referring to a nuclear-powered aircraft{ carrier.

The Navy’s proposed actions, which are the
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subject of this EIS, are to construct and operate the
facilities and infrastructure needed to support home ports
for three CVNs.

Two of these CVNs will be joining the Pacific
in 2002 and 2005 to replace two older
conventionally-powered aircraft carriers, CVs. Let me
emphasize that these two CVNa will replace two CVs and
will not increase the number of ships in the Pacific
Fleet. One of the CVs was decommissioned in September of
this year, and a second CV is scheduled to be
decommisaioned in 2003.

The third ¢CVN is the one homeported at Naval
Station Everett. The Bverett home port location is being
revaluated in order to assesz tha potential to increase
efticiency of support infrastructure and maintenance
capabilities and to enhance quality of life for the crew.

The decisions on CVN home ports could also
result in the need to relocate up to four Fast Combat
support Ships, or AOEs, currently homeported at Puget
Sound Naval Shipyard if an additional CVN is homeported
therae.

pecisions on facilities development need to
be made scon. This is important in order to program
budgets in time to accommodate planned arrival dates of
the two CVNs that will replace the aging CVs.

Currently designated CVN home ports are
located at three Pacific Fleet naval facilities. Two of

the home ports are in the Pacific Northwest area: Puget

10
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Sound Naval Shipyard at Bremerton, Washington, and Naval
Station Everett at Everstt, Washington.

The third designated CVN homeport is in the
San Diego area at Naval Air Station North Island in
Coronado, Califcrnia. North Island was only recently
designated a CVN home port and just received a
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier in August of 1998,

All three of the currently designated CVN
home ports are considered in this E1s. In addition,
becauste Pearl Harbor is a vital fleet concentration, it is
also evaluated in this EIS as a potential CVN home port
location.

The Navy determined specific locations for
homeporting by examining the four existing ports just
mentioned to determine how well they were capable of
satisfying the following CVN homs port cbjectives and
requirements:

Operations and training;

Support Facilities;

Maintenance Facilities; and

Ouality of life for Bavy crew and families.

As I have stated, thres CVNs are presently
assigned to the Pacific Fleet. One is currently
homeported at Bremerton, one is at North Island, and one
is at Everett. Two additional CVNs will be joining the
Pacific Fleet in coming years, bringing the Pacific Fleet
total to five CVNs and one CV. The CV based in Yokosuka,
Japan. The CV based at Yokosuka, Japan is not a topic of

11
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discussion tonight.

The EIS analysis assumes at least one CVN
will continue to be homeported at Bremerton to comply with
previous actions under the Base Realignment and Closure
process, referred to as BRAC; at least one CVN will
continue to ba homaported at North Island to comply with
previcus BRAC actions; and (3) the resaining three CVNs
will be homeported within the four alternative locations
under consideration: Bremerton, Everett, North Island,
and/or Pearl Harbor.

Bacause we were looking at four locations to
homeport three CVNs with a different range of possible CVN
berths at each location, a very large number of potential
combinations were considered. We decided on the five
combinations that presented a reasonable range of
alternatives. These five combinations along with the
alternative of no action became the six alternatives
analyzed in the Draft RIS, The no-=action alternative
evaluates the impacts that would occur if no new
facilities were constructed.

If you will look at the rows on this chart,
you will see that North Island could have a total of one
to three CVNs (the currentiy homeported CVN shown here in
white, and possibly one or two additional CvNs shown in
bluai.

CVNs (the currentiy homeported CVN and possibly one

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard could have one or two

additional CVN). Everett could have zero or twc CVNs (the

currently homeported CVN and possibly one additional CVN,

12
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or possibly minus the currently homeported CVN). Pearl
Harbor could either remain without a CVN or add one CVN.

Columns one through five represent what ve
call the action altarnatives becauaa they would involve
the action of facilities construction in order to
accommodate additional ships at those locations. In each
case the column for each alternative totals five CVNs.

Each alternative alsc has foux ACEs. The
AOEs are currently homeported at Puget Sound Naval
Shipyard. Under alternative one, with two CVNs at Puget
Sound Naval Shipyard, the four AOEs would be moved to
Naval Station Everett. Under alternative rfive, also with
two CVNs at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, two AOEs would
resain at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and two would be
moved to Naval Station Everstt.

The sixth column 1s the no-actlon
alternative. Nots that aven the no-action altarnative has
fiva CViNs. This ia because the propossd action is not to
decide how many aircraft carriars we should have in the
Pacific Fleet; the action is to decide whether to
construct the optimal facilities and infrastructure to
support them. Since NEPA requires that am EIS avaluate a
no-action alternative, we had to determine whara to
homeport three CVNs if no nevw facilitias vare constructed.
Logic dictated that wa would not move the CVNe currently
homeported in North Island, Puget Sound Naval Shipyaraq,
and Naval Station Everatt. The reat of the solution was
to locate one additional CVN at the existing transient

13
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berth at North Island; locate one additional CVN at Puget
sound Naval Shipyard; and Xeep the AOEs at Pugat Sound
Naval Shipyard.

The Navy's preferred alternative is
altarnative two, which would homs port two additional CVNs
at Naval Air station North Island and maintain Naval
station Everett as a CVN homs port. The Ravy’s preference
for this home port combination is based on North Island’s
accessibility to the sea and the training ranges; Psarl
Harbor Naval Shipyard‘s inaccessibility to the training
ranges and its lack of racilities to support a carrier air
wing; and the operational and quality of life advantages
of tha existing CVN home port at Haval station Everett and
the assumption that depot maintenance for the CVN can ke
successfully complated without a significant adverse
impact on erew quality of life or maintenance schedules
and costs.

Mow I will describe some of the construction
needed for maximus development at North Island to provide
home port facilities for a possible total of three CVNs.
To achieve the nacessary water depth of 50 feet,
approximately 490,000 cubic yards of dredging would be
required. The dredging material would be disposed of at a
deaignated ocean disposal location approximataly five
ajiles southwest of North Igland or at anather location in
accordance with permit conditions. The existing pier J/K
would be demolished and reconstructed to provide required

CVN berthing. Reconstruction of pler J/K is required to

14
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maintain berth L as the transient CVN berth to support air
wing training and battle group training for CVNs in the
U.S. Pacific Fleet area of responsibjlity.

Approximately 1.2 to 2.5 five acres of dike
area would be filled behind the pier. The fill material
would be covered with a concrete cap to provide a
transitional paved area to the other CVN berth facilities.
Filling in the dike area would require establishment of a
mitigation site to address the loss of shallow waters and
eelgrass habitat. The mitigation would include the
creation of new bay bottom and eatablishment of eelgrass
beds with new enhanced intertidal and subtidal habitat.
The mitigation site would be constructed adjacent to pier
B at the western end of North Island. Approximately
50,000 cubic yards of sediment would be dredged to
construct the mitigation site and would be in accordance
with permit specifications and agency requirements.

The concrete wharf would be supported by
concrete and steel piles, reinforced concrete pile
capbeams and the deck slab. The wharf would provide
steam, low-pressure compressed air, potable water, pure
water, salt water, sanitary sewer, oil wastes, jet fuel
and marine diesel fuel. Electrical utilities would
include a new 4,160-volt substation.

Additional improvements would include
relocation of the existing ferry/flag landing that
accommodates personnel transportation across San Diego
bay. Other improvements would include a CVN warehouse, a

15
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fleet support building, egquipment laydown building, and
lighting. Improvements to the security fence would also
be needed.

The Draft EIS analyzes the potential
environmental effects of the six alternatives. The
analysis specifically addresses construction and operation
of associated facilities and any dredging that may be
required. The study also addressed significant issues
identified during the public scoping process. The
environmental issues that are addressed in the Draft EIS
include the 17 issues listed on this slide. I will let
you read through these and also point out transportation
there includes traffic. Coronado expects your comments on
the analysis. But we have accumulated thus far in the
draft and for further study and analysis.

The EIS identifies potentially significant
environmental impacts at some or all of the home port v
locations for the following issues: Marine biology,
ground transportation, and general services and utilities.
This chart summarizes the potentially significant impacts
at each CVN home port location.

At Naval Air Station North Island, dredging
and pier replacement, which would cause marine habitat and
eelgrass habitat removal, would have significant but
mitigable impacts on marine biology. These impacts would
be associated with alternatives one, two, three and four,
and would be mitigated by construction of a habitat

mitigation area.
16
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At Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, significant
but mitigable impacts on marine biology could result from
dredging and marine construction during the salmon out
migration season and from construction of a confined
disposal facility if needed. These impacts would be
asgociated with all five of the action alternatives.
Impacts on salmon migration could be mitigated by avoiding
dredging and marine construction from mid-March through
wid June. Impacts from construction of a confined
disposal facility if needed potentially could be
compensated by construction of a shallow water habitat.
Also significant unavoidable impacts on general services
and utilities would be associated with the no-action
alternative at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard.

At Naval Station Everett significant but
mitigable impacts on marine biology could result from
dredging and marine construction during the salmon
outmigration season and during the Dungeness crab melting
period. These impacts would be associated with
alternatives one, four, and five and c¢ould be mitigated by
avoiding dredging and marine construction from mid-March
through mid-June. Under alternative four with two CVNs at
Everett, increased local commuters would cause a
significant but mitigable ground transportation impact.
This impact could be mitigated by providing roadway
improvements and by implementation of a trip reduction
program.

At pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, significant
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but mitigable impacts on ground transportation would cccur
with the homeporting of a CVN. This impact would be
associated with alternatives three and five and could be
mitigated by providing roadway improvements and by
implementation a trip reductlon prograa.

Now I would like to introduce Mr. Tom Beckett

who will discuss the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program.

MR. TOM BECKETT: Thank you, Captain Deal.

Good evening., You have probably seen it on
CNN. Alrcraft carriers give the president four-and-a-half
acres of sovereign territery he can count on any time he
needs it anywhere in the world. Fleet commanders agree
nuclear power enhances the capability of an aircraft
carrier. With high speeds, suatained endurance, tactile
flexibility and mobility aircraft carrisrs can rcspon@ to
crisis more quickly, arrive on station in higher staté of
readiness, and stay on statlion longer with less logistic
support if they are nuclear powered.

Next slide, please.

Before I discuss the results of the
Environmental Impact Statement radiological analysis, I
would 1ike to provide some background on the Navy's

nuclear propulslon program.
Farlier this year we celebrated our golden

anniversary. The brochures that Captain O/Brien referred
to on the side table include some of the many kind words

we received from the nation’s leaders to mark this
18
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occasion. If you haven’t already done so, I hope you will
take one on your way out tonight.

In the past 50 years the Navy has logged
approximately 5,000 reactor years and 115 billion miles of
steam safely and Worldwide operations on nuciear power,
There has never been a reactor accident in that period nor
has there been any relsase of radjoactivity that‘’s had a
significant effect on the public or the snvironment.

Next slide.

The naval nuclear propulsion program
standards and records surpass those of any other national
or indeed international nuclear program. To validate
compliance with our strict radiclogical control
requirements we conduct environmental menitoring in
operational areas including San Diego. Monitoring
includes analyses of air, water, sediment and marine
sanples for evidence of radiocactivity. Reports on the
results of these environmental sampling programs have been
published openly and annually since the mid-1960s. You
may find this report in the Coronado Library. This is the
current year’s report of our environmental lonitoring
program.

Thers have bsan as many as 22 naval nuclear
propulsion plants associated with nuclear powered war
ships homeported in San Diego over the past 40 years.
Independent surveys conducted by the Environmental
Protaction Agency and by other government agencies confirm
the conclusions of the Navy‘’s own environmental monitoring
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program. Operations over this period have had no
significant affect on the environment. This does not mean
that radiocactivity is not released from naval nuclear
propulsion plants. What it does mean is that such
releases are infreguent and small and are well below the
limits established by federal law,

Next slide.

Naval reactors are different from and much
more robust than their civilian counterparts. This slide
shows the live fira shot tested that was conducted in 1987
on board U.5.5. THEODORE ROOSEVELT. You can see the plume
of water behind the ship. The Navy intentionally
detonated the equivalent of over 50,000 pounds of T.N.T.
close to the hull. The reactor plant pasaed with flying
colors. This should ba no surprise because each reactor
plant must ba designed to mest the rigors of combat if
they are to serve in war ships. 1In addition, naval
nuclear plants must be designed to fit within the
congstrained volume of a war ship hull.

I’d like to point out that even on a ship as
large as a nuclear powered aircraft carrier, over 6,000
sailors must live and work every day while deployed within
600 feet of the operating reactors. The design
raquirements that result from these operational
necessities result in reactor plants that are
exceptionally rugged and resilient. 1In addition, the
reactors are simple and small being less than one-fifth
the size of the typical commercial nuclear power plant.

20
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Thus naval reactors’ designs enhance peacetime protection
of the environment and the public under the baenign
conditions existing in a near port when the reactors are
operated at low powar or are shut down.

Next slide

I'd 1ike to talk about emergency planning.
Emergency preparedness is a normsal part of ongoing Navy
planning and training. The Navy plans cover a wide range
of emergencles from events such as fires to less likely
avents such as severs weather to highly unlikely events
including radioclogical emergencies.

Radiclogical emergency preparedness starts
with continuous monitoring of radiological work by highly
motivated and trained individuals to detect any abnormal
condition. It includes detailed procedures thought out in
advance and tested to deal with the abnormality. Because
of the conservative design approach uséd in naval reactor
plants and their tacilities, the impacts from radioleogical
enargencies would be localized and not severe.
Consequently, emergency plans are based on using Navy
resiources to deal with the casualty. Hewever —- and I
would like to emphasize this ~- the plans do include
proapt notification of both state and local officials at
the time of the casualty. Existing state and local
government plans for ensuring protection of the public
during general energencies such as severe weather are
sufficient for protection froa the casualties resulting

from naval reactor plants.
21
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Next slide, please.

With that background and experience, let's
discuss the Environmental Impact Statement’s radlclogical
analysis.

We parformed detailed analyses locking at
potential impacts to ajr, water, and sediment quality from
a range of both normal operations and potential casualty
gituations. The analyses cover impacts to humans as well
as to plant and animal lifa. Further, the analyses are
conducted using internationally accepted methodology and
use risk factors derived from the international commission
on radiation protecticn. The methodology assumes that the
risk to a given meamber of the public is higher than that
to a facility worker or sailor. This accounts for more
sensitive populations among the public such as children
and the elderly.

Patal cancers are reported, since fatal
cancer is the commonly accepted measure of impact from
radioactivity exposure. However, the analyses also cover
non-fatal cancers and other health effects including
genstic defacts.

Next siide.

We use several conservative assumptions in
conducting the riek analyses from both normal operations
and hypcthetical accidants. For example, we assume that
the weather conditions exist which would maximize exposure
to the public, and we assume that the radiological forced

term which is used is greatly -- is much larger than the
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source term actually available in the plants and
facilities. If these conservatisms were removed from the
analyses, we would find that the risks are many times
lover than those that I am about to report.

For cumulative impacts we assume that all
nuclear powersd ships in the area are concentrated in the
home port location. PFor North Iasland what this means is
that we assumed as many as 12 naval reactor plants
assoclated with the 10 submarines and 1 aircraft carrier
in tha area as the bassline, and then we evaluate it the
impact of up to 18 reactor plants associated with 10
submarines and 2 CVNa, 3 CVNs for the cumulative total.

Next slide.

Let me digress a little bit at this point and
talk about the potential for shipboard accidents. The
evaluation of shipboard accidents reveals significant
details about military capability and war ship design.
Consequently it’s discussed in a classified appendix to
the Environmental Impact Statement. This classified
appendix is not relsasable to the public but has been
provided to Environmental Protection Agency headgquarters
for review.

What we can state publicly about the analysis
in the classified appendix is that all inclusions and
environaental impacts are covered by the discussion of
facility accidents contained in the unclassified sections
of the Environmental Impact Statement. I would also like

to point out that in addition to these analyses we have
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conducted extensive classified analyses of the design of
the NIMITZ-class resactor plant and had provided those to
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and its advisory
committee on reactor safeguards for independent review.
They have both concluded that these plants are safe. Each
review, although not required by law, are part of the
Navy’s longstanding practice of obtaining independent
consideration of important elements of nuclear propulsion
design.

Next slide.

Now finally, here are the resuits of the
radiclogical analyses of homeporting carriers at North
Island., Tha average additional annual risk to a single
menhey of tha population within 50 miles of North Island
from the cumulative impact of normal operations is less
than one in one bhillion. And the cumulative risk from
accident situations, in this case, a facility fire is less
than one in seven hundred million.

Next slids, please.

I provide this slide to provide some
perspective on thoss risks. You’ll note soms other risks
agsociated with common everyday activities in this area.
This supports our conclusion that the combined impact of
cperation of carriers in this area is much less than the
risk asgociated with everyday life.

Next slide.

Finally, I‘d like to show that this slide
represents a Seal Team inspaction, environmental
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inspection of U.S.S. NEVADA in her home port in Maine. I
use this to illustrate our point that the conclusion from
the Environmental Impact Statement is that there is no
significant radioclogical impact from any of the
honmeporting alternatjives.

I would now like to turn the program back

over to Captain Deal.

CAPTAIN ROCKLAND DEAL: Bafore we begin the public
comment portion of this hearing, we will take a ten-minute
break. If you haven’t dons so already, this would be a
good time for you to £ill out and turn in the speaker
request card or to pick up copies of handouts from the
table by the door. Let me remind you, we have three
handouts available. The handouts are color coded blue
information sheets, grasn nucl;nr propulsion fact sheets,
and yellow are written comment forms. In addition, there
is a Naval Nuclear 50th Annivarsary brochure that you are
welcome to take. All of these handouts are available on
the table near the door. During the break we will leave
up op the projector of the slide to show you whara to send
your written comments.

Please return back to your seats in ten
mitmtes, and we will begin the public comment portion of
the hearing.

(A recess was taken.}

CAPTAIN ROCKLAND DEAL: All right. At this time we

would like to hear your comments on the Draft EIS. You
25
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nead to know the things that we missed and areas for
further research for further analysis because we want to
make the right decision on homeporting these carriers.
Again, we won’‘t be responding to questions tonight, as
frustrating as it may be for some of you and for some of
ug here. In order to hear from averyona and to gather the
axpertise to anawer your questions completely and
thoroughly we will do that in writing. Every comment
whether oral or written will be answered to the best of
our ability.

Please remember no homeporting decision has
been or will be made until the NEPA process has been
completed., Your comments will be recorded by our court
reporter tonight to become part of the permanent racord,
part of the public record on the Environmental Impact
Statemant process.

Out of courtesy to elected officials and
Government agency representatives speaking on behalf of
our constituencies, we will take their comments first. We
would like to hear from Coronado residents next and other
individuals. If you wish to speak and have not yet turned
in a gray speaker reguest caxrd, please do so now. If you
neaed a speaker request card, please hold up your hand and
someone will bring one to you. After we have gone through
all the cards provided to us, we will ask if anyone else
wishes to speak and allow them the opportunity to do so.

When your name is called please step to the
podium, state your name and spell your name for the court
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reporter. I will also identify the next speaker in
advance so that he or she can move to the front aof the
room and be ready to follow the current speaker. Have
courtesy to others that would like to speak. We reguest
We will

use this red light on the table to signal wvhen it is time

that you limit ycur comments t¢c three minutes.
to close your comments. VWhen you have 30 seconds
remaining, the red light will turn on. When your three
minutes has ended, the red light will turn off. That will
be your signal to close your comments so the next person
may spesak. If your comments cannot be condsnsed to three
minutes, we encourage you to submit them in writing.
Again, I’a sure you have comments, and we have people
waiting to answer thoroughly.

In the event you have commants you wish to
enter after tonight’s mesting you may submit that in
writing by mailing tham to usa.

again, and it's on the yellow sheet, that informatjon

The address is put up
sheat. You may use the yellov comment sheet we have
provided for that purpose or any other stationery that you
want to use. We can accept written comments through
November 12, 1998, And again, tha address is on the
yellow and the green handouts.

Now we are ready to begin to hear your
coaments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Tha first person to speak tonight will be
Congressman Bob Filner and Dr. Edward Siegel will be next.

Congressman Filner.
27
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CONGRESSMAN BOB FILNER: Thank you. Good evening.
My name is Bob Filner, and I represent the 50th
Congressional District, San Diego County and appreciate
the meating today.

I want to make comments con, one, the process
that is being handled ‘here, and second, substance of the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

First, on the process, I did express to you
sarlier today I think a very great trustration and
distress that this kind of meeting is not a dialogue; that
is, people want to have anavers; they want to have
discussion. This is a moat important issus for people’s
futures. There ought to be some dialogue and not just
written answvers four or five months later and nchody can
read them or discuss them. As I told you this afternoon,
Captain, I would offer my good services to have a
community mesting anywhere in the county where ther; can
be this give and take, and I will make that in writing and
hope that you can and other Navy officials be there for a
real discussion.

Second, in some degrees this whole process
that you are doing is somawhat of a charade. I think
paople saxpect when thare is ap Environmental Impact
Statement done someons is going to review it and certify
it. That’s what happans with private projects and most
government agencies. I hope -- I think people should
undaratand that with military matters the Environmental

Impact Statement is self-certified. As you said, no
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decision is sade. Nobody can overrule you either. There
is no higher body to review this impact statement than the
Navy itself. So this will be certified by you as being
consistent with whatever you said it was consistent with.
So I think people should understand that. Let me make -~
and I'm going to be introducing legislation in the next
congress that says the military ought to bs subject to the
same certification processes that as the civilians are for
their projects.

Lot ma make a couple of guick statements on
the substance. Number one, the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement from my reading does not contain full
information necessary for the public to make an informed
decision. There is denial of any accident record, for
exanple, Or emergency response plans that we can see
there.

Several consultants that have been hired by
the City of Coronado and others have testified that the
information is in there where it’s skimpy and does not
allow for an independent discussion or analysis of thas
intormation.

Second, the DEIS did not respond to issues
raised by the community in the scoping process. I think
you understand that the scoping process where cur concerns
could be fully expressad. The Navy rejected most of those
issues ralged by the community imcluding the environmental
justica concerns of scme communities. Nor daid the Navy

include any analysis of the real worst case accident that
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is a breach of the rsactor core.

Lastly the DEIS does not consider current or
new information, does not consider findings of recent
G.A.0. report that found that nuclear propulsion carriers
wvere far more costly and provided no military advantage.
I think the Navy needs to take a step back, reassess this
entire project in light of the new analysis of the G.A.0.

1 appreclat-lthc time tonight.

DR. EDWARD SIEGEL: Yes, I’‘m metallurgist. I'd
like to respond to Mr. Beckett’s comments about resilient
number one, rugged number two, and thres, gimple. I’n a
graduate of (inaudible) whistle blower. (inaudible) After
that P.5.A. (inaudible). After that incident (inaudible)
agencies fired mismaile blower., After that (inaudible)

combustion before it was (inaudible). 1 worked on

INCO-182. (inaudible) weld alloy.
I want to say gomething up front. I
understand you gentlemen are not brave encugh —— I'm not

trying to insult you -= to go down in nuclear submarine.
People who go down in nuclear submarines {inaudible) are
I’m like the veterinarian.

brave. But they ars jockeys.

I can’t teach you metallurgy. I‘1l talk a little more
tomorrow night.

Embrittlement of alloys (inaudible).
(inaudible) is like osteoporosis. So getting back to Mr.

Beckett’s comments, resilience to what? Not to shock.
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Not to mechanical shock. Not to time and temperature.
Just guickly (inaudible).

Number two, rugged. Not to shock in any way.

Number three, simple, in no way.

To metallurgy of nuclear reactors alloys is
very, very, very complicated.

S0 to conclude what I would like to say,
thare has besn one major nuclear accident which I will
pass around, I would just like these back. I’m interested
in what the Navy’s comment is about the EMERAUD. French
nuclear submarine captain and nine crew members killed
March 30th, ‘94. That’s an INCO-182 axplosion. I worked
on many of these.

To conclude at the same time, statement and
Let’s talk about over aging and
embrittlement {(inaudible}. (inaudible)
fan that they gava out at the Miramar Air Show.

embrittiemant (inaudible) ars generic.

make it very briefly.
This is an SAIC
Overaging
See hov the blue
is peeling away. That’s the reason you and I don’t look
as good as we did 30 years ago. Over aging means
accelerating.

Your corss ars not lasting more than 20 to 25
Thaey should have lasted 50.

Yearsa. The reason is over

aging. It is generic and endemic. My worry isn’t as much
as the STENNIS as it’s with your whols submarines here.

Thank you for your time.

BETSY GILL: The late 1980s upper echelon Navy

1} H.16
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officials decided to convert San Diago into a megaport
concentrating West Coast naval activitiss in San Diego
county. North Island being a main component would
homeport thres to four nuclear carriers plus be the site
of a multitude of hazardous waste storage and maintenance
facilities. As you atated, by law a change of that
magnitude requires an Envircnmental Impact Statement. To
prevent North Island’s closest neighbor Coronadc from
understanding the magnitude of the impact, the Navy
officials devised a strategy to understand the negative
impacts on Coronado. The Navy prepared two nasgive
Environmental Impact statements, in my opinion, the
purpose baing to mask the impacts and to justify a
decision previously made. To avold responsibility for the
diminished quality of life in Coronado, the two impact
reports concluded that North Island’s major expansion
caused no significant change in Coronado‘s traftfic, air.
quality, noiss, nor any increased risk to health.

our City Council has finally hired
independent experts to review this second EIS. Our janmed
straets, particularly the northeast quadrant, our poor air
quality and increased noise levels considered
insignificant in your report do indeed have negative
impacts on our quality of lifas.

How are we going to give any credibility to
your health risk analysis when your traffic analysis was

so groassly incorrect?

T H17
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public process since 1993, the entire process, the
Environmental Impact Statements, the comment periods, the
public hearinga. This must be my fifth one, tha promises
to answer questions, I’a sorry gentlemen, they just appear
to me a joke and sham. The failure of honest disclosure
and the evasion of the facts during the past tivnryearu
have caused many Coronado citizens, cartainly ayself, to
disbelieve and distrust Navy statements and findings. It
is unworthy of & Navy and institution previously held in
high regard to pass the risk and the burden of its
activities on the citizens of surrounding communities.
Without aven an acknowledgment of the negative lmpacts. 1
am not blaming you, but somewhare along the chain of
conmand maybe high up nobody really looked at Coronade and
undarstood how this expansion would affect our community.
Thank you.

GAIL BRYDES:
O’Brien and Mr. Beckstt,

Thank you, Captain Deal, Captain
1711 confine my comments
primarily to traffic, cumulative impacts and also a
proposed alternative.

In table 3.9-1 of this document, I want to
point out a couple of things about this chart. First of
all, the Coronadeo bridge is identified as a fresway, and
it is said that this is from the Coronado general plan.
This is not a fact. 'The Corcnadc genaral plan identifies
the Coronado bridge as a principal arterial. 14 also

1ike to point out the number of daily traffic volume

A H1Y,
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&6,000.
of date.

Association of Governmants, and wa are interested in this

Pleame nota that this is 1993 data, and it’s out
Thim is the traffic tlow map for the San Diego
transportation corridor right here. You’ll note that it
is the most impacted local street and road in all of San
Diego County. It carries over 75,000 vehicles a day. And

those vehicles ingress and egreass onte Coronado
residential streets. You‘ll notice that the impact is
even greater than it is on Harbor Drive. Harbor Drive
only carries 70,000 vehicles a day, and that’s not in
front of residences. This is an existing condition.
The data that’s put forward in this EIS is
1993 data.

1t’s approximately thers. It’s the average

saven-day a weaek numbar. Where the actual numbers that we
are dealing with in 1995 five day a week, and that’s
workday, is up over 81,000 vehicle trips a day. The
impact on 3rd and 4th Street in Coronado during peak
You can see between

And in the

periods is lavel of service E and F.
5 and § a.m. Ird Streat ig the most impacted.
afternocons it’s 4th Street that’s the most impacted.

With regard to the cumulative analyeis the
project srea is identified here at Naval Station -- Naval
Alr station North Island. The cumulative projects that

were identifisd are all arocund the bay, and I would think

_ that these projects night be appropriate to do a

cumulative analysis perhaps for NTC or for Point Loma, but
you‘ll netice the transportation corridor that serves this

project right here, there are no projects. There ls

T H1.10
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nothing cumulative in this transportation corrider. Not
one project. And off tha top of my head, I could name at
least five of them. I'll put them on here so you can take
a look.

First of all, the impact study for removal of
the tolls on the Coronado bridge. We have got the
Glorietta Bay master plan. We have got the Hotel Del
naster plan. You have got tha coming of the convention
And at the

Naval Amphibjious Base Coronado you have cumulative

center expansion and possibly a ballpark.

projects that have occurred over the last five years and
will occur into the futurs. Thase ars all past, present
and reasonably future projects that we can expect. None
of which have bean identified undsar tha cumulative impact
analysis in this document. And I think that’s a failure.
Now, with regard to the alternatives that
were considered in ths document, all of the altsrnatives
were compared to tha no action alternative, wvhich puts two
carriers at North Island, two at Puget Sound, ona at
Everett and none at Pearl Harbor. But among the other
alternatives that were analyzed, there vere no two carrier
alternatives that were viable for N.A.S. Korth Island, and
the reason the nho-action alternative was flawed is because
of utilities and general services at Puget Sound.
However, if you combine the actions from six and five,
what you come up with is another alternative which
provides a viable two carrier alternative to NAS North

Island, and that would be to put two AOZs at Puget Sound
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and two at Everett. This 1s an alternative that wasn‘t
considered, and there wasn’t a two-carrier viable
alternative considered in this document.

With regard to cost, the proposed alternative
costs less than the Navy’s preferred alternative, which is
this one, alternative two. So I would like to compare the
proposed alternative with the Navy’s preferred
alternative. What you have is a cost savinags of
approximately $62 million which might he used to fund a
bridge approach improvement for the City of Coronado. The
proposed alternative meets the operational objectives, and
not onhly doas it not increase the environmental impacts,
but actually would remove some of the environmental
impacts on this community.

In closing what I would like to say is, I
have heard that this is a rubber stamped decision on the
part of the Navy. And I would like to ancourage, since
there has been probably a million dollars spent on this
EIS, and what we find is the data is out of date, it’s not
factual, there is no cumulative analysis of the
transportation impacts, and there is a viable two-carrier
alternative that hasn’t been explored. 1 would like to
sncourage the Navy leadership as well as our congressional
representatives not to allow this document to ba rubber
stamped.

two~carrier alternativae for NAS North Island, and I would

I urge a look, a serious look at a viable

sncourage the cost savings that are realized to be

reinvested in this community as mitigation for the

pH1L2
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cunulative impacts of traffic on this small residential
community.

It’a time that the Pedaral Government steps
up to the plats and takes financial responsibility for the
jmpacts that it’s brought.

Thank you for your time.

MARK ETHAN SMITH: My name is Mark Ethan Saith.
That’s M-a-r-k, E-t-h-a-n, 8-m-i-t-h. I’m an eight-year
resident of Coronado and a candidate for the Coronado City
Council. I oppose this expansion of the Navy's program
due to tha many adverse impacts on Coronado and also to
the high probability of a serious nuclear accident due to
human error. It takes top quality peopls to run nuclear
reactors safsly, and the Navy cannot mest its recruiting
goals for top quality pecple. This isn’t the old problem
of trying to compete with higher paying private industry.
Dua to the decline in ocur country’s sducational guality
over the last few generations, private industry cannot
maet its recruiting goals and has to import forsigners.

I would like to know exactly whers and how
the Navy thinke it can find the personnel to cperate thess
reactors safely.

Thank you.

IRVING REFKIN: My name is Irving Refkin,
R-a-f-k-i-n. I'm a resident of Coronado and have been for

18 years.
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I wouldn’t have brought my children here, my AHLI5

wife here if I didn’t think that it was safe. The nuclear

submarines have been across the way for a long time. I'm
hearing the things that I heard in 1940, “Rot in my
backyard; defend the country but do it from scmeplace
else®; and you can’t do it. You have got to have a fleet
here in order to protect this area. I think that the Navy
is doing a tine job in the way it’s handing nuclear
raactors, in handling the nuclear ships. We go there. We

go around there. I fesl safe. And I think the rest of

the Corcnadoans feel safs as wall or we wouldn’t be living

here.

Thank you.

LARRY BROWN: My name is Larry Brown, Be«r-o-w-n.

Gentlemen, the city Council sent you -- sent
the Navy a letter dated robrnary %th, 1997 which contained
comments on scoping the EIS for homeporting CVNs in
Coronado. It was a comprehensive recitation of the
city’s =- the comsunity’s legitimate concerns, and we had
hoped that Navy decision makers would take that into full
account in drafting the EIS. Sad to say that was a false
hops. This Draft EIS in many respects follows the
patterns of the previous EIS for homeporting the STENNIS.
Indead it often quotes it verbatim, even though it’s two
years old, and it’e incompleta, careless and insensitive

mind set in important aspects of impact analysis,

sspecially in regard to traffic impact and disregard of Y
k1
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cumulative impacts particulariy in incessantly ignoring
tha involvemant of multiple CVs and ath;r naval air
ptation activities. This trivialization of community
concarns is disturbing. We deserve bettesr,

I believe that I'm a member of the majority
of Coronado citizens that support the mission and the
presence of North Island and other Navy activities in
Coronado to include the acceptancs of CVN homsporting
hers. 1 understand the oparational and legistic
considerations that maks Coronado a preferred home port
for thase ships. That same majority, howsver, believes
that Navy officlals and the fleet command and that the
Navy department levels’ concerns nesd to change the way
they think about recognizing the severely adversas
secondary sffacts of Navy activities in Coronado and
accepting Navy responsibllity for reasonable mitigation.
You have a chanca to do this in the EIS, in this EIS, but
the draft gives us scant confidence.

Thank you.

EARL CALLAHAN: Good evening. My name is Earl
callahan. I live in Coronado about three blocks outside
of North Island fencs.

The RIS indicates the Navy has not had any
radliation accidents and mors or less assumas it will naver
have any accidenta. MNothing is parfact, and there are
reports the nuclear Navy has had Navy nuclear accidents,

radiation accidents. The Navy has told us at the previous

-4 H116.
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meatings here that the public will not be informed of all
radiation and chemical accidents here at Neorth Island. We
therefors need in Coronado, cutside the Navy fence
radiation and chemical monitoxs. We also need an alarwm
system similar to the sirens at civilian nuclear plants,
Wa do not want to be dependent upon the Navy to inform us.
There is no way the residsnts could be inforwmed
immediately without an alara system or monitoring system
of thair own. Immediate action may be necessary among the
public at some time to save lives. Perhaps the Navy
should provide these monitoring systems.

Thank you.

JOSEPH WEAVER: I am Joe Weaver. I live in
Coronado.

I do not think the homeporting of carriers to
the defsnsa of this country should be decided by civilians
of a small group like this. This should be decided by
C.N.0, and the people there what is best for the defense
of our country. Not for the convenisnce of pacple here.
They talk about three homsported carriers.

I was hers during World War II, and all
around North Island there wers piers and the carriers.
Thera ware much mors psople then, but of course we wers
fighting a war. 1 preferred not to fight that war, have
our carriers dispersed and placad whers they are best
strategically now and not for the convenience of the

peopla here.
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We talk about the dangers. Everyone here
tock a greater risk just driving to this place than you
have a risk from any nuclear radiation accident from these
That is not a big

carriers. It is practically nil,

problem. Thers will be an impact, but we have had three
carriers based here all along. These carriers are not
that much more than wa have alvays had. But we have
poured in more hotels and everything else, and we have put
up & bridge, and people can put two psople in a car and
they crowd our town. Try to go from one side of the town
across Orangs. Not Navy traffic coming te work at ten
o’clock in the morning. These are the tourists and people
from across the way. What should be done here is to let a
C.N.O. and his staff do what is best for our country. And
if you are so scared of your carriers, you have an option.

You can move.
We do not have an option about defending this
¥We do not want

country. We have to dc the best we can.

to go back to fossil fuels. They do not have the
endurance that a carrier has. Let’s base the carrier
whera the C.N.0. says is best.

Thank you.

HED PLOYD: I am Ned

Good avening, gentlemen.
Floyd, F=-l-o-y-d.

This citizen is in favor of latting the Navy
determine the best location for its nuclear carriers. If

its Coronado, I would be proud of that. There are two
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reasons for my thinking. First the Preamble of the
constitution provideas that Congress and tha Government
shall provide a defense for the country and then to
promote the well-being of the people. They had their
priorities straight. The CVNs represent a marked
snhancement in capabilities to protect us. And they do
protect. As a quantum physicist, not a nuclear phyaicist,
I have full confidence in the abjlity of the Navy crews to
continue to operate nuclear plants without incidents. The
sacond point is that the crews on these ships are our
protectors.

I invite thogse that have views that differ
from mine to please support these creaws in their
commitment and honor and aid them and welcoms them to
Coronado.

Thank you.

MICHAEL DEDINA: I‘a Michael Dedina, M-i-c-h-a-e-1,
D-e-d-i-n-a.

I have to agree with Congressman Filner that
it would be -- have been best if you had an interactive
session where we would have -- I don’t know if you
gentlemen are engineers, but to answer the questions about
what’as on our minds here, which is the nuclear power
plants on the carriers.

And I‘m going to ask you some questiona. I'm
not a nuclear physicist., Don’t know toc much about it.

But let me ask you a few things and hopefully some answers
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will be forthcoming in future meetings which will be
interacted.

What enissions exist on an ongoing basis from
nuclear power plants on the carriers? I don‘t even know
if there are any.

Is there such a thing that every day, gee,
it’s just a small level, if it’s okay?

Wwnat lavels of particulates -- and 1 assume I
am using the right word when I say particulates -- what
levels of particulates emissions are considered normal?

what levels of particulates are considered
sufficientliy high to trigger an alert to the public?

what has been done to keep nuclear emissions
from spreading to the community in case of a, God forbid,
Pearl Harbor type emergency when our ships -- it happened
to us before, you know, and Lord hope it never happens
again; but if it does, the ships will be here. If they do
wo have to conaider the lives of the peopls who live vhars
I live in Imperial Beach, folks in National City, chula
vista, Tijuana, San Diego and so forth.

What will happen to the population if, God
forbid, that should happen?

And, you know, wars do happen. If there
wveren’t such a case, you fallows wouldn’t have a job.

Thank you very much.

FRED LORENZEN: My name is Fred Lorenzen,

L-o-c~e-n-z-e-n. Caronado resldent.
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I have a number of questicns first, which I ﬂ H12Z

must represent concerns that I have.

I don’t understand why the Navy when it first
proposed the first CVN nuclear carrier why at that time
didn’t they indicate that they were going to request three
nuclear carriers all together?

And ons question, when a carrier -- when a
CVN is in port at a berth, are the nuclear reactors
operating at the time?

Is water used for cooling the reactors taken
from the bay and discharged into the bay?

of the four proposed CVN locations and the
proposed alternatives for each ona, why is North Island
being singled cut for three CVNs and potentially fewer
CVNs at other sites? It dcesn’t seem fair.

It three CVNs are approved for North Island,
what proportion of the CVN fleet would nead to conplefe
thae Navy fleet will be based at North Island; that is, how
many CVNas are thera in axistence?

It has been estimated that one —- that the
nuclear reactors of ohe CVN are equivalent to two nuclear
powar plants. If we have three CVNs at North Island, that
could be the equivalent to #ix nuclear power plants. Then
add the six submarines across the bay, and each one jis
equivalant to a nuclear power plant; we have the
squivalent of about 12 nuclear power plants in the bay

araa.

The sad commentary of this whole nuclear mess ¢
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is that San Diego, and especially Coronado, is the big
disappointment in the California Environmental Protection
Agency decision to grant a permit for the Navy to
construct and operate a toxic waste treatment plant. This
permit was just issued a couple of monthe ago by the
agency in California that’s supposed to protect ug and
protect the environment.

This elementary school whers wa are meeting
tonight is located within about one mile of the CVN berth
is, and more importantly, within about one mile of the
toxic waste treataesnt plant.

Remember that the law states for written
comments responding to today’s proposal should be
postmarked November 12th.

Thank you.

GINNA McDONNOUGH: Good evening. I’a a resident
and business owner here in Coronado.

First of all I would just like to restate one
thing that Congressman Filner said because I think it’s
important to note that the general accounting office, the
government’s own report of Congress of August 1998
states -- you guys can read it if you want -- that thers
is no military advantage to nuclear pcwered carriers over
conventional carriers. And they operate at a cost of more
than $8 billion.

So to me I don’t really understand what the

advantage is in any respect to any of these things.
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one of the thinga you showed up here was that
we would be promptly notified of any accidents. 1I’d like
to know how prompt prompt notification is. There was a
release of radiocactive steam up in Bremerton a month back
and the public wasn‘t notified for 15 hours after the
relaase. Too late to really do anything to detect
arterwards, S0 the damage is already done, and the public
was notified late.

Why is it that accidents on board ships have
been claasified information. We have really nothing te go
on. We don’t even know how many accidents thare have ever
been on board a ship because that’s classified
informatjon. I want to know, 1 don’t know why that
should be classified, especially if it is something that
is going to affect us.

I know you're experiencing a lot of my
frustration. I’ve besn involved in this probably the last
three years in opposition to this, and as far as I'm
concerned, this process has just been fraught with
deception and lies on the part of the Navy.

The originally EIS was only scoped for one
carrier even though I‘m convinced that the Navy knew all
along that thay wanted to bring three here ultimately.

But ve vere -- the original impact reports, one lady
stated how it’s based on information that is not even --
it doesn’t even apply anymore.

I’m sorry. I was making notes while

everything was going on.
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Also I -- soma of thoge things were a little
hard for me to read, your transparencles, but you stated
that the only environmental impact would be on marine life
and marine biology in this area. Well, there is a lot of
human beings that live here too.
lions in the bay. Thers is a lot of people who are going

to ba dramatically affected by what you do.

It is not just the sea

The traffic in this town is outragecus. And
you ¢an‘t tell me by bringing two more, thres more maybs
carriera here that the traffic is not going to get worse.
And contrary to what some gentleman said about the
tourista, it is not the tourists. There is a traffic

problea in this town. It is the Navy. You are deing

nothing to help us alleviate this. There is an item on
our ballot in November that 'is a citizen’s advisory vota
about a tunnel to be built. Now, as far as I‘m concerned,
it is the Navy’s traffic problem; the Navy should be
helping Coronado deal with it.

And that I‘ll talk mors about the health
eftects tomorrow, and bocau#a I own and operates a health
food store in this town, so I hear and know a lot of risks
and sicknesses and stuff, Let’s see.

Also we wers told originally, at least it was
my understanding, there would be no shipbuilding and
repair work to go in hers. Well, apparently NASSCO has
just been 80ld to General Dynamice, and I understand
NAS5CO has put in a bid to do shipbuilding repair.

We saw a plan that was in the administrative
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record that showed a dry dock being built on North Island.

Is that happening or not? 1Is this true?

And I want to know if that is going to be
there beacause that means who knows what other carriers are
going to come from scmeplace slse to be built and repaired
here too. That is something that may be here in the
future, but is it going to affect us as well?

Also as far as the mixed waste storage
tacility, about three years ago, very nice captain,
captain chamberlain was in charge of thia project —- he is
retired now, maybe he couldn’t stand the heat, I don’t
know -- but anyway, he was giving us a little spiel about
everything was going to be stored and treated there, and
it was a huge facility; and I asked him at that time,
well, if it's such a big facility what are you exactly
going to do with it, and what his answer was to me was,
oh, it is just going to bes booties, tools, some
contaminated eguipment, not too big. And I said, well, if
that’s true, why do you need such a big tacility? What's
to stop other people or outlets from storing their waste
and radioactive waste? He told me at that time, these are
his exact wvords, “That will never happen.™ Well, if -- we
come to find out, no, there is possibly 38 other
facilities that are going to be storing their toxic
radioactive and hazardous waste on North Island. All that
is coming to our town by truck.

Is this true or not?

I guess the problem with me is I feel like we
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have really been deceived through thie whole process, that $|{137

you have not been straight forward from the beginning. It
would be in your best interest to tell ua the truth, from
the beginning tell us the truth., You wouldn’t have this
kind of problem. You wouldn’t have citizens that are
frustrated and angry and upset baecause we feel like our
own government, oh, surprise, surprise, is lying to us.

Anyway, you’'re asking us to accept more
traffic, more pollution, more hazardous waste, more harm
to our future generations. This to me is unacceptable and
I‘m opposed to the project to begin with, but you’ll hear
from me tomorrow night.

Thank you very much.

BUD FOSTER: My name is Bud Foster. I‘m a Coronado
resident,

You can probably tell I‘m a retired Navy
captain. You may not know that I operated, supervised,
repaired the Navy nuclear ships froam 1959 to 1983, so I'm
quite experienced, I also did training at Bettis, and I
know that their job was not to whistle blow and make light
of all the investments. That lab was very isportant to
the Navy nuclear powers, and personally it hurts me to
have someone who should have a striped shirt and be on a
football fleld up here being proud of some other things.

Pecause I do admire the enthusiasm of the
people, but bacause of my experience I would like to

expres¢ my disappointment that this has been going on
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three years as the previous speaker said.
open forums, the naval reactor‘’s office, Rich Geeto
(phonetic) has been here, has spent hours answering
questions after g9iving a introduction. 1t has always hurt
me that my next door neighbor stood up and told him, well,
you can say anythlng you want te, but we are not going to
beliave what you say. I think you just heard that from
the previous speaker.

I admire the fact that you naval officers and
representatives can be there and take all this baloney.

I alsc live on 1st Street and three blocks
from the carrier pler. So I experience what has also been
talked about here as the traffic. From the list of things
that are in the Environmental Impact Statement, I do not
gea that the effect on our community of the shipyard
workersg being here. Now even though they are only here
for six months out of two years for one ship, I'm sure
there will be other things that will go on. When we get
the three ships here that means we may have as much as 5-
or 600 shipyard workers working on those ships. I know
that’s a high side number, but that is a possibility. I
would like to make sure that the impact statement
addresses that. Mayor Golding Hearing addressed this by
getting a ferry over. We talked about the temporary
workers live over there at the ASK training center instead
of traveling through our city every day.

Thank you.

There have been § H.1.38
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SALLY FINCH: My name is Sally Finch. I'm a
resident of Coronado.

I'm speaking tonight not because I am opposed
to another nuclear carrier on Coronado. The Navy has been
a good naighbor, and they have an excellent safety record
for their nuclear carriers.

I am speaking tonight because the Navy has
completely and utterly falled tc deal with the traffic
consequences of another carrier in Coronado. Coronado is
a city of only 25,000 people. It is a very small
community with only local roads. You are talking about a
carrier that has a home port crew of over 1,000 people.
And to say that 1,000 additional people living in Coronado
are not golng to impact the traffic situation here, which
is already obscene, greatly impacted, is preposterous to
me. I don’t know how the E.I.R. can describe the traffic
impacts of this proposal as insignificant.

If the Navy wants to move ahead with this
project, they need to come up with some mitigation
measures to deaal with the traffic problems.

Thank you.

JIM PEUGH: My name is Jim Peugh, P-e-u-g-h. I
represent the San Diego Audubon Society.

We have a raal concern with the biological
impacts of this project. The previcus phasa of the
homeporting project has a new mitlgation site on the north

side of North Island. The selgrass apparently is
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mitigating the loss of ealgrass; however, it has its own J\k{l&]

environmental impact that’s caused a loss of about a half

a mile of intertidal habitat along the shorelina. About
30 feet wide by half a mile lohg. This habitat is
important for shore birds for fish at high tide. They

don‘t fly at the high tide, they swim up in the tides in
the useless habitat and forage the invertebrates that help
clean our water. I have actually gone and looked in

the -- I have paddled over there myself, and the bird
activity ie significantly less than it is in the areas on
both sides of the mitigation habitat just as you would
expact from leooking at it.

But only a few hundred yards of natural
shoreline in the north part of San Diego Bay, so even
though the shoreline along North Island doesn’t look very
attractive, that’s almost the best we have in the north
part of the bay; so it’s really important when we lose it.

Unfortunately the next phase the EIS looks
like, you are just going to do the same. You are going to
degrada or eliminate more intertidal habitat or eelgrass
habitat., This is a vioclation of the Clean Water Act. I
don’t know how you got away with it the first time, and I
certainly hope you don’t get away with it another time.

The EIS that you have acknowledges upland
habitat that says it isn’‘t too goed. It talks about the
aguatic habitat, but it ignores the intertidal habitat.

So I paddle over in my kayak to look, and sure enough,

there is a shoreline betwesen the upland and marine habitat v
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contrary to vhat the Environmental Impact Report suggests.T

I -~ we urge that you assess the cumulative
impacts of this project with respect to intertidal
habitat; in other words, look at what the impact you have
already knocked out, about half a mile of shoreline and
now you are going to knock out someé more. But why don’t
you look at the cumulative impact. We don’t have much
shoreline.

We would also like you to expand this EIS to
include mitigation for the shoreline habitat that was
destroyed in the first phase of the homeporting project.
Wa would like for you to change the mitigation plan that
you have in the EIS plan you have now to elther to do an
eelgrass project that won’t wipe out more intertidal
habitat or to establish another mitigation site that will
offaet the loss of intertidal habitat that the selgrass
proposal you have will do.

And if you can’t do these things, you know,
take your ships scmewhare else.

BEVERLY DYER: Good evening. I'’m Beverly Dyer. I
live here in Coronado.

I have a number of questions I would like to
have answered.

Why do we need the nuclear carriers to
replace the ones we have when the officer we have states
that they do not have enough money to support the present

saervices nor to give them increases?
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And since the ships are already sailing
short-handed as has been stated by the Navy, up to 4- to
500, that they do not have in their -- how are we going to
have that personnel to control the nuclear ship?

Will there be enough gualified personnel to
handle these?

As requires a great deal of knowledge about
nuclear waste, will these be -- personnel be trained?

Whera will they be trained, and for how long?

How will there their backgrounds and their
ability be correctly checked, and by whom and what kind of
statistics are you going to use?

What will these individual checkups amount
to?

We have never been given and we would like to
obtain information about the reasons for fully closing the
Navy base at Long Beach and moving the facilities here.

And what criteria was used by BRAC when they
designated this?

It has never been told to us, so we do not
undersatand.

Who do we hold responsible for making this
decision to move these to Coronado and to close some of
the large bases that were fully adeguate?

May we have the namesa and designations of the
individuals who decided this?

Or who is now making the decision?

And if we cannot have it, why not?

H144
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What did they personally gain serving on that
committee?

And what is the position of these people?

What is the Navy to gain by moving so much of
their power to Coronado againat -- right against the
civilian homes locked into a bay that could be easily
landlocked by an enemy?

If Congress had responsibility of making
declsions tor our protection, why don’t they have anything
to say about this move just as our congregsman had stated?

Since nuclear power plants are being reduced,
why is the Navy increasing nuclear ships?

By concentrating power in Coronado, Puget
Sound, Hawaii -- or Hawail, you are setting curselves up
for foreign attack or internal attack. Think of Pearl
Harbor. We are told terrorism today is one of ocur most
greatest dangers that we have today.

what protection are we proposing -- are you
proposing to our local area in case of emergencies?

Will you please pleass give our local
residents information of your proposed decisions and
protection for their use.

Thank you very much.

HOWARD RUGGLES: My name is Howard Ruggles,
R-u-g-g-l=-e=s. I live in San Diego.
Just a couple of comments. The reason for

concentration on two ports on West Coaast for the Navy’s
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ships, not only carriers, but we have ignored all the
destroyerg and cruisers and submarines that are on the bay
elsawhere is budget driven. There was only enough money
left in the budget at the time the decision was made to
have two home ports on the east coast, Norfolk and
Jacksonville; and two home ports on the West Coast, Puget
Sound and San Diego. That’s why Long Beach was closed.
That’s why everything in San Francisco was closed. It was
all budget driven and still is.

One comment that I will agree with almost
everybody that has been up here, there is a hole in the
chart that shows the five alternatives. It was kind of a
greenish color. That one that sald biology -- marine
piology; in each of the alternatives, you should have
listed transportation under the Coronado item because that
is a major problem over here, has been, still is.
Conventionally when we get all three carriers here
together, it will be even worse, Luckily that won’t
happen still for a few years when CONSTELLATION -- right
now we have two because we lost the KITTY HAWK to Japan.
When CONSTELLATION goes away and gets decommissioned we
will have our second huclear carrier, so we will still be
at the current level of activity; but finally when the
third nuclear carrier arrives, you are going to have a
step up of the number of people, number of cars, traffic
and 80 on. So that’s one thing you really need -- really
does need to be looked at and hasn’t been emphasized

enough really.
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Thank you.
JEFF WIEMANN: My name is Jeff Wiemann. Last nane
is W-i-e-m-a-n-n. I’m a Coronado resident and homeowner

here, and have been for a couple years now.

Also representing the greatar San Diego
Chamber of Commerce this evening and bring the full weight
of the board of directors here today. They approve the
Navy’s plan to homeport additional carriers here in
Coronado, but with the same line as they wanted to look at
the transportation and traffic issues also.

I would aisc like to reiterate a couple of
One of the things had to do with

Congressman Filner said a statement on the environmental

comments tonight.

standards, the procesa for all of those facilities that do
support the aircraft carrier, whether it be a hazardous
waste facility or mixed wastes facility, follow California
regulations, all the State regulations, federal
regulations and everything, they have to go through that
entire permitting process before being approved.

Everyboedy says it is just a slam dunk and the Navy is
going to close the door. That is not true. They have to
follow the standards.

The other thing I want to talk about is
what’s a normal operating atatus of a nuclear aircraft
carrier in port. Right now the status has been here for a
while. The reactor when it

It is

Itas reactor is shut down.

comes into port is at a very very low level.
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differently designed than you would a commarcial nuclear
reactor. A commerclal nuclear reactor is designed to
start out at lov power level and transition to 80 to 90 to
100 percent of its power, generate power for a long time
and shut itself down and refuel. HNuclear reactor for
ships are designed to go through various transitions to
operate at low power levels and high power levels and up
and down. When they come to port it is very low low

levels. The accidents are very, very low,

The othar thing I would like to talk about is
what is nuclear waste? Everybody is always saying this
term here in Coronado and with the facility. The nuclear
waste that we are talking about is the booties, the rags,
the wrenches, and everything else that goes on with the
general wmaintenance. How much waste is generated by an
aircraft carrier in a year? Take an eight by eight foot
cube, fill it up with the rags, the booties, the tocls,
and other thinge and that’s the amount of waste generated
by & nueleay cayrier. I msan that puts it into
perspactive.

You also talk about the Blue Book. How much
total radiation ia emitted into the atmosphere in the year
by all the Navy’s reactors. Does anybody know? If you
look in the Blue Book, if you take the water displaced by
a normal naval submarine, okay, envision an 8,000 ton,
9,000 ton submarine, take sea water, the natural recurring
radiation in that sea water is more than is actually

discharged by the Navy in its entire year; and that'’s
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reported in the Blue Book that was referred to earlier
this evening.
Thank you.
DANI GRADY:

My name is Dani Grady. I'm 40 years

old. I was born and raised in Coronado.

I came here tonight, I have to bhe perfectly
honest with you -- I'm actually =-- I am a cancer survivor
and I participata -- and I think it‘s very important that
wa support research in this country. A lot of things, low
level radiocactive nuclear waste, those are byproducts to
ne of our living in society.

I have been very fortunate to live in
Coronado almost all of those 40 years. My father is a
Havy -— an ex-fighter pilot for the Navy. And I do have
to tell you that as I came here tonight to feel good about
my decision to not be somecne that says, "Not in my
backyard"; and I have to tell you gentlemen that
unfortunately I'm very disappointed because I really came
here just to feel better about saying it’s all right we
have these carriers, but I have to agree with
Representative Filner when he says that thia process 1s
tremendously flawed. Because I -- one thing for you to
tell us -~ to give us your lecture, but I came here to
hear my neighbors and the people that 1ive here in San
Diego; and I wanted to hear what their comments were, and

I wanted to hear your response.
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are hosting the WNavy here in Coronado and San Diego,
please change this process where you have written
questions and you have pecple that you need to respond to
them somehow in an orderly fashion -- I understand pecple
do become pretty heated -- but I have to tell you that
tonight I'm leaving unfortunately suspicious of the
process.

So I wanted to voice that to you tonight from
somecne who came here to support you, and now I have asome
questions. So please take that under consideration and
for your process.

Thank you very much.

CAPTAIN ROCKLAND DEAL: I have no other speaker
cards.

Does anyone else wish to speak this evening?
Sir?

JACK SHAW: My name is Jack Shaw., I‘m a resident

of Coronado. S-h-a-w.
I have not read the Environmental Impact
Statement. I certainly agree as I have talked to many of
my friends the biggest impact of three carriers of any
type homeported in Coronado is going to be traffic.

I would like to mee a show of hands of people
vho served on nuclear powered ships. So like anything,

the amount of real knowledge about things i= very small.
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commanded nuclear powered ship. I have served nuclear
powered task groups. Nuclear powered ships are safe.
Steam accldents happen on all ships. We had a nice
gentleman here from -- a whistle blower ha said -- that
said we have this terrible accident on this French nuclear
powered submarine. It was a steam leak. Up until gas
turbines, most of ocur ships were steam ships. And steam
is a dangerous thing afloat, ashore, or anywhere. The
gentieman who talked about top quality, and the fact, yes,
the Navy is suffering a recruiting ahortfall.

But let me tell you, there is no lack of top
guality nuclear program. They get the best, they will,
always have; and they will continue to do that. Mr.
Callahan cited radiation accidents. I don‘t know what his
definition is of a radiation accldent is. If he put it in
his paper, because he writes frequently in the paper, I
would be happy to see what he says. I think that the
emotionalism has taken over a lot of thie argument. The
emotionalism about nuclear power, not the emotionalism
about the impact on the City of Coronado, the traffic, the
shipyard workers and whatever are very factual things that
need to be addresged by the Navy. At the same tipe
nuclear power is safe, has been safe and will continue to
be safe.

Thank you.

CAPTAIN ROCKLAND DEAL: Anyone alse this evening?

All right. Thank you for your imput. We
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will you make the right decision. Again, the written
deadlines for submission is 12 November.

Thank you.

{The public hearing was concluded at 9:52 p.m.)
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Coronado Hearing

H.1.1

H.12

H.1.3

The Navy has participated in many public meetings with regards to its CVN
homeporting activities in the San Diego area. Most notably, the Navy has
participated in ongoing monthly meetings, with members of the Coronado City
government and members of the public (“Coronado-Navy Complex” meetings).
These meetings are a forum where Navy officials, local officials, and members of
the public discuss issues of mutual interest. In many cases, issues related to
CVN homeporting have been discussed.

Regarding this NEPA process, the EIS contains detailed technical analyses of a
large number of specialized resource areas. As such, the Navy relies on expertise
within a wide range of technical disciplines to prepare the analyses, and to
subsequently answer comments received during the review periods. These
technical experts need sufficient time to develop responses to these comments
for the administrative record, and thus it is essential for the Navy to first
carefully listen and then take time to confer with those experts to respond
accurately to the comments. This process for responding to public comments is
consistent with the requirements of NEPA, and is also consistent with feedback
the Navy has received in relation to past public hearings conducted under
NEPA. It is important to note that all comments received on the Draft EIS are
responded to in the Final EIS as required by NEPA, and the Final EIS is then re-
circulated for another review period.

Consistent with guidance from the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) in
40 CFR Part 1503, the Navy solicited comments from any federal agencies that
have jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any environmental
impact associated with the Draft EIS. Also, the Navy requested comments from
appropriate State and local agencies who are authorized to develop and enforce
environmental standards, as well as any interested or affected person. (See
section 10 of the EIS).

NEPA was enacted to ensure federal agencies consider environmental impacts in
their decision making. Decision discretion still resides with the individual
federal agency based on consideration of all relevant factors, including mission
requirements and cost. In this case the Navy, as the cognizant federal agency for
the action, is responsible to make the final decision on the proposed action after
input from other federal agencies and stakeholders has been obtained and
considered.

The Navy's historical record of safe and responsible operation of nuclear
powered warships is discussed in detail in Volume I, Chapter 7 of the EIS. This
record shows a long and extensive history of the Program’s activities having no
significant effect on the environment. Since the inception of the NNPP almost
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H.14

half a century ago, there has never been a reactor accident associated with the
Program, nor has there been a release of radioactivity that has had a significant
effect on the public or the environment. The Navy reports all releases of
radioactivity associated with the NNPP in its annual report entitied
Environmental Monitoring and Disposal of Radioactive Wastes from U.S. Naval
Nuclear Powered Ships and their Support Facilities. This report is prepared
annually, and is provided to Congress and made available to the public.
Relevant information from the report has been included and referenced as
appropriate in the EIS in accordance with the implementing regulations of
NEPA (40 CFR 1502.21). Copies of this and other reports were placed in local
public libraries to aid public review during the EIS process.

As described in the annual report referenced in the EIS, twenty-six previous
versions of that report, and the 1998 update of the report, the total long-lived
gamma radioactivity in liquids released annually to all ports and harbors from
all Naval nuclear-powered ships and supporting tenders, Naval bases and
shipyards is less than 0.002 curies. This annual total includes any accidental
releases of radioactivity that occurred during the year. For perspective, the totai
annual amount is less than the amount of naturally occurring radioactivity
present in the seawater displaced by a single submarine, and is environmentally
inconsequential. Since the total amount released was inconsequential, any
individual release was also inconsequential, and was not subject to reporting,
immediate or otherwise, by any regulatory requirements.

In addition, the Navy’s plans for emergency response is included in section 7.5
of the EIS. The EIS states that emergency planning and emergency response is
included as an integral part of ongoing NNPP operations to ensure the Navy is
prepared to handle accidental releases of radioactivity. In the highly unlikely
event of an emergency, the Navy would promptly notify State and local officials,
and would communicate with those officials. Any action needed to protect the
public would be handled by State and local officials using existing plans for
emergencies from natural events, such as earthquakes or hurricanes.

Finally, it should be noted that the Navy has provided detailed responses to the
analyses provided by consultants. Navy responses can be found in various
locations throughout the EIS, including responses 0.12.174-178, 0.12.179-189,
0.12.190, and 0.12.191-197. After examining these responses to the comments
provided, the Navy believes it has correctly assessed the radiological impacts
associated with the proposed action, and thus no significant changes to the Draft
EIS are deemed necessary.

Public concerns identified in the response to the Notice of Intent for this EIS and
in scoping meetings are summarized in Volume 2, Appendix B, EIS Scoping
Comment Issues. The Navy determined that some of the issues raised were not
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relevant to the EIS analysis and are identified in Section 1.6 of the Draft EIS.
Executive Order 12898 sates that federal agencies shall identify
“disproportionately high and adverse human health or environimental effects of
its programs.” The environmental justice section related to San Diego, section
3.17, discusses Coronado as the relevant sub-regional area, since this community
is adjacent to, and closest to areas impacted by the proposed action. The
community of Coronado is comprised of relatively few minorities and low
income households (see Table 3.17-1 in the Final EIS). The Navy also considered
communities affected by operations of normal radiological support facility
operations within a 50-mile radius of the proposed action (see Appendix F in
Volume 2). Based on this analysis, there is no reason to conclude that minorities
or low income communities would be affected disproportionately. Any impacts
from air quality, traffic, security, construction, earthquakes, and personnel
loading would primarily affect the residents of Coronado; these impacts would
also be less than significant, as discussed in the relevant sections of the Draft EIS.
Finally, as indicated in section 3.10, air quality impacts were assessed for the San
Diego region beyond Coronado and they would be below thresholds of
significance and would therefore not be expected to increase respiratory or other
illnesses.

Nuclear propulsion technology is among the most sensitive military technologies
possessed by the United States and Congress has placed stringent limitations on
foreign access to it under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (amended) and other
federal statutes. As such, discussion of issues related to U.S. Naval reactor
design and operation, including an analysis of postulated reactor accidents, is
contained in a classified appendix. The classified appendix was provided to
EPA headquarters for review. This approach is in accordance with the
implementing regulations of NEPA (40 CFR 1507.3(c)) which specifically provide
for the protection of classified information. EPA received the entire Draft EIS,
including the classified appendix, conducted a review, and provided comments
based on their review. The Navy has responded to those comments (see F.3
series). EPA had no comments on the classified appendix.

Every effort has been made to ensure that environmental impacts associated
with homeporting are evaluated and reported in an unclassified fashion in the
EIS, and thus all potential environmental impacts or conclusions discussed in the
classified appendix are covered in the unclassified sections of the EIS. In
addition to the above, NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier nuclear propulsion plant
design was independently reviewed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (at
the time of review it was by the Directorate of Licensing Division of the Atomic
Energy Commission) and by the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards.
Both reviews concluded that consistent with the military necessity of these ships,
NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier reactors could be safely operated.
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H.15

H.1.6

H1.7

The GAO report referred to by the commentor pertains to the government’s
choice for the next generation of aircraft carrier propulsion plants. As described
in the response to 0.12.12, the scope of this EIS does not include decisions
regarding Naval ships (e.g., application of nuclear power), and thus comments
regarding these decisions are beyond the scope of this EIS.

However, because of the numerous errors and inaccuracies contained in the
GAQ report, the Department of Defense objected to the report. Specifically:

¢ The GAO report substantially understated the operational effectiveness of
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, and overstated the life cycle cost premium.
The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the CNO, the Unified CINCs, the
Fleet Commanders, and the operating fleet of our Navy are unanimous in
their recognition of the added capability, mobility, sustainability, and
flexibility nuclear power gives to the Navy’s aircraft carriers. Nuclear power
gives carriers unlimited range and endurance at high speed, increases
capacity for weapons and aircraft fuel, and eliminates dependence upon the
vulnerable logistics train for ship fuel. The result is operational flexibility,
independence, and survivability the Navy needs in its carriers.

e The GAO report inappropriately compared the cost of modemn nuclear-
powered NIMITZ class carriers, such as the newest, USS HARRY 5.
TRUMAN (CVN-75), to smaller, older, less capable, conventionally-powered
carriers, such as USS JOHN F. KENNEDY (CV-67). KENNEDY, which was
designed over 40 years ago, does not meet today’s Navy standards for ship
capability, survivability, or habitability.

¢ The GAO report did not capture actual deployment practices for CVNs and
CVs. In the last two years, 6 CVNs were called to make high speed, long
distance (over 4000 nautical miles) transits to respond to national security
crises. No conventional carriers made similar high speed, long-distance
transits in this period.

Issues pertaining to French submarines are beyond the scope of this EIS. Issues
pertaining to metallurgical embrittlement are responded to in answers to the
commentors letter, 1.63.

The Navy has not made a decision regarding the proposed action in this EIS.
The Navy identified a preferred alternative in the Draft EIS so the public could
review and comment upon that preferred alternative. The pubiic will also have
at least 30 days to review the Final EIS before the Navy makes a decision.

This EIS evaluates those environmental impacts resulting from the Navy’s
proposed action and alternatives. If the existing environmental quality of an
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H1.8

H.19

H.1.10

area is already degraded, an EIS identifies what additional environmental effects
would result if the proposed action were to proceed. The EIS evaluates only
those environmental impacts resulting directly, indirectly, and cumulatively (in
association with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects) from the
proposed action.

The previous CVN Final EIS published in 1995 was challenged in regard to
cumulative impacts and segmentation. The U.S. District Court for the Southern
District of California concurred with the Navy's implementation of NEPA, and
concluded that the Navy had not understated the potential effects of a larger
project by preparation of two documents (segmentation). In an Order dated
May 12, 1997, the Court stated, “Because the Court finds that no proposal to
homeport three CVNs existed prior to the issuance of the Final EIS, the Final
EIS’s analysis of the possible cumulative impacts of potential additional home
ports suffices under NEPA.” See response to comment L.4.5 for additional
information.

Your comments are noted and included in the Final EIS. The Navy does not
agree with your general statement that the traffic analysis is incorrect. For
detailed responses to comments submitted by the City of Coronado’s traffic
consultants, please see the responses to comments L.4.55, L.4.67 through L.4.74,
L.4.82 through L.4.89, and L.4.90 through L.4.98.

Your comments are noted and included in the Final EIS. The Navy is aware of
the Corcenado’s concerns.

The traffic analysis was based on intersection counts that were taken in August
1996 and average daily traffic volume information that was assembled in 1996
and 1997. Table 3.9-1 in the EIS has been revised to show the highest traffic
volumes cited for each roadway in the various source references. For example,
on the Coronado Bay Bridge the table shows an annual average volume of 71,000
vehicles per day. These more recent traffic data that were not available to the
EIS preparer when the DEIS was initially prepared. The August 1996 traffic
counts that were used to represent the existing conditions scenario reflect traffic
conditions during the peak summer tourist/recreational season when there were
two aircraft carriers in port. Follow-up counts taken in the fall of 1998 resulted
in traffic volumes that were lower than the August 1996 volumes. It was
determined, therefore, that it would be appropriate to use the August 1996 data
to reflect the existing traffic conditions. This conclusion is consistent with the
findings of the October 1998 draft report prepared by SANDAG titled “San
Diego-Coronado Bridge Toll Removal Impact Study,” which also used the
August 1996 data to represent existing conditions. Please see response to
comment L.4.12 and L.4.15.
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With regard to the existing traffic intersection data that were used, the traffic
analysis was based on intersection counts that were taken in August 1996, which
reflected current information when the EIS traffic study was initiated. The
August 1996 traffic intersection counts that were used to represent the existing
scenario reflect traffic conditions during the peak summer tourist/recreational
season when there were two aircraft carriers in port. Follow-up intersection
counts taken in the fall of 1998 resulted in traffic volumes that were lower than
the August 1996 volumes. It was determined, therefore, that it would be
appropriate to use the August 1996 data to represent the existing intersection
traffic conditions. This conclusion is consistent with the findings of the October
1998 draft report prepared by SANDAG titled “San Diego-Coronado Bridge Toll
Removal Impact Study,” which also used the August 1996 data to represent
existing conditions. Please see response to comments L.4.12 and L.4.15.

In addition, a follow-up traffic impact analysis was conducted to determine the
impacts of project-generated traffic by using the traffic conditions for the year
2015 as the projected conditions scenario. The year 2015 projected conditions
traffic volumes and levels of service were taken from the draft SANDAG report
titled “San Diego-Coronado Bridge Toll Removal Impact Study.” The year 2015
traffic projections represent future traffic conditions taking into account
projections of population and employment growth in Coronado and the San
Diego region, assuming that the bridge tolls continue to be charged (Scenario 2
from the report). Although the traffic volumes for the year 2015 projected
conditions scenario are higher than what would be expected for the year 2005
when a third CVN would be homeported at NASNI, this scenario has been
addressed to ensure that the level of anticipated growth and the cumulative
traffic increases in Coronado have been considered. The analysis of the study
area roadways and intersections for this scenario is summarized in the response
to comment L.4.12 and in the EIS. Based on the criteria for significant impacts,
the proposed action’s traffic impacts would not be significant.

With regard to traffic impacts, the traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIS is
based on the incremental increase in traffic that would occur as a result of the
proposed action. The homeporting baseline has facilities at NASNI to
accommodate two conventional aircraft carriers {CVs) and one nuclear carrier
{(CVN) for a total of three carriers, while Alternatives One, Two, and Three have
three CVNs. The proposed achHon would not result in two additional aircraft
carriers, but would simply create the capacity to homeport two additional CVNs
at NASNI. As the number of personnel on the CVNs is greater than that on the
CVs, the proposed action would generate approximately 27 additional vehicle
trips during the peak hours and 150 trips throughout an average day, as outlined
in the Draft EIS. The analysis indicates that a traffic increase of this magnitude
would not be significant, even at locations that are currently operating at
unacceptable levels of service E and F.
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H.1.11

H.1.12

H.1.13

The list of reasonably foreseeable projects included in the cumulative analysis
has been increased to include the San Diego-Coronado Bridge, Seismic Retrofit
Financial Plan, Glorietta Bay Master Plan, Hotel Del Coronado Master Plan, and
Convention Center Expansion projects. Projects at Naval Amphibious Base have
been reviewed by the Navy to identify those that are reasonably foreseeable and
appropriate to this analysis. The revised cumulative analysis in section 3.18
incorporates these projects. No projects have been eliminated from
consideration in order to allow for the most reasonable analysis possible.

The alternatives analysis considered a reasonable number of combinations of
CVNs and relocated AOEs at the four home port locations. Not every
mathematically possible alternative was evaluated, consistent with guidance the
“Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy
Act Regulations,” printed in Federal Register Vol. 46, No. 55, 18026-18038,
3/23/81. While not included under one scenario for all four home port
locations, the EIS has evaluated the environmental impacts of a total of
providing capacity to homeport two additional CVNs in Coronado (Altemative
4), two CVNs and two AQEs at PSNS (Alternative 5), and one CVN and two
AQEs at NAVSTA Everett (Alternative 5). By combining these analyses, one can
assess the environmental impact of the additional alternative proposed in the
comment. The net difference in costs for all home port locations under this
additional alternative as compared to the preferred alternative is approximately
$86.4M over 30 years, rather than the $62M identified in the comment. Any
savings resulting from selecting one home port aliernative over another would
represent a cost avoidance. The funds would not be tangible savings from an
existing budget that could be used for funding other regional improvements,
particularly those that are not needed to address significant environmental
impacts resulting from the proposed action.

The preferred alternative is not the least expensive alternative: it ranks third in
costs.

The Navy respectfully disagrees with your conclusion that “this is a rubber
stamped decision,” [or that the EIS is] “not factual, there is no cumulative
analysis of the transportation impacts, and there is a viable two-carrier
alternative.” The EIS presents analyses of a reasonable range of alternatives for
providing capacity to homeport additional CVNs at the four potential
homeporting locations. One of the alternatives (Altermative Four) would
providing capacity for one additional CVN at NASNL. This combination of
CVNs at NASNI (Facilities for One Additionral CVN: Capacity for Total of Two
CVNs) was evaluated in each of the environmental resource issue areas.
Another combination of alternatives would provide for the capacity to homeport
two additional CVNs at NASNI (Facilities for Two Additional CVNs: Capacity
for Total of Three CVNSs), reflected in Altematives One, Two and Three. The EIS
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H.1.14
H.1.15

H.1.16

H117
H.1.18
H.1.19
H.1.20

H.121

H.1.22

in section 2.3.3.1 clearly defines the differences in new construction needed to
provide homeport facilities and capacity for these two different combinations of
CVNs.

The EIS transportation analysis used the most up-to-date (1996) available
information. The Final EIS text of the transportation has been revised to clarify
that the existing conditions used to characterize Coronado traffic were based on
counts taken in the summer of 1996 that reflect worst-case conditions during the
tourist season, and were not based on 1993 traffic conditions. Additional
projects have been added to the cumulative analysis with no change resulting in
the overall cumulative impact conclusions. See the revised Final EIS text in
section 3.18.

Please see response to comment O.12.86.
Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

Public concerns identified in the response to the Notice of Intent for this EIS and
in scoping meetings are summarized in Volume 2, Appendix B, EIS Scoping
Comment Issues. The Navy determined that some of the issues raised were not
relevant to the EIS analysis and are identified in Section 1.6 of the Draft EIS.

Please see response to comment L.4.36 and 0.12.33.
Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

Please see response to comment H.1.1.

The radiological impacts of the NNPP are discussed in detail in section 7.4 of the
EIS. For example, section 7.4.1 discusses the source of NNPP radioactivity, and
section 7.4.2.2 discussed airborne radioactivity. In addition, Appendix F, section
3.1 and Tables F-6 and F-7 summarize the risk to human health from normal
NNFP operations.

The EIS has evaluated a wide variety of accidents (including those addressed in
the comment), including human health impacts within a 50 mile radius of North
Island. Based on the analyses in the EIS, the Navy has determined that the
radiological risks are not significant. A summary of radiological risks is
contained in section 7.6 of the EIS.

Please see response to comment L.4.5.
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H.1.23

H.124

H.1.25

H.1.26

Typically, shore power is connected to the ship while in port. Accordingly, if the
ship is in port and not moving, the reactor plant is normally shut down or
operated at a small fraction of the ship’s rated power.

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. As
described in section 7.2 of the EIS, the primary system circulates water in an all
welded, closed-loop systern. The primary water is passed through steam
generators, where it transfers its energy across a water-tight boundary to the
water in the secondary system. The water in the secondary system also
circulates in a closed loop, and in a manner similar to the way energy is
transferred from the primary to the secondary system, transfers its energy to
seawater.

The EIS has analyzed six alternatives coequally which included investigating no
additional CVNs (Alternative Five), one additional CVN (Alternatives Four and
Six), and two additional CVNs at NASNI (Altematives One, Two, and Three).
Any one of the six alternatives could be selected. The Navy identified a
preferred alternative (Alternative Two) in the Draft EIS so that the public could
comment on that preference before the Navy makes a decision. Appendix G of
the EIS provides further information on this subject. Specifically, the Navy is
trying to live within its infrastructure means. That means using existing Navy
and facilities to the maximum extent practicable. NASNI has most of the
infrastructure to handle three carriers, because that was NASNI's historical
mission until USS RANGER was decommissioned in 1993. NASNI is not being
singled out for three carriers, rather it is being looked at in terms of its existing
capacity. The other locations cannot support more carriers than what is
analyzed in the EIS because the overall capacity does not exist (housing,
commissary, recreational facilities, etc.) and it would take a tremendous
undertaking (like creating a new base) to support such an action.

There will be 12 carriers — six in the Pacific Fleet and six in the Atlantic Fleet.
Therefore, if the preferred alternative is selected, 25 percent of all the carriers
would be homeported at NASNIL.

Contrary to the commentor’s assertion, each NIMITZ class aircraft carrier reactor
is less than one-fifth the size of a typical commercial power reactor. In addition,
it is important to note that the results of all the radiological analyses in the EI5,
which included cumulative effects, indicate that there would be no significant
radiological impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft
carriers or operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities under
the proposed action.
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DTSC’s decisions to permit Navy activities at North Island are not within the
scope of this EIS.

H.1.27 Please refer to response to comment O.12.55 above.

H.1.28 Please see response to comment O.12.81.

H.1.29 The Navy’s historical record of safe and responsible operation of nuclear
powered warships is discussed in Volume I, section 7 of the EIS, where it is
stated that there has never been a reactor accident, nor a release of radioactivity
having a significant effect on the environment, in the 50-year history of the
NNFP. Please also see response to comment O.12.33 and 0.12.49.

H.1.30 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. The Navy believes
the EIS presents factual and objective information.

H.1.31 This comment addresses the potential NEPA segmentation claims related to

homeporting CVNs within the Pacific Fleet. A chronology of events resulting in
the potential replacements for aircraft carriers planned for decommissioning in
the San Diego area is provided to help the reader understand how NASNI has
customarily been home port for three aircraft carriers.

In the 1980s, the Navy reduced the size of its active aircraft carriers from 15 to 12:
six in the Atlantic Fleet and six in the Pacific Fleet. Before that time, NASNI had
been the homeport for at least three aircraft carriers. In the early 1970s, this
included USS TICONDEROGA, USS KITTY HAWK, and USS
CONSTELLATION; in the mid-1970s, USS RANGER, KITTY HAWK, and
CONSTELLATION; throughout the 1980s, RANGER, KITTY HAWK, and
CONSTELLATION; and in the early 1990s, a combination of USS
INDEPENDENCE, (while KITTY HAWK and/or CONSTELLATION were
undergoing their Service Life Extension effort in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania),
KITTY HAWK, CONSTELLATION, and RANGER. All ships listed above are or

were conventionally powered carriers, or “CVs.”

In 1993, RANGER was decommissioned at the end of its service life and
removed from NASNI, temporarily reducing the port-loading to two CVs. In
1993, a Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) action resulted in the
closure of NAS Alameda, California. Because there were no CVN homeport-
capable berths at NASNI, the Navy was allowed to shift both NAS Alameda
CVNs to the Pacific Northwest, pending completion of construction of suitable
homeport facilities at NASNI. Those facilities were the subject of an EIS entitled
Environmental Impact Statement for the Development of Facilities in San Diego to
Support the Homeporting of One NIMITZ Class Aircraft Carrier (DON 1995a). The
actual vesse] that fulfilled the BRAC mandate and assumed the role of RANGER
was USS JOHN C. STENNIS (CVN-74). Arriving in August 1998, STENNIS took

H.1




Comment
Number

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

over one CVs worth of facility support infrastructure at NASNI. NASNI has had
the historical capacity to support three aircraft carriers.

In 1998, INDEPENDENCE (at that time the Navy’s “forward deployed” carrier)
reached the end of its service life and was decommissioned. KITTY HAWK was
designated as its replacement and left NASNI in July 1998, 20 months after the
Notice of Intent for this EIS, and relocated to Yokosuka, Japan. This resulted in a
reduction of the port loading at NASNI to two homeported aircraft carriers. The
USS NIMITZ is currently undergoing an extended maintenance period on the
East Coast and will require a homeport berth within the Pacific Fleet area. Long
range plans indicate that the most likely arrival date on the West Coast for
NIMITZ would be early 2002. Were the Preferred Alternative selected, this would
bring NASNI back to its historical three carrier port-loading baseline.

USS CONSTELLATION is expected to reach the end of its service life in
approximately 2003. At that time, NASNI would once again experience a
reduction in port loading to two homeported carriers if the Preferred Alternative
were selected by the Navy. The same long range plans addressing NIMITZ also
involve replacing CONSTELLATION with the USS RONALD REAGAN. It is
anticipated this will happen in 2005. Once again, if the Preferred Alternative were
selected, it would bring NASNI back to its historical three carrier port-loading
bascline.

The closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda, California, and the relocation
of two CVNis to fleet concentrations in San Diego and the Pacific Northwest were
carried out in compliance with the 1993 Defense Base Realignment and Closure
Commission (BRAC) recommendations. Consequently, the Department of the
Navy constructed homeporting facilities for one CVN at NASNI (DON 1995a)
and one at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSNS), Bremerton, Washington (DON
1995b). New facilities were needed at NASNI in order to support the
homeporting of a CVN, since prior to 1998, there had been no CVNs homeported
there. At the time the Navy proposed the construction of facilities at NASNI to
support a homeported CVN, the Navy prepared an EIS to present the analysis of
potential environmental effects associated with that action. A Final EIS for that
project was completed in November 1995. In this Final EIS, the Navy stated,
“The proposed action of this EIS does not affect facilities and activities required
for the two conventionally powered carriers (CVs) that are currently homeported
in the San Diego area. However, as the older CVs are decomnissioned, they will
be replaced with newer CVNs. Therefore, a decision to establish the capability
to support one CVN in the San Diego area makes it reasonably foreseeable that
future decisions on where to homeport additional CVNs (CV replacements)
beyond the year 2000 could result in their being proposed for homeporting in the
San Diego area. This EIS, therefore, considers the potential cumulative
environmental impacts of CV replacement and homeporting a total of three
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H.1.32

H.1.33

CVNs in the San Diego area. The Navy is not, however, developing proposais
addressing where to homeport new CVNs beyond the year 2000 at this time.
When the Navy does develop such a proposal, it will prepare the appropriate
NEPA documentation.” This statement was intended to provide public
disclosure of reasonably foreseeable future actions that were not ripe for decision
at that time. This is in accordance with 40 CFR 1508.7. The 1995 EIS also states,
“This EIS, therefore, considers the potential cumulative impacts of CV
replacement and homeporting a total of three CVNs in San Diego.” See the 1995
EIS, Volume 1, Chapter 6 (DON 1995a).

The U.S. District Court for the Southern District of California evaluated the
Navy’s 1995 EIS with regard to the segmentation issue raised by the City. The
District Court was aware of the Notice of Intent (December 1996) for this EIS
before rendering its decision on the 1995 EIS in May 1997. The District Court
concurred with the Navy’s implementation of NEPA, and concluded that the
Navy had not understated the potential effects of a larger project by preparation
of two documents (segmentation). In a Court order dated May 12, 1997, the
Court stated, “Because the Court finds that no proposal to homeport three CVNs
existed prior to the issuance of the Final EIS, the Final EIS's analysis of the
possible cumulative impacts of potential additional home ports suffices under
NEPA.”

The EIS does identify the effects on people. The EIS analyzes effects on the
following environmental resources in addition to marine water quality and
marine biology: topography, geology, and soils; terrestrial hydrology and water
quality; sediment quality; terrestrial biology; land use; socioeconomics;
transportation; transportation; air quality; noise; aesthetics; cultural resources;
general services/access; health and safety; utilities; and environmental justice.

The additional traffic that would be generated by the proposed action would
increase the traffic volumes on the Coronado streets that provide access to the
site. As the maximum development proposed action scenario (Alternatives One,
Two, and Three)} would provide capacity to homeport two additional nuclear
carriers (CVINs), the increase in personnel associated with the larger ships would
result in a net increase of 27 vehicle trips during the peak hours and 150 trips
throughout an average day. This increase in traffic volumes would not be
significant based on the significance criteria outlined in the Draft EIS.

Although specific traffic-related mitigation measures are not needed to mitigate
less than significant impacts of the proposed action, the Navy does have an
ongoing series of strategies designed to reduce the level of traffic generated by
NASNI, such as a ferry system, carpool/vanpool programs, instaliation of
bicycle racks, a guaranteed ride home program (for rideshare users with a mid-
day emergency), and an educational program to promote these strategies. In
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addition, the Navy is considering a redesign of the Main Gate so that the
entrance would align with Third Street and thereby provide a more direct
connection into and out of the base.

H.134 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

H.1.35 Purchases of local shipbuilding companies by other defense contractors, and the
fact that these defense contractors are pursuing bids on ship repair, are common
business practice and are beyond the scope of this EIS.

The EIS addresses the dry dock issue in section 2.3.2.1. No dry dock is planned
for NASNIL

H.1.36 Please see response to comment O.10.28. The facility Captain Chamberlain was
referring to was the CIF.

H.1.37 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. Please see
responses to comments 0.12.8, 0.13.3, 0.13.5, and 1.43.3.

H.1.38 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

H.1.39 An average of 450 maintenance workers would be needed to support DMF

maintenance activities for six month CVN PIAs at NASNL. Each CVN
homeported at NASNI would require two six-month PIAs every six years. Thus,
if three CVNs were homeported at NASNI, six PIAs would be conducted every
six years, averaging one PIA per year.

In addition to PIAs, CVNs must undergo drydocking P1As (DPIA) once every six
years. These maintenance avatlabilities would be done outside of the San Diego
area, and would last for approximately 11 months.

The BRAC EIS (DON 1995a) evaluated the traffic impact of DMF workers based
on a one PIA in one year concept. The EIS determined that there would be no
impact because of overall decreases in base population at NASNI. For example,
NASNI has already experienced a decrease of about 2,500 personnel since the
BRAC EIS was prepared over 4 years ago (see Volume 3, Table 2-1). While the
BRAC EIS analyzed a lesser frequency of PIAs (two every six years), it did
analyze what the impact of one PIA in one year would be, thus bounding the
condition of this EIS where an average of one PIA each year would be
conducted. Thus, the conclusion of no impact stated the BRAC EIS is still valid
for this EIS.

Please also note that the 1995 BRAC EIS had several conservative aspects built
into the analysis. (1) The 1995 BRAC EIS estimated the average DMF workforce
at 750 personnel and assessed the impacts at this level. The Navy overestimated
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H.1.40

this workforce because there had been no actual experience in conducting a CVN
PIA. Now that the Navy has conducted several PlAs, the average workforce
number at NASNI has been lowered to 450 personnel. (2) The analysis in the
1995 BRAC EIS did not account for the fact that DMF workers average 2.5
persons per vehicle. The 1995 BRAC EIS assessed these workers as all single
vehicle operators. Therefore the 1995 BRAC EIS conservatively assessed the
number of DMF workers and bounded the impacts of one PIA per year in its
analysis.

It should also be pointed out that the PIA is a maintenance activity for the CVNs
that would essentially replace for maintenance overhaul activities that are
currently performed on the CVs. The CV maintenance activities are conducted
periodically by the Navy and contract personnel that must commute to NASNI
during the maintenance periods. The amount of work for CVs and CVNs are
similar in size; therefore, it is not expected that CVN PIA activities at NASNI
would vary greatly from past CV maintenance activities at NASNI or result in
traffic increases in Coronado.

Please note that the total amount of work between the old overhaul system and
the new PIA maintenance system has not appreciably changed. While a PIA is 6
months in length, it is done once every 2 years. Under the old overhaul system it
was not uncommon to perform multiple 3+ month SRAs during the same time
period. The main advantage of the PIA system is that it affords the Navy a more
even tempo of operations than the old overhaul system. Please also note that
some recent NASNI CV SRAs have been nearly a year in duration as noted
elsewhere in the City’s comments. Because the total amount of work has not
appreciably changed between the old overhaul system and the new PIA system,
the Navy does not consider further analysis on this issue necessary.

The traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIS is based on the incremental
increase in traffic that would occur as a result of the proposed action. The
baseline condition has facilities at NASNI to support two conventional aircraft
carriers (CVs) and one nuclear carrier (CVN) for a total of three carriers, while
Alternatives One, Two, and Three have three CVNs. The proposed action would
not result in two additional aircraft carriers, but would create the capacity to
homeport two additional CVNs. As the number of personnel on the CVNs is
greater than that on the CVs, the proposed action would generate approximately
27 additional vehicle trips during the peak hours and 150 trips throughout an
average day, as outlined in the EIS. The analysis indicates that a traffic increase
of this magnitude would not be significant.

Although specific traffic-related mitigation measures are not needed to mitigate
less than significant impacts of the proposed action, the Navy does have an
ongoing series of strategies designed to reduce the level of traffic generated by
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NASNI, such as a ferry system, carpool/vanpool programs, installation of
bicycle racks, a guaranteed ride home program (for rideshare users with a mid-
day emergency), and an educational program to promote these strategies. In
addition, the Navy is seeking a redesign of the Main Gate so that the entrance
would align with Third Street and thereby provide a more direct connection into
and out of the base.

H.1.41 This comment represents the public hearing transcript for James Peugh (San
Diego Audubon Society ~ SDAS) and is therefore a summary of the SDAS letter.
Please see responses to comments to that letter (O.11).

H.1.42 This comment represents public hearing transcript for James Peugh (San Diego
Audubon Society - SDAS) and is therefore a summary of the SDAS letter. Please
see responses to comments to that letter (O.11).

H.1.43 It is not within the scope of this EIS to examine the correctness from any point of
view of building nuclear powered aircraft carriers. Notwithstanding the GAO
analysis, the Defense Acquisitions Board (DAB) decided in September 1998 that
CVX would be nuclear powered. This decision was based on a careful analysis of
all pertinent data including the Department of the Navy’s evaluation of tactical
flexibility, operational and technical risks, and funding requirements of the various
alternatives. For further detail, please see the response to comment H.1.5.

H.1.44 Please see response to comment 0.12.86.

H.1.45 The information requested regarding the BRAC process is beyond the scope of
this EIS.

H.1.46 The proposed action would not increase the numbers of aircraft carriers. Instead
capacity would be provided to homeport up to two additional CVNs for a total
capacity of 3 CVNs. NASNI has the current capacity of 1 CVN and 2 CVs. For a
discussion of national security concerns in San Diego, please see the response to
comment L.4.44.

H.1.47 This EIS was prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act,
passed by Congress in 1969. The Department of the Navy is the lead agency
authority to sign a Record of Decision for this EIS.

H.148 Your comment is not within the scope of this EIS.

H.1.49 Please refer to responses L.4.44 and 1.37.1 on the subject of terrorists and terrorist
attacks on aircraft carriers in San Diego.

H.1.50 Please see response to comment H.1.3.
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H.1.51

H.1.52

H.1.53

H.1.54

H.1.55

H.1.56

H.1.57

H.158

The preferred altemmative is defined in the Final EIS. Please see response to
comment H.1.50. The final decision will occur not less than 30 days after the
public has had an opportunity to review the Final EIS. There will be no decision
until the ROD is published.

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

The traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIS is based on the incremental
increase in traffic that would occur as a result of the proposed action. The
baseline condition has facilities at NASNI to support two conventional aircraft
carriers {CVs) and one nuclear carrier (CVN) for a total of three carriers, while
Alternatives One, Two, and Three have three CVNs. The proposed action would
not result in two additional aircraft carriers, but would create the capacity to
homeport two additional CVNs. As the number of personnel on the CVNs is
greater than that on the CVs, the proposed action would generate approximately
27 additional vehicle trips during the peak hours and 150 trips throughout an
average day, as outlined in the EIS. The analysis indicates that a traffic increase
of this magnitude would not be significant. Please refer to response to comment
L.4.12 and Table 3.9-4 in the Final EIS, Volume 1.

Although specific traffic-related mitigation measures are not needed to mitigate
less than significant impacts of the proposed action, the Navy does have an
ongoing series of strategies designed to reduce the level of traffic generated by
NASNI, such as a ferry system, carpool/vanpool programs, installation of bike
racks, a guaranteed ride home program (for rideshare users with a mid-day
emergency), and an educational program to promote these strategies. In
addition, the Navy is considering a redesign of the Main Gate so that the
entrance would align with Third Street and thereby provide a more direct
connection into and out of the base.

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

Although no specific issues were noted by the commentor, the Navy notes the
commentor’s general opinion regarding the proposed action.

Although no specific issues were noted by the commentor, the Navy notes the
commentor’s general opinion regarding the proposed action.

Although no specific issues were noted by the commentor, the Navy notes the
commentor’s general opinion regarding the proposed action.

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

The Draft EIS public hearing procedures are prescribed by the Council on
Environmental Quality Implementation of Procedural Provisions; Final
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Regulations Guidelines under the National Environmental Policy Act passed by
Congress in 1969. The public hearing process is a formal one in which comments
are taken from the public. The public hearing process does not facilitate a
dialogue. Comments provided during the public hearing and written comments
provided within the public comment period are formally addressed in a Final
EIS. Please see response to comment H.1.1 above.

H.1.59 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

H.1
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SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA, WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 28, 1998

CAPTAIN DAVE O'BRIEN: 1It’m geven o’clock, so we
are going to go ahead and get startad.

Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. My name
is Captain Dave O’Brien. I am Commander of the Naval Air
Station at North Island. I‘d like to welcome you to the
Department of the Navy’'s Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for determining home port facilities for thrae
NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers in support of the U.S.
Pacific fleet.

The purpose of this Environmental Impact
Statement, or EIS, is to analyze the potential impacts
asgociated with construction and operation of facilities
and infrastructure needed to support home ports for three
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers at four Naval facility
concentrations: San Diego, California; Bremerton,
Washington; Everett, Washington; and Pearl Harbor, Hawail.

With me thizs evening are key members of the
team who have participated in preparation of the draft
EIS. They represent some of the specialized Navy
activities involved in the project. Speaking tonight will
be Captain Rockland Deal to my right. They operate the
aircraft carriers. And Mr. Tom Beckett to his right from
the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program. They manage nuclear
propulsion for the Navy.

Tonight’s meeting is being held as part of

the process prescribed in the Natiomal Environmental
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Policy Act, or NEPA. NEPA is our basic charter for
evaluating potential environmental effects of federal
actions. Under NEPA Federal agencies, in this case the
Navy, must prepare an EIS for any major action that may
significantly affect the quality of the human environment.
NEPA procedures are designed to make environmental
information available to public officials and citizens and
to recejve input from officials and citizens before
decisions are made and actions are taken.

The NEPA process for this project was
initiated in December 1996, and in February 1997 four
scoping meetings were held in Bremerton and Everett,
Washington; Pearl City, Hawaii; Coronado, California.
Since then we have been busy preparing the draft EIS.

On August 28th of this year the draft EIS was
issued for public review. The availability of the Draft
EIS was announced in local newspapers. Copies were
distributed to agencies, organizations, individuals, and
local libraries for public review. The 75-day public
review period will run through November 12, 1998.

The purpose of this public hearing is teo
degcribe the proposed actions and alternatives, to present
the results of the environmental analyses contained in the
Draft EIS, and to hear your comments about the Draft EIS.
A total of five hearings just like this cone are being held
in Everett and Bremerton, Washington; Honolulu, Hawaii;
and San Diego and Coronado, California.

All oral and written comments on the Draft
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EIS received tonight and throughout the public review
peried will be considered and responded to by the Navy.
The Draft EIS will be revised as necessary to produce a
complete and thorough discussion of the potential
environmental conseguences. The revised document, which
will include responses to all comments received during the
comment period will become the final EIS.

Depending on comments received and the effort
needed to address them, the final EIS may be completed in
early 1999. Wwhen completed, the final EIS will be
submitted to the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy
For Installations And Facilities as input to the
decision-making process. The document will then be
subject to a public review periocd as required under NEPA.
After this review period, the Deputy Assistant Secretary
of the Navy will conslider any comments recelved and will
sign a record of deciegion, which will document the final
decisions and will complete the NEPA process. This action
is expected in the spring of 1999.

Now, let ma explain the procedures for makilng
tonight’s meeting productive and smooth. I hope that each
of you have picked up one of the blue handouts that are
available near the door. It has the agenda for tonight’s
meeting on one side and the summary of the proposed
actions and the environmental analysis on the other aide.
If'you do not have one, you may get one at the break, or
if you would like one now, please raise your hand and we

will pass one to you,
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Also, please put your name and address on the
white sign-in sheet at the door if you wish to be included
on the project mailing list. If you are on the mailing
list, you will be able to receive information about the
project.

If you wish to speak during the public
comment period of tonight’s meeting, I hope you filled out
a gray speaker requeat card, alao available on the table
near the door.

Also available on the table are a green
handout which is a fact sheet summarizing the Navy Nuclear
Propulsion Program, and copies of the Navy’s Nuclear 50th
Anniversary brochure. Please help yourself to a copy of
each of these if you wish.

Finally, if you wish to submit written
comments and would like to have a handy form on which to
write your comments, please pick up one of the yellow
comment sheets. You may turn in your written comments
tonight by placing them in the comment box on the table
near the door, or you may mail the comments to the address
indicated on the back of the comment sheet before November
12, I assure youw that written comments will get the same
attention as oral comments tonight.

The public comment portion of tonight’s
hearing is an opportunity for you to present your comments
on the Draft EIS. We are not going to take up your time
trying to respond to each comment tonight. Responses to

your comments will be in the final EIS. To ensure that we
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have recorded all of your commentsa, a transcript of this
meeting will be prepared DY our Court Reporter.

Now, let’s get started. First we will
degcriba NIMITZ-class ailrcraft carriers and the need for
them to have home ports. Then we will explain what the
proposed actions are and why they are belng considered.
Next we will explain the alternatives that are considered
in the Draft EIS. Then we will briefly summarize the
results of the environmental analyses. Then that will be
followed by a discussion of the nuclear propuleion aspects
of NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers. Following the
presentation, which will take approximately 40 minutes, we
will take a ten-minute break and reconvene to receive your
commants.

Now to talk about NIMITZ-class ajircraft
carriers, homeporting, and the proposed actions, I would
like to introduce captain Rockland Deal from the staff of

the Commander Naval Air Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet.

CAPTAIN ROCKLAND DEAL: I chose this photograph of
one of our carriers at sea with part of ite air wing
overhead to point out that this ie what the proposed
actions we are discussing are really all about. They are
about the efficient application of military power in
support of the United States national interests
established by the President and the Congress.

It is my boss who is responsible for support

for all of the aircraft and aircraft carriers in the
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Pacific Fleet. That adds up to six ajroraft carriers,
about 1600 airplanes, and more than 57,000 people who make
it all work. They are out there every single day carrying
cut their mission somewhere in the world’s largest ocean.

I represent the people who fly these
airplanes and sail these ships, and it’s we who need the
home port facilities that we are talking about tonight.

In this part of our presentation I‘}}
deacribe NIMITZ-classe aircraft carriers, the major Pacific
Fleet home ports, and scome of the principal factors
creating the framework for the decision on where to
homeport aircraft carriers.

NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers are among the
largest warships in the world. They are a 1,092 feet long
by 252 feet wide on the flight deck and 134 feet wide at
the water line. The fllght deck encompasses 4.5 acres.
They are also one of the deepest draft ships in the Navy
reguiring a homeport berth and depth of 50 feet measured
at mean lower-low water. The full crew complement while
in home port is 3,217 personnel, which is roughly half the
full operational crew complement of approximately 6,000
when the air wing is embarked at sea. The aircraft and
air wing personnel do not remain on the carrier while it
is in home port. The air wing is typically based in
several different naval alr stations. When the carrler
goes to sea, the wing support personnel and material are
loaded at pierside, and the aircraft fly out to meet the

carrier at sea.
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The Pacific Fleet has facilities in many
locations, but they are concentrated mainly in four
geographic areas: Washington’s Puget Sound in the Pacific
Northwest; San Diego area in Southern California; Pearl
Harbor, Hawali; and Yokosuka, Japan. The naval facilities
in these areas provide home ports for nearly all of the
ships in the Pacific Fleet.

What is a home port? Each ship in the U.S.
Navy has a home part where it is based when not deployed.
The crew’s families usually live there; maintenance and
material support are located there; facilities and guality
of life infraatructure are provided there.

The nuclear powered aircraft carriers operate
on about a 24-month cycle: They deploy overseas for six
montha; they undergo maintenance in the home port area for
about six months; and they spend the remaining 12 months
training for the next deployment. About four months of
that training is spent at sea, S0 you can see that the
crew has precious little time in home port with their
families.

As indicated on this slide, the Navy
designation for a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier is CVN.
A conventionally powered aircraft carrier is called a C.V.
So when I use the term “CVN" in this presentation, I'm
referring to a nuclear powered aircraft carrier.

The Navy’s proposed actions, which are the
subject of this EIS, are to construct and operate the

facilities and infrastructure needed to support home ports
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for three CVNs.

Two of these CVNs will be joining the Pacific
Fleet in 2002 and 2005 to replace two older conventionally
powered ajrcraft carriers, CVs. Let me emphasis that
these two CVNs will replace two CVs and will not increase
the number of ships in the Pacific Fleet. One of the CVs
was decommissioned in September of this year. The second
C.V. is scheduled to be decommissioned in 2003,

The third CVN is the one homeported in Naval
Station Everett. The Everett home port location is being
reevaluated in order to assess the potential to increase
efficiency of support infrastructure and maintenance
capabilities and to enhance guality of life for the crew.

The decisicns on CVN home ports could also
reault in the need to relocate up to four Fast Combat
Support Ships or AOEs currently homeported at Puget Sound
Naval Shipyard if an additional CVN is homeported there.

Decisions on facilities development need to
be made soon. This is important in order to program
budgets in time to accommodate planned arrival dates of
the two CVNs that will replace the aging cvs,

Currently designated CVN home ports are
located at three Pacific Naval Facilities. Two of the
home ports are in the Pacific Northwest area; Puget Sound
Naval Shipyard at Bremerton, Washington, and Naval Station
Everett in Everett, Washington.

The third designated CVN home port is in the

San Diego area at Naval Air Station NHorth Island in
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coronado, California. North Island was recently
designated a CVN home port and just received the
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier in August of 1998.

All three of the currently designated CVN
home porte are considered in the EIS. In addition,
because Pearl Harbor is a vital fleet concentration, it is
also evaluated in this EIS as a potential CVN home port
location.

The Navy determined specific locations for
homeporting by examining the four existing ports just
mentioned, to determine how well they were capable of
satisfying the following CVN home port objectives and
requirements.

operations and training;

Support facilities;

Maintenance facilitiea; and

Quality of life for Navy crew and families.

As I have stated, three CVNs are presently
assigned to the Pacific Fleet. One is currently
homeported in Bremerton, one is at North Island, and one
is at Everett. Two additional CVNs will be joining the
Pacific Fleet in coming years, bringing the Pacific Fleet
total to five CVNs and one CV; the CV being in Yokosuka,
Japan. The CV home port at Yokosuka is not affected by
any decisions in this Environmental Impact Statement.

The EIS analysis assumes: One, at least one
CVN will continue to be homeported at Bremerton to comply
with previous actions under the Base Realignment and
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Closure process, referred to as BRAC; two, at least one
CVN will continue to be homeported at North Island to
comply with previous BRAC actions; and three, the
remaining three ¢Vs will be homeported within the four
alternative locations under consideration; Bremerton,
Evarett, North Island and/or Pearl Harbor.

Because we are looking at four locations to
homeport threa CVNs with a different range of possible CVN
berths at each location, a very large number of potential
combinations were considered. We decided on the five
combinations that presented a reasonable range of
alternatives. Thase five combinations, along with the
alternative of no action, became the six alternatives
analyzed in the Draft EXS. The no-action alternative
evaluates the impacts that would occur if no new
facilities were constructed.

If you will lock at the rows on this chart,
you will see that North Island could have a total of one
to three CVNs, the currently homeported CVN is shown here
in white and posaibly one or two additional CVNs shown in
blue. Puget Scund Naval Shipyard could have one or two
CVNs, the currently homeported CVN and possibly one
additional CVN. Everett could have zero to two CVNs, the
currently homeported CVN and posalbly one additional CVN,
or possibly minus the currently homeported CVN. Pearl
Harbor could either remain without a CVN oy add one CVN.

Columns one through five represent what we
call the action alternatives because they would involve
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the action facilities construction in order to accommodate
additional ships at those locations. In each case tha
column for each alternative totals five CVNs. Each
alternative also has four AOEs, The AOEs are currently
homeported at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. Under
alternative one, with CVNs at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard,
the four AOEs would be moved to Naval station Evarett.
Under alternative tive, also with two CVNs at Puget Sound
Naval Shipyard, two AOEs would remain at Puget Sound Naval
Shipyard and two would be woved to Naval Station Everett.

The sixth column ia the no-action
alternative. MNote that even the no-action alternative has
five CVNs. This is because the proposed action is not to
decide how many ajrcraft carrieras we should have in the
Pacific Fleat; the action is to decide whether to
construct the optimal facilities and infrastructure to
support them. Since NEPA requires that an EIS evaluate a
no-action alternative, we had to determine where to
homeport three CVNs if no new facllities were constructed.
Logic dictated that we would not move the CVNs currently
homeported to North Island, Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and
Naval Station Everett. The rest of the solution was to
locate one additional CVN at the existing transient berth
at North laland; locate one additional CVN at Puget Sound
Naval Shipyard; and keep the ACEs at Puget Sound Naval
Shipyard.

The Navy’s praferred alternative is
alternative two, which would homeport two additional CVNs

13

W

W O® N s

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

at Naval Alr station North Island and maintain Naval
station Everett as a CVN home port. The Navy’sa preference
for this home port combination is based on North Island’s
accessibility to the sea and the training ranges; Pearl
Harbor Naval Shipyard‘’s inaccessibility to the training
ranges and its lack of facilities to support a carrier air
wing; and the operational and quality of life advantages
of the existing CVN home port at Naval Station Everett and
the assumption that depot maintenance of that CVN can be
successfully completed without a significant adverse
impact on crew quality of life or maintenance schedules
and costs.

Now I will describe soma of the construction
needed for maximum development at North Island to provide
home port facilities for a total three CVNs. To achieve
the necessary water depth of 50 feet, approximately
490,000 cubic yards of dredging would be required. The
dredged material would be disposed of at a designated
ocean disposal locatjon approximately five miles southwest
of North Island or at another location in accordance with
perait conditions.

The existing pier J/K would be demolieshed and
reconstructed to provide required CVN berthing. The
demolition and reconstruction of pier J/K is required to
maintain Berth L as a transient CVN berth to support air
wing training and battle group training for CVNs in the
U.S. Pacific Fleet area of responsibility.

approximately 1.2 to two-and-a-half acres of
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dike area would be filled behind the pier. The fill
material would be covered with a concrete cap to provide a
transitional paved area to the other CVN berth facilities.
Filling in the acre dike area would require establishment
of a mitigation site to addreas the loss of shallow waters
and eelgrass habitat. The mitigation site would include
the creation of new bay bottom and establishment of
ealgrass beds with new enhanced intertidal and subtidal
habitat. The mitigation site would be constructed
adjacent to Piar B at the western end of North Island.
Approximately 50,000 cubic yards of sediment would be
dredged to construct the mitigation site and would be in
accordance with permit specifications and agency
requirements.

The concrete wharf would be supported by
concrete and steel piles, reinforced concrete, pile
capbeamg, and the deck slab. The wharf would provide
steam, low-pressure compressed alr, potable water, pure
water, salt water, sanitary sewar, oily wastes, jet fuel,
and marine diesel fuel. Electrical utilities would
include a new 4,160 volt substation.

Additional improvements would include
relocation ¢f the existing ferry/flag landing that
accommodates personal transportation across San Diego Bay.
Other improvements would include a CVN warehouse, a fleet
support building, equipment laydown building, and
lighting. Improvements to the security fence and a

gecurity fence would also be needed.
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The Draft EIS analyzes the potential
environmental effects of the six alternatives. ‘The
analysis specifically addresses construction and operation
of associated facilities and any dredging that may he
required. The study also covers significant issues
fdentified during the public scoping process. The
environmental issues that are addressed in the draft EIS
include the 17 issues on this slide. 1I‘11 let you read
through them now and just point out the transportation
area includes traffic.

The EIS identifies potentially significant
anvironmental impacts at some or all the home port
locations for the following issues: Marine biology,
ground transportation, general services, and utilities.

The chart summarizes the potentially significant impacts
at each CVN home port location.

At Naval Air Station Horth Island, dredging
and pier replacement, which would cause marine habitat and
eelgrass habitat removal, would have significant but
mitigable impacts on marine biology. These impacts would
be assoclated with alternatives one, two, three and four
and would be mitigated by construction of a habitat
mitigation area.

At Puget Sound Naval Shipyard significant but
mitigable impacts on marine biology could result from
dredging and marine construction during the salmon
outmigration season and from construction of a confined
disposal facility, if needed. These impacts would be
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associated with all five of the action alternatives.
Impacts on ealmon migration could bs mitigated by avoiding
dredging and marine construction from mid-March to
mid-June. Impacts from construction of a confined
disposal facility, 1f needed, potentially could be
compensated by construction of a shallow-water habitat.
Also, significant unavoidable impacts on general services
and utilities would be associated with the no action
alternative at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard.

At Naval station Everett significant but
nitigable impacts on marine biology could result from
dredging and marine construction during the salmon
outmigration season and during the Dungeness crab molting
period. These impacts would be associated with
alternatives one, four and five and could be mitigated by
avoiding dredging and reconstruction from mid-March
through mid-June. Under alternative four with CVNs at
Everett, increased local commuters would cause &
significant but mitigable ground transportation impact.
The impact could be mitigated by providing roadway
improvements and by implementation of a trip reduction
program.

At Pear] Harbor Shipyard significant but
mitigable impacts on ground transportation would cccur
with the homeporting of a CVvN. This impact would be
associated with alternatives three and five and could be
mitigated by providing roadway improvements and by
impiementation of a trip reduction program.
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Now I’d like to introduce Mr. Tom Beckett who
will discuss the Navy Wuclear Propulsion Program.

MR. TOM BECKETT: Thank you, Captain.
Wow, good turnout tonight. Certainly
validated the reguest for a separate meeting in downtown
San Diego. If you don’t tell the Fire Marshal I won’t.
You have probably seen it on CNN. Aircraft
carriers give the president four-and-a-half acres of
sovereign territory he can count on, any time he needs it
anywhere in the world. Fleet commanders agree, nuclear
power enhances the capability of an aircraft carrier.
With tactical flexibility, high speed endurance, and
mobility the nuclear powered aircraft carriers can respend
to crisis more guickly, arrive on station and higher state
of readiness and remain on station longer with less
logistic support than their civilian =- excuse me -- than
their foasil fueled counterparts.

Betore discussing the results of the
radiclogical analyses contained in the Environmental
Impact Statement, I‘d like to provide some background on
the Navy’s nuclear propulsion program. Earlier this year
we celebrated our golden anniversary. You may have seen
on the table outside coples of the brochure documenting
some of the many kind words we received to mark this
occasion from the nation’s leaders. If you haven’'t done
s0 please take one at the break time.

In the past 50 years the Navy has logged over
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4,000 reactor years and 115 billion miles steamed on
nuclear power worldwide safely. There has never been a
reactor accident nor apy release of radicactivity
associated with our program that has had a significant
effect on the public or the environment.

The Navy nuclear propulsion standards and
record surpass those of any other national or
international nuclear program. To validate compliance
with our strict radiclogical control requirements we
conduct extensive monitoring of the environment in areas
where we operate, including San Diego. Monitoring
includes analysis of water, sediment, alr, and marine
samples for evidence of radicactivity. Reports on the
results of this monitoring are published openly and
annually and have been done so since the mid-1960s.

We refer to the Blue Book obviously because
of the color of its cover. The Blue BooX is available in
the Coronado library for those of you who are interested.

There have been as many as 22 reactor plants
associated with nuclear powered war ships which have been
homeported in the San Diego area over the past 40 years.
Independent surveys which have been conducted by the
Environmental Protection Agency and by other government
agencies confirm the results of the Navy’s own annual
anvironmental monitoring program. Operations in San Diego
over that period of time have had no significant affect on
the environment.

Now, that doesn‘t mean that we don’t
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occasionally release radicactivity, but what it does mean
is that reactor plant operations which release
radicactivity are infreguent and result in small releases
which have no eignificant affect on the environment.

Naval reactors are different from and much
more robust than their civilian counterparts. The
background on this slide shows U.S.S. THEODORE ROOSEVELT
undergoing live fire shock testing in 1987. The plume of
water behind the ship represents the detonation of the
equivalent of over 50,000 pounds of T.N.T. close to the
hull, Don’t try this in the home reactor pad.

The propulsion plant passed with flying
coloxs allowing the ship to continue operating. This is
no surprise., Unlike civillan plants, naval reactor plants
must be designed to meet the rigors of combat. 1In
addition, naval reactor plants must be designed to fit
within the constrained volume of a war ship hull. Even on
a ship as large as a nuclear powered aircraft carrier, as
many as 6,000 sailors work and live every day while
deployed within 600 feet of two operating reactor plants.

These design requirements result in reactor
plants which are exceptionally resilient and rugged. In
addition, the reactors are simple and small. Typically
less than one~fifth the size of a civilian nuclear power
plant. The naval reactor designs have features which
enhance peacetime protection of the public in the
environment under the benign conditions existing in any

near port when the reactors are being operated at very low
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power or shut down.

Emergency preparedness is a normal part of
ongoing Navy planning and training. Emergency
preparedness covars a wide ranga of situations from avents
such as fires, to less frequent situations. Navy plants
cover a wide range of situations from common events such
as firea to less freguent events such as severe weather,
highly unlikely events such as radiological emergencies.
Radiological emergency preparedness starts with continucus
monitoring of radiological work by trained crews who are
highly motivated to detect any abnormal condition. It
includes detailed procedures which are thought out in
advance and tested to deal with the abnormal situation.
Because cof the conservative design approach used in naval
reactive plants and their facilities, the impacts from
radiological emergencies would be localized.

Consequently, emergency plans are based on using Navy
resources to combat the problem. The plans do include
prompt notification of state and local officials. Let me
reiterate that. Plans do include prompt notification of
state and local officials. Existing state and local
govearnment plans for ensuring public safety during general
emergencies such as severe weather are sufficient to deal
with the situation if necessary.

With that background and expsrience let’s
discuss the Envirconmental Impact Statement radiclogical
analysis. We performed detailed analyses which looked at
potential impacts to alr, water, and sediment guality from
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normal operations and a range of potential accidents. We
performed the detailed radiological analyses which looked
at the potential impacts to air, water, and sediment
quality. Analygses cover impacts to humans as well as to
plant and animal life. The analyses were conducted using
internationally accepted methodology and use International
Commission On Radiation Protection risk factors. These
risk factors assume that a given radiation exposure to a
member of the public results in higher risk than it would
to a facllity worker or sailor. This accounts for more
sensitive populations among the public such as children in
and the elderly. Fatal cancers are reported since fatal
cancer is the commonly accepted measure of impact from
radiation exposure. However, the analyses also cover
non-fatal cancers and other health effects including
genetic effects.

We used several conservative assumptions to
determine risks from both normal operations and from
hypothetical accidents. For example, we assumed that
weather conditions exist which would maximize exposure to
the public from the radioactivity released. We also used
radiological source terms which greatly overestimate the
amount of radiocactivity released. If these conservatisms
were removed from the analyses, the risks would be many
times lower than those reported, which I‘m about to
summarize.

For cumulative impact we assumed that all

nuclear powered ships in the area are concentrated at the
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home port location. For North Island this means that as
many as 12 reactor plants representing the ten submarines
and one CVN currently in the area were evaluated for the
baseline, and then up to 16 reactor plants representing
the same 10 submarines and up to 3 aircraft carriers were
evaluated for cumulative impacts.

Let me digress a little bit at this point ana
talk about potential shipboard accidenta. The evaluation
of shipboard accidents does reveal significant details
about military capability and war ship design.
Consequently they are contained in a classified appendix
consistent with the requirements of NEPA. The classified
appendix is not releasable to the public but has bean
provided to E.P.A. headquarters for raeview. What we can
state publicly about the classified analysis is that all
environmental impacts and conclusions from this classified
appendix are covered by the discussion of facility
accidents in the unclagsified sections of the EIS.

In addition to the analyses in the
Environmental Impact Statement we provided a comprehensive
clasgsified analysis of the design of the NIMITZ-class
reactor plant to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and its
advisory committea on reactor safeguards. They conducted
their own detailed analyses and agreed with our
conclusions: These plants are safe. These reviews,
although not required by law, are part of the Navy’s
longstanding commitment to obtain an independent
consideration of important elements of reactor plant
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design.

Here are the results of the radiological
evaluations for homeporting nuclear powered ailrcraft
carriers at North Island. They show the average
additional annual risk of latent cancer fatality to any
eingle member of the public within 50 miles of North
Island are one in one billion from the cumulative impact
of normal operations. For the most severe facility
accident, the additional annual risk is one in seven
hundred million. This slide is provided to show sonme
perspective on the previous risk numbers. Notice I dian‘t
say there is no risk associated with these operations, but
our conclusion ls that the risks are less, much less than
the risks associated with everyday life.

Finally, this slide shows what I like to call
a Seal Team environmental inspection of U.S.S. NEVADA in
her home port. I use this slide to punctuate our
conclusion that there are no significant radiological
impacts from any of the homeporting alternatives.

I will now turn the program back over to

Captain Deal.

CAPTAIN ROCKLAND DEAL: MNow, normally at this point
we take a ten-minute break, but I think due to constraints
of the facilitles we have here tonight wa will probably
best, unless I hear scmething different, and we will go to
launch into the speaker part of it. If I can get some of
the contact folks to bring the cards out that we have so
24
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far. We want to hear from you.

We want to hear from as
many people as we can. Hopafully everybody will get a
chance to speak tonight. When you -- 1’11 announce -- I
think becauase of the difficulty of getting down to the
front of the room here, I will probably introduce three
pevble or have three people ready to speak; and when you
step up to the mic, please state your name for the Court
Reporter here 80 we make sure we gat comments back to you
when we record your comments for writing. Also point out
that oral or written comments, they will both get complete
and thorough, as we can make it, reply in writing. 5o if
you can’t get everything said orally here, please put it
in writing and we will answer that part. All right.
oOkay., First to speak will be Victor Castillo
followed by Ruth Heife followed by Laura Hunter.

VICTOR CASTILLO:

Good evening. Thank you for H.21

letting me speak here briefly tonight. (inaudible)
regrets his inability to be here tonight, yet he attended
last night‘s hearing and asked me to attend tonight. He
submits for the record an article he wrote for the “sSan
Diego Union Tribune," from September 2nd of this year, and
the article is entitled "Public Needs Information About
The Nuclear Carriers." We ask that it be respectfully
submitted for the record.

(Attached as Exhibit 1.)

Thank you.
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LAURA HUNTER: Good evening. My name is Laura

Hunter from the Environmental Health coalition. I would
like to take a moment to ask everybody in the audience
tonight who is opposed to nuclear homeporting in San Diego
Bay to please stand.

We are asking the Navy -- I would like to ask
you to remain standing just for two minutes while I make
comments, then I‘11 ask you to sit down.

We are asking the Navy to take note, there is
significant public concern and opposition to the nuclear
megaport in San Diego Bay, and we demand that you take our
concerns into account before you bury us with more nuclear
reactors and even more riek to our health and our safety.

One point we want to make very, very clearly,
telling us what you are going to do is not the same as
including us in your decision. It is not the same as an
inclusive decision-making process that we deserve and
count on in a participatory democracy. We are here
tonight to demand a real voice in this process.

Thank you.

The speakers that follow me will raise issues
that have been of concern in the past and are still of
concern in this DEIS. Nothing has changed, nothing except
we are going to have more reactors, more waste, more
tratfic, and more risk. The concerns we have raised in

our previous extensive comments on this project, the

health risks are still unanswered, and they have been

ignored. The health risk assessments are still improperly #
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manipulated. The Navy accident record is still hidden.

our safety is still unprotected. No meaningful actions
have been taken in reaponse to the considered,
intelligent, thoughtful public¢ input that has been
provided to you today. These are not the actions of
participatory democracy, and it makes a charade out of
this process.

Many of us have been involved in this project
since 1994. We have attendad seven public hearings on
five separate environmental documents on one project; the
nuclear megaport preject. By splitting the impacts into
five separate studies, the total impact of this project
was hidden and obfuscated. This is piecemealing, and it's
not allowed under the law. Of these five reviews none has
been signed by a person who cared enough about us to come
out here and hear frowm us first hands about our concerns,
about how this project will affect our lives.

Frankly, I have a lot of sympathy for you
gentlemen sitting there; you don‘t make the decision.
Where are the guys that are going to make the decieions
about our lives?

This is not the action of a governmemt that
exists for and cares about the good of the people.
bemocracy is also undermined when the Navy completely
self-certifies and self-ragulates the most dangerous
aspects of this project, and that’s the nuclear propulsion

part. It violates the all jimportant checks and balances

of powaer integral to our society.
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Bottom line, Fifth piece of this puzzle
ignores public input, and most impertant to communities.
It’s most objectionable that this person who wag
ultimately responsible for this, specitically Secretary of
the Navy, Richard Dansig is not here.

I urge everybody in attendance to call Dansig
and say where were you.

We want to talk to you. Call and

dial for Democracy tomorrow. Anything less is
unacceptable.

Thank you.

MARILYN FIELD: Good evening. 1I’'m Marilyn Field,
and 1 live in Coronado, but 1 didn’t go to the meeting in
Coronado last night. I‘m here tonight because this is the
first meeting you have had in San Diego, and this is not
just a Coronado issue. This project affects San Diego and
surrounding communities egually with Coronado, and tonight
you are going to hear the names of many people from many
communities around San Diego who oppose this project.

And why are we all concerned?

Homeporting three nuclear aircraft carriers
with the support facilities, the nuclear waste processing
plant, and the nuclear waste dump within less than a mile
of the center of a major population center makes nc sense,
Especially when it’s right between two earthguake faults
on loosely compacted landfill.

Why are we concerned? Put very simply,

accidents happen. They happen to everyone. They happen
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even in the nuclear Navy.

For tive yeara now you have been telling us
the Navy makes no mistakes; there are no accidents; never
had a reactor accident in the history of naval nuclear
propulsion, but that’s because you define reactor
accidents very narrowly. You have many things which you
call incidents which general population would call
accidents. I have a list of 11 of them, and six others
that are near accidents,

And I will give this to the Court Reporter
and she can put it in the racord.

(Attached as Exhibit 2.)

Accidents are especially likely to happen ’ H.2.12

whan you have short-handed personnel and personnel are
worked around the clock to compensate for vacancy. This
has been much in the news lately. The Navy has told us
how they are going to have to do gomething, either lower
their recruiting standards by to the lowest categories or
taking other actions, but right now you are not fully able
t0o man your personnel slots, and that creates the risk of
accidents and people get tired and overworked just as it
did when you spilled mercury in the San Dlego bay two

years ago which coat about $2 willion to clean up.

I first became very seriously concerned about| H.2.13

this project when I read the EIS for the STENNIS becausa
one of the things that concerned me was that I read about
the Navy’s accident plans, and that there is a warning

system and Navy based personnel will be inside within five
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minutes and evacuated from the base within two hours. But
there are no emergency evacuation plans or warning sirens
or perimeter monitoring to let civilians know what is
happening in the event of an accident.

For yeare now -- several years now -- we have
baen asking for at least perimeter monitoring, emergency
warning, and emergency plans including evacuation plans.
Civil plans for an earthguake are not sufficient.
Emergency plans are not effective unless civilians know
what they are apd what they are supposed to do if they are
warned. Right now we don‘t even have a warning system so
we could tell people in the event of an accident.
Perimeter monitoring is available; it is not that
expensive; it is used in other -- around other nuclear
facilities around the country, and there is even federal
money available and it’s encouraged. Citizen monitoring
is encouraged by -— the Wavy has tried to oppose this and
has so far refused to provide this to us.

S0 I =say it is time for the public to say no,
and I think we are saying no tonight.

No more nuclear propulsion.

And it‘s time for the Navy to say yes. Yes
to answering our guestions, and yes to our reasonable
requests for citizens’ safety measures in connection with
the carrier we already have here.

One more comment., I have spent a lot of time

in the last few weeks trying to understand this document,

and particularly the appendix dealing with radiation
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risks, and this document is a disgrace. You talk about lt% Hute

being conservatively calculated. It isn‘t. It is a
highly biased Navy P.R. plece which does not take inte
event the latest scholarship and research done on low
level radiation. Moreover, in your risk you multiply
your -- whataver you decided is your risk of an accident,
which I guess you think is pretty close to zero. That
greatly undereatimates the risk. Also risk is stated as
average annual risk. Nobody cares if they are going to
get cancer this year or next, they want to know if this is
going to cause me cancer in my lifetime.

What we need -- I have been to many meetings.
I have written letters.

I spaak WMy peace. My comments

are ignored. My questions aren’t answered. I have been

at this for three years now. We really deserve answers
and we need a dialogue. We don‘t just need you to listen
and hear us and ignore us.
Thank you.
LUZ PALOMINO:

(In Spanish. Not reported by the

Court Reporter.)

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I'm going to translate.

The additional impact of aircraft carriers,
nuclear aircraft carriers and a waste plants here next to
our strests. I don‘t understand why the documentation of
this project wasn‘t in Spanish, nor do I understand why
this is the first time you had a meeting in San Diego.

We are already victims of a lot of
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contamination in my neighborhood and emissions from a lot T]{Q]g

of industries that put out toxic waste. The fish in the
bay already are contaminated, and they are nat good enough
to eat.

One of the aspects of this document that
wasn‘t analyzed recently also that we found out was that
you have now contracted with three local ship builders to
do your defense contracts. And the contracts guarantee
that the nuclear ships will be repaired next to this site.
That will bring even more contamination to my
neighborhood. And that is a direct and indirect impact of
these nuclear aircraft carriers that was never ever
contemplated in your EIS or even talked to in the
community.

I live downwind from the project, from your
project. And if there is an accident, my family, all of
our families and all of San Diego are in jecpardy by these
nuclear aircratft carriers.

ERNIE McCRAE: And if you happen to have accidents
that you say you haven’t, all I can reply to that is thank
goodness. You see, I have had personal experience with
accidents that had happen. I was part of many families in
San Diego that hosted kids from Belerusse that had a
tremendous nuclear accident, or nuclear incident, and
their lives have been changed forever. The reason they
came here was to replenish their ilmmune systems. The

fruit in their country has been changed. The structure of
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their very natura has been changed.
Let’s say we don't have an accident anywhere
n&ar our lives.

Some day it is going to happen. And then

how is that explained to children. I‘'m here representing
children because that’'s what my work -- life’s work is all
about. I happen to be Principal of cabrille Elementary in
Point Loma, and we don’t have a clue as to what to do if
something happened to release nuclear waste, and we are
vaery close to vwhere you are; and we are upwind, downwind,
sidewind. Every afternoon in Point Loma the winds are
just all over the place, anybody who lives in that area.

I think we owe it to future generations -- I
happen to have nine grandchildren who live in this
community, and we owe it to them and their descendents to
think of other ways to carry on our national security. I
think that it‘s become ljke a game and someone had
mentioned that there is no conaideration of people who
oppose, and the Secretary of the Mavy should be here.
This is extremely important, and I think it‘s a lack of
raspect for our community that they put you in this
sitwation to take this on,

Thank you.

DEE CHRISTIAN: Good evening. I‘m Dee Christian.

I‘m a retired physician from U.C.S.D. and the president of
the board of the Peace Rescurce Center in San Diego.

As a physician at the same time as every

month I get literature showing that tinier and tinler and
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tinler amounts of radiation are now proving to be
maedically devastating. The Navy is busily bringing in
ship after ship, and submarine after submarine, nuclear
repalr facility after nuclear repair faciiity making San
Diego already one of the sixth most largest cities in the
United States, one of the most radicactively at risk
cities in the United States.

To a physician this is atarting to seem
absolutely insane. We know that if one of these floating
nuclear power plants goes wrong with no containment
vessel, we are supposed to evacuate a ten-mile radius
within five hours and get potassium-iodine and shelter to
everyone 74 miles downwind way into Mexice, and we also
know that no such thing will happen; and we are doomed.
Even without accidents we are in trouble.

All these nuclear processes involve routine
allowable legal exposures in this state of radionuclides.
These small amounts are more health threatening than we
have realized, and more health threatening than your risk
assessment assumptions are making. We thought Chernobyl
would hurt people 12 miles away. We now have 150 percent
increase in breast cancers 25 miles away from Chernobyl.
We have a thyrcid cancer epidemic in Chernobyl from
Chernobyl and that is hundreds of kilometers away. The
Pilgrim Nuclear Plant studies prove the leukemia rates go
up around plants emitting perfectly legal and routine
amounts of radioactive material. The Oak Ridge National

Laboratory and Portsmouth Naval Shipyard workers have
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axcess lung cancers and leukemias with a tiny and extra r}{225
dose, single rem which is one-third of what the Navy is
permitted to administer to each of us without thinking
about it,

Of grave importance to San biegans faced with
living near dozens of low radiation emitting plants and
naval facilities, the Oak Ridge data show that low doses
of radioactivity delivared slowly over decades are ten
times more likely to make a human cancer than are high
dooes of radiation deliveraed quickly.

one-third of those who work at Rocketdyne in
simi Valley receiving only doses way under those
considered safe by current law and used in your risk
assessment numbers died of cancer. That’m eight times the
number that should be dying of cancer.

There is already radicactivity alpha and beta] H226
emissions in our bay‘s fish, and although it is natural to
fear an accident with masasive uncontrolled releases, the
medical literature is astarting to warn that it’s really
the slow environmental accumulation from each onse of
dozens of allowable naval point sources during routine
operations, repairs, transportation, and storage that‘s
going to do us in. Once out in plants, fish or humans,
thesa molecules do damage for up to thousands of years,
and they are not reccupable or made less dangercus over
time. In fact, having chlorine or chlorination in our
drinking water makes some of them more apt to stick into

the body and cause cahcer. What an ironic twist of
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From a physician‘s point of view, basing the
nuclear Navy and its dangercus onshore support facilities
in a large population center like San Diego defies reason
and comes with unacceptable health and environmental

risks.

CARCL JOHKAW: I’m Carol Jonkaw. I’‘m the exacutive
director of Peace Rescurce Center.

One of the things that I would like to
address tonight are the claims made here and elsewhere by
the Navy that an all nuclear carrier force is necessary
because it provides a military advantage.

In truth a new report raleased by the general
accounting office this August revealed that nuclear
powered carriers offer no discarnible military advantages
ovar conventionally powered carriers and conciluded that
they are far more expensive to operate and maintain.

I recommend this is some good reading. It is a little
more easier user friendly reading for folks than the EIS.
Good reading.

I'd like to say to you that what needs to
happen is the Navy has got to stop perpetuating myths
about the superiority of nuclear carriers and start
talking about soma real facts.

Fact: As revealed In the G.A.0. report,
nuclear carriers are far more ewxpensive to operate and

maintain costing over $8 billion over a S50-year life span
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each. That’s 58 percent more than a conventional carrier
cost to operate over 50 years, and these costs do not
include the cost of decommissioning nor the cost of
storage of the reactors, spent nuclear fuel for thousands
of yaears.

Fact: The Navy stopped building other
nuclear powered service vessels after 1975 because of the
high cost.

Fact: Remaining nuclear powered surface
vessels have heen decommissioned early because they were
not cost effective to operate and maintain.

Fact:: Conventjional and nuclear carriers both|
have been effective in meeting requirements of our
military strategy requirements. They share many of the
same characteristics and capabilities and are employed
interchangeably.

Fact: A carrier force of 12 conventional
carrier groups, battle groups, actually can provide a
greater level of overseas presence at a far cheaper cost
than a nuclear carrier force.

And a fact to put some of this into real
perspective, some of these claims, do thay get there
faster? Sure, a little bit. As a G.A.0Q. report peints
out, on a trip from the east coast to Mediterranean, the
nuclear carrier will get there two hours sooner. Six
hours sooner from the Pacific to the Persian Gulf.

Now, I want to ask you is two hours or six

hours worth the cost? Is it worth putting the health and
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risk, health and safety of our communities at rigk from
radiation exposure to save a few hours?

THE AUDIENCE: No.

CAROL JONKAW: There is really no sane, rational
reason to develop nuclear carriers. Nevertheless, San
Diego is faced with becoming the largest West Coast
concentration of nucleag carriers in the U.S. People here
might be interested to know that on Septembar 25th less
than one month, less than one month after this report came
out the Department of Defense approved the Navy’s reguest
that the next generation of carriers, the CVXs be
outfitted with nuclear propulsion plants.

This is not a surprising decision given the
Navy predictions, nuclear propulsion and the influences of
the nuclear industry, but cne has to really gquestion the
continued loss of democracy that is demonstrated when a
decision such as this which impacts the health and welfare
of s0 many people is once again with the public knowing
very little if anything about it and certainly not being
included in the decision making process,

Lat’a get very clear about thia, HNuclear
carriers do not add to our security. 1In fact, they make
us less secure. They make us lesse secure by stealing
money away from needed social programs that would ephance
our guality of life and by increasing the health and
safety dangers to our community.

Your Draft Environmental Impact Statement has

a lot of serious flaws, but the most fundamental one is
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the assumption that nuclear carriera are necessary. You *l{!&?

don’t really need them, and we certainly don’t want them.

PAULA FORTERS: Good evening. My name is Paula

Forters, and I am staff counsael for the Environmental
Health Coalition. In these public hearings tonight and
last night you have heard concerns of many members of
public. You are going to keep hearing those concerns
tonight., You also heard form elected officials, technical
experts, and they are all telling you about the problems
that we have with this project.

I want to talk a little bit about the legal
problems that exist with the EIS in order to build on some
of their concerns.

First, the Environmental Impact Statement
analyzes the impacts of this project by using the
assumptlion that two CVNs will replace two CVs that will be
leaving San Diego. This just serves to minimize the
appearance of impact on this project. In fact, San Diego
is currently a home port to only one CV. It has not been
a home port to more than two CVs since the U.S.S5. RANGER
was decommisgioned in 1992. Thus in reality only one CV
will be leaving San Diego, not two as the EIS claims.

In contrast with what the Navy has done, the
law requires that the Navy analyze this project compared
to what is on the ground now, and the potentlal impacts
from this project must be analyzed compared to what exists

now. If this analysis is done according to law, the real
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impacts from this project will start to show up.

second, as the Navy is well aware, the EIS
must consider all of the potential health impacts to the
people of this region, and yet there are several gaping
holes in this analysis.

You have heard from some of the folks as to
problems of the analysis of the radiation impacts., I want
to talk about are for a second about problems of the
analysis of the toxic alr contaminants that are going to
be released as a part of this project.

The EIS fails entirely to analyze the impacts
from potential increases and emissions of toxic air
contaminante at NASNI. Now, realize that NASNI already
ranks second in San Diego County for posing the highest
industrlal cancer risk to surrounding neighborhoods. It
is second only to the Point Loma Maval complex. This is
already a huge burden on the people of this region and yet
the increases in cancer causing emissions from the added
burden of two more carriers has not been established, and
the added burden of servicing those carriers. That has
not even been mentioned in this EIS.

In order for the EIS to give full information
to the public about the exiating environment at NASNI and
the potential impacts of this project, all existing
enissions of both toxic criteria pollutants from all NASNI
operations must be documented and all future emigsions of
both toxic and criteria pollutante from this project must

be documanted.
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Additionally, the potential impacts from the
air wing which {s attached to thosa carriers hasn’t even
been addressed. The EIS cltes the close proximity of the
multiple airfields to this project is being necessary for
this project and yet does not even mention the potential
from impacts from the air wing that’s associated with
those fields. It would lead ug to believe that those
fields would not even be used, even though they are
necessary for this project.

In sum, the current analysis is flawed and
legally insufficient. Does not rise to the standards of a
National Environmental Policy Act, and that act was
developed and passed so that people like this could have
full information about government actions before they were
taken.

You haven’t done that. You haven’t complied
with the law, and we are calling on you to do just that,
to provide complete information about this project to the
public and finally come clean.

Thank you.

JENNIFER DUMAS: I’m here representing the Peace
Resource Center and the Environmental Health Coaljtion,
and I support all the statements that have been made by
those representatives; and I’m here to read the names of
people who couldn’t ba hare today but who algo support
those statements. From east county:

(Written list of names with proper spellings
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not provided to the Court Reporter.)

BETTY HIMLY: I'm Betty Himley. I am a volunteer
with the Peace Resource Center, and I would like to read
the names of the people from Pacific Beach who could not
be here and support our efforts to be heard.

(Written list of names with proper epellings

not provided to the Court Reporter.)

JASON FLORES:

Good evening. My name is Jason

Flores. I am a resident of Pacific Beach, and I would
like to voice my support for the earlier teatimony of the
Environmental Health Coalition and the Peace Resource
Center.

The following are the names of pecople I
collected in the Ocean Beach vicinity who are also opposed
to nuclear homeporting:

{(Written list of names with proper spellings
not provided to the Court Reporter.)

Thank you,

ALAN McAFEE: I‘m Alan McAfee speaking in support
of the Peace Resource Center and the Enviranmental Health
Coalition and other people also wish to have their names
entered in support of those groups:

(Wwritten list of names with proper spellings
not provided to the Court Reporter.)

Thank you.
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JOE VARLEY: Good evening. My name is Joe Varley.

I'm a native San Diegan. I was raised in Rosecrans Street
just near the subbase in San Diego near the (ipaudible)
Point subbagse. I lived there when it wae an atomic
submarine base.

My wife and I now live next to the Sparwars
facility on Point Loma. The reason I mention this is I
want to establish that I know what kind of neighbor the
United States Wavy can be. The Navy has always been
responsive to the community needs. The Navy brings the
best and the brightest people to our city. The future
citizens and leaders of this city will have a heavy
representation of former Navy personnel. The Navy also
brings with it the cutting edge of technology.

The world leader of nuclear technology is the
United States of America. And the leader of that
technology of ship powered nuclear propulsion is the
United States Navy. No one in the world is better
prepared to use nuclear power than the United States Navy.

The Navy has always in the past accepted its
responsibility to mitigate the impacts to traffic
congestion, education, and the environment. There is no
reason to believe that their dedication will change any
time soon.

To those concerned with the possibility of a
nuclear disaster, I would remind you that more people died

at Chappaquidic Creek than died at Three-Mile Island.
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I would urge everyone to gupport the
homeporting of these ships. 1It’s good for the Navy and
it’s good for our city.

Thank you very much.

STEVE MCWILLIAMS: My name is Steve Mc Williams.
I'm currently on trial for providing marijuana medicine to
patients in San Diego. I find it absolutely offensive
that our government spends billions of dollars to provide
death to people all around the world, while at the sanme
time prosecuting our own citizens right here in the United
States, simply for trying to take care of themselves.

I am offended that indigenous people, native
Americans, mainly in South Dakota and other parts of the
United States are digging up uranium ore and making
plutonium in highly dangerous situaticns, and all of that
has to come here; and as it travels here it is incapable
of endangering many people as it is being transported.

After all the Navy has done with it, the
waste products have to be disposed of, and we haven’t even
figured all of that out either.

All of this is meant to just provide death
and destruction for people around the world. All these
ships can do is raln terror and death on people, and I am
offended by that. I’m offended by a government that has
nothing better to do than to hurt other people while
leaving its own people homeless and desperate and

bedridden and diseased and illiterate and poverty
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stricken. I‘m offended by this government. And you

rapresent that. And so you offend me too.
MILES HARVEY: I represent the Landing Homeowner’s
association which 1s the homeowner’s association for the
92«unit condominium complex at 1st and Orange Avenue in
Coronado.

For many years we have been interested in the
traffic problem, and because of this DEIS we have revieved
it in some detail; and we have the tollowing comments on
the DEIS itself: We are embarrassed to say that we
believe that it is fundamentally and fatally flawed and
that the information in the DEIS does not speak as of the
date of its issuance and the facts relled upeon do not
exist teday.

Throughout the DEIS refers to the guote, current
situation, close gquote, as being two CVs homeported at the
air station and throughout gives credit to the removal of
two CVs. This simply is not the case. As the only major
ships homeported at the air station are one CV
CONSTELLATION and one CVN the newly arrived STENRIS. The
references to removal two CVvs, see pages ES-8, 9, 17, 19,
pages 2-44, 2-49 and the, quote, status quo, close quote,
described on page 2-44.

It also stated that beginning in 1998 three
aircraft carriers will be homeported at the air station.
Again, this is at page 2-8 and 9. This is not true. Has

not been true, and will not be true. There is no way a
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reasonable person can analyze the volume of information by
simply subtracting out one CV to make it true. It’s very,
very difficult.

The EIS also states, quote, The Navy is
currently in the process of redesigning the main gate so
that the entrance will be aligned with 3rd Street at
Alameda Boulevard and the exit aligned with 4th Street,
close guote, pages 3.9-4 and 3.18-11. The implication is
that the gate will be realigned and this will mitigate
tratfic problems. This, however, dees not comport with
the recent statement of Coronado’s Mayor Smisek that due
to the cause of the realignment and SANDAQ’s lack of
funding, such realignment is, guote, dead, close quote.

S50 many of the facts and figures used in the
DEIS are outdated and should be updated to the current
situation. That is downsizing one CV, one CVN, current
terrorists threats by increased security at the air
station, et cetera.

Traffic trip rates based on a mid=1980 study
at May Port Naval Station in Florida would be laughable if
they were not contained in a serious DEIS, page 3.9-5.
Quote, daily traffic volumes, close guote, were collected
from Caltrans, thea City of Coronado, and the Navy im 1995,
close quote. Page 3.9-5. There must be information that
is less than three years old that reflects the different
population and ship mix at the air station at the present
tine.

We also now have experience with delays in
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traffic caused by threat alert condition. We also have
the suicides, the accidents on the bridge that completely
snarl up the access to Coronado Island.

Unfortunately by trying to juetify conclusion
there are what we believe to be substantial emissions of
two vital mitigation measures. There is no mention of the
realignment of the main gate as a mitigation measure,
although the DEIS seems to erronecusly assume that it will
happen. There is no mention in the proposed bore tunnel
although it is on the Coronado Municipal ballot this
weck -- or next week.

Last but not least we believe that there must
be discussion probably under health and safety that the
increased threat of terxrorist activity for strategic
targeting by foreign powers caused by accumulation of
three and four if trapsient dock is used of the world’'s
largest war shipa in a very confined space. This must
have an impackt on the desirability of gaining maxinum
results from illegal acts. This really needs to be
treated in the DEIS., If it is to, guote, evaluate
potential impacts, close guote, from the proposed
homeporting of three nuclear carrlers of transient dock of
visiting nuclear carrier.

Bacause of the factual foundation of the
DEIS, it does not fulfill its purpose of evaluating,
quote, the environmental effects from constructing and
operating facilitles and infrastructure needed to support

three NIMITZ-class carriers, close guote, and requirement
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of informing, quote, of reasonable alternatives to avoid
or minimize adverse impacts, close quote.

It 13 interesting to note the DEIS, guote,
acknowladgas that the air station cannot support threae
additional CVNs for a total of four. That’s page 2~69.

We respectfully request that the DEIS be
rewritten in the present factual situation using current
information and providing data on mitigation measures.

There is also a new noise study that has come
out thia week that certainly could be included.

This is one of the most important matters
facing the city of Coronado. Unfortunately although the
law requires the Navy to prepare a supplemental EA or EIS
should new information relevant to the environmental
concerns bear on the impacts of the proposed action become
available, the Navy really should go back to the drafting
board and prepare a new DEIS to avoid the confusjon that
it would entail if they merely issued a supplement to the
current draft.

Thank you.

ED KIMERUP:

Thank you. May name is Ed Kimerup. I

am speaking here on behalf of the Sierra Club. Excuse my

voice. I'm getting over the flu. The DEIS really really
has a lot of flaws in it, and I think it’s seriously
flawed; and I would like to point out several instances
here where we are submitting comments that will outline

many of these.
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One commeént here that reflects the comment
that is made about the traffic. They mentioned that there
ise a six-month maintenance cycle every two years. When
you have three carriers that means there is an 18-month
cycle that these 450 specialiste have to come down to do
the servicing, and yet in the EIS it treats it as if there
is only a temporary crew here, like six months out of two
years. And that’s carried throughout the EIS.

It doesn’t recognize the traffic impact and
the 450 people that will be coming. In the DEIS the air
quality impacts of a commuting traffic because of this
additional crew is not considered. Furthermore, it
assunes that the traffic car emissions are based on the
California standards vhen, in fact, many cars that are
used for commuting are licensed out of state and states
which have less strict air gquality standards.

There is also failure in the DEIS to mention
a fire aboard the carrier. Nor is there any discussion of
fire boats that could handle the situation. This is
covered under tha utilities and services section.

The impacts on the bay water quality have
beesn glossed over. For exampla, there is no discussion on
the storm water runoff or from the carriers itself or the
water runoff during maintenance where you are scrubbing
painting and so forth.

There is also a call that we had made for an
independent committee with security clearance to overview

the nuclear propulsion program. The E.P.A. may be part of
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that, but we have asked for a special committee to do
that, and that was ignored.

The radiological risk assessment that may be
heard previously is seriously at fault. We don’t bellieve
that the elderly were included contrary to the comment
that was made by the speaker. It only included the
children. And I checked that thls afternoon. And
furthermore, if you look at the SANDAG studies, they show
the demographics from all the cities surrounding these
impacted areas and many of them have populations that have
higher rates of elderly, Coronado, for example. You go
across the bay to National City, the children, the ages
there are much higher, and so that has to be factored in
when you do a radiological test. But that hasn’t been
done and, furthermore, by averaging these numbers you do
net give a true picture of the statistics; for example, we
don’t know what the maximum risk might be or what even the
standard deviation of what that risk is, only the averages
were taken. Two-and~a-half million pecple and you divide
that into the risk, you are going to get a small number no
matter what you think. But that isn’t really giving you a
realistic assessment of the people who are really to be
factored.

And that’s -- those are my concluding
comments. Like I said we will be submitting additional
written comments.

Thank you.
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JANICE JORDAN: Hello wy nawme is Janice Jordan.
I'm a Peace and Freedom candidate for the 49th
Congressional Distrjct, and I know a lot about democracy
or 1ack of, I should say, in this country. And I saw a
lot of lack of Democracy in your representation and your
presentation here tonight, and I'm disappeinted in you
greatly; and hopefully as an elected official after
November 3rd my words will be the words of the community,
not only the community that’s in here tonight but the
community of the thousands of people in their homes and on
the streets tonight where they are saying no more nuclear
ajrcraft carriers.

I worked for the County of San Diego ten
years ago. And one of the jokes that used to go around
the office was that we had the cleanest bay in the nation
because so many chemicals have been spllled In there that
it killed off everything. Instead of pouring bleach into
the water of the basin of your sink. And I remember
taking a call that the Navy had dumped some paint on the
rocks out on Coronado, and they were never held
responsible for that because we could not site you for
that because you were a government agency above us.

If we can’t hold you responaible for
something as simple as spilling paint, how are we to hold
you responsible for a nuclear disaster?

I have been a long time community activist
and & long time member, and as a community you are part of

our community too; and I want us to work togethaer, but
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that means you need to listen to us and be a part of us.
We can’t work against each other. My concern is your
concern. I care about what happens to the Navy if
anything should ever go wrong. You are a human too. We

need to work together. You can‘t ignore us. Work with

us. We are your community.
WILLIAN E. CLAYCO: I’m William Clayco. I'm

speaking on behalf of Save Our Bay, Inc., Imperial Beach.

Usually we put comments in writing, but we
don’t expect any consideration of our comments, 60 we are
going to save some paper. We have been conned for just
about ~- I have been conned for 53 years now. When
somebody conned Harry Truman into dropping bombs on
Nagasaki and Hiroshima I thought he had saved my life
because I was slated to go hit the beach with the marines,
and he saved me because he dropped those bombe. But then
a found out years ago, I found out that he didn’t have to
drop those bombs because we had bombed Japan so badly, and
we could keep it up for a few more months; and they were
already at the consistency of watery jelly. The war would
have been over in s&ix months without the bombs. 50
somebody conned Harry, and he dropped the bombs.

Then the next president, good old Ike, he was
conned too. He was conned into using nuclear power, the
peaceful atom. And the con keeps going on.

But I like to know -- the last time I heard,

one atom of plutonium in your lungs would give you lung

leﬁB
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cancer. oOne atom. S0 I would like to know how many atoms
of plutonium are produced each day by each of your
reactors,
Finally, Germany has just decided to quit

using nuclear power. And I think it‘’s time our Navy did
the same,

WILLIAM HARRIS: I‘m the founder of the Health
Optimizing Institute.
I can’t really -- I can’t believe this is
It’s just like I think I’m going to wake up

this is a bad dream.

happening.
I can’t imagine at this point in
time that tha Department of the Defense and Navy would be
presenting such a situation in San Diego. I mean, we were
looking at, you know, a campaign to create San Diegco being
a model optimal health community, and the real issue is,
you know, it was the Department of War and the Department
of War I think 1s all over, and they changed it to
Department of Defense. Okay. So we look at what it takes
in military for logistics, over B0 percent of the military
is logistics, and so this money could be -- I mean, the
conversation at this time -- I mean, the wisdom and the
intelligence hera, I mean, it’s incredible; but I think we
must be being run by the system. Is that the problem?
Because, I mean, the wisdom and the integrity of the
people here, all of us, I mean it’s so incredible, I would
expect that the conversation here would be about a

conversion of creating a new job for the industrial

—
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military complex, raising the pay, because you would be
able to raise the pay, because what you are doing, the
discussion would be how to use this money to take the
warhead off, you would have the warhead ready, and put the
peace head on which is creating war in reverse.

My goodnesas, the need is there in the world.
We got the wisdom,

We got the money. We got the

technology. And I can’t believe that this is happening.
I mean, this is totally unreal.

RANDY BERGMAN: Randy Bargman representing River
Valley Preservation Project.

My first comment is a repeat of the report,
the G.A.0. report about no discernible military advantages
over non~nuclear carriers and that Navy commanders don’t
reguest nuclear rather than conventional carriers for
battle situations. Doesn’t that say it all?

Certainly the independent G.A.O. report is
more incredible than the nuclear Navy with its vested
interest. Furthermore, each carrier costing 8 billion
more to build and operate than a conventional carrier.
This is a ludicrous waste of our tax dollars and should be
widely reported on national evening news segments
describing boondoggling.

congressman Bob Filner in response to the

G.A.0. report agreed that we can avoid the massive costs

of public safety risks of nuclear carriers by simply

|
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congressman to introduce legislation which would stop all
funding of nuclear carriers. I hope evéeryone here will do
likewise.

I also plan to write the President to ask him
to veto any bills which would fund nuclear carriers. &As
San Diegans we need to take the lead in making pecple
throughout the country aware of such fiscal insanity., It
is projects like these that have led us into a 6 trillion
federal deficit. Congreseional investigators are looking
into these matters, and I understand that they should also
include in-depth (inaudible) with profiting from such
instruction and to see if such profiting is legal.

With billions of dollars at stake, it should
be not surprising to find massive under-the-table-payoffs.

The Navy representative was quoted as saying
that each time we drive a car over here we are at more
risk of an accident than with a nuclear accident fron
these carriers. Yet it also «- this argument presumes
that there would be no sabotage as others have pointed
out. And the argument also misses the point, if anyone is
in an auto accident, it does not have regional
consequences. For thousands of lives both now and for
hundreds of years to follow this technology is potentially
50 deadly on a massive scale it should be illegal.

In sum as a resident of San Diego and
taxpayer I strongly object to the Navy taking further
risks with our health and life when far cheaper options

are readily available. The purpose of the EIS is to
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protect the public from ridiculous projects. We can only
hope that with increasing public awareness and pressure on
Congress and the President this proposal will melt down.

ALLISON ROTH: My name is Allison Roth. 1'm a
Southern cCalifornia coordinator for Environmental
Non-Prefit known as Biological Diversity. I’m here on
behalf of the southwest center tonight, and also to
reitarate the comments that were raised by the Audobon
last night, and I‘m representing Audubon as well tonight.

our primary concern is that mitigation for
the previous nuclear powered aircraft carrier resulted in
a reduction of intertidal habitat. The mitligation --
eelgrass was required to be mitigated. It was mitigated
in North Island, and the shoreline was pulled back, and
the water was deepened. As a result, while eelgrass did
well, the intertidal habitat was lost.

The intertidal habitat is for shore birds and
fish. There is an amazing amount of -~ there is an
amazing reduction in their foraging habitat as a result of
their mitigation. This is the exact same mitigation that
is being proposed in the current EIS.

Fine (inaudible) are alsc impacted to loss of
intertidal habitat. They are the critters that Keep our
water clean. And what we are afrald of is that there is
only a few hundred yards of natural shoreline habitat left

in North Island. And so while the proposed mitigation

site may not look to be a significant amount, it is  J
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gignificant cumulatively.

The EIS addresses upland and marine habitats,
but it doesn’t even mention tha value of the intertidal
habitat or mention intertidal habitat at all.

So we are very concerned that the cumulatijive
impacts of this loss of intereat tidal habjtat as well as
the project specific impacts which would result from
ealgrass nitiq#tion being propcsed be addressed in the
EIS. It is required by the Clean Water Act. It’s hot
addressed, and it would be an inadequate Environmental
Impact Statement. And I think that that sums it up.

Thank you.
ROSA LOPEZ ANGELES:

(In Spanish. Not reported by

the Couxrt Raeporter., List of pames and corract spellings
not provided to the Court Reporter.)

EDWARD SIEGEL: I’d like to make a few comments. I
was planning to give something more definitive tonight.
But seeing no overhead projector again, I guess the Navy
feels anything we have to say doesn’t deserve an overhead
projector.

You gentlemen know why the Nazis lost World
I'm Jewish. I

War I1? Let me say previously to that.

think we need more carriers. Hot here. Our biggest
They

That’'s

danger of peopla who are wanting to meet our ally.
are waiting for a nuclear attack., They want it.

part of their mission in 1life,

1
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Why did the Nazis lose World War I1? They
believed their thing, own propaganda would conquer the
Soviet Unlion in three months. They marched in Russia with
leather soles and nails in their boots. 1'm a Russian

Jew. So I'm (inaudible), Real cold, We invaded Russia
{inaudible).

Okay. I notice you gentlemen -- I hate to be
sarcastic, but I'm going to have to be sarcastic. I had a
substantiative thing prepared, but it ain‘t going to
happen.

You are very well dressed. HMHave any of you
ever been in a reactor? Have you ever crawled around in

one? I doubt it, especially you. You folks seem like
public relations folks and you are doing your job.
Unfortunately, you are not the people the citlzens want
speak to. They want to speak to experts from the Navy,
and no offense, higher level people,

Let me say something unrelated to metallurgy.
When you fly from here to Asia or you fly from New York to
Europe, what direction are you headed? You go north,
northwest, northwest. That means carriers in Bremerton,
Washington are much closer to Soviet Unlon and china
everywhere except maybe Figi, Tonga and South America.

Carriers 1500 miles south of here are in
Norfolk versus up north on Eastern U.S. coast are much
further from anywhere but the Mediterranean. There is a
large equator. It takes 15 hours to fly from Jakarta,

Tokyo.

‘PLZ&O

It is a very big player in our travel (inaudible;.‘
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You want to go north to Nova, that’s the way missiles go. #}{280

There is no need for carriers to be 1500 miles south of

Bremerton. It is called the great circle route. Okay.

This looks like a nuclear fuel. It loocks
like a zirc alloy two or zirc alloy four. It happens to
be a Saporo beer can, and I bring it to show that if I
didn’t show you the beer can, you folks might think it’s
radioactive fuel element, I would like to meet people in
a closed hearing of this nature with congressmen present
and senators who know something technical about nuclear
reactors. oOkay.

And not to insult Mr. BecKkett, I’m sure he is
deing his job., But we are experts in nuclear reactors all
of us. You are obviously very good looking, very well

dressaed., You are in public relations. It is word for
word what we heard last night.

I would like to meet some experts. Getting
near the end, what I want mentioned is purposeful fraud
againet the Navy by especially Westinghouse. Also General
Electric, also Lockheed Martin, I‘ve got cartons of
documents, some of them 40 years old. Purposeful fraud.

I hope it is to the point that they are very large false
claims act suit.

Paper I published which I will be providing
you gentlemen with some evidence to show you the profiting
of whomever, probably not the Navy. Tha general magnetism
against materials (inaudible} 347 1978 has been deleted

from all U.S. international data bases aexcept for this.
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It is gone from the D.0O.E. Pecple can’‘t believe it. It

has been ripped out of many library books. It has been
ripped out of the journal and the pages have been
renumbered.

find it.

If you look for a magnifying glass you can
Mention two last things. I mentioned the
other night this business about the EMERAUD the French
nuclear submarine. I would like to meet anyone in the
nuclear U.S. Navy who knows about this. This is an
INCO-182 steam explosion.

Lastly, something very amusing to sort of
close, next to lastly., Interesting article, I‘11 give you
the reference and I’11 have it in what I submit. San
Diego Tribune, Wednesday, February 4th, 1998. Last night
I talked about some very metallurgic detailed cobscurities.
There is a much more dangerous ship than any of your
carriers that seems to have sank because of embrittlement
This is the TITANIC.

welds and bolts. Very interesting

article. The ice didn’t crush the plates. It ripped the

welds open. The reason is they used, according to this,
this is still being analyzed -- they used rivets and welds
with much higher brittle impurities. I think at the time
accidents were 2 and 3 percent, and 18 percent is the one
they analyzed the one they brought up from the TITANIC.
Very similar to what happens to reactors.

Last I would like to close with something
very practical. I noticed a total lack of security. You

folks may think you have a secure base out thera. You

[}
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don’t. There is a bunch of crazies arcund the world that
pray to different Gods than you and I who would love to
attack your submarines and carriers here. My suggestion
is if you port these in Coronade, don’t depend on your
M.P.s and your marines. Hire yourself (inaudible) 50 or
100 retired Israeli intelligence guys, who smell an Arab a
nile away and want to show pictures relatives {inaudible}
20 or 10 imlea in Indonasia. They pickad out what
countries they were from and what part of the country.
You need people like that to safeguard your facilities.
The reason being you have no concept of who you are
dealing with in the middle east. They want to die for the
glory of their cause, and they want teo take you with them.
They get very near your ships, from above, from the sides
to the streets. Much too near for your comfort. These
are not practical things, not metallurgical.

Thank you.

MARIA LOPEZ: My name is Maria Lopez and I
represent the San Diego city. I support the concerns
expressed by Environmental Coalition and Peace Resocurce
Center, and I would like to read the names for the record
that are from my neighbors who alsc coppose the nuclear
megaport. Thank you.

(List of names and correct spellings not
provided to the Court Reporter.)
I‘m a resident

JOE JAFFE: My name is Joe Jaffe.
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of Mira Mesa, been living there for about 15 years, and I
would like to live there for another 15 years.

I have spent almost 50 years designing state
of the art equipment for the science industry, medicine,
and one of the devices that I’m most proud of was the
development of ultrasonic equipment which has been used in
the last 315 years for the examination of pregnant women;
and the use of this equipment instead of the use of x-rays
has contributed substantlially to a decrease in fetal birth
defects.

Mr. Beckett presented some very interesting
data. I wish I could believe it. I wish these people who
have presented that data who developed that data had
visited and participated in a symposium last month at the
New York Academy of Medicine at which the effects --
health effects of low level nuclear radiation were
discussed in detail, and the evidence is mounting that
these low level radiation that we have been dismissing for
many years is not really dismissible. It is causing
deaths, not only in cancer but in immune diseases and in
other medical aspects.

I would like to say that it would be nice if
wa could convince the Navy that the presence of nuclear
reactors in the midst of a over million residents of San
Diego County did not represent a health jeopardy.

National security I don‘t believe is -- can
be measured against the health effects that might occur in

the event of all of these reactors here and the release of

!
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their radiation.

One of the things that has been mentioned
here tonight, the gentleman from Point Loma mentloned a
Three-Mile Island nuclear accident. The people there were
told for the fiprst 24, 48 hours that there had been an
jncident at the nuclear power plant; that there wae no
danger to human health. But 48 hours after the release of
the immense amount of radiation then Governor Thornberg
ordered the evacuation of all pregnant women and children
within a five-mile radius of the plant. This has been the
record of nuclear operations throughout the United States
in the last 3% 40 years. First you deny it and then you
say, well, it didn’t really hurt anybody. This is not

true. I’m sorry to say, it is not true. Fortunately the
pecple around Three-Mile Island no longer have to depend
on the nuclear power plant or anybody else but themselves
because they have installed a nuclear monitoring system
which is under their control. They get the data, and they
have the information immediately in real time and not one
nonth or one year after the release.

If the Navy is not going to be persuaded to
remove their nuclear carriers and their reactors from the
San Diego area, then I Wish they could be persuaded to
provide the citizens of the area a monitoring system which
would in real tima tell them what is happening and
reassuring them if the Navy is so confident that this is
not going to be -- they are not releasing any

extraordinary abnormal releases they would be reassured by
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this, and it would certainly improve the relatienship
between the Navy and the residents of San Diego,

It‘s not really enough for the Navy teo do its
own monitoring, and this is recognized by the
Environmental Protection Agency which earlier this year
announced a program called "Impact* which preovided --
which is going to provide funds for a number of cities
which are threatened by pollutants of various types
including radiological pollutants. And the requirements
of the people who will get these grants is that it will
not only involve municipalities but it will also involve
universities, research institutions and very importantly
the citizens, the residents of the area who will actively
participate in whatever measurements are made and have
immediate access tc them through this data, and that the
data should be in a form which is easily recognized even
by non-technical people. Lay people should be able to
look at the information from these monitoring systems and
be able to make a sensible judgment from that.

So I leave you with those thoughts. If you
preferably remove the reactors somewhere else, that would
be best. If you insiat on keeping them here, please let
the citizens, the residents of the area know you have a
system that will tell them in real time as it happens what
is being released from your reactors.

Thank you.

NORA LEAH RAMOS: My name is Nora Leah Ramos, and

f‘H.z.sa
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I‘m representing my mom Luz Hernandez. 1I‘m also
representing the following residents of National City.
The people here tonight oppose the homeporting of the
nuclear aircraft carriers in North Island:

(List of names and proper spellings not
provided to the Court Reporter.)

The question asked by one of the residents
was how can the military defend us when it will hurt us

more than the enemy?

Thank you.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:
credibility of the Navy on line, but as a citizen of this

I hate to put the

city for 30 years I have just watched one of the major
fiascoes of all time. The dredging of the harbor and
getting ready for the STENNIS. And after we have had a
major cost overruns, air pollution that needed to buy air
credits promises to put sand on the beach of San Diego,
while all we got was bombs on the Leach and we got no sand
yet on the beach, and we still have cost overruns; and I
just heard tonight we need more dredging.

Credibility.

Point one: The Navy tells me,

and I used to work for the Navy, I used to work for the
Sup sShip of San Diego as the chlef inspector, and I
watched the contractors who work. I have to remind the
Navy that Navy nuclear systems ware designed by the human
being built by the lowest cost contractor, installed by

the low cost contractor, are maintained by low bidder

f
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contract, operated by continuing with personnel who noboedy
is perfect.

I also am in a financial community, and I
have made a point whenever a belief is too good to be
true, it is reguired for me to tell my clients that past
performance is no guarantee of future results.

The Navy in its EIS that every time they
make -- that there is only a one chance in a million for
somebody to get some radiation, past performance is no
guarantee of future rasults.

The results I believe are flawed. I believe
the data is torqued. I believe the P.R. people have spent
hundreds of hours.

I also have another observation about San
Diego. More time has been spent in public dialogue to
promote a stadium bringing in the people of San Diego than
the Navy has in trying to slowly, slowly plan it, they
have had it for years, to foist three nuclear aircraft
carriers on the city of San Diego.

No city official would allow the local power
company to build a nuclear power plant in the heart of San
Diego. No city official would allow a ractory that
produces dust, dirt, air pellution, grit into the sand,
sandblast grit, paint stamp and everything else would be
permitted to be built in Coronado. The Navy has its
absolute right to put aircratt carriers because they have

the right of eminent domain, but they do not have the

moral -- they have no moral thought. T can’t even think *
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of a word, capability to actuwally think that we should be
foisted with the posgibility of three nuclear aircrart
carriers with the health risks with everything else.

The aircraft industry has promised us how
safe it is to fly. But in Morthpark, $an bDiego fell and
killed hundreds of people and destroyed several homes.

The City of San Diago can be wiped out.

I believe that the Navy will always be in
existence, but the aircraft carriers need to be in a place
where those aircraft carriers can be cut immediately and
floated out to see without having to wait two-and-a-half
hours and tide to rise to bring four tug boats to get the
nuclear aircraft carrier out to sea. My defense has been
weakened. My confidence in the Navy capability keep
telliing me the full truth and getting disclosure has been
thoroughly flawed. I ask the Navy to redo their EIS and
while they are doing it, please rethink the whole nuclear
poasibility.

Remember that past performance is no
guarantee of future results.

And T thank you.

FRANCES JIMENEZ: My name is Frances Jimenez.
(Inaudible) Sherman Heighte. We are agreeing with the
testimony of the (inaudible), and the names are:

(List of names and correct spellings not
provided to the Court Reporter.)

Thank you.

A
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BILLY PAUL: Good evening. I’m sorry I wasn’t here
earlier, so I didn’t get to hear the rest of the
testimony.

I was working today. My name is Billy Paul

I'm president of SEAPAW. SEAPAW stands for Safe
Environmental Areas, Public Access and Wildlife.

I'm president of an environmental agreement,
and very concerned about the carriers coming to San Diego
and any radiation or contamination of the environment that
may occur. I‘m also an ex-marine, and I'm proud of it. I
want to welcome the carriers to be here.

My concern is that the carriers be here and
not pollute. I worked at General Atomics in their nuclear
fuel plant years ago. I worked there for two years. We
had a couple people who were idiots in dealing with
nuclear fuel. I’m sure the Navy docesn’t have these kind
of people. No, I am serious about that because there were
a few people there who didn’t know what they were doing,
and being a marine I do know the training that the Navy
gives the people, espacially working with nuclear fuel.

There was one person there who did think if
he couldn’t see it it wouldn’t hurt you. He took tools
from the hot side worked on his car outside, also took
them home. When they did a radioactive test, the
radiation outside the walk by his car and the Geiger
counter went off and they had to confiscate the car,
squash it and haul it off to a radiation waste yard. They
also had to go to his apartment and strip out the inside

of the apartment and take that -- because of the
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radicactive waste that occurred there.

What is important ie that this radiation does
not escape, and that you monitor it, and I think people
here are telling you that we want to know what‘s
happening. We don’t want the Navy to hide the facts. We
want te know what's going on, and as an environmentalist I
want you to protect the environment. We have too many
contaminants in the bay. As you know, when the bay was
dredged, We pulled up bombs and fake bowmbs and ammunition
and several things that were dangercus. We don’t want the
Navy to do this anymore, and I don’t think they purposely
did, but you need to be conscientiocus.

And ve alego want to know what is happening
and be truthful with us, and I personally want to welcome
the Navy here. But

please, make it safe, wake sure the radiation is monitored

I would like to welcome the carriers.

and tell the public what is happening.
Thank you.

MARK SMITH: I’m a resident of Coronade. I support
the Environmental Health Coalition and Peace Resource
Center. I‘d like to read into the record the names of
Coronado residents who oppose the nuclear megaport who
couldn’t be here tonight.

(List of names attached as Exhibit 3.)
I also want to say that due to the maturation
of this country’s economy, many people have had to lower

their expsctations. I think it‘s time that you join the
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PATRICIA JALALLA: I‘m Patricia Jalalla. I'1l also
be reading names of people who are opposing the nuclear
aircraft carriers and alsc have supported the testimony
given by the Peace Resource Center and Environmental
Health Coalition.
{Inaudible. Written list of names with
proper spellings not provided to the Court Reporter.}

Not reported by the

SONIA RODRIGUEZ: (In Spanish.

Court Reporter.)
EARIL CALLAHAN: Earl Callahan, Coronado.

Mr. Beckett the Wavy Nuclear Fropulsion
Program sitting there said tonight there are nuclear
radiation releases from Navy nuclecar ships, but they are
infrequent, small, and do not hurt the environment.
Records indicate there are also larger radiation releases
not reported or reported after days or weeks.

Why would the Navy Keep nuclear accidents and
incidents secret? The Navy must maintain a clean public
record because if they didn’t, foreigh governments would
not allow U.S. Mavy nuclear ships into their ports. They
could be restricted from U.S. ports as well like San
Diego. It’s unfortunate that the Navy cannot tell the

truth to the American public. That is why radiation

monitoring statlons are needed in Coronado and San Diego, +
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and alarme or sirens like there are at nuclear plants
should be placed in this locations so that the people
could be notified immediately.

Thank you.
I'm Pete Eckman.

PETER ECKMAN: I recently came

back to San Diego. My family and I have lived here many
tinmes off and on.

I‘m retired Vice-Admiral United States Navy.
I servad for over 30 years in nuclear power. 1 also
worked in the Department of Energy as a senior manager on
their largest site and six years as an advisor im the
civilian nuclear power programs. The gentleman who wanted
to be the man who stayed inside the reactor will never
find one because you don‘t go in those things. Unless
they are in manufacture.

I want to talk a little bit about the costs
though, not about the others. I took on the cost issue in
the BRAC in 1994 because I felt that Long Beach was a
better port. They had the facilities. They had the

piers. They had the depth. They had the repair

facilities. But the political process of the BRAC, and
particularly the City of San Diego and your elected
representatives, Base Realignment And Closure Commission.
You ware very, very strong in your desire to
see Long Beach go away, and that issue was lost, where the
costs were much much higher. The risks ware not a factor.

But let’s get bhack to nuclear carriers. I
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was -- I’d like to say maybe we should think how many
people make decisions just on cost.
car, you do something, you put an awful lot of factors
into besides costs. This G.A.0. study that was cited
talks only about cost.

In 1971 I was chief engineer of the carrier
ENTERPRISE. We had been deployed for eight months, and
then we were vectored into the Indian Ocean for another
three-and-a-half months. And we were able to fill that
commitment with a ship showing up about every two weeks
with some aviation fuel. We were replaced by a
conventional carrier.
down all Navy operations, carrier operations in the Gulf
and two carriers. We had 22 boilers en route to the
Indian Ocean from Pearl Harbor and the West Coast just to
support one aircraft carrier. The reason was because we
couldn’t get oil from the Persian Gulf. They said we are
not going to sell oil to you during this particular
incident that is going in the world.

Congress at that time in the 1971
deliberations of the budget and the appropriations and
authorization committees of the Senate and the House --
and you can read the record if you would like, it is there
in the congressional record -- said we are shifting to
nuclear carriers, because we don’t want thias asituation to
occur ever agaln. And since that time we have been going

to nuclear carriers. They may cost a little more. In the

long run, that’s debatable. They last 50 years, It‘s

And when you go buy a

In less than a month we had to shut
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sort of a wash, and on terms of cost, up front costs, are T}{ZBS

higher, but not in the long rung,

But what is the price ¢f being able to follow
those commitments? Our national authorities haven’t
changaed their mind. The Navy has tried many times to go
back to conventional carriars only to be shunned hy the
national authorities and your elected representatives.

So when you point at these gentlemen here in
the blue suits and you talk about that, I think you are
talking to the wrong paople.

Now, I support moving the carriers here
because we don’t have very many alternatives left, and we
need those carriers. So I support it. I didn’t think it
was the best alternative four years ago, but I think it is
now. And with all my experience in this business, you
know, all the fingers are still.here, all that. I respect
the gentleman that talks about low level radiation -- I
know the system very well and I work inside the nuclear
plants and plutonium separation plants and have been at
officiale in charge of making sure all of the safeguards
are in place, very familiar with them. Yes, there is a
riek. It‘s tiny, but it’s there.

But I think the benefit of the natjon and the
benefit of the carrier here in San Diego, you should be
the best advised to look at this thing with the broad
perspective and say what is really in our best interest.
Freedom’s work is never done. But Veteran’s Day is coming

up hare very socon. An awful lot of veterans, they have
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gone to a lot of places they never really wanted to go to,
and a lot of ships they never really wanted to be on.
Four years on ENTERPRISE my wife saw me 52 times, 52 days.
There is a price to pay. It’s a high price. When you get
into the business of nuclear components, they are not
built by the low bidder, {(inaudible} has built every piece
of reactor fuel ever since the NAUTILUS and continues to
do s80. No other company aver has. I can tell you I just
came from being president of one of their companies, and
they are not low cest. And I paid the Navy a systems
command when I ran that. And the other component makers
are not low cost. They are best quality, and the cost is
way down the line someplace.

So I just wanted to give that approach to
you. I‘m happy to be back in San Diego. And I say I
support this initiative.

Thank you,

JULIE LOWELL:

My name is Julie Lowell. I happened

to be a resident of Coronado. I‘m alsc a Navy dependent
and a strong Navy supporter.

However, I do share a lot of concerns, and
safety concerns that were brought up tonight. I consider
myself rather impartial party here. However, I am very
surprised at some of the things I’m hearing, for example,
that the Navy doesn’t have a concern with the traffic in
the area. That seems to be a concern of yours with

Everett and also at Pearl, and yet it doesn’t seem to be
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an issue at this lccation. That very much surprises me.
This morning there was over an hour delay on the bridge.
Routine.

Routine. ¥You hear it every morning in the news.

Bridge traffic is backed up again. You see in the local
papers routinely, the traffic is an issue. I have with me
tonight the local -- today’s issue of the "Eagle." You
have two features on the first page. One is traffic
concern, and the other is the "EIS Evaluation Raises
Questions," and I’d like to have that go into the record
80 that that can be addressed, some of the questions that
come up in there.

{Attached as Exhibit 4.)

I‘m very surprised that you’re concerned with
the quality of life issues with the crew members, and I'm
pleased about that because my husband is in the military;
but I don’t think it can be at the expense of the
comnmunity. I would like to see the Navy -- I would like
to see the Navy he a good neighbor. I‘m part of this
organization from both sides. If you lower the
neighborhood standards, the community standards, and the
quality of life standards for the community, you're
lowering those standards for your crew men also and your
crew women and their families.

We already have traffic, over 50 percent of

‘which in Coronado, according to the local surveys and the

local independent analysis that have come about, that is
created by the Navy. We have the tunnel initiative., We

are hearing the Navy wants to take mitigation steps, and
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yet less than 18 percent of the morning commuters going to
the Navy are practicing car pooling. That’s not very
effective mitigation, yet 40 -- over 40 percent of the
afterncon commuters coming into the city, which is
normally residential people and not Navy personnel are
using the car pool lane.

According to the tunnel proposition the
expedient people that are taking steps to mitigate the
problem, the afternoon commuters would do without the
benefit ¢f having the free pass lane, but the morning
users that are coming to the base still get the free pass
lane. That just doesn’t make sense to me. It doesn’t
make sense to me that the Navy can‘t put forward any money
to mitigate the over 50 percent travel that they use on
the local, state and federal roads that are within
Coronado backing up on 5 and past 94 today with federal
money. We are hearing that the Navy can’t propose any
woney and can‘t mitigate that with the Navy money. And
yet we have state and federal roads that are beyond
capacity, beyond any standards that are set at the federal
and state level and yet there is no mitigation being done
at this time, and we are proposing bringing in more
traffic.

Also I think it is somewhat suspect that we
can see an increase of perhaps 50 cars increased traffic
when we are saying the crew of one home port carrier is
over 13,000 crew members. I mean, the numbera just aren‘t

playing out here, and I would like to see and would like Y
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to know how these independent analysis are being
considered, and I would seriously suggest that the EIS be
re-evaluated with more factual information to provide
these people with answers and factual information that
they are asking for.
Thank you.
JIM BELL:

I’'m Jim Bell. I have a radioc show on

KFMB every Sunday night during 11 p.m. We have addressed
this topic a number of times.

Let me get this straight. You know, we pay
our taxes to support the military, and I‘m certainly not
against the Mavy and the other services that have served
the country well; but the job of the Navy and the job of
the other services is to protect our life, liberty and
pursuit of happiness of the citizens of this country. How
do you do that? Well, you have a world situation where we
have people training terrorists, suicide bombers,
whatever, to look for weaknesses in our situation, so what
do we do, we bring in a bunch of nuclear reactors into the
middle of the sixth largest city. Not even bear in mind
the attack of carriers, all you have to do is sink
something at the mouth of the bay and the carriers can't
even get out of there to begin with.

And you got guys like this Bin Laden in the
Middle East. This is not againast Muslims or Arabs or
anything, but we have terrorists that got enough money to

buy any weapon that is available. It seems like we are
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setting up a pretty good sitting duck situation here with
these carrjers.

Not only does it make sense in terms of
making the civilian population more secure, it is a bad
idea for the Navy. When you give the opportunities to
knock out three carriers and whatever else, destroy the
whole infrastructure -- It is not just San Diego, it is
the Tijuana region too. We are talking about five million
paople who live here locally.

I just can’t see the reasoning, and I haven't
heard anybody in the military tell me why clustering a
bunch of nuclear carriers or other nuclear powered vessels
in one area makes us more secure,

I ran for Mayor of the City of San Diego in
the last election, actually I came in second on six
candidates, but I didn’t have much money. But I guarantee
you if I had been Mayor, there would have been a whole
different picture here.

Thank you very much.

RUSSELL HOFFMAN: Hi my name is Russell Hoffman,
and I'm not here to promote the library. Although I think
that one librarian job is worth about a hundred popcorn
vendors.

I want to start with a guote. I want to
start with a gquotae. "It will do us preciocus little good
to protect ourselves from the Soviets or any other

potential aggression if in the process we poison our own
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people."” I don‘t know if the author of that quote was
referring to nuclear aircraft carriers or not, but the
author was John Glenn, 1987,

I got a guote from Admiral Rickover, father
of the nuclear Navy. 1In 1982 I believe by then his son
had died from leukemia. He said, "I do not believe that
nuclear power is worth it if it creates radiation. Then
you might ask me why do I have nuclear powered ships.

That is a necessary evil. I would sink them all. I am
not proud of the part I played in it. I did it because it
was necessary for the safety of thie country. That’s why
I am such a great exponent of stopping this whole nonsense
of war. Unfortunately limits -- attempts to limit war
have always failed. The lesson of history is when a war
starts every nation will ultimately use whatever weapon it
has avallable.® And he also said at the same hearing,
"Every time you produce radiation, you produce something
that has a certain half-life, in some cases for billions
of years. I think the human race is going to wreck
itself, and it is important that we get control of this
horrible force and try to eliminate {t.”

My only relationship with the Navy goes back
many years. This is a book called "The Last Liberty," and
about 12, 13 years before I was born my father went to
Germany to fight the Nazis, went to Italy to fight the
Nazis on board LIBERTY ship, and you guys protected him.

Yesterday I got a call from the Navy. They

are modernizing all their educational material. And I
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wrote a tutorial about pumps. A nuclear alroraft carrier, | H2.100
any ships is nothing more than pumpe, pipes, valves and
vessels, and poison if it is a nuclear aircraft carrier.

I wrote the C.D. ROM on pumps, and I got a call from the
Navy yesterday, and they found my tutorial on line; and
they wanted to know if they could use my pictures in their
future training manual,.

%0 the guy that was here who said the Navy is
the most modern in the world, they are behind the times.
They haven’t moved up. They told me they want to
eliminate a million dollars worth of printed documents. I
told them go ahead and use my photos because I write
jinteractive educational material, and I’'m not really that
interested in stills; and they said, oh, we can’t pay you
for them. 1 said, that’s okay. Go¢ ahaead and use them. I
don’t mind. You save my shores from foreign aggression.

Now, I have a couple of documents here. I
gee the red light is already onm so I‘1l try to be quick.
This one is from 1945 by H.D. Smith by chairman of the --
department of physics of Princeton University, consultanp
to the Manhattan district. That’e Manhattan as in the
Manhattan Project of the U.S. Core Of Engineers. The
document is called the “General Account Of The Development
Of Methods Of Using Atomic Energy, Necessary Purposes
Under The Auspices Of The United States Government," 19490
to 1945. And it starts off with the following sentence:

"The ultimate responsibility for our nation’s policy rests

on its citizens, and they can discharge such Y
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responsibilities wisely only if they are informed.*

Okay. It clpses: "“The people of the country
must be informed if they are to discharge the
responsibilities wisely.® It alsoc says in the middle of
the book here, "Proparties Of Plutonium.* “Although we
were embarking on a major enterprise to produce plutonium,
we 8tiil have leas than a milligram to study and still had
only limited familiarity with jits properties. The study
of plutonium therefore remain a major problem for the

metallurgical laboratory."

So what did they do? They went to a man
named John Gothman. John Gothman worked at Berkeley at
the time. He has written this book called "Radiation And
Human Health" since then. He is the man who isolated the
plutonium for those first bombs. He knows what he is
talking about, and he is against the use of nuclear
reactors on board ships.

Now, that book was full of lies. It includes
a statement that the health riske were covered. How could
they have been covered if they didn’t have encugh
plutonium to make your bomb. You had to go to Gothman to
gaet it. You guys have forgotten about Gothman.

Now, in this book -- this is from -- "The

Effects Of Nuclear Weapons." 1962, And it has a
statement herae, “The purpeose of this book is to present as
accurately as possible within the limits of national
security a comprehensive summary of this informatlion."

And if I can find my other marker here, comprehensive
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summary includes the following statement about leukemia:

“It has been suggested that chronic exposure to moderate

doses of nuclear radiation is conducive to leukemia.® My
brother died of leukemia a couple years ago.

This 1is a book called "Toxics A to Z." It
aleso talks about plutonium. There is little gquesticn
about the type of damage causad by exposure to plutonium,
both lung, bone, and liver cancer, and leukemia are the
most frequently oceurring serious results of exposure. It
goes on to say that the various estimates are -- of how
deadly low level radiation is, vary by a factor of a
thousand; and then you can’t really assume that the middie
ground is the right ground. The people that think it’s a
thousand times more dangerous than what you think, they
might be right.

This book is called "Mavy Ship Handling,®
third edition by Captain R.S. Cremshaw, Jr., United States
Navy.
book?

Do any of you know this book? Any of you seen this

It is a great book. I enjoyed it.
This book is called "Fighter In combat

Tactics And Maneuvers," and I was hoping that Al Ducane
would be here so that I could get his autograph. It says
"only air power can defeat air power. The actual
elimination or even stalemating of an attacking Air Force
can ba achieved only by a superior Air Force.”" It also
says -- and that gquote was from Major Alexander P. Jake
Suversky (phonetic). I’'m sure you know that name. It

also says here, "We carry out" -~ they know that name.
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"We carried out many trials to try to find the answer to
the fast, low level intruder, but there is no adequate
defense." That’s "Air® by Marshal J.E. Johnny Johnson of
(inaudible)., That’s still true teoday. You guye are in
danger of being hit by (inaudible) for instance or some
othar character. The SHEFFIELD during the Falklands war
was hit by an XSF. That was the equivalent of our
(inaudible)} clasa that is the one that was supposed to
protect the other ships from such an attack, and it didn‘t
work.

The truth is you have a silent bomb, and you
are just not admitting it; and we would like to put it
away. We think there are much better methods of
protecting our shores. We think that the countries that
don‘t want you anywhere near them are going to cause you
problems. We think that the people in this city have
expressed their desire to not have you here with your
nuclear weapons.

As I sald, I love the Navy. I think you are
important. I think you are doing vital work. &And I wish
you would do it right.

Thank you very much.

NANCY CASSIDY: Good evening. I am Nancy Cassidy.
I‘m no nuclear expert, but I am a 1ife
expert. I’m a mom and a grandmother and a general manager
of a 6,000 member food co-op which is directly in the path

of wind currents from Coronado.
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Tonight you are witnessing a local population
which is waking up to the very real threat that nuclear
homeporting poses to us and to our families. The
following San Diegans join me in expressing concern about
the nuclear Navy safety record which includes the loss in
peacetime of two nuclear submarines, the THRESHER and the
SCORPION with all hands aboard lost at sea.

We strongly oppose sighting nuclear reactors
and nuclear storage facilities a mile from cur downtown
with no evacuation or warning systems for the public in

place. Jeining me are:

(List of names attached as Exhibit 5.)

CAPTAIN ROCKLAND DEAL: Derek, if we can heold you

right there, we need a five-minute break

(A recess was taken.)

DEREK CASSIDY: Good evening. I'm Derek Cassidy,
and I wanted to read into the record the names of sonme
other San Diegane who oppose the nuglear megaport, and
they are from Ocean Beach.

(List of names attached as Exhibit 6.}

And I think it‘’s also interesting that as
stated earlier, we cannot have nuclear carriers in
Yokosuka, and I believe Yokosuka, Japan will not allow

nuclear ships into thelr country, and I envy Yokosuka and

wish that San Diego could become like Yokosuka and not |
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have nuclear carriers.
BOB LINDEN: I'm Bob Linden, and I live in

Escondido. Good evening. Buenos Noches. And good
evening to the agents of the nuclear conspiracy againat
the people of the United States and the citizens of
California and San Diego.

We keep asking ourselves what kooks would
bring us so many nuks. And here you are tonight. Are you
foreign subversives, terrorists eager to poison land and
sea?

How did you infiltrate our borders?

Did you cleverly divert our attention to the
border south of us for concern of invasion when all the
while you are smiling at us under Padres caps and at
Charger games making us believe -- leading us to beljeve
you were like us, Americans. San Diegans.

But no Americans and npo San Diegans would
threaten our children‘s health and lives as you would. No
Americans, no San Diegans would threaten our air, our
water, animals and marine life. Indeed gquality of life,
property wvaluas, tourist industry, (inaudible). No true
American, no true San Diegan would concoct a plan that
plunked so many nuclear raactors that are nuked under such
a populous American city and irresponsible and
contemptuously risk American lives with no emergency
notification or evacuation plans.

No true American would showcase such disdain
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for democracy and such disdain for the will on the people
and in so doing egquander eight thousand million taxpayer
dollars per vessel to build nuk over conventional, when
the U.S. government’s general accounting office proclaims
no strategic advantage of nuk over conventional.

Don’t you read your own government reports,
or haven’t you special interest bomb terrorists
infiltrated that department yet.

True, Americans would want to use those
savings for salaried increases for Navy persomnel. The
true herves of the Navy who, let’s face it, are the cnes
most likely to contract the tumors and cancer and leukemia
of your deadly folly.

If your plan continues and we must rename our
waterway, "Emission Bay,” when your nuclear conversion
becomes the perversion of America‘s finest city to
"America’s frightest city" or "America's finest toxicity,"
how will you live with yourself? How will you sleep with
yourself at night?

We expect principle, honor and integrity from
our pecple in the services., We expect and get less from
politicians who are supposed to protect the public, and we
get "Nuk Waste Wilson" and a "Sellout Susan Golding" off
today trying to attract the Super Bowl here, but thay
probably know in the future there will be travelers’
advisories. Attention NFL fans, travel at your own risk.
San Diego is now the nuclear megaport and the nuclear

dump. Please pack a lead jumpsuit to wear at the stadium.
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Bring radiation block instead of sunblock. Free Geiger TIl?JOé i

counter with car rental. And bring the family back to San
Diego your radiation vacation destination.

Gentlemen, we the people are here tonight to
demand that you do the right thing. Terminate the nuclear
occupation of San Diego. Your nuks are not welcome hera,
No new ones, and STENNIS the menace has got to go. Don't
be a disgrace and embarrassment to your uniform. It‘s a
sad day when America is under attack by and needs
protection from its own Navy. Don’t do the evil that will
cry out four future Court Marehal investigations and
trials.

Come on, guys, join the human race. Be a
part of civilization. Remember many centuries after your
great grandchildren have long been buried, the waste that
you decide to leave behind will still be here.

Do you want that to be your legacy?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:
offer a view which hagn’t bean expressed yet, which I hope

Good evening. I hope to

will get us both off the hook and on a new path. I'm a
resident of San Diego, I’m a member the Peace Resource
Center, and I wish to publicly thank Karen Jankow for all
that she has done, and her passionate concern to keep this

issue alive.

While I can‘t speak for these other
organizations of which I am a member and a board on two of

them, the United States Nations Association, San Diego
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(inaudible) Economic Conversion Council, League of Women
Voters, the Audoben Society and Sierra Club, many
colleagues of those organizations share my views but do
not speak for the organizations.

I join the Secretary of the Navy William
Cohen, Secretary Of Energy Bill Richardson, Vice-president
Gore, and President Clinton, and their testimonials quoted
in the statements recognizing the 50th anniversary of
naval nuclear propulsion program, its record of
achievement.

However, their words speak of a past record.
I am concerned about the future, specifically Janvary 1,
the year 2000. My concern arises out of more recent
statements of these four leaders together with Senator
Robert Bennett and Chris Dodd, co-chalrs of the Senate
Committee of the year 2000 problem or 2000 bug or Y2K
together with representatives Steven Horne and Connie
Morella, co-chairs of the House committee on the year 2000
problem.

Tha Senate committee has raised serious
questions about the Y2K safety of nuclear generating
plants. This concern must extend also to the naval
nuclear propulsion systems. The House committee based on
the study of federal agencies’ efforts toward year 2000
compliance and a study done by the House by the office of
management and budget revealed at an across the board
And as

average of a D grade of federal agencies.

Representative Horne said, no one graduates from college
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with a D average. The ’'98-'99 budget bill last week was
augmented in the last days by $1 billion specifically
stuck in there to help the Department of Defense play
catch-up in its efforts to certify as compliant with
military computer clocks safely turn over from 9% to 00.

I have four urgent guestions on the naval
nuclear propulsion plantsa:

One, has the Havy begun the assegsment of
it’s compliance for emission critical systems?

If not, why not?

1f yes, has the Navy begun remediation for
compliance?

And if, yes what is its status?

Third, has the Navy begun testing its
remediation eftorts for integrated compliance?

Four, if not yet begun testing, when will it
begin -- when do you expect to be certified as compliant
ready for the computer clocks tc roll safely from 12-31-99
to 01-01-20007

Thank you.

MICHAEL IVORY: Hello., My name is Michael Ivory.

And I have been a commercial fisherman in San
Diego Bay since 1985. I have operated in the proximity of
the South Bay, 5an Diego Gas And Electric power plant, and
over the years T have accumulated dozens and dozens of
tumored fish, diseased fish, ranging in attractiveness

from disturbing to nauseating. There is specific problems
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related to power plants and discharge on the marine
environment.

one of my big questions is, you’re going to
be having three nuclear carriers in San Diego each with
two nuclear reactors, which means you are going to be
pumping bay water to use for your cocling systems, and I
would like to know what kind of chemicals that you use to
clean your heat exchange system.

Do you use chlorine?

Can you tell me that?

{Mr. Beckett shakes head.)

It’s pretty darn scary to see this come to
San Diego. It’'s not a gquestion of whether we are going to
have an accident, it’s when.

Like I say, San Diego Bay is a very fragile
ecosystem. We have green sea turtles, a lot of rare fish.
It is probably the most unique bay in california.

I just shutter to think that we have got
three nuclear carriers on their way to town. I hope it
doesn’t happen.

Thank you.

Also I‘A like to complain that I was told
that we would be called in order of turning our cards in,
and that certainly hasn’t happened. If you run your

satety facilities the way you administered this meeting I

H2109
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think we are all in big trouble.

GINNA McDONOUGH: My name is Ginna McDonough. I'mll{lln
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resident of Coronado.

And what I‘d like to state first of all is
that it’s about time there was a hearing held here in San
Diego of this matter. For three-and-a-half years now
since 1 have been involved in this, everything has been
purpesely, I think, isolated on Coronado so that the Navy
could make it seem like it was strictly a Coronado
problem. A lot of people left, it’s getting late, but Y
think you saw by the people here that it is not just a
Coronado concern. It’s about time this happened.

Anyway, nice to see you gentlemen, again, by
the way. And I don’t know who these two people are. Are
they connected with you? I would like to know who they
are, They have bean here at the whole meeting in the
background.

I‘m Ginna McDonough.

You are?

DR. ANDREW LISNER: Andrew.
GINNA McDONOUGH: And your function here is?

DR. ANDREW LISNER: We are with SAIC. We are
helping the Navy on the project.

GINNA McDONOUGH: And you are?
JOHN: My name is John.
GINNA McDONOUGH: And, John, what do you do?
JOHN: I work with the Navy.,
GINNA McDONNOUGH: I‘d just like everything even.
You know, I guess having been involved with

the opposition -- by the way, 1 came here to support the
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views of the Environmental Health Coalitlon, but maybe you
already knew that, the Peace Resource Center, all the
other organizations and individuals here represented
tonight, I’'m in opposition to this project. I have been
for a long time. And I‘m sesing many of you people come
and go through all the different hearings I have been
through, and to be perfectly honest with you, I’m sure you
are all nice men. You probably have families and children
of our your own, but you are under orders here to be here.
You are really not paid to think, you are just paid to sit
and listen to us.

I have a problem with that because we get no
response from you no matter what. I know this is not a
question-and-answer period, but I don’t feel like any of
the concerns have ever ever been answered in the series of
these whole Navy hearings. One thing that I would like to
know, I was told early on in this process that fueling and
defueling would never happen at North Island; that all of
that would be conducted on the east coast in Northern
Virginia or wherever that is based over there.

Well, this really doesn’t make sense to me
because if there are going to be two home ports here in
the Pacific, what sense does it make by the Navy’s
standards to be taking all of those carriers to the east
coast to be fueled and defueled. I have a feeling my
susplicion {8 well, obviously, you have been so honest and
straightforward with us sc far, that that’s going to

happen here at some point.

‘lPLZJII
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I want to know if that is, and I want your
assurance that it is never going to happen.

Also, one of your transparencies or slides up
there says that in the event of an accident civilian
services will be sufficient to deal with whatever might
happen. Well, I have been a Coronado resident for years.
I know many of the police officers and personnel. I know
many of the fire department personnel and emergency
response people. I have talked to a lot of them. HNone of
them have had any coordinated efforts with any of you
people how to deal with any sort of an accident.

Now, we have two fire stations; one that’s in
the city proper and one that‘s down at the Cays. At any
given time there is three personnel at each station. A
lot of the -- especially with the fire department -- a lot

of the personnel live off of Coronado. Now, in the aevent
of any kind of emergency, whether it's an earthquake,
whatever, God knows what, they are not going to be able to
get back to Coronado to help with any kind of problems.
There is going to be maybe a total for our whole city five
to six people in the emergency services with the fire
stations.

Police station says the same thing. They
don’t know anything about what you people are planning.
They haven’t bean at meetings to coordinate any kind of
joint effort. This is & huge mistake as far as I'm
concerned.

So the civilian plants are not sufficient,
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whatever your sign may say.

The risk assessment you use, I'm sorry, are
terribly flawed because you state that it’s 5C-mile radius
where the risk assesasments are -- I don’t know, calculated
for. So you are saying that someone who lives in El Cajon
is under as great a risk as I am living right next to it.
Well, that’s absolutely absurd.

Also, well, T own a small health food store
in coronado, and I hear so much stuff which ohviocusly
people will assume is only anecdotal evidence. But in the
last five years I have been in business, I can’t -- 1 am
catalogueing it, so eventually I maybe will be able to
present some kind of report, but of the residents of
coronado there is a huge increase in skin and eye
irritation, problems with respiratory illnesses and
allergies and asthmas. I know in the last year eight
women personally who have miscarried. All women have had
healthy pregnancies up until now and have miscarried for
like very weird, you know, very weird circumstances. I
don‘t want to go into the details.

This to me represents -- I‘m not blaming all
this on the Navy, please understand -- but we in San piego
are already at toxic overload, and you ara asking us to
I‘m finished with it.

assume more. I don’t want anymore.

Last year the American Lung Association came
out with the board saying that San Diege has the third
worst air guality in the entire country, and you are

asking me to accept more pollution, more air pollution.

Y
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That dredge was a total farce. I was in this
hearing room three times on three separate occasions when
the Navy had to come back and ask for variances on their
(inaudible)} because they needed to spew more intoc our
atmosphere. A dredge machine that was calculated as -- I
can’t remember how many hundreds of thousands of vehicles
it was the equivalent of putting through our air. The
health of this community is already at risk. I don’t want

to accept any more. That’s it. I’m done.

Thank you.
JOE BACON:

Yes, good evening. 1I’m Joe Bacon. I

have been a resident of Coronado for 11 years. My family
has had roots in Coronado for over 50 years. My
grandfather was an Admiral in the U.S. Navy. My uncle and
my father both served in the U.S. Navy.

I would like to say that I really put my
health first, and I really feel that the Navy will
probably go along with this project because it’'s
economically feasible and because there is probably little
alternative in the short range.

But I would voice my concern that the Navy
could work with the community im putting up some kind of a
monitoring system sc that people can feel a little better
when they go to bed at night. And that’s not just people
in our community, that‘s people in the naval community as
well who would like to know 1f their children are at risk

of getting some kind of radiation which could cause bone
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damage and cancer in the future.

Now, I know you are probably going to make
your decision based on a military point of view. So I
have a military question I want you to consider, and that
is, what military risk does the Navy envision in bringing
more boats, more carriers, and wore personnel to Coronado?
And this would be a risk which could come from a foreign
country which has got new super advanced guidance systems
and missilea, tor example, the Chinese.

And in layman’s terms I suppose we could say
that does San Diego become a potential Pearl Harbor
target, and if so, what plan does the Navy have to do
about it?

po you really feel that bringing more ships
and personnel into Coronadc in spite of it being
economically feasible is good military strategy from this
point of view?

My grand father was in Pear] Harbor, and I
can say I would say that’s not a mistake that would be
repeated.

Thank you.

PENNY McCLELLAN: My name jis Dr. Penny McClellan,
and I am no stranger to the Navy either. I have been a
member of the Navy league. I’‘m also a former employee at
the Navy Ship Research And Development Center back in
Bethesda, Maryland.

I'm not here representing anyone other than

TH.z.n?
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myself at this point. I have been a resident here for 18 ?112119

years, and my concern ie about what the nuclear carriers
bring to San Diegoa.

It’s been a long night for you I know, and
for us as well. There has been a lot of information. And
ny deepeat concern at this point, because you are our
neighbors, our friends and our family, and we all share
San Diago, thaera is a lot that’s heen prasented tonight
about what the nuclear carriers are going to bring and
potentially bring to San Diego.

And the safety risks for those of us
individuals for our ecosystem, for members who work
closest or live closest, I can tell you one of my deepest
concerns has been the process of this. I heard about this
on the news last night, changed all my plans, all my
appointments to be here tonight. There wasn’t much
notice. The doors were locked downstairs. We have been
in a heated room for a long period of time. I saw no
press coverage other than maybe briefly when the Navy
spoke. I have been part of the Environmental Impact
Studies. I have seen how the Navy works, and I know that
you have a plan set in motion.

But I appeal to each of you as individuals
and not just someone who obeys commands and does, quote,
your duty. And that jis ag an individual I really want you
to take this part and not a matter of you have to sit here
and you have to put up with the abuses all night long. I
think that there are really some important things that
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were said, and if you listened to what people are saying, T}{2J19
we don’t want the nuclear carriers here. Not that we
don‘t care about the Navy, but we deon‘t trust that anyone
could handle that situation without incredible risks, and
we have talked about a lot of those tonight. Everything
from terrorists actions, to accidents, I mean, if you have
been part of the system, as I was part of research, there
is going to be accidents for it’'s human. We make
mistakes. This is not something we can make mistakes on.
We have possible atorage of nuclear material. I hear all
xinds of rumors. We are in an earthquake zone here.

I really want to feel that those of us who
have come tonight and spent all this time that we have
baeen heard. And that’s what worries me the most, is that
all the information and we have had -- I have been
impressed with some of the expertise we have had.
Everyone from fisherman noticing what's happening to the
fish, to doctors talking about the effects of low level
nuclear waste. And I really want you to take this at
heart, because we really don’t want it here. We are
really afraid of it.

Thank you.

JEAN BRUCHIERS: My name is Jean Bruchiers, and I H.2.120
know you have heard from a lot of people, so I‘ll try to
be short.

You have heard from a lot of people, and you

have been given sc many reasons why not to de this. And Iv
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don’t need to go over the long list of all these reasons
why not.

Basically I‘m here to say that the people
concerned about this are the community here. We are the

community here. And the pecple objacted to this. When I
look around the reom and I hear the names being read, you
are not from here so maybe you don‘t recognize what those
names mean; but I have worked in the community. The
people here of this community, we recognize those names,
and those are the community leaders, the people that
provide the very services and training to the people in
need, the pecple of expertise in our community, Many of

the people have laft that you have heard the names -- they

are busy people with a lot of
they =-- information that they

wide section of our community

and these are the people that

responsibilities, that
could impart. These are a
that is objecting to this,

make the real improvements

to this community that otherwise ~- frankly this community
mnight otherwise explode in rage and, you Know, if you are
thinking am I trying to threaten you somehow, the answer
is no. Thise is threatening us. This is threatening our
very lives, our health, our way of life, and we are the
people that live here.

And, you know, you have heard so many people,
I‘'m wondering are you even listening anymore. I hope you
are, and, you know, I hope you are taking lots of notes;
and I just want to say if any of you really serve any role

at all in nmaking the decision in this process, any

i
H.2.120
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authentic input of the role on this, I ask you to

please -- we are the ones that you are subjecting to this,
we are telling you we don‘t want it; and I would ask you
to please work with us towards stopping the placement of

these carriers here.

My name is Sam Flores.

SAM FLORES: Good evening.

I live in San Diego. First I would like to express my
appreciation to Captains O‘’Brien and Deal and Mr. Beckett
here for sitting here and listening. It is information
probably given to you that might do better to your boss
the Secretary of Navy in Washington. I appreciate that
personally.

Unlike many of the speakers#, I'm not quite as
concerned about notification of what’s going on down
there. I assume I will be alerted by the mushroom cloud
over the bay. Seriously.
over the last several years I‘ve been an
occupational Safety And Health coordinator for my company.
And as much as I cajole and train and inspect my fellow
employeas, they are fallible. And I really found we are
only as good aa our last accident.

The last 50 years or so we have never had a
person fall through a skylight until it happened this
summer. By the Grace of God the person wasn‘t hurt. The
roof project was done by competent pecple, and in
retrospect we find it wildly flawed.

I trust, and I‘m sincere in that trust that

H.2.120
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our gailors are much more motivated, as I think anybody 1H.z_ul

would be living 300 or 600 feet away to nuclear reactors,
and less fallible than our employees.

However, I do remember some number of years
ago that a battleship -- I’m not sure whether it was the
NEW JERSEY or not -- but one of the main guns blowing up
on that which actually had never happened until it
happened.

Finally, while the risk of a major accident
or incident -~- I know the safety terminology also -- may
be small if the results are so dire, then the risk

logically is unacceptable.

Thank you kindly.
CAPTAIN ROCKLAND DEAL: Those are all the cards I
have. Does anyone wish to speak this evening? Anyone at
all?

All right. Thank you for your attendance
this evening and for your input.

UNIDERTIFIED SPEAKER: When will we be notified of
any other hearings?

CAPTAIN ROCKLAND DEAL: First of all, let me say
the closecut for written comments is 12 November for this
period, and it depends on how long it takes us to answer
all the gquestions that have been entered in five locations

that we have held five public hearings before the next
101
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document is released.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Will they be answered in
that document?

CAPTAIN ROCKLAND DEAL: Yes. Every written, every
oral comment will be answered in that document, and those
whose names we have will receive a copy of the answer,

(The hearing was concluded at 10:20 p.nm.)

--o00--
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SD Co. Hearing 10-28-98 Comments in Spanish

Luz Palomino

Good cvening. My name is (Unintelligible) and I live at 2463
(Unintelligible) street, San Diego.

(Unintelligible) the nuclear aircrafi carriers and the nuclear wastes
plant will bring to our streets and our people. I neither understand
why none of the documents regarding this project were translated
into Spanish, nor do | understand why this is the only hearing that
was held in San Diego.

My community is very, is already very infected. There is terrible
pollution caused by industrial emissions and disposal of toxic
wastes.

Fish in the bay are totally polluted. They cannot swim. It is not
healthy to ¢at them,

One of the important aspects of this project was not analyzed in

the documents that recently, that recently three local shipyards
were bought by defense contractors.

The buyers said that the reason for the purchase was the promise
of having a site for nuclear repairs.

This will even bring more pollution to our communily and is an
indirect impact (Unintelligible) nuclear aircraft carriers. This was
never mentioned in any previous document,

t live down the hill. Take this into consideration. 1f there is an
accident, my family and the families in this entire community will
be at risk.

H.2.79a

H.2.79b

H.279¢

{Unintelligible)
Sonia Rodriguez

I oppose it. I do not want any more nuclear aircraft carriers in San
Diego.

(Unintclligible)

I (Unintelligible) the list of the names I am going to read
represents the area of (Unintelligible) and we agree on the
testimony from (Unimttelligible)

Hilaria Caiiuelas
Cintia Palacios
(Ununtelligible)
Maria Gonzalez
Agustin Salgado
Valeria Pérez
Delia Gonzalez
Nieta Lisboa
Sandra Gomez
Cecilia Randell
Hector (Uninteltigible)
Silvia Hernandez
Maria Flores
Jesus (Unintelligible)
Davici Martinez
Celia Lopez
Teresa Duran
Mark Zoraino
Daniel Muritlo
Silviano Palomino
Joaquin Batboa
Omar Lopez
Araccli Pérez

H.293
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Carmen Brandes
Maria de La Sana
Oftlia Brandes
Heredia Galindez
Esperanza Veron
Mario Torero

(Unintelligible)

Angeles Velazquez
Rosario Miguel
(Unintelligible)
Maria Sanchez
Aliredo Sanchez
Angélica Guerrero
Maria Navarra
Maria Rosales
Guadalupe Echeverria
Leticia Delgado
{Unintelligible)
Violeta Flores
Cecilia Medina
Ariel Espinosa
Miguel Rodrigucz
Teresa (Unintelligible)
Terence Ramos
Candelaria Lopez
Paula Lopez
(Unintelligible)
Laura Rosales
Nora Molina
Mariana Linares
Helena Gonzalez
Rosa Richmond

Guadalupe Rosa
Cristina Ledesma
Marta (Unintelligible)
Guadalupe Hernandez
Guadalupe Miranda
Sara Gonzalez
Monica Villegas
Stephanie Garcia
Soledad (Unintelligible)
Veronica Martinez
{Umntelligible)
Josefina Romero
Antonio Tara

Cristina Ramirez
Gloria Espinosa
Cristina Bautista
Delia Figueroa

Jessy Barroso

Enrique Gala
Francisco Rodriguez
Agustina Rodriguez
Stephanic Romero
Florida Susana
(Unintelligible)
Heredia Medina
Guadalupe Medina
Ana Camacho

Helena (Uniniclligible)
Maria Gimenez
Catalina Palacios
Paula Cristina Maldonado
Cristina Romero

Thank you.




ZH

Audiencia SD Co. 28/10/98 - Comentarios en espaiiol

Luz Palomino

Buenas noches. Mi nombre es (Ininteligible) ¥ yo vivo en el 2463
de la calle (ininteligible) San Diego.

(Ininteligible) de los portaaviones nucleares y la planta de
desechos nuclecares traigan a nuestras calles y a nuestra gente.
Tampoco entiendo por qué ninguna de la documentacion sobre
este proyecto fue traducida al espaitol. Ni tampoco entiendo por
qué es la unica audiencia que se ha llevado a cabo en San Diego.

H.2.79a

Mi comunidad es muy, ya estd muy infectada. Es una gran
conlaminacion generada por las emisiones industriales y los
desechos toxicos.

Los peces de la bahia estan muy contaminados. No pueden nadar.
No son sanos para comer.

H.2.79%b

Uno de los importantes aspectos de eéste proyecto no fue analizado | H279¢
en la documentacion que recientemente. Que recientemente tres de

los astilleros locales fueron comprados por los contratistas de
defensa.

Los compradores han dicho que la promesa de un lugar de
reparacion nuclear cerca fue el motivo por lo cual compraron.

Esto traera aun mas contaminacion a nuestra comunidad y ¢s un
impacto indirecto del (Ininteligible) de portaaviones nucleares. Al
cual nunca fue asesorado en ninguno de los documentos previos.

Yo vivo cuesta abajo. Por ejemplo esto. Si hay un accidente, mi
familia y la familia de toda la comunidad entera esté en riesgo.

Y me opongo.

No guiero mas portaaviones nucleares en San | H293
Diego.

(Ininteligible)

Sonia Rodriguez

Yo (ininteligible) la lista de los nombres que voy 2 leer
representamos ¢l area del barrio (ininteligible) y estamos de
acuerdo con el testimonio de (Ininteligible)

Hilaria Canuelas
Cintia Palacios
{Ininteligible)
Maria Gonzalez
Agustin Salgado
Valena Pérez
Delia Gonzalez
Nieta Lisboa
Sandra Gomez
Cecilia Randell
Hector (Ininteligible)
Silvia Hernandez
Maria Flores

Jesus (Ininteligible)
Davici Martinez
Celia Lopez
Teresa Duran
Mark Zoraino
Dantel Murillo
Silviano Palomino
Joaquin Balboa
Omar Lopez
Araceli Pérez
Carmen Brandes
Maria de La Sana
Ofelia Brandes
Heredia Galindez

h
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Esperanza Veron
Mario Torero

(Ininteligible)

Angeles Velazquez
Rosario Miguel
(Ininteligible)

Maria Sanchez
Alfredo Sanchez
Angélica Guerrero
Maria Navarra
Maria Rosales
Guadalupe Echeverria
Leticia Delgado
(Ininteligible)
Violeta Floses
Cecilia Medina
Ariel Espinosa
Miguel Rodriguez
Teresa (Ininteligible)
Terence Ramos
Candelaria Lépez
Paula Lopez
(Ininteligible)

Laura Rosales

MNora Molina
Mariana Linares
Helena Gonzalez
Rosa Richmond
Guadalupe Rosa
Cristina Ledesma
Marta (Ininteligible)
Guadalupe Hernandez

Guadalupe Miranda
Sara Gonzalez
Monica Villegas
Stephanie Garcia
Soledad (Ininteligible)
Veronica Martinez
(Ininteligible)
Josefina Romero
Antonio Tara
Cristina Ramirez
Gloria Espinosa
Cristina Bautista
Delia Figueroa
Jessy Barroso
Enrique Gala
Francisco Rodriguez
Agustina Rodriguez
Stephanie Romero
Florida Susana
(Ininteligible)
Heredia Medina
Guadalupe Medina
Ana Camacho
Hetena (Ininteligible)
Maria Gimenez
Catatina Palacios
Paula Cristina Maldonado
Cristina Romero

Thank you.
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Public needs information
about the nuclear carriers

By Bsb Flinar

hile the military downaizes over-
w all. its activity is increasing in San

Diego Currently, Sen Diego hous-
es over 67.000 military personnel, and
(s number is expected to mcrease inthe
future as 3 number of key projects come

o0 line.

While we all applayd the economic ben-
efits brought to s by the Navy, we aiso
want the Navy torespect sl aspecis of our
quality of life. The ncize and air poltution
from the aew Marine helicopters coming
to Miramar haveh been hotly contested by

wd — wihinadeg resp
{rom the Depactment of Defense.
Perhaps mosl important, the Navy is

Information has been slow in coming, i
it comes at all, and Chaanel 8 repory
that some of these people have them-
seives beeninvastigated by the Navy.
While [ support the Navy, | believe that
any governmental agency that doesn’t di-
vulge informalion upon request but in-
stead 1rity io do bachground checks on the
citizens requesting information, should -
seil be investigated. .

San Diego srea residents have 3 oght o
know about and participate in decision-
making about major changes to our e
gion. Compared Lo the debate over sladi-
ums and baltpacks, information and discus-
sion about the armival of the nuclear
powered sircralt carviers has been virtual-

aggressively building a nuclear meg t
in gon Diego Bay — and many in Lthe San
Diego area have been kept in the dark
about what i coming.

On Augunt 26. the John Stennis. the
first of an expected three nuclear-pow.
coed aieceall catriens, artived to be home-
ported in San Diege. To sccommodate
these ships. 9 million cubic yards of sedi-
ment was dredged from San Diego Bay,
and radioactive and hazardous waste tacil-
ities are being built on North lstand. What
are the impacts ta the bay from Lhis mas-
sive dredging project? What public health
risks are created with the prasence of nu-
clear and loxic waste? What could happen
n the event of an accident?

Many San Diego remdents have been
asking these questions, and raising con-
cerns, At they are allowed tounder the
taw. They have utilized (he processes thay
are available 10 them — atiended public
meetings. written leiters and requested

information through the Freedom of Infor-

mation Act.

I .
' There is a high-level public 1ssk force to
examine the Padres ballpark proposal -—
yet no such bady exists lor the nucless
megapart project, Indact, in the 4 years
this project has been under development,
there has never been a meeting about the
entire project!

There should have been much more
openness about this project from the be-
ginning. but it is too late. The public
now demanding a far more open discus-
sion aboul all the ramifications of the nu-
clear megaport project — and they de-
serve 10 have it. Thete have been seriows
accidents at other nuclear ports and on nu-
clear -powered vessels. The Mavy hasto
explain these and the porentiad lor future
ones, honeslly and straightiorwardly, 1o
the San Diego public.

The Navy should open up the pencess to
discuss the riak of nuclest accidents and
the avacuation that should be in place and
the ongoing hazards sasociated with the

FILMER top ha S0 C
Diatrich, whichincludss much of South Ben
Diego

There should have been
much more openness
about this project from
the beginning.

Wlich and g of toxic
wasies 36 close to populated areas and
natural resources. | have formally asked
the Secretary of the Navy, Joha Daiten, to
make sure this happens.

Members of the public have requested
that the Navy brosden the public hearing

{or the envi limpsct

statement snsociated with the second car-

rier. Toits credit. the Navy has respnnded
itively and has agreed 10 hold a

in San Diegoon Wednesday, Sept. J0at 7
.m, at ihe County Administration Build-

ung on Pacific Highway. That hearing is in

addition 10 one that siresdy had baen

scheduied lor Tuesday, Sept. 292t 7 p.m.

at Coronado High Schonl

These are good first steps. | call on Lhe
Navy 10 go further, however, and provide
compleie information at that humh
about the enlire Nuclear Megsport Pro-
ject. That mesns malnini the potential
environmental and public health impacis
from all three carciers and the aasocisted
waste handling sperations snd disclosing
the emergency procedures that will be wti-
liged in the event of an accident.

The economic benefits derived from
Navy operations must be weighed against
the potential harm that may be caused.
Cinly when all of the [acts are on the table
will San Diego be able to make a truly in-
foamed decision sbout this critical aspect
of our region’s future.

Dy,
Wiy Jolres

mludtla

A Short History of Naval Nuclear Accidents

According 10 the Navy, " there has never been & reactor accident in the history of the
U.S. Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program..." ( 1995 FEIS, p.[-75). However, accerding 1o Navy
records obisined through Freedom of Information Act Requests {FOLA) and independent research
o the subject the following accidents bave occurred and resulted in releases of radiation into the
environment.

1. Release of Radicactive Steam, 1996 « USS Arkansas

Release of radioactive steam frorn u muclear powered vessel ul the Puget Sound Naval
Shipyard. The Navy waiied 15 hours 10 inform the State and did not inform the public until an
informant called the press. (Bremerion Sun, 3-5-96)

2. Radiation Contumination of Sallors, 1997.. USS Portsmouth
USS Portsmouth (S5N 707) two SubBase workers were exposed to radiation during
radiological work. (Navy news release issued 04-28-97)

3 Radistion Coniamination of Sallors, 1995-.US$ California

Three crew Mmembers were contaminated with small amounts of radioacu vity aftec 100
gallons of radiosctive walcr spitled from the ship's propulsion system. One sailor was burned
with 160-degree water during an accident involving 1esting of equipment in the cruiser’s reactor
companment. (Union Tribune, 6/4/95 and Nuvy Times, 06-19-95}

4. Redease of Radloactive YWater into San Diego Bay, USS Truatun, 1979

Thirteen gallons of radioactive "high-purity waler” was spilled into San Diego Day on
Sepiember 2, 1979. Initial reponts stated that the ship spilled as much as 80 10 100 gallons of
radioactive water.(Neptune Papers, p37)

S, Release of radloactive water into San Dicgo Bay, USS Gurnard, 1980
‘The submarine USS Gumard spilled 30 gallons of water containing radioacuive matenal
into San Diego Bay on July 20, 1980 (Neptune Papers, p.57)

6.  Repeated releases of eadioactive wuler released lnto US Ports, USE Long Beuch

The ¢cruiser USS Long Beuch repoctedly leaked hundreds of gallons of low-level radicactive
water in five Navy ports because of a malfunctivning valve, including o lotal of 1359 gallons of
primary coolant while moored in San Diego. (Union Tribune, 11-27-31) Excerpts from that
article by Greg Vistica, are worth repeating:

“..Copies of pages from a log o the ship that lists discharges of radioaciive Higuids
were brought o the San Drego Union by concerned sailory who accuse the Navy of
sacrificing sofety in order to meet scheduled operations...Four of the sailors on ihe ship, over
an undetermined time perind, have develnped cancer, the crewpen said, Two had brain
umors and two had laukemia..”

Prepamd by Bnvicosimenta Healds Coalitlon, 1717 Ketines, Suls 100, 530 Diego, CA S2101. 1819) 133-0281. Webhile www ¢nvironvatital
healh org Ocvebes, 1998
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1 Radliation Contamination of Saflors, 1973-.USS Guardfish

Contamination with radiution of 5 sailors aboard the USS Guardfish in 1973. Documents
relensed under FOLA. What i interesting about this accident is that the Navy has repeatedly
refused to release the report of investigation for this 25-year old accident. EHC's appeal of this
depial has also been denied by the Navy.

8. Release of radistion, 1977, USS Callfornla
Discharge of primary coolant water on two occasions and many repowts of sailor
misconduct when on duty for nuclear plants on the ship.(11-20-77, Virginia Pilor)

9. Release of radiation- USS Enterprise

A radistion accident caused a $6 million clean up when a shipyard worker improperly
welded a propulsion sysiem valve contaminating 9 workers and 4 compartments. USS Enterprise,
while in dry-dock in casly August, 1994, expericnced a Fire in the reactor oom |cading to a spill.
(Navy Times, 07-311-95)

10.  Release of radiation kept secret, USS Guilarro, 1989

This vessel dumped at Jeast 235 gallons of radioactive coolant into the harbor in Guam.
This incident was kept from (he public for six months. An official from the U.S. Naval lnstitute
stated “Any spill is potentially dangerous..if it happens with a small amount It can happen with a
large amount.” (Union Tribune 6-14-90),

11.  Release of radlogctive water, USS Nimitz, 1980

Navy admits to a primary cooient Jeak on 11 May 1979. The accident record of the
Nimitz-Class ships as released to Greenpeace in 1991, showed that Nimitz-class ships have been
involved in mote than 40 incidents over the last 1wo decades, with at least five sccidenis in
Califonia pons. (Neptune Papers p.6)

OTHER ACCIDENTSANCIDENTS OF CONCERN

1. Dangerous Working Conditions in the Nuclear Navy, 1#96..DSU Mystic

Excerpts from the FOLA documents received regarding the mercwry spill into San Diego
Bay in the NASN] Tumning Basin by the Nuclear Navy Submarine personne! aboard the DSU
Mystic. The Navy released the court-martial transcript to us as well as many.olber documents
demonstrating fatigued personnel, impossible scheduling, and an overworked crew. The
Engineer of the Mystic ¢ven had a breakdown prior 1o the incident. One crewman received a
court-marial for making false statements and far dereliction in performance of duty. There are
155 documents still denied to EHC regarding this accident even though it did not involve
radiation, or even s nuclear vessel, and there Is no litigation threatened or pending.

2. Evacustion of s Navy Nuclear Facllity, 1998- Nava! Reactors Facillty.
The Assoclated Press reports that 200 people were evacuated from the Idaho Neval
Reactors facility on May 21, 1998 when elevated radiation was detecled.

Peepured by Enviewumeowal Health Coslition, 1767 Kaunar, Suita 100, $an Dwyo, LA 97101, 1619) Y3021, Welsiret:wans envirpuenial
haakh org. October. 1998

3. Falsification of Documents, 1995..USS Salt Lake City

Navy investigation documents siating that falsification of documents was 8 common
occurrence aboard the USS Salt Lake City and was onc of the reasons for the removal of the
Comménding Officer, Documents provided undes FOlA. Commander was removed from post
duc 10 2 Japsc in regulation resulling in an intoxicated submariner serving watch of & nuclear
reactor on & submarine in San Diego Bay (Union Tribune, 11-11-95). Naval investigation
documents revealed that Falsificstion of records was a commion accurrence on thit vessel,
(Documents released to EHC under FOIA)

4. Alleged Sabotage, 1995 USS San Juan

News article from rcgarding polential sabotage aboard a nuclear powered submarine in
1956 in Groton, CT. A sailor was relieved of duty due 1o suspected subotage of & nuclear reactor
on the USS San Juan, a fast-auack nucleas submarine in Groton, CT. Wires were severed that
supply power to retract tbe reactor’s control rods which dampen nuclear rcaction, (Union Tribune
08-23-96) EHC has requested documentation on this incident.

5 Bomb found ou carrler, USS Constellation, 1996
A bomb was discovered aboard carrier U.S, Consiclision while it was docked at Nonth Esland.
(Union Tribune 1Dec96)

6. Wespon detonation accident, USS Sargo, 1976

Excerpt from an investigation interview regarding an accident in which a weapon
detonated, low oeder on an in-port nuclear submarine. The Navy released over 600 pages of
documents to BHC regarding this uccident, A fire (unclassified Navy investigation documents,
p. 1074) and a low-order detonation of the warbeads that were attached to two conventional
torpedoes on Lhe nuclear-powered submarine USS Sargo on June 14, 1960 (Finding 18 of final
investigative repon of the Judge Advocate Genesal concerning an explosion on board the USS
Sargo on June 14, 1960 on fite st EHC). On puge 225 of the Final investigative repon of the
Judge Advocate General, 1estimony of the Commanding Officer of the USS Sargo stated
that”...had those torpedoes gone off, high order, rather than low order, probably the entire
engine room would have been blown in some form or another, and possibly even the bulkliead so
she reacior comporamens. So, there was considernble danger. (Emphasis added;”

Proparsd by Emvironmeasal Health Coalitow, 1717 Kacines. Suice )08, S Dicgo, CA 2100, (i) 2230288, Websik www.cavironmenwd
hutdoeg Octabas, §998 .
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San Diego Cont.

Maria Suarez
Irma Villegas
Mirna V. Pelayo
Isabel Agulera
Sophia Chavez
Maria Sanchez
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Sandra Rodriguez
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Lourdes Moreno
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Dulce Twisi
Samuel Ingersoll-Weng
Musicl Jencks
Nico Calavia
Brian Cait
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Trancisco Estrada
Martha Corona
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Nicolas Bermudez
Rosa Neli Maninez
Luana Rojas
Refugio Mares
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Lemon Grove

Alica King
Robert Tuck

Hal Brody
Lyle Neplun

Jamui

Betty Smith

Potereo

Katen Rodgers
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San Diego Hearing

H.21

H.22

H23

H24

H25

H.2.6

Your comunents are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

Section 1.1 of the EIS discusses the process of public participation required under
NEPA. The Navy will use this EIS, including the public’s comments on the Draft
EIS, in conjunction with other relevant materials, in making their decision
regarding the homeporting of the three CVNs in the Pacific Fleet currently under
consideration.

NNPP-related comunents in this testimony are also made in the EHC's letter,
0O.12. Please see the Navy responses to these comments.

The comment addresses the process the Navy has used to make decisions
regarding the homeporting of CVNs in the Pacific Fleet. The sequence of events
affecting the decisions to home port CVNs in San Diego, and the chronology of
CVN homeporting, along with the decommissioning of CVs in the Pacific Fleet,
is discussed in detail in response to comment L.4.5. The Navy had not, at the
time of preparation of the 1995 EIS for the BRAC CVN, formulated a proposal for
how to meet the need of facilities for two more CVNs in the Pacific Fleet.
However, the Navy did anticipate that in the future, a proposal would be
formulated, and that the alternatives could include facilities at NASNIL
Therefore, a larger project was not segmented into two smaller projects for the
purpose of avoiding more rigorous environmental analysis. Further, although a
“proposal” had not been formulated such that it could be analyzed on a “co-
equal” basis in the 1995 EIS, it was reasonably foreseeable that a future project
could include additional facilifes at NASNI.  Since it was reasonably
foreseeable, the potential effects were included in the analysis of cumulative
effects in that document. The 1995 EIS states, “This EIS, therefore, considers the
potential cumulative impacts of CV replacement and homeporting a total of
three CVNs in San Diego.” See Volume 1 of the 1995 EIS, Chapter 6 (DON
1995a).

Two public hearings on the Draft EIS have been held in the San Diego region
and public testimony received, as required under NEPA. The Navy does not
currently have plans to have a follow-on community workshop for an informal
dialogue. Concerns generated during the public review of the EIS will be
considered by Navy personnel responsible for making decisions regarding the
proposed action. Navy representatives at the EIS public hearings are directly
involved with this decision-making process, and provide recommendations to
the Secretary of the Navy regarding the preferred alternative to be implemented.
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H27
H28
H.2.9

H.2.10

Furthermore, the Navy ensures that the EIS decisionmaker has a complete copy
of the public hearing transcripts. The Navy believes that the objective sought by
the comment is met by the fact that the transcript of the public hearing is
prepared and reviewed as part of the NEPA process leading up to the Record of
Decision.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control, in an Order Denying Petition For
Review of the Environmental Health Coalition, Peace Resource Center of San
Diego, and Stephanie Kaupp’s challenge to the permitting of the Mixed Waste
Storage Facility at NASNI (ID No. CAR 000 019 430; Docket HWCA 98/99 —
P012), responded to this issue with the following;:

Petitioners are incorrect in their assertion that members of the public
have a “right” to speak directly to the decision-maker (ie., that the
Department official that signs the Permit must also be the hearing
officer). Nevertheless, the Department ensures that the official who signs
the Permit has a complete transcript of the public hearing for review.
The Department believes that the objective sought by Petitioners is met
by the fact that a transcript of the public hearing is prepared and
reviewed as part of the final permit decisionmaking process.
Furthermore, there is not basis to believe that the permit decision or
conditions would be altered if the hearing officer for the public hearing
also signed the Permit itself.

Please see response to comment O.10.23.
Please see response to comment H.2.6.
Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

Construction of the Depot Maintenance Facility was covered in the Navy’s 1995
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Development of Facilities in San
Diego/Coronado to Support the Homeporting of One NIMITZ-Class Aircraft
Carrier. However, it is important to note that all aspects of facilities design,
construction, and modification conform to national and local regulatory codes,
which include distance limits for siting from an earthquake fault. The design of
the facility follows conservative methods widely accepted by the engineering
community and provides additional “factors of safety” in redundant structural
design features. For radiological facilities, the Naval Nuclear Propulsion
Program uses standard design features that have been developed to minimize
potential risk to the environment, to the general public, and to workers.
Stringent design criteria comply with all building codes, including those
applicable to earthquakes. During construction, “state-of-the-art” construction
techniques along with rigorous field observation and inspection are used where
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appropriate to ensure a solid and competent foundation under all credible
seismic loading conditions.
Also, contrary to the commentor’s assertion, the Navy is not proposing to make
North Island a nuclear waste disposal facility. As was described in the response
to O.12.69, low-level radioactive waste will be shipped to off-site treatment and
disposal facilities as soon as practicable, with consideration given to minimizing
the number of truck shipments and the availability of those facilities. The Navy
does not dispose of it low-level radioactive waste at its facilities.

H211 Please see response to comment 0.12.216.

H.212 Please see responses to comments O0.12.86 and 0.12.44.

H.2.13 Please see responses to comments 1..4.47 and L.4.36.

H2.14 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

H.2.15 Although no specific issues were noted by the commentor, the Navy notes the
commentor’s general opinion regarding the proposed action.

H.2.16 Please see responses to comments L.4.34, 0.12.25, and 0.12.190.

H.2.17 Your comments are responded to in this Final EIS (see above responses).

H.2.18 The Navy does not consider that translation of the Draft EIS into Spanish is

required to ensure that low income and minority populations have the
opportunity to fully participate in the NEPA process. A scoping meeting to
discuss the issues to be addressed in the EIS was held in Coronado on 10
February 1998. Since that time, the Navy has acknowledged the necessity of
including a public hearing in San Diego. Notices of availability for the Draft EIS
were placed in La Prensa. All responses to public comments generated during the
public comment period provided in Spanish are translated into Spanish. The
comments are annotated to ensure that the reader has sufficient understanding
of the EIS materials without needing to read the EIS itself. The Notice of
Availability (NOA), is translated in Spanish, and a telephone 888 support hot
line is available in Spanish as well.

La Marina de los Estados Unidos no considera que la traduccion al espaiiol del Draft EIS
(Estudio de Impacto al Medio Ambiente) es requerida para asegurar que la poblacion de
bajos recursos y las minorias tengan la oportunidad de participar totalmente en el
proceso conocido como NEPA. Una reunién para analizar los temas que serian tratados
en el EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio Ambiente) se llevé a cabo en Coronado el 10 de
febrero de 1998. Desde aquel momento, la Marina de los Estados Unidos ha reconocido
la necesidad de incluir al piblico en la reunion de San Diego. Los avisos de
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H.2.19

disponibilidad para el Draft EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio Ambiente) fueron
publicados en La Prensa . Todas las respuestas a los comentarios piblicos generados
durante el periodo de comentarios publicos que fueron provistos en espariol son
traducidos al inglés. Los comentarios son anotados para asegqurar que el lector tenga un
entendimiento suficiente de los materiales del EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio
Ambiente} sin la necesidad de tener que leerlo en su totalidad. El Aviso de
Disporubilidad (NOA), estd traducido al espariol y hay una linea telefonica 888 que
también esta disponible en espariol.

The air quality analysis in the Draft EIS is based on compliance with national
and state ambient air quality standards. These standards represent allowable
atmospheric concentrations at which the public health and welfare are protected
and include a reasonable margin of safety to protect the more sensitive
individuals in the population, such as elderly people and children. Since the
proposed action alternatives would not exceed any ambient air quality standard,
public health would be protected from the effects of the proposed action
alternatives. Toxic air contaminants {TACs) emissions from the proposed
dredging and disposal actions at NASNI would produce insignificant health
impacts to the public.

Cumulative impacts from past projects that affect local air quality and toxic
waste emissions were taken into account in this EIS. This EIS presents data that
concludes there would be no significant impacts to the fish community from the
proposed action. Fish would avoid dredge areas, so they would likely not be
affected by any contaminants resuspended during dredging.

El andlisis de la calidad del aire en el Draft EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio Ambiente)
estd basado en el cumplimiento con las normas de la calidad del aire ambiental nacional y
estatal. Estas normas representan las concentraciones atmosféricas permisibles en las
cuales el bienestar y la salud piblica estdn protegidas e incluye un margen razonable de
seguridad para proteger los individuos mds sensibles dentro de la poblacion, tales como
las personas mayores y los nifies. Como las acciomes alternativas propuestas no
excederian ninguna norma de la calidad del aire ambiental, la salud publica estaria
protegida de los efectos de las acciones alternativas propuestas. Las emisiones de los
contaminantes toxicés del aire (TAC) causadas por el dragado propuesto y por las
acciones de deshecho en NASNI, producirian un impacto insignificante en la salud
publica.

Los impactos cumulativos de proyectos pasados que afectan la calidad del aire local y las
emisiones de residuos toxicos, fueron tomados en cuenta en este EIS (Estudio de Impacto
al Medio Ambiente). Este EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio Ambiente} presenta datos
que concluyen que no habria impactos significativos en la vida marina debido a la accién
propuesta. Los peces evitarian las dreas de dragado, asi que probablemente no serian
afectados por ninguno de los contaminantes en suspenso después del dragado.
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H.2.20 Purchases of local shipbuilding companies by other defense contractors, and the

fact that these defense contractors are pursuing bids on ship repair, are common
business practice and are beyond the scope of this EIS. The fact that defense
contractors may be qualified to perform NNPP radiological work does not imply
that NNPP radiological work would be performed: (1) in locations other than the
NASNI CIF or (2) in any different manner than the uniform standards
established by the NNPP. The purchases would not affect the amount of
maintenance performed on homeported CVNs.

Pollution impacts of the Navy’'s action to homeport USS JOHN C. STENNIS at
NASNI were addressed in the Navy’'s 1995 Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Development of Facilities in San Diego/Coronado to Support
the Homeporting of One NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carrier. Please see response to
cormunent H.2.19a for a discussion of air quality impacts in this EIS.

The EIS has evaluated a wide variety of accidents and has determined that the
radiological risks are not significant. No vessels would be constructed as part of
the proposed action. The CVNs homeported there would receive maintenance at
the facility at NASNI, with out-of-water maintenance, the Docking Planned
Incremental Availability (DPIA) occurring once every 6 years at PSNS, in
Bremerton, Washington. Hazardous material use and storage would occur at
NASNI consistent with existing practices. Adequate hazardous waste capacity
exists to accommodate material generated by the capacity to homeport two
additional CVNs. No impact to neighborhoods outside of NASNI would occur.

Las compras de compafiias locales de astilleros por otros contratistas de defensa, y el
hecho que estos contratistas de defensa estin llevando a cabo licitaciones para
reparaciones de buques, son un prdctica comercial comun y estdn mds alld del alcance de
este EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio Ambiente). El hecho que los contratistas de
defensa puedan estar capacitados para desempefiar trabajos radiolégicos NNPP no
implica que el trabajo radioldogico NNPP pueda ser desempenando: (1) en otras
ubicaciones aparte de la NASNI CIF 0 (2) en alguna manera diferente que los estdndares
uniformes establecidos por el NNPP. Las compras no afectarian la cantidad de
mantenimiento llevada a cabo en los CVN que estin en el puerto base.

Los impactos de contaminacion de la accion de la Marina al USS JOHN C. STENNIS en
el puerto base en NASNI fueron tratadoes en 1995 en la Declaracién Final de Impacto
Medio Ambiental para el Desarrollo de Instalaciones en San Diego / Coronado para el
Soporte de Puerto Base de un Portaaviones Clase NIMITZ. Por favor véase la respuesta
al comentario H.2.19 a para la discusion sobre el impacto a la calidad del aire en este EIS
(Estudio de Impacto al Medio Ambiente).

El EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio Ambiente} ha evaluado una amplin variedad de
accidentes y ha determinado que los riesgos radiolégicos no son significativos. Ningun
buque serd construido como parte de la accion propuesta. Los CVN's en el puerto base
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H.2.21

H222

H.223

rectbirin mantenimiento en la instalacion en NASNI, con mantenimiento en seco, con la
Disponibilidad Incrementada de Atraco Planeado (DPLA) ocurriendo una vez cada seis
afios en PSNS, en Bremerton, Washington. El uso y el almacenaje de materiales
peligrosos ocurririn en NASNI, consistente con las prdcticas actuales.  Existen
capacidades adecuadas para matertales peligrosos para acomodar el material generado por
la capacidad de tener dos adicionales CVN's en el puerto base. No ocurrirdn impactos a

los vecindarios afuera de NASNI.

A wide range of hypothetical accidents was considered in the development of
the analysis presented in the EIS. The results of all the analyses of both normal
operations and hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no significant
radiological impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft
carriers or operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities.

En el desarrollo de los andlisis presentados en el EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio
Ambiente) se consideraron una amplia diversidad de accidentes hipotéticos. Los
resultados de todos los andlisis, tanto de operaciones normales como de accidentes
hipotéticos indican que no habran impactos radiolégicos significantes por el puerto base
y mantenimiento de portaaviones clase NIMITZ, ni por la operacion de instalaciones de
mantenimiento de portaaviones clase NIMITZ.

The Navy’s plan for emergency response is included in section 7.5 of the EIS.
The EIS states that emergency planning and emergency response is included as
an integral part of ongoing NNPP operations to ensure the Navy is prepared to
handle accidental releases of radioactivity. In the highly unlikely event of an
emergency, the Navy would promptly notify State and local officials, and would
communicate with those officials. Any action needed to protect the public would
be handled by State and local officials using existing plans for emergencies from
natural events, such as earthquakes or hurricanes. In addition, it is important to
note that since the inception of the NNPP almost half a century ago, there has
never been a reactor accident associated with the Program, which has
accumulated over 5,000 reactor years of operation. In addition, there has never
been any release of radioactivity that has had a significant effect on the public or
the environment. The Navy’s historical record of safe and responsible operation
of nuclear powered warships is discussed in Volume I, Chapter 7 of the EIS.

Two public hearings on the Draft EIS have been held in the San Diego region
and public testimony received, as required under NEPA. The Navy does not
currently have plans to have a follow-on community workshop for an informal
dialogue. Concerns generated during the public review of the EIS will be
considered by Navy personnel responsible for making decisions regarding the
proposed achion. Navy representatives at the EIS public hearings are directly
involved with this decision-making process, and provide recommendations to
the Secretary of the Navy regarding the preferred altemative to be implemented.
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H.2.24

H.2.25

H.2.26

H.2.27

H.2.28

Furthermore, the Navy ensures that the EIS decisionmaker has a complete copy
of the public hearing transcripts. The Navy believes that the objective sought by
the cormment is met by the fact that the transcript of the public hearing is
prepared and reviewed as part of the NEPA process leading up to the Record of
Decision.

Please see responses to comments L.4.48, 0.12.78, and O.12.190 regarding issues
raised in this comment.

Information on low-level radiation exposure and risk are addressed in
Appendices E and F of the EIS and in response 0.12.190. Non-cancer risks are
addressed in comment O.12.27.

The Navy is aware of two studies that specifically address alpha and beta
radioactivity in San Diego Bay. The first is the San Diego Bay Health Risk Study,
which is described in response O.12.127. The second is a study chartered by the
San Diego Association of Governments. The SANDAG 205(J) study included
efforts to characterize the levels of total alpha and beta radiation in bottom
sediments throughout the bay, but outside of the Naval restricted areas. The
results of this study (San Diego Bay Cleanup Project Under Section 205(]) of the
Clean Water Act, January 1992) identified that all radioactivity levels were
evaluated to be at background levels by the California Department of Health
Services. Since the predominant radionuclide associated with NNPP work is
cobalt 60, which emits gamma radioactivity, it is impossible to conclude that
NNPP work is the source of the radioactivity detected based solely on gross
alpha and beta activity.

Extensive Navy radiological monitoring in the San Diego Bay area, performed
quarterly and publicly reported annually for 30 years by the Navy, and
independent radiological surveys performed by EPA in 1967, 1986, and 1997,
discovered no radioactivity associated with nuclear propulsion in any Bay
aquatic life.

The EIS concludes that there are no significant impacts to the public’s health and
safety {please see sections 3.15 (Volume 1), and Appendix E, Appendix F, and
Appendix ] in Volume 2.

Notwithstanding the GAO analysis, the Defense Acquisitions Board (DAB)
decided in September 1998 that CVX would be nuclear powered. This decision
was based on a careful analysis of all pertinent data including the Department of
the Navy’s evaluation of tactical flexibility, operational and technical risks, and
funding requirements of the various alternatives. For further detail, please see the
response to comment H.1.5.
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H.2.29 Please see responses to comments O.12.55 and 1.80.2.

H.2.30 Please see responses to cormments 0.12.55 and 1.80.2.

H.2.31 Please see responses to comments 0.12.55 and 1.80.2.

H.232 Please see responses to comments 0.12.55 and 1.80.2.

H.233 Please see responses to comments 0.12.55 and 1.80.2.

H.2.34 Please see responses to comments Q.12.55 and 1.80.2.

H.235 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. Please see the
response to comment H.1.5 above.
Please see responses to comments O0.12.55 and 1.80.2.

H.2.36 Please see responses to comments 0.12.55 and 1.80.2.

H.2.37 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

H.2.38 A chronology of events resulting in the potential replacements for aircraft

carriers planned for decommissioning in the San Diego area is provided to help
the reader understand how NASNI has customarily been home port for three
aircraft carriers.

In the 1980s, the Navy reduced the size of its active aircraft carriers from 15 to 12:
six in the Atlantic Fleet and six in the Pacific Fleet. Before that time, NASNI had
been the homeport for at least three aircraft carriers. In the early 1970s, this
included USS TICONDEROGA, USS KIITTY HAWK, and USS
CONSTELLATION; in the mid-1970s, USS RANGER, KITTY HAWK, and
CONSTELLATION; throughout the 1980s, RANGER, KITTY HAWK, and
CONSTELLATION; and in the early 1990s, a combination of USS
INDEPENDENCE, (while KITTY HAWK and/or CONSTELLATION were
undergoing their Service Life Extension effort in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania),
KITTY HAWK, CONSTELLATION, and RANGER. All ships listed above are or
were conventionally powered carriers, or “CVs.” In 1993, RANGER was
decommissioned at the end of its service life and removed from NASNI,
temporarily reducing the port-loading to two CVs.

The closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda, California, and the relocation
of two CVNs to fleet concentrations in San Diego and the Pacific Northwest were
carried out in compliance with the 1993 Defense Base Realignment and Closure
Commission (BRAC) recommendations. Consequently, the Department of the
Navy constructed homeporting facilities for one CVN at NASNI (DON 1995a)
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and one at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSNS), Bremerton, Washington (DON
1995b). Because there were no CVN homeport-capable berths at NASNI, the
Navy was allowed to shift both NAS Alameda CVNs to the Pacific Northwest,
pending completion of construction of suitable homeport facilities at NASNI.
Those facilities were the subject of an EIS entitled Environmental Impact Statement
for the Development of Facilities in San Diego to Support the Homeporting of One
NIMITZ Class Aircraft Carrier (DON 1995a). The actual vessel that fulfilled the
BRAC mandate and assumed the role of RANGER was USS JOHN C. STENNIS
(CVN-74). Arriving in August 1998, STENNIS took over one CVs worth of
facility support infrastructure at NASNI. NASNI has had the historical capacity
to support three aircraft carriers.

The environmental analysis in an EIS correlates to the level of planning for a
particular project. If the planning has evolved such that the agency has
formulated a project to meet a particular need, the EIS should reflect analysis of
all aspects of that project, and the alternative methods of meeting the identified
need should be addressed on a “co-equal” basis. In this case, the Navy had not,
at the time of preparation of the 1995 EIS, formulated a proposal for how to
meet the need of facilities for two more CVNs in the Pacific Fleet.

However, the Navy did anticipate that in the future, a proposal would be
formulated, and that the alternatives could include facilities at NASNI.
Therefore, a larger project was not segmented into two smaller projects for the
purpose of avoiding more rigorous environmental analysis. Further, although a
“proposal” had not been formulated such that it could be analyzed on a “co-
equal” basis in the 1995 EIS, it was reasonably foreseeable that a future project
could include additional facilities at NASNI.  Since it was reasonably
foreseeable, the potential effects were included in the analysis of cumulative
effects in that document. The 1995 EIS states, “This EIS, therefore, considers the
potential cumulative impacts of CV replacement and homeporting a total of
three CVNs in San Diego.” See the 1995 EIS, Volume 1, Chapter 6 (DON 1995a).

The U.S. District Court for the Southemn District of California approved the
Navy’s implementation of NEPA, and concluded that the Navy had not
understated the potential effects of a larger project by preparation of two
documents (segmentation). In an Order dated May 12, 1997, the Court stated,
“Because the Court finds that no proposal to homeport three CVNs existed prior
to the issuance of the Final EIS, the Final EIS’s analysis of the possible
cumulative impacts of potential additional home ports suffices under NEPA.”

In 1998, INDEPENDENCE {at that time the Navy’s “forward deployed” carrier)
reached the end of its service life and was decommissioned. KITTY HAWK was
designated as its replacement and left NASNI in July 1998, 20 months after the
Notice of Intent for this EIS, and relocated to Yokosuka, Japan. This resulted in a
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H.2.40

reduction of the port loading at NASNI to two homeported aircraft carriers. The
USS NIMITZ is currently undergoing an extended maintenance period on the
East Coast and will require a homeport berth within the Pacific Fleet area. Long
range plans indicate that the most likely arrival date on the West Coast for
NIMITZ would be early 2002. Were the Preferred Alternative selected, this would
bring NASNI back to its historical three carrier port-loading baseline.

USS CONSTELLATION is expected to reach the end of its service life in
approximately 2003. At that time, NASNI would once again experience a
reduction to two homeported carriers if the Preferred Alternative were selected by
the Navy. The same long range plans addressing NIMITZ also involve replacing
CONSTELLATION with the USS RONALD REAGAN. 1t is anticipated this will
happen in 2005. Once again, if the Preferred Alternative were selected, it would
bring NASNI back to its historical three carrier port-loading baseline.

As mentioned in the response to cormument 0.12.104, TAC emissions from the
proposed dredging and disposal actions at NASNI would produce insignificant
health impacts to the public. As stated in the response to comment O.12.136, the
cumulative impact of toxic emissions from the proposed dredging and disposal
activities and existing operations at NASNI would be insignificant. It is possible
that the staggered maintenance schedules of CVNs homeported at NASNI could
occasionally result in more than one PIA in a calendar year. However, the
NASNI DMF would limit annual emissions of VOC and PMie to 15 and 3 tons,
respectively. Therefore, performance of 2 PIAs per year at NASNI would not
exceed these emission levels. As part of the SDCAPCD permit process, TAC
emissions from the DMF were evaluated at their maximum annual permitted
rate and were determined to produce insignificant health risks to the public.
Therefore, compliance with the SDCAPCD permit conditions would ensure that
with the addition of two CVINs at NASNI, the health risk to the public from the
DMF would remain insignificant.

Since the completion of most recent health risk assessment for NASNI in 1993,
emissions of HAPs have decreased from the facility, especially in regard to the
reduction of hexavalent chromium from painting operations. As a result, the
public health risk from NASNI has decreased since 1993.

Section 3.10, Volume 3 of the Final EIS has been revised to include the most
recent toxic air contaminants (TAC) emissions inventory for operations at
NASNI

There will be no increase in the amount or frequency of aircraft arriving at or
departing from NASNI as a result of providing capacity for two additional
CVNs. The air wing on a CVN is the same size and composition as an air wing
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H.2.41

H.2.42
H.2.43
H.2.44
H.2.45
H.2.46
H.2.47
H.2.48
H.2.49

H.2.50

on a CV. No additional aircraft maintenance will be performed at NASNI as a
result of this action.

There will be no additional impacts to the affected environment due to training
conducted in SOCAL by the CVN air wing. The training a CVN air wing does is
exactly the same as the air wing of a CV. There is no net increase in the number
of aircraft carriers at NASNI. The proposed action would only create the
capacity to homeport two additional CVNs.. Please refer to Volume 1,
paragraph 1.1.

The Navy complied with all applicable regulations in the preparation of the
Draft EIS. Therefore the Navy, as Lead Agency, disagrees that the document is
deficient in meeting NEPA requirements. The Final EIS has been revised to
provide minor clarification in a number of areas in response to public comment.
Responses to comments include evaluation of recent traffic and noise data
presented by the City or Coronado. Evaluations of these data verify that the
environmental effects of the proposed action were assessed correctly in the Draft
EIS. Please see responses to comments H.2.53 (traffic) and L.4.29 (noise).

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
Your comments are beyond the scope of this EIS.

Please see response to comment 0.12.72.

Your comments are beyond the scope of this EIS.

The chronology of CVN homeporting, along with the decommissioning of CVs
in the Pacific Fleet, is discussed in detail in response to comment L.45. The
Navy had not, at the time of preparation of the 1995 EIS for the BRAC CVN,
formulated a proposal for how to meet the need of facilities for two more CVNs
in the Pacific Fleet. However, the Navy did anticipate that in the future, a
proposal would be formulated, and that the alternatives could include facilities
at NASNI. Therefore, a larger project was not segmented into two smaller
projects for the purpose of avoiding more rigorous environmental analysis.
Further, although a “proposal” had not been formulated such that it could be
analyzed on a “co-equal” basis in the 1995 EIS, it was reasonably foreseeable that
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H.2.51

H.2.52

H.2.53

a future project could include additional facilities at NASNIL. Since it was
reasonably foreseeable, the potential effects were included in the analysis of
cumulative effects in that document. The 1995 EIS states, “This EIS, therefore,
considers the potential cumulative impacts of CV replacement and homeporting
a total of three CVNs in San Diego.” See the 1995 EIS, Volume 1, Chapter 6
(DON 1995a).

The Navy still has intentions to relocate the NASNI Main Gate to align with
Third Street. Relocation of the Third Street gate is a multi-faceted effort that
required first the relocation of the NASNI commissary and Navy exchange.
Once construction of the new commissary and exchange construction were
completed, the old commissary and exchange could be razed, and the Third
Street gate could be moved. Untl funding was secured to relocate the
commissary and exchange, only limited activity associated with the Third Street
gate relocation could occur. Funding for relocation of the NASNI commuissary
and Navy exchange is now available and design for the new
commissary/exchange is nearly completed, with construction scheduled to
begin in summer or fall of 1999. Steps have been taken to initiate the Third
Street gate relocation as an official navy project. Parametric costs have been
collected and preliminary design considerations have been formulated. The
Navy is committed to continue to seek these funds. Therefore, planning
associated with the project continues, but will be subject to congressional
approval as a naval budget item. In any event, relocation of the gate could not
have proceeded until preliminary activities of commissary and exchange
redesign had been completed. This gate relocation project is not needed as
mitigation for the proposed CVN homeporting, but is being planned as a
measure to improve access to NASNI, reduce traffic congestion, and reduce
traffic volumes on First Street (trucks in particular).

The relationship of CVs and replacement CVNs are addressed in response to
comment H.2.50. The Navy does not perceive that having three CVNs at NASNI
increases the threat from terrorists beyond the potential that has existed for the
past several decades. In fact, while the potential for terrorists acts may not have
changed, the robustmess of a naval vessel designed to withstand combat damage
lessens the potential impact that such an act might incur. The very nature of a
military assets diminishes its attractiveness as a target for terrorist. Not only is
there a constant posture of security maintained through tightly controlled access
and roving patrols, but the ability of the trained “targeted personnel” to react
with deadly force increases the risk to the terrorist.

The transportation analysis has been revised to incorporate more recent traffic
data that were not available to the EIS preparer when the Draft EIS was initially
prepared (i.e., the traffic volumes documented in the October 1998 SANDAG
report). For example, Table 3.9-1 is revised to show a average annual volume of

H.2



Comment
Number

VOoLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

H.2.54

71,000 vehicles per day on the Coronado Bay Bridge. The trip generation rate
used in the Draft EIS has been revised to reflect calculations based on 1996
personnel counts (see Table 2-1, Volume 3) and actual gate counts taken during
that same year (see Table 3.9-7, Volume 3).

With regard to the use of 1995 traffic data to represent existing conditions, that
was considered current for average daily traffic volume information when the
EIS traffic analysis was initiated in 1997. Table 3.9-1 has now been revised to
represent 1996 and 1997 traffic data. The revised numbers represent the highest
traffic volume cited in the various source references. The traffic impact analysis,
which was based primarily on the peak hour levels of service at the critical study
area intersections, used traffic counts that were taken August of 1996 to
represent existing conditions. These counts were taken during a peak summer
tourist season when two aircraft carriers were in port.

Unique circumstances such as threats, suicides, and bridge accidents certainly
have an effect on traffic conditions on the day of the incident; however, it would
not be appropriate to model or analyze such unique circumstances in
conjunction with the EIS traffic study.

As the Draft EIS traffic analysis indicates that the proposed action would not
have a significant traffic impact. The Navy still has intentions to relocate the
NASNI Main Gate to align with Third Street. Relocation of the Third Street gate
is a multi-faceted effort that required first the relocation of the NASNI
commissary and Navy exchange. Once construction of the new commissary and
exchange construction were completed, the old commissary and exchange could
be razed, and the Third Street gate could be moved. Until funding was secured
to relocate the commissary and exchange, only limited activity associated with
the Third Street gate relocation could occur. Funding for relocation of the
NASNI commissary and Navy exchange is now available and design for the new
comumissary/exchange is nearly completed, with construction scheduled to
begin in summer or fall of 1999. Steps have been taken to initiate the Third
Street gate relocation as an official navy project. Parametric costs have been
collected and preliminary design considerations have been formulated. The
Navy is committed to continue to seek these funds. Therefore, planning
associated with the project continues, but will be subject to congressional
approval as a naval budget item. In any event, relocation of the gate could not
have proceeded until preliminary activities of commissary and exchange
redesign had been completed. This gate relocation project is not needed to
mitigate less than significant impacts associated with the proposed CVN
homeporting, but is being planned as a measure to improve access to NASNI,
reduce traffic congestion, and reduce traffic volumes on First Street (trucks in
particular). Although a tunnel between the Coronado Bay Bridge and the
NASNI Main Gate would alleviate many of the traffic congestion problems on
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H.2.55

H.2.56

H.2.57

H.2.58

the Coronado streets, such a project is not needed to mitigate less than
significant impacts associated with the CVN homeporting project.

Please refer to the responses L.4.44 and 1.37.1 to similar questions. NASNI has
been a three-carrier homeport for decades; a period in excess of 30 years. The
proposed action would only create the capacity to homeport two additional
CVNE.

The Navy disagrees with the comment’s assessment of the adequacy of the EIS.
The Navy complied with all applicable regulations in the preparation of the
Draft EIS. Therefore the Navy, as Lead Agency, disagrees that the document is
deficient in meeting NEPA requirements. The Final EIS has been revised to
provide minor clarification in a number of areas in response to public comment.
Homeporting three additional CVNs at NASNI was concluded in section 2.7.1 of
the EIS to not be a reasonable alternative to the proposed action. Response to
comments include evaluation of recent traffic and noise data presented by the
City or Coronado. Evaluation of these data verify that the envirornmental effects
of the proposed action were assessed correctly in the Draft EIS. Please see
responses to comments H.2.53 (traffic} and L.4.29 (noise).

The Navy has reviewed the traffic noise data provided in the recently completed
“City of Coronado Noise Study — 1998 (RECON October 1998), which was not
available at the time the Draft EIS was prepared. The new data have been
incorporated into the EIS analysis and the older data from the 1993 noise study
have been removed. The new data how that the existing traffic noise situation
exceeds the City of Coronado General Plan Noise Element noise standard of 65
dBA. Volume 1, section 3.11.1 and Volume 3, section 3.11 have been revised to
incorporate this information. The analysis conclusions for proposed action noise
impacts, however, remain unchanged.

The Navy, as Lead Agency, believes that it has complied with all applicable
regulations in the preparation of the Draft EIS; therefore, the Navy disagrees that
the document is deficient in meeting NEPA requirements. Although Draft EIS
comments resulted in minor changes in the analysis, no comment has changed
the Navy’s original assessment of significant impacts in any environmental
category. In absence of significantly changing the results reported in the draft
EIS, the Navy believes that a request to recirculate the Draft EIS is unwarranted
per 40 CFR 1502.9(a). If the Navy determines that significant new circurnstances
or information emerges that is relevant to environmental concerns that bear on
the proposed action or its impacts, then the Navy shall prepare a supplement to
the EIS. Responses to public comments on the Draft EIS have been provided in
this Final EIS. In response to some comments, additional information has been
added to the text.
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H.2.59

H.2.60

H.2.61

H.2.62

H.2.63

H.2.64
H.2.65

H.2.66

The Navy, as Lead Agency, complied with all applicable regulations in the
preparation of the Draft EIS; therefore, the Navy disagrees that the document is
deficient in meeting NEPA requirements. Responses to public comments on the
Draft EIS have been provided in this Final EIS.

Please refer to the responses 1..4.13 and 1.4.14.

In regard to PIA maintenance worker commuter vehicles associated with the
proposed actions, please see the response to comment L.4.13.

Data on California/non-California vehicle registration associated with CV and
CVN personnel have been used to revise the commuter vehicle emission
calculations for the proposed actions in the Final EIS. Emissions from California
and non-California registered vehicles have been estimated with the use of the
ARB EMFAC7G and EPA MOBILES5 models.

Fire protection level of service currently meets the requirements specified by the
Department of Defense Instruction (DODI) 60.555.5. Adequate fire protection
has existed for CVs at NASNI, and will continue to exist for CVNs as well.
Adequate fire lanes and equipment exist to combat any shipboard fire at NASNIL
Section 3.14.1 of the EIS has been revised to state that sufficient resources at
NASNI exist to combat any shipboard fire. For additional detail, see the
response to comment O.10.18.

Section 3.3 addresses impacts to water quality from CVN operations, and
indicates that best management practices would be implemented by the Navy to
minimize the magnitude of any accidental waste discharges to the bay during
normal operations. . Section 3.3.2 (page 3.3-9, lines 5-6 of the Draft EIS) will be
revised to indicate that BMPs would also be implemented to minimize waste
discharges to the bay during maintenance operations. Section 3.3.2 (page 3.3-9,
line 32 of the Draft EIS) will be revised to read “All operational discharges,
including stormwater runoff, would meet applicable regulations and permit
standards.”

As indicated in the text of the EIS, potential impacts to the Bay associated with
storm water runoff have been mitigated to a level of insignificance by
components of the project design. Specifically, storm water runoff and
associated impacts and mitigation measures have been discussed on pages 3.2-1,
3.2-3,3.2-4, 3.2-5, 3.2-6, and 3.2-7. Therefore, the text remains unchanged.

Please see response to comment 0.10.23.
Please see responses to comments O.13.24 and 1.43.13.

Comment noted.

H.2

ol



Comment
Number

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS — NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response

H.2.67

H.2.68

H.2.69

H.2.70

H271

H272

H.2.73

H274

H275

H.2.76

H277

H.2.78

H.2.79a

Your opinions are noted. Regarding your comment about an alleged incident
involving spilling paint, it has nothing to do with this EIS or the proposed
action.

Please see response to comment O.12.10.

The Navy considers itself to be a part of the community. This EIS identifies the
potential environmental effects that the proposed action would have on the local
and regional environment as appropriate.

Your comments are beyond the scope of this EIS.

Plutonium is not among the radionuclides released as part of NNPP operations.
Your comments are beyond the scope of this EIS.

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

Please see the response to comment H.1.5.

Please see responses to comments 0.12.55 and 1.56.5.

Please see response to comment H.2.21.

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

The USS STENNIS mitigation site was constructed in accordance with permit
conditions set forth by the resource agencies. The new wharf mitigation site

would also be constructed in accordance with permit conditions and it is
proposed that this site would provide like-and-in-kind replacement of intertidal

and subtidal habitat at a ratico of 1:1.

There would be 1.5 acres filled by construction of the new wharf. The fill would
eliminate about 0.8 acres of intertidal and 0.7 acres of subtidal at this location.
Mitigation of the 1.5 acres would be as described above and further detailed in
the response to F.2.10 and F.2.11 and Volume 1, section 3.5.

As stated above, the size of the fill area would be 1.5 acres. The anticipated
duration for dredging is 5-6 months. It is not expected that other dredging
projects would occur simultaneously in this region of the bay. Therefore, no
cumulative impacts from dredging projects are expected (see Section 3.18 for
additional discussion).

The Navy does not consider that translation of the Draft EIS into Spanish is
required to ensure that low income and minority populations have the
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opportunity to fully participate in the NEPA process. A scoping meeting to
discuss the issues to be addressed in the EIS was held in Coronado on 10
February 1998. Since that time, the Navy has acknowledged the necessity of
including a public hearing in San Diego. Notices of availability for the Draft EIS
were placed in La Prensa. All responses to public comments generated during
the public comment period provided in Spanish are translated into Spanish. The
comments are annotated to ensure that the reader has sufficient understanding
of the EIS materials without needing to read the EIS itself. The Notice of
Availability (NOA), is translated in Spanish, and a telephone 888 support hot
line is available in Spanish as well.

The air quality analysis in the Draft EIS is based on compliance with national
and state ambient air quality standards. These standards represent allowable
atmosphenc concentrations at which the public health and welfare are protected
and include a reasonable margin of safety to protect the more sensitive
individuals in the population, such as elderly people and children. Since the
proposed action alternatives would not exceed any ambient air quality standard,
public health would be protected from the effects of the proposed action
alternatives. Toxic air contaminants (TACs) emissions from the proposed
dredging and disposal actions at NASNI would produce insignificant health
impacts to the public.

La Marina de los Estados Unidos no considera que la traduccion al espaiiol del Draft EIS
(Estudio de Impacto al Medio Ambiente) es requerida para asegurar que la poblacion de
bajos recursos y las minorias tengan la oportunidad de participar totalmente en el
proceso conocido como NEPA. Una reunion para analizar los temas que serian tratados
en el EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio Ambiente) se llevé a cabo en Coronado el 10 de

febrero de 1998. Desde agquel momento, la Marina de los Estados Unidos ha reconocido
la necesidad de incluir al publico en la reunién de San Diego. Los avisos de

disponibilidad para el Draft EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio Ambiente) fueron
publicados en La Prensa. Todas las respuestas a los comentarios publicos generados
durante el periodo de comentarios ptiblicos que fueron provistos en espariol son
traducidos al inglés. Los comentarios son anotados para asegurar que el lector tenga un
entendimiento suficiente de los materiales del EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio
Ambiente} sin la necesidad de tenmer que leerlo en su totalidad. El Aviso de
Disponibilidad (NOA), estd traducido al espariol vy hay una linea telefonica 888 que
también estd disponible en espafiol.

El andlisis de la calidad del aire en el Draft EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio Ambiente)
estd basado en cumplimiento con las normas de la calidad del aire ambiental nacional y
estatal. Estas normas representan las concentraciones atmosféricas permisibles en las
cuales el bienestar y la salud piiblica estdn protegidas e incluye un margen razonable de
seguridad para proteger a los individuos mds sensibles dentro de la poblacion, tales como
las personas mayores y los nitios. Como las acciones alternativas propuestas no
excederian minguna norma de la calidad del aire ambiental, la salud publica estaria
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H.2.79b

H.2.79¢

protegida de los efectos de las acciones alternativas propuestas. Las emisiones de los
contaminantes toxicos del aire (TAC) causadas por el dragado propuesto y por las
acciones de deshecho en NASNI, producirian un impacto insignificante en la salud
publica.

Cumulative impacts from past projects that affect local air quality and toxic
waste emissions were taken into account in this EIS. This EIS presents data that
concludes there would be no significant impacts to the fish community from the
proposed action. Fish would avoid dredge areas, so they would likely not be
affected by any contaminants resuspended during dredging.

Los impactos cumulativos de proyectos pasados que afectan la calidad del aire local y las
emisiones de residuos toxicos fueron tomados en cuenta en este EIS (Estudio de Impacto
al Medio Ambiente). Este EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio Ambiente) presenta datos
que concluyen que no habria impactos significativos en la vida marina debido a la accién
propuesta. Los peces evitarian las dreas de dragado, asi que probablemente no serian
afectados por ninguno de los contaminantes en suspenso después del dragado.

Purchases of local shipbuilding companies by other defense contractors, and the
fact that these defense contractors are pursuing bids on ship repair, are common
business practice and are beyond the scope of this EIS. The fact that defense
contractors may be qualified to perform NNPP radiological work does not imply
that NNPP radiological work would be performed: (1) in locations other than the
NASNI CIF or (2) in any different manner than the uniform standards
established by the NNPP. The purchases would not affect the amount of
maintenance performed on homeported CVNs.

Pollution impacts of the Navy’s action to homeport USS JOHN C. STENNIS at
NASNI were addressed in the Navy’'s 1995 Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Development of Facilities in San Diego/Coronado to Support
the Homeporting of One NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carrier. Pollution impacts of
the proposed action were found not to be significant.

A wide range of hypothetical accidents was considered in the development of
the analysis presented in the EIS. The results of all the analyses of both normal
operations and hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no significant
radiological impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft
carriers or operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities.

Las compras de companias locales de astilleros por otros contratistas de defensa, y el
hecho que estos contratistas de defensa estin llevando a cabo licitaciones para
reparaciones de buques, son un prdctica comercial comtin y estin mas alld del alcance de
este EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio Ambiente). El hecho que los contratistas de
defensa puedan estar capacitados para desempenar trabajos radiolégicos NNPP, no
implica que el trabajo radiologico NNPP pueda ser desempefiado: (1)} en otras
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H.2.80
H.2.81

H.2.82

H.2.83
H.2.84
H.2.85

H.2.86

H.2.87

ubicaciones aparte de la NASNI CIF o (2) en alguna manera diferente que los estdndares
uniformes establecidos por el NNPP. las compras no afectarian la cantidad de
mantenimiento llevada a cabo en los CVN que estdn en el puerto base.

Los impactos de contaminacion de la accion de la Marina al USS JOHN C. STENNIS en
el puerto base en NASNI fueron tratados en 1995 en la Declaracion Final de Impacto
Medio Ambiental para el Desarrollo de Instalaciones en San Diego / Coronado para el
Soporte de Puerto Base de un Portaaviones Clase NIMITZ. Se ha determinado que los
impactos de contaminacion por la accion propuesta serdn insignifantes.

En el desarrollo de los analisis presentados en el EIS (Estudio de Impacto al Medio
Ambiente) se consideraron una amplia diversidad de accidentes hipotéticos. Los
resultados de todos los andlisis, tanto de operaciones normales como de accidentes
hipotéticos indican que no habrin impactos radiologicos significantes por el puerto base
y mantenimiento de portaaviones clase NIMITZ, ni por la operacion de instalaciones de
mantenimiento de portaaviones clase NIMITZ.

Your comments are beyond the scope of this EIS.
Your comunents are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

Information on low-level radiation exposure and risk is addressed in Appendix
E of the EIS and in response O.12.190. In addition, it is important to note that the
results of all the radiological analyses in the EIS, which included cumulative
effects, indicate that there would be no significant radiological impacts from
homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers or operating
NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities under the proposed action.

Please see response to comment L.4.36.
Your comments are beyond the scope of this EIS.
Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

Please see response to comment [.4.1. In addition, as described in Chapter 7.0,
the stringent procedural and control policies of the NNPP are applied
consistently to all locations where nuclear-powered ships are berthed and
maintained. All features of design, construction, operation, maintenance, and
personnel selection, training, and qualification have been oriented toward
minimizing environmental effects and ensuring the health and safety of workers,
ships’ crew members, and the general public.

The conclusions in the EIS are that there are no significant impacts on health and
safety. Please see section 3.15 (Volume 1) and appendices E, F, and J (Volume 2)
of the EIS.
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H.2.88

H.2.89

H.2.90

H.291
H.292

H.2.93

H.2.94
H.2.95

H.2.96

H.2.97

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
Your comments are beyond the scope of this EIS.

The Navy’s comprehensive radiological environmental monitoring program,
which would be continued with implementation of the proposed action, is
described in section 7.4.4 of the EIS.

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
Your comuments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

Sus comentarios han sido tomados en cuenta y estdn incluidos en el EIS (Estudio de
Impacto al Medio Ambiente) final.

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
Please see responses to comments 0.12.33 and L.4.36.
Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

The traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIS is based on the incremental
increase in traffic that would occur as a result of the proposed action. The
existing condition has facilities at NASNI to support two conventional aircraft
carriers (CVs) and one nuclear carrier (CVN) for a total of three carriers, while
Alternatives One, Two, and Three have three CVNs. The proposed action would
not result in two additional aircraft carriers, but would simply provide capacity
for the homeporting of up to two additional CVNs. As the number of personnel
on the CVNss is greater than that on the CVs, the proposed action would generate
approximately 27 additional vehicle trips during the peak hours and 150 trips
throughout an average day, as outlined in the EIS. The analysis indicates that a
traffic increase of this magnitude would not be significant. Please refer to
response to comment L.4.12 and Table 3.9-4 in the Final EIS, Volume 1.

Issues regarding which commuters can or cannot take advantage of the toll free
status of the carpool lane at the Coronado Bay Bridge are within the jurisdiction
of Caltrans and are not addressed in conjunction with this CVN homeporting
EIS. With regard to physical roadway improvements to alleviate traffic
congestion in the area, the Navy is not responsible for such measures as a
mitigation for the CVN homeporting proposed action because the analysis
indicates that the proposed action would not result in a significant traffic impact.
Although specific traffic-related mitigation measures are not needed to mitigate
less than significant impacts of the proposed action, the Navy does have an
ongoing series of strategies designed to reduce the level of traffic generated by
NASNI, such as a ferry system, carpool/vanpool programs, installation of
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H.2.98

H.2.99

H.2.100

H.2.101

H.2102

H.2.103

H.2.104

H.2.105

bicycle racks, a guaranteed ride home program (for rideshare users with a mid-
day emergency), and an educational program to promote these strategies. In
addition, the Navy is seeking funding to redesign of the Main Gate so that the
entrance would align with Third Street and thereby provide a more direct
connection into and out of the base.

The traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIS is based on the incremental
increase in traffic that would occur as a result of the proposed action. The
existing condition has facilities at NASNI to support two conventional aircraft
carriers (CVs) and one nuclear carrier (CVN) for a total of three carriers, while
Alternatives One, Two, and Three have three CVNs. The proposed action would
not result in two additional aircraft carriers, but would simply be providing
capacity for homeporting up to two additional CVNs. As the number of
personnel on the CVNSs is greater than that on the CVs, the proposed action
would generate approximately 27 additional vehicle trips during the peak hours
and 150 trips throughout an average day, as outlined in the EIS. The analysis
indicates that a traffic increase of this magnitude would not be significant.

Please refer to responses L.4.44 and 1.37.1 for a response to the issue of terrorist
acts in San Diego.

Qur publicly-elected U.S. Congress and President of the United States make
programumatic decisions regarding Naval ships (e.g., application of nuclear
power), and thus comments regarding these decisions are beyond the scope of
this EIS. The results of all the analyses of both normal operations and
hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no significant radiological
impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers or
operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities. Information on
low-level radiation exposure and risk is addressed in Appendix E of the EIS and
in response 0.12.190. Non-cancer risks are addressed in response O.12.27.

Issues associated with constructing and operating the NASNI Depot
Maintenance Facility, including the Mixed Waste Storage Facility and Controlled
Industrial Facility, were analyzed in reference DON 1995, and are beyond the
scope of this EIS. In addition, please see responses to comments L.4.36, 1.17.3,
and 1.4.1.

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.
Please see responses to comments L.4.36 and O.10.31.

Please refer to responses 0.12.55 and 0.12.169 and see cormunent on responses to
GAO report in response to comment 1.56.5.
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H.2.106 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

H.2.107 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

H.2.108 Please see response to comment O.12.57.

H.2.109 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.
Maintenance of heat exchangers is accomplished mainly while in dry-dock.
When heat exchangers are taken out of service, they are isolated from the
environment, cleaned, flushed, tested, and then returned back to service. All
cleaning fluids are retained and processed according to their chemical nature.

H.2.110 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

H.2.111 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

H.2.112 Please see response to comment 1.43.16.

H.2.113 Please see response to comment O.12.73 and L.4.36.

H.2.114 Please see response to comment 1.43.13.

H.2.115 Your comuments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

H.2.116 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

H.2.117 Please see response to comment L.4.36.

H.2.118 Please refer to responses 1.4.44 and 1.37.1 for a response to this comment on the
potential for San Diego to become a military target.

H.2.119 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. Please see
responses to comments 0.12.10, 0.12.182, 0.12.190, and H.2.109.

H.2.120 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

H.2121 Please see response to comment 1.4.1.
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