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ERRATA SHEET 
THE FOLLOWING CHANGES ARE MADE IN THE RESPONSES TO 

COMMENTS FOR PUBLIC HEARINGS FOR VOLUME 78: 

VOLUME 7 C W  HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

H.1.33 Please refer to response to comment 1.76.1 and L.4.12. 

H.2.96 Please refer to response to comment 1.76.1 and L.4.12. 
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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 comment letters are grouped by the commentor's affiliation and are abbreviated 
as follows: Federal agencies (F); State agencies (S); Local agencies (L); Organizations (0); 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 cornrnenk are 
numbered as follows: F.l.l, 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 S.l,S.2, S.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.l are indicated with this code at the bottom of the page. 
The table of contents following this introduction lisk 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 
hanslated 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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Individuals 



Mr John Coon. Project Manager 
Southwest Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Code 05AL-JC 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San D~ego CA 92132 

Derr Sir. I feel that homeporting Nuclear Aircr.A Canim in San Diegn seriously 
weaken8 our national defmn.  

REMEMBER PEARL HARBOR 1~1.1 

We do not need another "Pearl Harbor" disaster. Parking one or more Nuclcar Aircraft 
Carriers deep in San Diego Bay will be a repat of December 7, 1941. The berthing place 
in San Diego can only be rea~hed in high tide and is deep within the harbor Any terrorid 
could simply sink a finhing boat at the entry to San Diego Bay and the Aircraft Carrier 
could not gu to sea to defend our country. If there is a firs or nuclear accident aboard the 
zhip t h e n  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 Diego, the sixih largest city in the United 
States. 

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

(Jd A Brill 
6260 Oakridge Rd 
San Diego CA 92 120 
619-582 7117 



VOLUME 7 C W  HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNl RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Jack A. Brill 

1.1.1 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 hom 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, L37.1, 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. 



Reproduction darity limited by quality of comment letter received. 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Joanne Marsh 

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



L a w  w Mr. John Coon 
Sepember 9, 1998 
Page 2 

Mr. John Cmn 
South-1 Division 
U. S Nary 
Sm Diigo. CA 92132.5190 

kpwnhr9.1991) 

Sent Via Fax to (619) 532.4998 

S e m . l a r o D L r q p , I ~ I L N a y ' s ~ t f o a l i n o s t u p l o r t h c ~ r o f  
-diq IO quemDN d c o r n s  .bOUt !h vpsadq  Dm3 EIS. I kn my nmr. horn 
phone nun&cr, ad born ddrcn (mlcd a h )  in snncsrion wW my qurntD rcctin 1 
copyofihch.nEIS.  T o d r r . I l a M n d r d . m p y d t b I k . l l E S n I n p l r W  
~ a h W ~ I d d . 0 7 ~ ~ l . ~ -  

Would h e  US Navy hold pubk h m g r  an i s  phnrlo hampon rw &d m k r  
powrrd c m k n  n Sm D q n  E~yonCbnnna~ d E m d  No* Why s thc Nay,ssk~ng 
oeuok of thc l m u h  ~ w b  to mklpan in pubk bunnlc on tk m a  holy o f & p  lbsl a 

The r n m t i I h m  calk upon h e  go-M na m Pucrimilm in f a ~  of we ~ l y b n  
over uMba By holding these k-(r on Y m  Kippw. the Nary k d*mmhutiv .gart  
d t i m d t h e  Jewihfailh in hra dCM.LLk. 7bc Navy should rexhduk the 
lm8rlnp ad a d  lk Ulnr hr pvMk co-I Dn 8dditionmJ)O 6.m Tk Nary should 
. I u , p m ~ d c ~ ~ ~ U u ~ E I S l o ~ r l o I W ~ ~ m p ~ .  

Pkarc d i 4  dl comrpondmo ur my horn &a i s  mral aborr. 

Rictunl Din&. I. D., Cud. PhD. 
Ro*uor of Law 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Richard Dittbenner 

L3.1 As requested, you were sent a copy of the Draft EIS. 

L3.2 The public hearings for the Draft EIS were rescheduled to October 27 and 28 in 
Coronado and San Diego, respectively. 

L3.3 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. 
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- 
Comment 
Number Response - 
Ruth Hames 

- 1.4.1 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 
signhcant radiologcal impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ- 
class aircraft carriers or operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance 
facilities. 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Lyle R. Hestum 

1.5.1 Please see responses to comments 0.12.49 and 1.4.1. 



Reproduction clarity limited by quality of comment letter received. 
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Comment 
Number Response 

J. Doughty 

1.6.1 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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Comment 
Number Response 

Russell D. Hoffman 

L7.1 A copy of the Draft E1S was sent to you upon your request. 



11000 
Ser 5731 RHI3061 

Sff 16W 

Ladles and Gentleman: 

Because of publlc interest m the Navy's Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 
Developing Homeport Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Comers in Suppod 01 the U.S. 
Fleet, we have declded to extend the public revlew per~od approximately 30 days and to 
reschedule the public heanngs horn September to October. We believe that thts extra time wlil 
allow you to thoroughiy revlew and comment on the Navy's proposal Your commcna should 
~e postmarked on or before November 12. 1998. 

The publlc heanngs that were scheduled in Sep tm lm are being rescheduled lor the last two 
weeks lo October. As soon as lhese dates have been confirmed. we wdl agaln notify the publlc 
through the DElS dlstrlbut~on l~s l  and through the local newspapers. 

Thank you for your mterest in thlr matter. If you have quest~ons, please contact Mr. John 
Coon at (888) 482-6440 

By direction of the Commander 
n 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Judy Johnson 

1.8.1 A copy of the Draft EIS was sent to you upon your request. 

1.8.2 Please see response to comment 1.4.1. 



MICHELE MURPHREE 
2229 FROUDE STREET 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92 107 

September 24, 1998 - 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

To Whom It May Concern: - 

I am very concerned about the nuclear reactors in the bay. Please notify me r9.1 I - 
of any public hearings about the nuclear aircraft carrier homeporting at the above 
address. - 

Sincerely, 

. r i l q h . L  
Michele Murphree 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Michele Murphree 

L9.1 A letter was sent to you with the revised public hearing dates. 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Joanne Marsh 

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). 



To Mr. John Coon. 

We wish to register our dismay, at the home porting of yet 2 additional 
Nuclear 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 I have lived in San Diego for over 50 years, and have 
knowledge of the toxic impact of the Navy in North Island, already. We feel 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 
101 6 Cypress Way 
San Diego, California 921 03 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Anita and IN Hosenpud 

L 1 l . l  Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 



Stephen Wawlytko 7183 Canyon Hill Way 
San Diego, CA 92126 - 

October 6, 1998 

Mr. John Coon 
(Code 0SAL.JC) 
Southwest Division 
Naval Faclities Ergineering Command 
122U Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132 

Svbjecl: DElS for Nuclear Powered Airman Carriers 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

I am TOTALLY against any plans to h a t e  nuclear equipment, materials a storage ~121  
facilities anywhere near San Dlego. m e  militaty n w a r  facilities we currently have are a 
hazard every day to the citiens of San Diego county. We do not nesd or have any desire 

!- to locate any add 'wd  military nuclear materials in San Diego counry or Coronado. 
rt ,., 

AS a Chemical Engineer I haw W e d  wilh the desianand ooerations of nudear laciliiies 
and other types d engmeerin~ p r o W  worldmde ~y bachQrouna, education and over 
twenty.fwe years experiences pronde me w h  a s l rag knorrledge 01 the tech&. 
Iog~st~cill and f inmi l l  Issues f a  these type of laoli~es 11 a mv firm beleva that the 
current and proposed nudear Eadilies on m i l k  aooertv near S& Dieao are unsafe and 
harmful l o  the Mlzens amurd these lm!ihes That hbudes the cw of i a n  Olego, an sari 
Bego County and parts ol Anzona I do not feel horn a tedmcal new that Ihe mltan, 
especially the Navy, can properly operate such (adliies. The dangerous chemicals t i e  
Navy dumps regularky are having long term effects on Hll the citizens of San Diego. 

During the Vietnam era. I served as a T a c h M  Manaaer in the miliiarv after araduatina 
from college While stacloned Germany. I saw fist hand how the rmll(ary handles tomi 
hazardous and other materids m e  mllnary doss m t  have any regards lo i  l a  or federal 
reaulations and alwavs uses National ~eiense as an excuse tooollute anv facilitv thav 
o&upV AHhagh UGNW stdes they -ply WIUI the EPA herem San DI;~O. thb E P ~  
does not have total access to their laclrms The Navy mnlmually budds m San Chew 
without ever checking with lml or federal agenaes. In faa. they evin build many fadliti& 
without any funding, knowin(i mat I they go far enough the funds cannot be denied 
without Congress losing large amounts of tax ddlars from their advanced cunstruclion. 
The militan, continues to burn materials on Mirarnar  eve^ war. which oeoole can see 

~ ~~~ 

from the smoke. This is illegzl lor the public or prkate sect&;, bui the EP'A &s not stop 
the military hom polluting the air. 

Page 2 

The island 01 Coronado. San Diego Bay and the Pacific Ocean around the Navy fac~ld~es 
are, m my opmion, all a large env~ronmental superlund propct The Navy contnnues to 
dumo v e ~  hazardous and to& materials on their base and in the waters around their 
lanliy h u e  are many cases where the Navy got caught dump~ng hazardous materials 
or venlmng touc substances. bul these are only the lip o l  very large pobtem There are 
far m r e  Indents of tom: dumplog a amdental ventlng that the publoc NEVER hears 
abwt. m e  Naw mtinues t i  us i  National Securilv is a way ol Covering up and - ~, ~ 

peventing the proper civilian agencies kom m n i o r ~ n ~ i h e ~ r  waste:~oda~. San hego Bay 
is a very dl* and touc waste sde due lo the operators of the Navy 

After our expermce at Pew Harbor. the Unied States should be more concerned w th 
the eflecls of any anacks agarnst mllltary IacIlII~es Unhe conventional mater#a$. nuclear 
chenucals are la mme damawg to bJman llte and have a very long erts!ence Today 
there are more terrorists o~e i t i na  in the world than ever. If such nuclear facilities or - 
Naval vessels were anackei the dkcharges and Lres could have ~rreversoble damage to 
m~llons of mocent people. Insteadof locasng these hqhly darqeluus vessels near large 
m l a l e d  areas. the militan, should evaluate mofe remote and more defendable 
&s A base lake corona& and San Olego Bay are ememeb open to dally access 
horn the publlc m e  Navy ranmt gwe the clbzens of San Dlego a la0 percent guarantee 
that thelr Iacdttles wlll never be anciched Yet lust one lncldent where the Naval nuclear 
l a c i h  are an&ed can make San Diego county uninhabitable for centuries 

The Navy has very likely had rtuclear 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 amum 01 nuclear material upwind and right next to the sixth largest city and the 
s e d  largest populated county in the United States. The Navy is pulling millions 01 
iMOCent civilians, as wen as !heir families, in great danger. Their past record and their 
Bnitude toward civilians are a strong indication of their inability to operate nuclear facilities 
safety and responsibly. Like many of the toxic materiis the Navy dixharges every day. 
it takes decades f a  the chemicals to effect or kill human beings. The Department of 
Defense and the Navy knows lhii lact 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 
r w d  with the American taxpayers. They continually lie and deny any dangerous 
oprations until somehow the facts b e m e  public. It is well-known how they 11% to the 
President, the Congress, technical advisors, medical personnel and people in every nation 
on this earth. During the coKl war era the military used millions 01 innocent civilians as test 
subjecls without ever telling a::)one. Also the miliary denied using any chemicals in Viet 
Nam and Deselt S t m  yet many uninformed military personnel developed irreversible 
medical problems. The militaly continues to expose inment people to all types 01 
dangerous materials because lhey always say that dviiians are expendable. They use 
Nationill Serxlrily as an addii.mal excuse for their irresponsible behavior and arrogant 
anitudes. 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. 



My opinions are not anli-Navy but are directed against the Department of Defense and 
the military leadership. Mv famih, has served in the militw tor several aenerations. I am 
very concerned wdh the qualny of kadershlp m our armed sennces loday We do not 
have me most responsible, poless~onal and competent Arnencans In the W D  or as 
mlldary leaders In the cwnlry anymae Because d budgel a s ,  downsumo and poldrs. 
the miharv todav is not a vew reswnsiMe oroanization. m e  older militarv kaders are t w  
arrogarn. ;ell centtxed and &ve ihe mong aiuude abou Nabonal ~efense and Nabonal 
SBCV(lty We are no lower in the Cold War yst many m&Iw leaden operate under the 
same game ~ lan.  In ti& of war me miliIah is in corndeie m t r d  and dictates their 
deman& Thk  muntrv has no1 been in thissituation for decades vet the DOD and the .. .~ .- ~ - ~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ 

military leaden still opbrate with mis same attaude. Our m i l i i  &d by the laxpayers 
to serve and prole3 the peme of this country. Unless we can control this mil~tary, the 
people ot th i i  Eounby are n&ng more than &isonen of a miliaw dictatorship 

The mayor and the city m n a l  d San Diego want any and all Naval fadlilies they can get LIZ8 
for this cilv. Their onlv interest is the mililan ~avroll and im~act on lhe l o 4  economv. I 
This do& inle good dr the ot~zens 1 they arb 81 &reme risk tom these laaass. ~eopb 
all over this country are relushg lo  aNow garbage dumps I ran  being located in Vleir 
communities Americans' do not have the same power in Vying lo prevent melkwy Iml~I~es 
in their own communities. We need m m o n  sense and rational thinking when we locate 
our military faciltii. There is no rational or common sense reason for locating any 
nudear powered vessels of any khd h SM Diego. 1 
Based on the facts slated above, the Amencan taxpayers and especdty the cltuens of 
San DIEQO cannot lrust ths reports, stud~es or walualms assoaaled wah ltus DElS The 
data mll be biased, msleadrlj and not thaough enwph to cover the complete facts 
Many of the problems from lhdnuc~ear materia6 are long term and these dwments do 
not address these type issues. The DElS m e n  the direct, indirect and short-term 
im~acts but doas not idenlilv lorm term e l f as  which the Navy knows are more crilkal. 
mi PUNIC hea~ngs rnll nM hnsi&r me bad record and mude  of the Navy which has 
a SIGNIFICANT EFFECT on the operatmn ol such facdmss *ny lnformatmn on the 
ooeraban of me exntmna nuc*dr faaldss m SM aeoo WI be m m r a l e  because d these 
&s. Unlike a aivilinfacilii. the militarv will not- have not and ~ZaW0t operate such ~ . - .  ~ 

hazardOus lacl#t~es respa&& and sale6 By th& own standard operanniprocedures 
(SOP). the miltav culs corners to accomplish their milnary ob(ectives 
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Stephen Wawrytko 

L12.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 

L12.2 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 Mirarnar 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 facilities 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 1.12.2 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 a h  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 cornmentor, 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 analvses of both normal 
operations and hypothetical accidents indicate that there wbuld be no significant 
direct or indirect or short or long-term radiological impacts from homeporting 
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and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers or operating NIMITZ-class 
aircraft carrier maintenance facilities. 



October 7, 1998 

Mr. John Coon 
Project Manager 
Southwest Division, Naval Facihties 
Engineering Command, Code OSAL-JC 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92 132 

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 ow nation" (good of the many vs. good of the 
few?). yadda, yadda. One mistake and it's all over for San Diego. 

We say " N O  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 sony when 
there's an "accident." 

J 
2336 Sumac Drive 

V 
San Diego. CA 92105 
(619) 282-6126 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Patty Mooney and Mark Schulze 

1.13.1 Please see response to comment 1.4.1. 
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H. Bourne 

1.14.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS, 



DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR 
THREE NIMITZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 
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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

DRAFT EIS COMMENTS 

Name: rn 
Address: &-dl 

Signa Date 
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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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Joe Bacon 

- L15.1 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 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 sigruhcant 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 i n w .  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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Eric Bowlby 

1.16.1 Our publicly-elected US. 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 signhcant radiological 
impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers or 
operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities. 



JACK & BRILL 
6280 Oakridga Rd. 
San Mego CA 92120 

October 28. 1998 

Department of the Navy 
Southwea Division 
Navy Facilities Engineering Command 
1230 Pacific Highway 
Sam Diego CA 92132 

~~. , - - 
two hours time. In caw o f w u  or nuclear power p h  Wure this nukes the c dockinu of the ships at the quay wdl a disaster miling to h.ppen. We alrudy I 

I strongly oppow the home porting of Nucleu Aircrafl Cmrim in San 
Diego for the following rewns: 
I "Purl Harbor" co- I runcmba P u r l  Hubor December 7, 1941 Do 

not repat this possibility. Docking three Nucku Ainnft Canim in Sm 
Diego is a repat of P w l  Harbor. Nuclear Aircrafl Cmrim docked at the 
Nonh Island quay waU can not go lo sea it there is low tide. If there is high 
tide. the" need four or more luaboun ta am than oul to m. A minimum of 

have mimy nuclear submatinesherc in Sm Dicgo. We s k i &  not concmtme 1 

L17.1 

so much sea power in one pon. I 

2 National Defense is re&&Beuuu of the rruons cited above the 545 billion 
dollar war m a c h i  can m t  gd to su in sufficient Lime or may be serioudy 
delayed if the mtry to San Diego Bay is b W e d  Thcde $hip, should be 
somewhere they can get to wr in minutes. Roucd out ifncceuuy to be able to 
do their job 

%hw 
A Shps are m the very center oflhc Sm bego poplat~on If lhnc IS a 

nuclsar acc~dent there ue  only two w o w  colds off Coronado All of I 
the citizens ofCoronuio are &awed there. I . . 

B NO C l l Y  gOvemMnl would Nn UM appmval lo  bulld l W C h  power 
olanl on Coronado The U S Navy m y  have the l e d  nghl to ~ m p v  I 
;his type of power plrnt on ~ororudo but they do I& have the moral 
right to do so 

C The Naw ooints to its good nuclesr dm m d .  I mmmba there 
was a U S'S ~ h m h e r  k t  s u  The N&' may noI repon pubkly but 
n must have had nuclcrr "~mdmu" llul have c a u p c d  public ruuUny 
No syaem engineered by humans. built by the low bidder. maintained 
by humans and operated by h u m s  un NU be perfect. A nuclear 
accident can and wiU happen The Navy hr w ri@ to put the citizens 

of San Dicgo at risk to this possWly Ewry lime the Navy buts h u t  its ~173 
d a y  r-d they Ylouk( be reguired to port thc rune w.mina that the t 

4 binisw~. Thc d for three N h  Airaafl Cmrim bucd on jobs for Sm 
Dieno ud dii i  to OW csonam n vay risky. wha the nucleu ~~t I . . 
hlp& i t  un bc8 toul human ud csommic diwer. Shon-ten econome 
advmtages should m u  be put before long term potemid diwwcrr The risk is  I 
too lugh Thae s low vmnployman m Sm Do* The economy tr stron8or 
than ever daplte the dranutlully rcdwed defense budget 

5. 
. . .  

i How cm any thinking human trua the Navy7 
Ln me cite a few example: 

A Hubor Drcd@ng. The Navy pomid und for the beaches dong the 
souc AAn soa over NN. the need lo mllvte the air and havinn to 
buy "r pollutnon erednr ud other wc bLks t k  only tlun8 dell& to 
the k h c r  wrr hve umunnlon bed@ up from the h a h r  

B The Navy hu & d y  schcdukd the home pMmg of lhre Nuclur 
krCr.ft C m m  UI SM &ego Thy haw nusIer p l d  and bud1 
fx lbt rs  to m c c  thew &p. Therefore tht hold~ns of t k x  hangs  
is a cover uo t o " k  l e d  with M intent d ra l l v  nutinn inout fro& 
the cirirmr bf sm ~ i e i o  If the N a y  rally wmltd tk;nplt md 
public lcceplurc for home w i n g  lhnc ships toady's hearings would 

~ ~ 

hrve bem held before facilities were h i l t  d the hubor was dredncd - 
to accommodue Nuclur AirC~afl carriers. 

SUMMARY I fed very in-re with one Nuclur AirctaR Cmkr in San Diego 
My personal d n y  IS lhrutmed rsld the abolny ofrhe Navy lo &fend nc m thc 
cue of war 1s dtrmnuhd Plcue find somewhere else on the world to home pon 
thew ship. 
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Comment 
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Jack A. Brill 

1.17.1 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 location of three CVNs in San Diego poses no more of a 
"Pearl Harbor" threat than has existed with the three conventionally powered 
aircraft camers 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 camers (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 also see the response to 0.13.27. 

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 operaions and work performed at ~avalbases 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 1960's. Neither was lost due to a reactor accident . . . " Thus, the 
commentor'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 EIS. 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 

- 
L17 
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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 sigruCicant 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 
idenhfy 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 J /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 idenhfy prospective 
replacements or decornmissionings. This decision was based on the premise that 

1.17 
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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 camers 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 U S  TICONDEROGA, USS KITTY HAWK, and USS 
CONSTELLATION; in the mid-1970s, USS RANGER, KITTY HAWK, and 
CONSTELLATION; throughout the 1980s, RANGER, KUTY HAWK, and 
CONSTELLATION; and in the early 1990s, a combination of U S  
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 camers, 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 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 camers. 
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In 1998, INDEPENDENCE (at that time the Navy's "forward deployed camer) 
reached the end of its service life and was decommissioned. IUTl'Y HAWK was 
designated as its replacement and left NASM 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 NASM to two homeported aircraft carriers. The 
USS MMITZ 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 Prefened Alternative selected, this would 
bring NASM back to its historical three camer port-loading baseline. 

USS CONSTELLATION is expected to reach the end of its service life in 
approximately 2003. At that time, NASM 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 N A N  back to its historical three carrier port-loading 
baseline. 

The closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) AIameda, 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 NASM (DON 1995a) 
and one at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSNS), Bremerton, Washington (DON 
199%). New facilities were needed at NASM in order to support the 
homepozting 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 NASM 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. Dishict 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 Dishict 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, "&cause the Cowt finds that no proposal to homeport three CVNs 
existed prior to the issuance of the Final EIS, the Final EISs 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 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. 
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comments should be postmarked on or before November 12,1998. 



CERTIFIED TRANSLATION OF A DRAFT EIS COMMENT 

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

COMMENTS: 

ANA MARIA ESTRADA 10128198 

WELL, I AM VERY WORRIED DUE TO THE SHIPS THAT HAVE COME HERE 
TO SAN DIEGO. FOR THE CONTAMINATED AIR, FOR THE HEALTH. FOR 
THE ILLNESS OF ASTHMA FOR THE CHILDREN AND OLD PEOPLE AND 

1.19.1 

WE ASK FOR YOUR UNDERSTANDING TOWARDS THE CHILDREN. 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Anamaria Estrada 

1.19.1 The air quality analysis in the Draft EIS is based on compliance with national 
and state ambient air quality standards. These standards represent allowable 
ahnospheric 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 altematives would not exceed any ambient air quality standard, 
public health would be protected from the effects of the proposed action 
altematives. Toxic air contaminants (TACs) emissions from the proposed 
dredging and disposal actions at NASNI would produce insigruficant health 
impacts to the public. 

El anrilisis de la calidad del aire en el Draft EIS (Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio Ambiente) 
estd basado en el cumplimiento con las nonnas de la calidad del aire ambiental nacional y 
estatal. Estas normas representan las concentraciones atmosjhicas permisibles en las 
cuales el bienestar y la salud publica estcin protegidas e incluye un margen razonable de 
seguridad para proteger a 10s individuos mn's sensibles dentro de la poblacibn, tales como 
/as personas mayores y 10s nitios. Como las acciones alternativas propuestas no 
excederian ninguna norma de la calidad del aire ambiental, la salud publica estaria 
protegda de 10s efectos de las acciones alternativas propuestas. Las emisiones de 10s 
contaminantes toxicbs del aire (TAU causadas por el dragado propuesto y por las 
acciones de deshecho en NASNI, producirian un impact0 insign9canfe en la salud 
pu blica. 
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p- 27-92 
Signature Date 

Note: This fonn 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 4 

Number Response 

- 
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. Appendiw 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 
sigruhcant radiological risks to the health and safety of the general public as a 
result of NNPP operations or the proposed action. 



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 

~ole : /~h is  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 revene side of this form. Your 
comments should be postmarked on or before November 12. 1990. 

1.21 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Anita L. Hunter 

L21.1 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 
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 indicate that there would be no sigruficant 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 I. 

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 siflcant risk to the health and 
safety of the general public as a result of NNPP operations. 
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Address. 403 L a n a  lev -5- Or e?m:Q? 72 102. 

ofzwf9 e 
Signature 0 Date 

Note: This form is supplied for your convenience. You are not required lo 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 

Larry C. Mangelsen 

1.22.1 Our publicly-elected U.S. Congress and President of the United States make 
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 sigruficant radiological 
impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMiTZ-class aircraft camers or 
operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities. 

See response to comment 0.12.55. 

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 sigtuficant adverse 
impacts to water or sediment quality. 
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comments should be postmarked on or before November 12.1998. 



CERTIFIED TRANSLATION OF A DRAFT EIS COMMENT 

Name: LEONOR MIRAMONTES 
Address: 1749 Logan Avenue San Diego CA, 921 13 

COMMENTS: 

MY COMMENT IS THAT I AM AGAINST YOU BRINGING NUCLEAR PLANTS 
BECAUSE IT IS VERY RISKY AND DANGEROUS FOR OUR 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 IS WHY I WlLL OPPOSE SO THAT IT WlLL 
NOT HAPPEN IN THE COMMUNITY, AND WHEREVER YOU WANT TO PUT 
THAT, WE WlLL OPPOSE IT FOR OUR CHILDREN WHO ARE INNOCENT 
CHILDREN AND DO NOT KNOW OF THE DANGER AND US. AS ADULTS, 
WlLL OVERSEE IT FOR THEM AND FOR OURSELVES, THAT IS WHY WE 
ASK YOU TO PLEASE NOT BRING THOSE WEAPONS. THANK YOU 

LEONOR MIRAMONTE 10128198 
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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 all the analyses of both 
normal operations and hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no 
signihcant radiological impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ- 
class aircraft carriers or operating NIMITZ-class aircraft camer maintenance 
facilities. 

En el desarrollo de 10s anlilisis presentados en el EIS (Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio 
Ambiente) se consider6 una amplia diversidad de accidentes hipotiticos. Los accidentes 
hipotiticos analizudos 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 10s andisis, tanto de Ins ope~aciones normales como de 10s accidentes 
hipotiticos, indican que no existirlin impactos radiolbgicos signifcativos del puerto base 
y del mantenimiento de 10s portaaviones de clase N1MlT.Z o de operar las instalaciones 
de mantenimiento para 10s portaaviones clase NIMITZ. 
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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 revene side of this form. Your 
comments should be postmarked on or before November 12. 1998. 



CERTIFIED TRANSLATION OF A DRAFT EIS COMMENT 

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

COMMENTS: 

JOSE MIRAMONTE 10128198 

MY COMMENT IS THAT I AM AGAINST YOU BRINGING ANY MORE 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND NUCLEAR TOXICS, BECAUSE IT IS DANGEROUS 
WlTH 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 WlTH 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. 

ml 
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d 

Comment 
Number Response 

4 

Jose Miramontes 

1.24.1 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., alrplane crash, 
earthquake, tsunamis, or terrorism). The results of all the analyses of both 
normal operations and hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no 
sigruhcant 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 10s anrilisis presentados en el EIS (Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio 
Ambientel se consider0 una amplia diversidad de accidentes hipotiticos. Los accidmtes 
hipotkticos analizados indican riesgos que probablemente no Sean excedidos por otros 
accidentes (ejemplo: el choque de un a v i h ,  terremotos, maremotos o el tenorismo). Los 
resultados de todos 10s andisis, tanto de las operaciones normales como de 10s accidentes 
hipotkticos, indican que no existirrin impactos radiol6gicos significativos del puerto base 
y del mantenimiento de 10s portaaviones de clase NIMITZ o de operar las instalaciones 
de manterrirniento para 10s portaaviones clase NIMITZ. 
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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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Comment 
Number Response 

James Ricker 

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

1.25.2 Please see responses to comments L.4.100,0.10.31, and 0.10.34. 

L25.3 This EIS was prepared pwsuant 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 followed all 
applicable laws and regulations in preparing this EIS. 
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CERTIFIED TRANSLATION OF A DRAFT EIS COMMENT 

Name: MOCTEZUMA RODRIGUEZ 
Address: 191 1 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 10128198 



Comment 
Number 

VOLUME 7 CVh' HOMEPORnNG EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO C O ~ E N T S  

Moctezuma Rodriguez 

1.26.1 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 
sigrhcant radiological impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ- 
class aircraft camen or operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance 
facilities. 

En el desarrollo de 10s aruilisis presentados en el EIS (Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio 
Ambiente) se consider6 una amplia diversidad de accidentes hipotHicos. LQS accidentes 
hipotiticos amlimdos indican riesgos que probablemente no Sean excedidos por otros 
accidentes (ejemplo: el choque de un avibn, terremotos, maremotos o el terrorismoh Los 
resultados de todos 10s atuilisis, tanto de las operaciones normales como de 10s accidentes 
hipotkticos, indican que no existirhn impactos radiol6gicos significativos del puerto base 
y del mantenimiento de 10s portaaviones de clase NIMITZ o de operar ins instalaciones 
de mantenimiento para Jos portaaviones clase NIMITZ. 
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COMMENTS: 
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Note: This form is supplied for 
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. 19QB. n. 



CERTIFIED TRANSLATION OF A DRAFT EIS COMMENT 

Name: SANDRA RODRIGUEZ 
Address: 2058 Main St. 157, San Diego CA 921 13 

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 BElTER TO BE DEAD, LlKE 
THE OTHERS, WITH THEIR DEFORMED FACES, LlKE IN JAPAN, IT WOULD 
BE A CURSE FOR (ILLEGIBLE) OF SOME PEOPLE THAT DO NOT THINK OF 
SOMETHING BElTER FOR HUMANITY, NUCLEAR FOR PEACE TIME IT IS 
WELL USED, BUT FOR WHAT YOU WANT IT, IT IS VERY BAD. 

SANDRA RODRIGUEZ 10128198 

THANK YOU FOR SAYING THIS FOR MYSELF AND FOR MY FAMILY. 
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Comment 
Number 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 
signhcant radiological impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ- 
class aircraft carriers or operating NIMITZ-class aircraft camer maintenance 
facilities. 

En el desarrollo de 10s anrilisis presentados en el EIS (Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio 
Ambiente) se consider6 una amplia diversidad de accidentes hipotlticos. Los accidentes 
hipotkticos analizados indican riesgos que probablemente no sean excedidos por otros 
accidentes (ejemplo: el choque de un auion, terremotos, maremotos o el terrorismo). Los 
resultados de todos 10s anrilisis tanto de 10s operaciones normales como de 10s accidentes 
hipotkticos, indican que no existiran impactos radiol6gicos significativos del puerto base 
y del mantenimiento de 10s portaaviones de clase NIMITZ o de operar las instalaciones 
de mantenimiento para 10s portaaviones clase NIMITZ. 
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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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comments should be postmarked on or before November 12. 1998. 
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Comment 
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Me1 Shapiro 

1.29.1 Please see response to comment 0.10.31. 

L29.2 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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Comment 
Number Response 

Craig Sherman 

1.30.1 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 altemative, aircraft camers 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 insigtuhcant 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 proximily 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 USS MIDWAY at the Broadway Street Pier has 
been added to the list of reasonablv foreseeable ~ r0 iech  in section 3.18. The , . I  

combination of this project, along with the proposed action and other reasonably 
foreseeable projects, is addressed in section 3.18. 
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Comment 
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Norma Sullivan 

L31.1 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 hom 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: 

I AM VERY WORRIED ABOUT WHAT YOU THlNK 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 I HOPE THAT YOU 
LISTEN TO ALL THE COMMENTS AND YOU THlNK BEFORE TAKEN ANY 
INITIATIVE AND THINK HOW DANGEROUS IT IS. 

ROGELIA URCINO 10128198 



Comment 
Number 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 sigruhcant, 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 speclfy: 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 sigruhcant 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 sigruhcantly 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 
sigruhcant. 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 smounded 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 sigruhcant impact to area beaches and fish. 

El EIS (Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio Ambiente) explica como la accion propuesta para 
proveer capacidad como puerto base para hasta dos mds CVN's en el NASNI, no 
resultaria en inwitables y significativos impactos a las playas y a 10s peces. 

Se requeriria el dragado de aproximadamente 582.000 yardas cubicas (cy) de sedimentos 
defondos de /as heas  adyacentes y de [as que estan inmediatamente afuera de la costa 
cerca del muelle. El dragado seria llevado a cabo de acuerdo a las especzjicaciones de 10s 
permisos y de otros requisites por parte de EPA, el cuerpo de ingenieros del Ejhcito de 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Estados Unidos, y las condiciones del Permiso y RWQCB que especijca: el equipo 
especijco de dragado, el control de la calidad de agua, el control del desecho pot las 
dragas, y un plan de administraci6n de residuos. Las operaciones de dragado no 
causarian cambios a largo plazo en las concentraciones de ox@~o disuelto ni en otras 
caracten'sticas de la calidad del agua, porque 10s sedimentos suspendidos durante el 
dragado se estabilizarian en el fondo y 10s procesos naturales de mezcla reducirian todo 
otro cambio localizado en la calidad del agua dentro de un periodo de varias horns 
despuks que se pare de dragar. Basrindose en extensos anrilisis y modelos completados 
por la Marina, 10s sedimentos causados durante el dragado no crearian descargas 
signijcativas de contaminantes quimicos, y no mataria 10s animales marinos, 
incluyendo 10s peces. La excavacidn para un nuevo muelle y dique causaria impactos 
similares de corto plazo que no afectanhn signifcativamente ni la calidad del agua ni a 
animales marinos. La construccidn causaria ondas de impacto a1 clavar las vigas del 
muelle, causando que 10s peces se alejaran temporalmente del area de actividad. La 
mayoria de 10s peces tienen m u c h  movilidad y podrian mitar el hrea de construccidn. 
Este efecto seria de corto plazo y mucho menos que signifcativo. Las banerasflotantes 
(booms), serian puestas alrededor del lugar de la construccidn para asegurar que toda 
descarga accidental de residuos durante la construccion quedaran contenidos para evitar 
quefloten hacia Ins playas locales. 

Cuando estuvieran en el puerto, 10s portaaviones del puerto base estarian rodeados por 
barreras flotantes para contener todo material descargado accidentalmente. Estas 
barreras flotantes tambit% ayudarian en 10s esfuaos de limpiezn. Las respuestas de 
emergencia y planes de limpiaa son requeridos y serian practicados para asegurar que 
los efectos de todo derramefueran minimizndos. 

Por lo tanto, la propuesta accidn de proveer capacidad para adicionales CVN en el puerto 
base no causaria un impacto sign@cativo a las playas y a 10s peces del area. 
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THREE NIMITZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 

IN SUPPORT OF THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

DRAFT EIS COMMENTS 
fi 

1 
COMMENTS: 

Note: This form is supplied for your convenience. You are not required to use this fot'm. 
Comments of any length may be submined to the address on the reverse side of this f o n .  Your 
comments should be postmarked on or before November 12.1998. 
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Comment 
Number Response - 
Laurette Verbinski 

L33.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. v 



DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR 
THREE NIMITZCLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 

IN SUPPORT OF THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

I DRAFT EIS COMMENTS 

COMMENTS: 

1.34.1 

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

Hector Yuriar 

L34.1 Please see response to comment 1.22.1. 



The Navy Is A 1 1  Wct 

The Navy is all wet 

I t  hasn't happened yet. 

Why do we all tret? 

Imaglne out- sixth largest city. 

It would be a pity. 

If this lovely, temperate place 

Became a barren apace. 

Contaminated by nuclear waste. 

F'lease take heed post haste. 

I t  would take one small mistake 

To create a nuclear wake. 

I t  fills my heart with fear. 

Because, it could happen here. 

The navy is all wet. 

No, it hasn't happened yet. 

Nuclear carriers must go 

Hefore disaster strikes, you know. 

Please do not forget. 

Leave no room for regret. 

Euth Picarsky-Benjamin 
San Diego, California 10.98 
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Ruth Pickarsky-Benjamin 

L35.1 Please see response to comment L4.1. 



1780 Avenida del Mundo 
if404 
Coronado, CA 92 1 1 8 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
(Code 05AL.JC) 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92 132-5 190 

Gentlemen: 

Please record the position of this Corondao family as being in favor of the proposal to m.1 

make North Island the home port for three nuclear powered carriers. I 
We believe that this proposal is in the best interests of both the community and the 
nation. I 

Sincerely, 

Ed and Genie Sack 
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Ed and Genie Sack 

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



November 3,1998 

Southwest Division, Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command 
Code 05AL.JC 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

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

Subject: Message kp on the CVN Dm)? EIS lnfimnntion 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 Sari 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 ernail, to: CVN-HOMEPORTING@efdswest~vfac.~vy.mil. 

Thank you for your perspective. 

Yours truly, 

John Coon 
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Jim 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 NASNl 
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 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 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. 



October 26,1998 

3930 Park Blvd. 
San Diego, CA 92 103 
(619)296-6713 

John Coon, Project Manager 
Southwest Division, Naval facilities, Engineering:Command 
Code OSAL-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. 

Also, I want assurance that hazardous waste storage facilities on NASNI will be used ~ 3 3  

solely for the base generated wastes and not for wastes generated from off-base facilities. I 

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 6om NASNI. 

L%Z 

With its decision to bring nuclear-powered air& carriers into San Diego, the Navy has 1395 

assumed tremendous responsibilities. The Navy must take wery step to ensure the safety 
of the millions of residents who live in San Diego. 

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 ~ssurance that 
contingency plans to ensure the safety of the population in affected areas have been 

13.4 

developed. 
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Comment 4 

Number Response 

- 
Jason A. Folkman 

L38.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. Please see response w 

to comment 1.4.1. 

1.38.2 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 sigruhcant impacts would occur to water and 
sediment quality. 

1.38.3 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. 

1.38.4 Please see responses to comments 0.10.31,0.12.33, and 0.12.81. 

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

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

1.39.2 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. For mformation on 
the transportation, air quality, and noise analysis please see response to 
comments L.2.20.12.141, and L.4.29, respectively. 

L39.3 Your commentr 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 122.1. 

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



DEVELOPIN ORT FACILITIES FOR 
THREE NIMlfZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 

PPO . PAClflC FLE 

DRAFT E 

DRAFT EIS COMMENTS 

Name: A&. . +A , 
Address: - SZIQ - 

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 
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Tom Dawson 

L40.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the F i l  EIS. Please see response 
to comment 1.221. 

L40.2 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. Please see response 
to comment L22.1. 

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



DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR 
THREE NIMITZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS - 

COMMENTS: 

Signature /"/A&-Ty- 
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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Khatara Morgan 

L41.1 Please see response 1.22.1. 



November 5. 1998 

To: Mr. John Coon. Project Manager--Code 05AL-JC 
Southwest Division, Naval Facilities Engineering 
FAX (61 9) 532-4998 

From:Ms. Sally Beynon, US citizen and 36 year resldent of San Diego 
FAX & phone (61 9) 223-8583 

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

I have lived in San Dicgo most of my adult life. My family and 
friends are here. I, and almost everyone with whom I 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 Lorna Submarine base. 

Through the Peace Resource Center and the Environmental Health 
Coalition, I have received informatlon describing recent naval 
nuclear accidents culled from Navy records. I 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. 

The Navy's OElS 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 w r  community 
including concerns relating to environmental justice in an already 
noiluted environment or requests for baseline health studies and air 
monitoring. 

It 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 t o  mention wasting our tar 
dollars. I am totally opposed to  this proposal and am committed to 
alerting all with whom I come in contact to the situation and the 
publically available information on the hazards we would face 
should the proposal become reality. 
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Ms. Sally Benyon 

1.42.1 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. 

1.42.2 Please see responses 0.12.12 and 0.12.33. 

L42.3 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 co~munity 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 pe r so~e l  loading would primarily affect the residents of 
Coronado; these impacts would also be less than sigruhcant, 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 M e r  detail, please see responses to comments 
0.10.31,0.12.33,0.12.101, and L.4.36. 

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



MARILYN G. FIELD 
1101 FIRST STREET, APT. 208 

CORONADO, CA 92118 
TEL: (619)437-6553 
FAX: (619)522-0521 

November 12, 1998 

Mr. John Coon (Code O5AL.K) 
Southwest Division 
Naval ~acilitles~~ngineerlng Cooland 
1220 Pacific Hlghway 
San Dlego.Calrfornla 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 

Dear Mr Coon: 
C 

ki I have several coment on the above cautioned DEIS - 
("DEIS'). I begin by pointing out that the p;rpose 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 risks of a proposed 
project so that citizens and politicians can make informed 
decisions about its acceptahilitv. The DEIS. because of the 

~~ ~ 

problems noted in this letter, a& well as the problems noted in 
the comment letters on the DEIS filed by The Enviromental Health 
Coalition and the City of Coronado, fail. to perform this 
fundamental Purpose of disclosure. Accordingly, this letter must 
insist, in order to fulfill the purposes required by NEPA, that 
the questions and issues raised by this letter and the coment 
letters submitted by the City of Coronado and The Enviromental 
Health Coalition be fully, frankly and comprehensively dealt with 
in a revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement circulated 
again for comment in accordance 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 reanalysia. 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 this 
Project acceptable. 

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

A 

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

by CEOA. Please see Laurel Heights v. Regents of California, 6 
Ca1 4th 1112 (1993) in which the Supreme Court of the State of 
California held that a draft environmental impact report 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 diacloaure requirements of CEQA and NEPA 
for the reasons stated in this letter and in the coment 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 tor the Stennis and the associated support facilities. 
continued with the decomiosionlng 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 NEPA, 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 ~uppoed 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- 
SteMis baseline. It is Only in this way that the public can be 
informed and understand the total impacts and risks of this 
project. 

1. In all the risk probability analyses ,except possibly 
0ne.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 I 10 to the minus three power) ( S e e  

page F-19, line 11 st. 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 end result is a tiny 
number. But what citizens deserve to know is what the risk is 

to them if there is an accident. The numbers should be restated 
to back out this probability factor. 

1.43.2 

1.433 



2. The one set of tables (Table F-9 and Table F-1l)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. 1.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. Thin 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 risk. People 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 to show 
lifetime risk rather than average aMual 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. 

CI 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 current scientific thought 
about the cancer and other adverse health consauences of ionizing 

September of this year I attended a-scientific sym~osium 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 co-nts of Dr. David Richardson submitted to 
the Enviromental Health Coalition dated 10/20/98 enclosed 
herewith.) Whether or not the Navy agraes 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 
more current research as well. Because the DEIS does not take the 
higher risk factors implied by current scientific thought into 
account, the Navy's risk calculations again may greatly 
understate the cancer risk. Appendices E and F should be redone 
using these more current and conservative risk assumPtiOns. 

7. The DEIS risk analyses model only two modest accidents. L43.10 
including only one accident involving an airborne release of 
radioactivity. There are many other possibilities for accidents. 
such as airborne radioactive steam from a carrier's reactor (such 
as happened in the Puget Sound accident): sabotage (Such as 
happened in the Groton, Conn. submarine base where the wires to I 

the fuel rods which control the reactor were almost severed): a 
spill Of radioactive 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 to this operation that caused the radioactive waste 
storage facility and/or the radioactive waste reprocessing plant 
to collapse or the loosely Compacted landfill on which part of 
this project is located to llquify: a reactor going critical (the 
Navy must explain if the carrier could be towed out to sea at lo* 
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. 

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? I 

8. The meteorology assumptions are not clear. The DEIS says 
it assumes 95% worst case meteorology. What does this mean? For 
Coronado, the worst case meteorology is the prevailing winds 
which blow from the base towards Coronado residences 87% of the 
time. Do the Navy analyses assume the worst case is winds blowing 
toward Coronado or winda blowing towards downtown San Diego 
(which might be considered worst case by the Navy because it 

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 Coronado or San Diego. There is only a vague 
statement on Daae F-6, line 11 et. seq. about .emergency 

1.43.11 

response. and'c&municatlons with etate and local a&ho;ltlee. 
This is obviously inadequate. I point out that the Navy has 
refused to release its emergency response plans for a San Diego 
Radioloaical Emeraencv in resDonse to a F01A reauest bv the 
Enviro&ental Heaith Eoalitioi on the ground th& it 1; 
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 radiological emergency. which unlike most other types of 
emergencies, would not nscesaarily 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. 
because radiation is invisible and odorless, they were unaware of 
it until notified. Moreover, it would be simply impossible to 
evacuate the population 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 if 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 



event o f  an emergency in view of the fact that the existing I L43.12 roadways are barely able to handle the traffic of a normal rush 
hour and in view of the fact that Coronada and North Island would 
be evacuating at the same time. Moreover, there are no known 
evacuation plane and no meana to communicate such in the event of 
an emergency. 

10. AIL that most cititens know about the radiation risk 
to which they may be exposed in connection with the nuclear 
carrier homeporting is the reassuring "negligible risk' 
Statistlc~ presented at the Navy hearings, 1.e.. cancer risk of 1 
in 2 billion. Thls number (Table F-I, 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 South and 
the highly populated areas to the North and West of San Diego. 
and by assuming that the risk of upwind populations ia the same 
as downwind populations, and assumes NORPUL operations.i.e., NO 
ACCIDENT. Even the companlon maximally exposed individual risk 
factor of 1 in 19 million assumes NORMAL operationsl. Appendices E 
and F must bc redone to make it clear to citizens and the cities 
Surrounding San Diega Bay what the true risks are. 

- 11. It is not clear what distance assumption has been used 
to calculate the risk to the MOI, 1.e.. the most exposed off base 6 person. The assumed distance of the KO1 must be stated and the 
exact distance of the Base boundary from the closest element of 
the Drolect. which I balieve is the carriers. be used. I susDect 
that'in&propriita distance assumptions wereused because the 
nan-worker on-Base population is shorn to have a higher risk that 
the closest Coronado resident. but in tact, 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 rather than the carriers ( the carriers could 
be the locus of an accidental release of radiation just as 
happened in Puget Sound where a Navy nuclear vessel in port with 
the reactors turned off released a cloud of radioactive steam) or 
the distance to residences been overstated, this would again 
operate to understate the risk to residents. Instead of 
considering the mI figures as the rele*ant statiatics, Coronado 
residents may be erposed 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 the 
on-Base population has evacuation plans and Coronado residents do 
not, possibly based on these asswptions whlch would not seem to 
be correct.) 

12. I am enclosing with this letter s lint of questtons 
submitted to Richard C. Guida of the Navya. nuclear propulsion 
program in connection with a meeting held in Coronado several 
years ago. These questions were not answered at that meeting ar 
since. The new DEIS should address these questions. The answers 
to these questions are essential to permit citizens ta evaluate 

their risk 

13. I an also enclosing a document relating to the overwork 
Conditions that caused the Mystic accident several years ago when 
mercury was accidently dumped into San Diego Bay, in front of the 
very turning basin where the carriers will park. Thls accldent 
was caused by an overworked and fatigued crew. (This document was 
obtained through a Freedom of Information Act request by The 
environmental Health Coalition.) The Navvas recruitino and 
retention 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 
the extant to which the Nuclear Navy is currentIy experiencing 
personel shortages. how these shortages are lllely 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 accident. 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 

a.14 defuelzng and refuel~ng may be done here and set out 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 insues and the other -.- ~ - - ~ ~  

from the Institute for Energy and Environnental Research dcallng~ 
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 issues and questions 
Contained in 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 the DEIS and explain how the 
radioactive liquid will be transferred from the nuclear powered 
aircraft carrier to the collection tanks and what is then done 
with the radioactive liquid in the collection tanks, including 
how it is transported for reprocessing or storage. The DEIS 
should also describe what conditions could cause the tanks to 
rupture and what the safequards are to Prevent such an accident. 

P I O C ~ ~ S  Could result in an accidental release of radioactivity. I 

2.43.15 
17. The new DEIS should also describe how radioactive 

liquids and solids will be transported to and from the vessels to 
the Controlled Industrial Facility and the radioactive waste 
atorage facilitY and the conditions under which the transvort 

1.43.19 



18. The new DEIS should fully explain whether and under what 
cicumstances radioactive solids or liquids or toxic chemicals 
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 
conditions could result in an accidental release of radiation or 
toxic chemicals during the transport or transfer process. 

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

21. The Navy should state in the new DEIS that the Navy will 
imediatly notify citizens in aurroundlng comunities of any and 
all accidental releases of radiation and will oemit indaoendent 

20. The DEIS should describe a11 expected and routine 
releases of radioactive 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 thereto. 

- --. r-- - -  - - - - . . - - .. - 
testlng to verify the amounts released. The DEIS should state 
that the Navy will notify citizens in advance of all Planned and 
expected releases of radiation into the air. 

1.43.72 

I also colment on munitions loading onto vessels at the 
carrier docks. The record of decision for the Stennis EIS 
indicated that the Navy was seeking a waiver form its own 
reguations 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 iron a worst case accident 
and how this would impact nearby residents. 

I also incorporate by reference the reports and comments of I,&.% 
the consultants and experts and law firm hired by the City of 
Coronado and filed with the comment letter of the City of I 

I endorse all the cormants of The ~nvlronmental Health 
Coalition on the DEIS by their letter dated Novenber 12, 1998. 
including the expert reports enclosed tliareuith,and incorporate 
these coments and reports herein by reference. The comments and 
deficiencies discussed in therein should be fully addressed in 

Coronado on the DEIS dated November 12. The coments and 
deficiencies raised by these letters and reports should be fully 
addressed in the new DEIS. I 

L025 

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

the new DEIS. 

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 riska and impacts of the project. and 
therefore the surrounding comunities are alredy living with the 
radiation, toxic chemical and explosion risks that are also 
inadequately described in this DEIS. At the minimwn, the NAVY 
should pay for the cost of a monitoring system, under the 
independent control of citizens, which is designed to monitor for 
radiation and toxic chemical releases, noreover, the Navy must 
disclose, (and develop if it has not previously done so) 
emergency and evacuation plans which should be comunicated to 
the public and rehearsed. 

Further, the Navy should make available potassium iodide 
from Federal stockpiles, to be stored in communities posslbly 
affected by an accidental release of radiation in a hazadous 
amount, especially in the schools of such comunities, with 
instructions on the circumstances in which administration of the 
potassiwn iodide would be advisable and the proper doses for 
different age groups. It m y  be necessary far 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 iodide available contemplates a state request. 

Although 1 have commented on ssveral possible mitigation 
measures that should be provided by the Navy based on the already 
existing conditions caused by the Stennis and other Navy 
expansion in San Diego Bay which were never properly addressed in 
an Enviromental Impact Statement which covered the entire scope 
of the intended reconfiguration and expqnsion of the Navy 
presence in and around San Diego Bay, as well as the Additional 
nuclear aircraft carriers and related support facilltres covered 

~.4328 

Finally, The Navy should pay for a tunnel which would 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 various 
expansion activities and which would be greatly worsened by the 
proposed project. 

by the DEIS, I do not in any way intend i b  suggest that the 
homeporting of additional vessels and construction of related 
support facilities contemplated by the DEIS can be acceptably 
mitiaated. While final thouqhts on this matter must await the 

~ar) 

rean;i~ses. revision and re&blication of the DEIS as ourllned . . 
above, based on what I now know about the scope of this Project 
and the possible and expected impacts an Coronado and the San 
Diego region. I doubt that the risks and impacts can be 
adequately mitigated as to Coronado and the San Diego region. Ths 
actions proposed by the DEIS for Coronado and the San Diego 



- f -  

region pose unacceptable r i s k s  and. therefore, m u s t  be w i t h d r a w .  1.43.30 t 
Very t r u l y  yours. 

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

See attachments to comment 0.13 by the Peace Resource Centcr of San 
Diego lor the following : . Draft letter from the Institute of Energy and Environmental Research 

See expert comment letters attached to comment letter 0.12 by Environmental 
Health Coalition lor the following: . Comments of Dr. David Richardson, Department of Epidemiology, School of 

Public Health, University ol North Carolina, Chapel Hill, NC . Letter by Camille Sean to Ms. Laura Hunter, Environmental Health 
Coalition, November 10,1998. 

See attachments to City of Coronado comment letier L.4 lor the following: . Memorandum from Lt E. N. Panlilio, MYSTIC AOlC to Reporting Senior RE: 
LT Mid-Term Counseling . Questions from MarilynG. Field, 1101 1st Street, to be r a i d  by the Coronado' 
City Council at April, 1996 meeting with Richard Guida and the city's 
independent nuclear consultant. 

Letter fmm Ivan A. Getting. Subject: Questions lor meeting with Richard 
Guida. April 5,1996 . Question lor Mr. Richard Guida from Earle Callahan. April 5,1996 . Latter from E n v i r o w t a l  Health Coalition tocoronado Mayor and City 
Council. April 5,1996. 

Questions for Mr. Guida from Stephanie Kaupp. April 5.1996 . Questions for Mr. Guida, fromsandor Kaupp. April 5.1996 
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNl RESPONSE TO COMMEmS 

Resaonse 

Marilyn G. Field 

L43.1 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. 

1.43.2 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 
199%). 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 a d d m  that situation would require assessing the 
adequacy of existing facilities, determining the extent of new facility 
requirements, and idenhfying 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 hture, 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 
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-. 
"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 US. 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 iss;ing to federal agencies are now subject to 
CEQA. 

Please see the response to comment L43.2 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 10-7. 

1.43.6 Please see response to comment 0.12.25. 

1.43.7 Please see response to comment 0.12.27. 



Comment 
Number 

1.43.8 

1.43.9 

1.43.10 

1.43.11 

1.4312 

1.43.13 

1.43.14 

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORT~G EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Response 

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

Please see response to comment 0.12.190. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.84 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 meks 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 E1S 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 
reported. 

Please see responses to comments L.4.47, L.4.48, and 0.12.53. 

Risks to members of the public from normal operations and accident scenarios 
are presented in hvo distinct ways: risk to a member of the general population 
withii 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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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 
assump tion. 

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 0.10.38. 

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 0.12.49. 

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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The Navy has analyzed radiological risks from the proposed action, and 
has determined those risks to be not sigruhcant. 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 0.12.33. 

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 0.10.28. 

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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which outlines the Navy's planned treatment and disposal paths for each 
NASNI mixed waste stream stored in the MWSF. The Miwed 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 pven 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. 

17. 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, 
U.S. 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. 

18. 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 0.12.132. 

19. 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. 

20. 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. 

21. Issues associated with standards associated with siting of other nuclear 
facilities are beyond the scope of this EIS. 
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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 0.10.31 

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. 

1.43.16 Appendix I 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. 

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

1.43.18 As discussed in Appendix I, "Tanks would be located adjacent to the ship to 
receive various fluids discharged for processing (eg., 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 am 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. 

1.43.19 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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L43.20 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. 

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. 

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. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.33 and 0.12.81. 

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

Please see the responses to comment letter 0.12 by the Environmental Health 
Coalition. AU comments on the Draft EIS have been responded to. 

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

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. 

L43.28 Please see responses to comments 0.12.78. 

L43.29 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 hips per day. This level of additional traffic would not have a 
sigruficant impact and would definitely not justify the construction of a tunnel 
between the Bay Bridge and the NASM Main Gate. This tunnel project is being 
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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 L43.3 above. Your opinions are noted and are included in the 
Final EIS. 



MARILYN G.FIELD 
1101 FIRST STREET, APT. 208 

CORONADO, CA 92118 
TEL: (619)437-6553 
FAX: (619)522-0522 

Mr. John Coon (Code 05AL.JC) 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1.229 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 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

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

2 )  The noise 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 amfinitely 
been an increase in helicopter traffic along the Bay in the past 
several years. 

1 )  The Navy should provids a baseline study of whether 
residents of the communities surrounding San Diego Bay already 
are experiencing elevated rates of cancer and other adverse 
health consequences compared to national averages. Residents of 
these communities may already be experiencing adverse health 
consequences as a result of past and ongoing Navy activities. 
including the nuclear submarine fleet and the maintenance thereof 
in Point Lorna. If elevated rates of cancer and other adverse 
health consequences were found it may or may not be possible to 
determine whether the cause is attributable to Navy activities 
hut would it would certainly suggest that no further activities 
be undertaken by the Navy which could increase health hazards to 
residents of the communities surrounding San Diego Bay. This 
analysis should be provided in the new Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (*DEIS") as suggested in my earlier letter of even 
date. 

Very truly yours, 

Lu.1 
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1.441 Epidemiological studies concerning areas near NNPP facilities are summarized 
in Appendix E. The Navy believes these studies provide sufficient baseline to 
assess the impacts of NNl'P activities in any of the homeport sites considered. 

1.44.2 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 NASNI. 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. 





The recently releuad -&MY RADlAnON MZAWS USA report 8nd new nuclear 
map, rfIsaarchod and dmignd by Louise Fnnklln-Raminz 8nd Jdrn Steinbach. 

, -1-1 k demonstrates the horrific canrrquences of America's nuclear nlghtmnre. On8 look at thr 
map of nuelou A ~ r l c a  provides a chilling vlew at w country's future-which will be 
torevar clouded with tho I acy of 50 yeam of nuclear proliferation by the nuclear 'B industry for thr dd8. 

The map and rWxWt m v e  as a blueprint for acttvls&, students, and citizens who are 
concerned about nucfear tusuew. RN map proV(dQ. Vislpl. concrete proof of tho nuclear 
toxicity of ow  country. It Is no longer possible for ch. nuclear Industry and their cohorn in 
the governmant to claim that nuclear a tom uu "frfondly' u t h y  try to waep thelr lethal 
deadly garbage under tha rug-or inm urlinod h.ndra a pqmwd fa th. pr&th W m  
Valley sit. nur bbde& C a / t l a I ~  The industry'r dlrty little aocret Is out. and they must 
be held financially and morally accountable tor tho mwntalns of nuclear waste strewn 
acr08s Cmerica. to onm: 
r- o h ,  MAP wo o A r A  MSE:SZO; AIM MWE: r7; DATA rurr ON corrrura or PC: SIS. 

SEND CHCCK/MONEV OMh?R 10: HSUM M O I Y A ) * ) N  IM)m, 761s W E  OR, VA, 12111 



a . ~ ;  - -rare narnor or rear1 marour r - - 
Thb lerter bTL& Hoyrr WIU printed in The SM Diego 'Uniacl- 
Tribune on Aumt 29 under the tille "What applied lo tow Island 
should apply 1; Sun Diego." 

some economic benefit 10 tbe Navy and San 
Mering the# carrier6 in our front waterway. bu( 
l id precedent upon which to barc e I I W  to rtop 
' v  duuerour emied, n d y :  
'the ~i;O(eha1;1 nickar r e e u  m bill on ~ o n g  
oc l i~ toopas tewr rever  granted ker1G5E 
!hen-CJovernor Mario Cuomo - convinced 
:d not be avacueM in case of dimlu. 
Long ldaml should certainly apply to C m d o .  
i t  is not an idand. M i t is a highly- 

close to thetarUquake fwlt that runs Mmugh North 1sland.depend- 
ing upon which Navy map ir m d .  

NwUl I 8 l d  ia r gocd part made land - nut v u y  M e  and of 
cowem, bmwe the& NpIlelacility would beclose toandemen- 
bry lcW - in case of a qurke,'etc. There has neva ken r l ive 
tvw~~ation Mil in S a  Diep. because "people might panic." In 
Japan neighborhood dfilla are conducted From news repork, il 
ramc t b t  SccrefaryolDefe~~~, William S. Cohen.has the Rnrl ray 
on hwneporting. He neeaiaur urgent rqueats to base the caniersin 
difWrmt pcn8, rather than ~ n l r a l i n ~ t h e r n  - a In Rad H h v  - 
in San Diego. 4.. 

Comtmct Secretary Cohen at 

pow several implicit quenione: Why das the viwly every ma of cubmrine and aircraft canier devdopn~~t  
seek to mir~tate and conceal thctruth d r  and ndion.  . I . . ,  ._ .. -. ... .~ -~ 

or den^ and radiation relewe r e q d ~ h y  fi 
1 a dimcult time getting informallon f b  the 
+he Navy Investigating ordinmy citlms whoark 

n be found in the attitude and valwr of the 
of NavalNuclear Propulsion, whichis Med by 
who is also a dewtv u n d e r m m  d ewrty 

!ary-civilian arrangement of this t y k  in g o v 6  
:o Robert Hdzer, a reporter for Defence News, 
11 over all infdrmation relating to naval nuclear 
.d a &teilcd assessment d the health and rrlety 
.Iear reactor program lrom ever being under- 

~tesoutside the channels dcommand in the Narv 
; separate aaUlotily in the U.S. DcpsrtmGnt o? 
r has VMI unregulated authority. Shielded from. 
JI ctassilication and l i t t le independent orersight. 

1 ropq- ' - - \r ip nnwer k t o  
I 

bitdolute of safety information to b u n i t y  -based groups, tafety 
qucstionn w e d  by concerned citizens or mmrberr of Congress will 
fare no beiter. ~ 

Thir may lead toemrion d public support lo/thc nuclear Navy's 
presence i n  Sm Diego 

Contact Secretary Coben at . Tbe Penlagon, - --- W6ahington. - .- D. C. 20301-1 IS5 
I 
I 



VOLUME 7 CVN H O M E P O R ~ G  EIS - NASNl RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Leone Hayes 

1.45.1 Please see response to comment 1.4.1. 



7 0 R  B. ARENA 
P 0 BX 1 7 0 7 0 6  

SAN DICGO - CA 
9 2 7 6 7  

DEAR S I R S ,  
HONORED R f f l D f R S  OF 7 H f  BOARD: 

I WAN7 7 0  7HANK YOU FOR 7 H f  OPPEA7UNI7Y 

7 0  ADDRESS 7 H I S  BOARD AND CON7RIDU7E COfl f lEN7S WHICH I FEEL  

I 111157, I N  AS flUCN AS SAN DIEGO I S  R y  HOflE ALS0,AND I 

WAN7 7 0  F E E L  2 U 5 7  AS SAFE L I V I N G  HERE, AS DO O7HER C I 7 I Z E N S  

L I V I N G  HERE. I F  I D I D  NO7 FEEL  SAFE U 1 7 H  NUCLEAR S H I P S  

BASED CLOSE 70 f l f, CORflON SENSE D I C 7 A 7 L S  7 H A 7  I SHOULD 

AND RUS7, ROVE 7 0  A SAFER LOCA7ION.  

HOWEVER, f l y  SATE7Y.  SHOULD NOT, AND RUST N 0 7 ,  I R P A I R  7 H f  

A D I L I 7 Y  OF R y  COUN7RY, RY NAVY, FROR DOING 1 7 ' s  R A I N  JOB, ' PRO7fC7 ING AND DEFENDING OUR C O W 7 R y  AND 7 H L  FREE UORLD. 

ALL OT US nus7 a E  UILL IN~ AND READY 70  SHARE   HE COST AND 

BURDEN FOR 7HE PEACE AND FREEDOR UE HAVE ENJOYED FOR 

OVER 1 0 0  PLUS YEARS. OUR NAVY HAS PLAYED A RAJOR ROLL I N  

G I V I N G  US T H I S  PEACE AND FRECDOfl. 

I N  REGARDS 70 7HE BER7HING OF 7HE NUCLEAR CARRIERS A7  

N A S N I, AND 70 7HOSE WHO HAVE DEE# PRO7ES71Ng 7HE 

n o s 7  n a g  LOUDES7. I AR RERIBDEB OF CHICKEN L I ~ ~ L E  WHO CRIED, 

* 7HE SKY I S  F A L L I N G  - 7HE SKY I S  F A L L I N G  .. 
THERE I S N ' 7  A NAVY OR C O W 7 R y  I N  T H I S  UORLD 7HA7 HAS A B E 7 7 f R  

S A F l 7 y  RCCOlD,  OR d E 7 7 E R  TRAINED REN AND #OREN THEN OUR 

OWN REN AND WOflEN S E R V I N g  ON THESE H I g H  TECH F L f E 7  OF 

S H I P S .  7HE S7ANDAXDS AND I R A I N I N 5  ARE 7HE R 0 5 7  R I G I D  

I IQAGINABLE.  

HAVING SERVED I N  7HE RARINES,  AND HAVING BEEN A TEACHER, 

SR.HIGH d JR.COLLEGE, I FEEL  AnPLY O U A L I F I E D  7 0  RAKE 7HESE 

CORREN7S. FOR 7HE PAS7 Z WEEUS, I HAVE DECN SPENDIN5  RY FREL 

T I R E ,  READING 7 H I S  C N 7 I R f  REPOR7, AND WHILE  I AR NO7 A 

NUCLEAR ENGINEER, UNDERS7ANDING T H I S  COflPRfHENSIVE REPOR7, 

DOESN.7 7AKE AN OXTORD RHODES SCHOLAR 70 UNDERS7AND 1 7 .  

7HE R f N  AND WOflEN SERVING ON 7HESE S H I P S  ARE NO7 YOUNG 

K I D S  TRESH OU7 OF H IGH SCHOOL. 7HCy ARC REN AND WOREN 

WHO HAVE RANY YEARS I N  7HE NAVY, PEOPLE WHO HAVE 8 L E N  G I V E N  

7 R A l N I N G  AND EDUCA7ION 6 0 5 7  COLLE@ GRADUA7ES WOULD ENVY. 

U f  ARE NO7 ABOUT 7 0  PU7 ON ANY NUCLEAR S H I P ,  ANY PERSON 

WHO HAS NO7 BEEN TRAINED,  EDUCA7ED. AND, RADE AUARE OF 7HE 

RESPONSADIL I7Y  AND DANGER OF SERVING ABOARD SUCH A CRAFT.  

I N  REGARDS 7 0  7HE S A F E 7 y  RECORD OF THESE NUCLEAR S H I P S ,  

I UAN7 7 0  RERIND EVERYONE 7 H A 7  U f  HAVE BEEN OPERA7ING A TLEE7  

OF NUCLEAR SUBRARINES TOR RANY YEARS U I 7 H  A SAFE7Y RECORD 

7HA7  YOULD IRPRESS EVEN f I N S 7 E I N  HIRSEL?.  

OUR N4Vy.S SAFETY RECORD SPEAK FOR I 7 S E L F  4ND I CHALLENGE 

ANYONE 7 0  PROVE 0 7 H E R U I S f .  a u s 7  UP 7HE COAS7,WE HAVE A 

NUCLEAR POUEil @NERAI ING F A C I L I 7 Y  AND j I 7 7 I N G  ON A FAULT,  

AND AS Y E 7 ,  7HROU5H A L L  7HE RANY YEARS OF OPERA7ING. WE HAVE 

NEVER EVER HAD SO flUCH AS A UARNING OF ACCIDEN7S. 

OUR NUCLEAR T L E L 7  HAS JUS7 AS IRPRESSIVE  A RECORD AND D f77ER.  



I N  CONCLUSION, I V A N 7  7 0  SAY 7 H I S ,  7HA7 ,  I? WE 7HE PEOPLE 

F E E L  ANY7HIN5  FOR 7HE AEN AND UOflEN WHO, D A I L Y  PUT 7HEnSELVES 

ON 7 H L  L I N E  7 0  HELP AAKE OUR COUN7Xy AND UORLD A BE77ER SA?ER 

PLACE 7 0  L I V E ,  7HEN I FEEL  AND B E L I E V E  UE OUE 7HOSE BRAVE YOUNG 

n f N ,  WHO NOU LAY ENTOflBED A7 7HE  8 0 7 7 0 f l  OF 7HE OCfAN 

I N  7HE H U L L  OF 7 H f  U S S.ARIZONA,  7HE R I G H I  7 0  CARRY ON 7HE 

HIGHES7 AND T I N E S 7  7 R A O I 7 I O N S  OUR NAVY REPRESEN7S. 

WE OUE 7HE AEN AND UOflEN SERVING OUR N A 7 I O N  TODAY, 7HE VERY 

UES7 T R A I N I N G  AND EOUIPf lEN7 AVAILABLE  SO AS 70 nAKE 

J O I N 4  T H E I R  JOB, SERVING OUR COUN7RY, 7HE VERY BEST 

WE EXPEC7 ? R o n  7 H E A  AND OUR NAVY. SA# D I E 5 0  ?OR 1 5 0  YEARS 

HAS BEEN, NAVY TOWN U S A, I PRAY 70 GOD I 7  W I L L  A U l A y S  BE SO. 

7HANX YOU ?OR ALLOUING f lE  7HE OPPCR7UNI7Y 

70 SHARE W I T H  YOU AND f l y  FELLOU C I 7 I Z E N S  

Ity OUN F t E L I N $ S  ON T H I S  AA77ER. 



- 
VOLUME 7 CVN H O M E P O R ~ C  EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment - 
Number Response 

Tom B. Arena 

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



4762 Jessie Avmue No 5 
LaMesa.CA 91941 
(619) 667-0339 
November 5 .  1998 

Mr John Coon. Proiect Manauer 
Southwcsl L l i vkoh~ava l  fa&itics. Engtoming Command 
Chde OSSAL-JC 
1220 Pacific Hiahway 
San Diego, ~ ~ 5 2 1 3 i  

Cordial Manager John Coon. 

Recent history has brought to light m y  d i d o m  on cwry iuue hat cwld wme into 1 1.47.1 
thouaht on the nuclear dilemma hnc in San Diem I t  is time to uf on this nuncrl The 
instilition you work formed not abandon the people in this dire time. Ratha, the 
immdiate Mion  thu you lad could prwtnt a s i g n i h t  nuelur d i m e  Public 
protection is the rupon*bility of the govanmmt; M o r e ,  thia entity should he on the 
side ofthe p p l e  thrJ it w u  duign to protea. 

Appalled at the thought o f  having a nucku pon facility (i e., nudur subs & ships) in San 
M Diego Harbor, I request your support Empirical r d  conducted by educated fellow 

San Diego's residents and other lading vorld sc ia ia h.vc aided my wnclusion, 
harardoul ramifiwiona exist for the environmcm md the people's safety is u nke.  Life 
as we undanand it could ccaw. Beuur ofthe rcientif~c Nldenee thrt cumuly suppans 
communilv suwiuon. thc D C O ~ ~  of SUI Diem d I d d  no l a $  than a halt in nuclear . . . . - 
ponlng Publlc safety, ennronmem. and cost u e  our h 1  for rcquntong your utentoa 
The Navy rhould h n  appeaung the publv c o r n  by ~mpkmaung u m w  to h n  I 
denied or refuted. I 

We will not allow the navy to ignore the evidence compiled by mvly great minds. E v w  
iuve we believe to be i m p o m  is mI ban propwiy 6 d d d  or rrrolvcd. Simply put, 
the Navy's political pwturing I d s  the community ud I to d a d  no ku Ilun an waive 
role in thc decision making pmccna hat dfcrt w nfay The uf*y ofour people is in 
sesious jmpardy, bcuux SM Dicgo is unprepared for my Mnnul mishs~. 
In a nudm emergency. thc M d o m  wind to be ~ a u t e d  is I 2  milP', yet, no p . r ~ u l e r  
warnings, no public waming sirens, no evmtion plw cxis~ to protea Son Dicgo 
inhnbitms If there is a Naval r m o r  .ccidcm. implaMnrtion of pmpr lrulmml lo  
radiation exposures is imposdble beuuw thae are no upplies of pomsiwn iodide 
available for the poplluion to p r o l a  thrmwlvcr Put mislups are bad enough ud 
additional ships will only add irreversible damage md imb.lur*r to ow mvironmenl In 
addition. contrary to what the Navy told us, medid litemure shows even smaller 
amounts of radiation, than previously beliwed can be "mcdidy dwulating" d d  the 
president of lhe Pea- Resource Cmter (10/27/98) Any physical thrw is intolerable and 

d l s  for action, removal ofltus thrur from our bay and away from our coanal cnties is 
onlv aueDtable cwrw of lnion 
~n&m&tal tm prnonted by the navy remain incadwive bccaurc the% tests are full L47J 
of Nlacies Mioaccive waste and radiation exposure do aKcct our ocean, our land. our 
a n i d s  and our air A l d y ,  the dredging of our bay that began in September is posing a 
thrut to domwind neighboring xhools I worry for the welfare of those children as well 
os the rest of the people in our community Funhamore. the fish and wild life m our bay 
are drudy expricndng cunm damaging aKecfs. Conurninants such as mercury and 
l e d  are on the floor o f  our bay These toxic d s ,  md o t k  contaminuus are destroymg 
basic marim life. The current levels ofduerioration remove valuable rerovrces from our 
cwta l  waters. Them are 38 Navy W authorized to t r a p o n  hazardous waAe through 
our r tmts This incream the opportunities fw a cuartmphe. An accident in our streets 
i s  improbable, but not impossible, therefore. I m not willing to continue to take risk 
ag.inn my life. 11 is time that you begin protecting ur horn imminent "sko. rather than 
protecting us tom possible enemy threat. Besides the adverx cBects our health and the 
environment suffer and the polenlid danger of mishap. this project is a money pit. 

Whm calculated. the Ion. term eon to the lax naver eould mount to lens of billions of 1 1.47.4 - . , 
dollus Acwrdmg lo ihe Pace Rmurce Cmter. the coa of the wnnmcuon and 
daomouon d m  w c k u  powered urcrlR u m e r  in 1995 averaged 10 5 b8ll1on dollars I 
Moreover. the utimued &I of operating each nuclear powered &craft carrier i s  I 
million dollan a day. TIE Navy plans to build two additional hips; I Mieve this is a 
waste of wpycrr' marry. More ships bring a d d i t i d  troops, and this will runher tax 
the over atcndcd environment, tha~ muns dcanup-wra. The additional pcrwnnel to man 
and M j n t i n  hips will stme to compliate the leun iuua that also wrround the hips 
plumed pon projst. l u v ~  thu eRect Sm Diego community are far ruching and range 
h such problems as incruvd tnffic w n g u t i a  &on falls in housing. evm crime will 
inaeav. San Diego's residents and I do not want the nudear ship and the facilities 
ncaied to maintain a d d l y  nuclear megapon. 

Mounting bad evidence, of no wncruc decy solutions, coupled with the Navy's 
vnw i l l i nm  to involve the public in thdr decision making proms is enough to fuel my 
disdain -1 have 4 and h&d more than I nad to on th&ter Writing many people to 
voicc my w n m  on thew nuttaq is the only rccwne I know, yet I remain unsatisfied. 
Safely of our city is in jeopardy, mvironment is being destroyed, and the con is 
intolerable. I appal to your hvmmiurivlism, md I hope thu you will act on this matter 
by standing up for the people of Sm Dicgo. I thank yau for your prompt attention and 
await your response 

'Ti,. ihy. .&$ 
Luigi g~lello 
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Luigi Angilello 

L47.1 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 sigruhcant radiological 
impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers or 
operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities. 

Please see responses to comments L.4.36,0.10.31,0.12.78, and 0.12.190. 

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 sigruficant 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 sigruhcant radiological risks from NNPP operations. 

Please see response to comment 1.47.1. 

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



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 

COMMENTS: 
7 

UC 9% 
Signature \' 

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. 

1.48 
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Josette Marie Channasson 

1.48.1 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 sigruhcant 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 with the proposed 
action or any of its alternatives. 



Mr. John Coon (Code 05AL.JC) 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Carmand 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

Was the DEIS prepared by ,the same goverrment scientists that assured L*2 
u s  tha t  Agent Change was a harmless defoliant? I 

I have read w i t h  interest the Draft hv i ra rmenta l  Irrpact Statement 
(DEIS) Developing Hcnqort F a c i l i t i e s  far 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 Stat ion North Island (NASNI) w i l l  have no inpact on the 
envirarmental qual i ty  of life in CaroMdo is incredible. It is even 
rmre incredible that there is a finding that two a d d i t i d  
Nimitz-Class Aircraft Carriers at NASNI w i l l  only add f i f t y  f i v e  
additional autmnbiles  to the dai ly  traff ic  in Coronado. 

Perhaps the gwemnent  scientists who p r o d a i m d  that participants in 
the G u l f  h'ar WhO ccnplained of illness (Gulf War Syndnrre) wxe 
maligners also collaborated in the preparation of the DEIS. 

1 . @ ~  

I wonder why govenmmt requires the owners of ccmtxcial nuclear 
reactors to provide: 

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

Did I -1- this discussion in the DEIS? I 

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

cc: M a y a  T h a m s  J. Smisek 
The Honorable W i l l i a m  S. Cohen 
U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer 
U.S. Senator D i a n n e  Feinstein 
Congressimn Brian Bilbray 1.49 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPOR~NG EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO C O M M E m  

Comment 
Number Response 

Robert E. Hafey 

1.49.1 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 camers (CVs) and 
one nuclear camer (CVN) for a total of three homeported camers, while 
Alternatives One, Two, and Three would have three CVNs. The proposed action 
would not result in two additional aircraft camers, 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 L.4.5 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 0.13.28. 



November 10,1998 

Mr. John Coon, Southwest Division (Code 05AL.JC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 921 32-51 90 

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! 1 
I understand the need for military preparedness, even though I wish such a need did 192 

not exist. However, I see no need to proliferate a device that can have catastrophic I 
effects on the very people it is supposed to protect. I am talking about nuclear power. I 
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 I 
building and deploying &clear &red caniers (or nuclearpawered anything, for that 
matter). I do not want my tax dollars 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 GAO report of August 27, 1998, conventionally powered carriers are 
able to meet the requirements of our national military strategy at a significantly lower 
lifecycle 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? 

Listen to your government and the people whom it represents!!! I 

I accept, reluctantly, the fact that San Diega is a military t ~ ,  but I 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. 

Seriously, 

L M . ~  

W~OL Q* 
Stephanie Strout 
10502 Queen Ave. 
La Mesa, CA 91941 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Stephanie Strout 

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

L50.2 Please see response to comment 1.47.1 and 0.12.55. 

1.50.3 Please see response to comment 1.47.1 and 0.12.55. 

L50.4 Please see response to comment L47.1 and 0.12.55. 



Mr. John Coon 
Southwest DNlSlOI J (Code OSALJC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Coast Highway 
San Diego CA 921 32-51 90 

November 10,1998 
Sir, 

I am an American citizen and have lived and worked in San Diego for eleven 
years. I have 43 years experience with the military, both on active duty as well 
as in civilian life. I too have concerns for the environment in which we live. I 
recently attended the public hearing on the home porting of nudear aircraft 
carriers in San Diego. Most of what I 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 I 
disagree with these 'citizens', but I 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 I satisfied 
that the Navy in this instance of home porting taken every precaution to insure 
the safety of its crews and our citizens, but I know thatthe 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 spills(as they 
were accused of during the hearings). 

A September 2"6 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 I'm not a 
physicist. nor can I run a reactor. I would 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 fiftyplus years is impeccable and 
is the envy of the rest of the world! 

Finally, I 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 ideal neighbor. 

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. 



Nov-r 11.1998 
llr. John Cwn. 

I About six Years am. there was a nuclear "accident" near Springfield, 
Uassachusettl. A truck carrying nuclear fuel rods was driving north on 
intarstate 91. They ware returning fm being rep--sed in route to 
Vernon. venont. The driver had an accident and duped his radioactive 
cargo all over the highway. Them w e  never an -- ma-e t- 
prepared to deal with this kind of disaster. To .y knouladge. no on. 
living in the area w s  ever notified of the accldat. The officials raid 
there was no danger frcu radiation ...no need to wm. I found out abut 
this whole siruation fra a friwki uho u s  llrlng in southern Callfornis. 

she sent m a n a  pswr article. aeruming that I hsd a l w d y  h e .  ~t 
the ti- of the accident. I llved leas than an hour m y .  

Accidents do happen and thay are m v d  UP. First of all. I don't 
believe that nuclear paer is safe. Ssond. I don't trust that the navy 
wuld ever notify r in the event of an mident. I mad over parts of 
the onviromtal Impact statewnt. I dl0 mrf & m$~hlng abut ha 

c. I. a. an individual or my school would be notified h m  t h M  is an 
# emergemy. I heard you any at the public haaring' in ~ . n  n i w  that the 

Navy and city officials wuld h notified within a f w  hours. in thw event 
of an amqwncy. and told m e n  to evayote. I. also. did not hear or mad 
anything about M evacuation plan. I don't have a c l w  am to vhat the 

Navy actually considers an accident wrth wntioning. H a  w Y  
I 'incidents' just get brushed aslde M all in a &y'r work7 

1 CM nor a-t any of your pro-1. for .or. m ' s .  Alternative 
5 may look g w d  to r for 8M D1-o but I do not believe In dumping what 
I don't uant on s-ne elm. r). do have one nuclear p+wemd aircraft 
carrier and a nwbar of nuclear ruharinea. I n& to knou that all of 
the80 nuclear rssctom are being m l t o n d  on a twenty-four hour basis. by 
an Organization other than the Naw. I w n t  all infonation on releases 
and shipments of waste to be made public. I don't rn a book in the 
library. I want it announced on the radio and on the front pap. of the 
local papars. I am holding you accountable for this "nuclenr megaport'. 
YOU , the navy. a m  responrlble for the health and well-being of milllona 
of w p l e  in southern California and northern Baja, Mllico. You are 

responsible for the health and wll-being of all the plants and animals 

that inhabit San Diego Bay and nearby ocean areas. 
I have besn told by scientist friend. that the next large earthquake0 

are due to occur In ths next rlvs to ten years. Them have besn No 
earrhquakes larger rhan magnitude six in &n Dlego since 1800. One Wan 

near the harbor. I didn't read anything about what you wlll do when them 
is M earthquake. What a m  your plans regarding your nuclear reactors 
w h m  there is a lame earthquake? 

H w  will YOU transporr your l w  level nuclear waste7 You are 

currently pmducing nuclear waste. Do you knw that there will ba a place 
to stom that waste ~ r n a n n t l y  and safely in the future? What are you 

plennlng on doing wh an Hmford shuts dam? H w  wlll you notify people in 

that area that then i~ radioactive Mterlal atored there and hou wlll you 
k ~ p  wp1. out of the ContmiMted area7 

I never approve any pro-1 unle.. all or my questions have been 

answared to my satisfaction. I will not treot the Navy dlfersntly. I can 

not accept or appmve of any of your proposals for hcmeporting CVIm in San 
Dlego my. 

"mffelk, M. Bryn Andemm bnh- 
3364 Grim AVO. ' 

SM Diego. Ca. 92104 
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Comment - 
Number Response 

d 

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 correciness, section 7.4.3.4 will 
be revised by inserting "a sigruticant" between "involving" and "release." 

Please also see responses to comments 0.10.31 and 0.12.81. 

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 
sigruhcant or mitigated to less than signihcant 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 68  acres of additional higher quality habitat for marine organisms 
in the bay. Please see responses 0.10.23 and 0.12.33. 

1.52.3 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 7.4.3 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 EJS. 
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~ " 9  -Mr.JMnCmn-- a d p  
Southwest Division (Code 05AL.JC) 

she Naval Facilities Engineering Command 

San Diego, CA 92132-5190 



Comment 
Number 

Beth Baily 

1.53.1 

1.53.2 

1.53.3 

1.53.4 

1.53.5 

1.53.6 

1.53.7 

VOLUME 7 CVN H O M E P O R ~ N G  EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Response 

Please see response to comment I.12.9,0.12.10, and 1.47.1. 

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. 

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

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

Please see response to comment L.4.36. 

Please see response to comment 1.12.9. 

Please see responses to comments 1.63 and 0.12.57. 





VOLWE 7 CVN H O M E P O R ~ G  EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Carol Conger-Cross 

1.54.1 Please see responses to comments 1.47.1 and 0.12.55. 





VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNl 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 0.12.78 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." 

L55.5 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Susan j. Randerson 

1.56.1 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. 

1.56.2 Please see response to comment 0.12.190. 

L56.3 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 STENNE 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. 

1.56.4 Please refer to responses L.4.44 and 1.37.1 in the San Diego responses to 
comments on the subject of terrorism and attacking aircraft camers 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. 

1.56.5 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 sigmficant radiological 
impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers or 
operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities. Please see also 
response 111.0.12.55. 

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

4 

Virginia A. Miller 

L57.1 Your opinions are noted and are included in the Final EIS. - 
L57.2 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 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 
199%). 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 NASNI. Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, (PHNSY), a part 
of the Pearl Harbor Naval Complex in Hawaii, is within the U.S. Pacific Fleet 
area and is considered a potential CVN home port location (see Figures ES1 
through ES3 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 U.S. 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)." 

1.57.3 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 
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Cam Martinez 

1.58.1 Please see response to comment 0.10.31 and 1.5.1. 



November 6, 1398 
McLane Downing 
2416 Grandview St 
San Diego, CA ' 3 3  10-1 146 
: 1 276-8"-' d2; 

John ICoon, Pruject Manaer 
Southwest Division, Naval Facilities. Engineering Command 
Code OSAL-JC 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, !:A 92132 

Subject: Hameporting Two More Nuclear Carriers 

Dear .John Coon: 

I would like to see the health risk o f  an incident explained in common 
englisli. The assessment shmtld include the demographics !of this area, 
including the ~opulation below the border. 

Homepcarting two m o r ~  nuclear r.arriers increases the health and safety 
rlsl. Thls 1s a densely settled area, and any iicldrnt w0~11d affect 
:ots *of people. 

Dredging shauld protect marine life, including ill life in the bay. 

159.1 

Very truly yours 

.rl;Y3lc(r~/ -,F 
WrLane Dawning 

I suggest that baseline data be obtained fur radioactive levels in and 
around the bay. Then monitc+ring the levels, analyzing the data, and 
reporting information to the public should be assigned to an agency 

L593 

outside of  the Defense Deoartment. 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

McLane Downing 

1.59.1 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 rnillirem (0.66 rnillirem 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 camer 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 camers 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. 

1.59.2 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 
signihcant or mitigated to less than signihcant 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 10 acres of additional, higher quality habitat for marine organisms 
in the bay. 

159.3 Please see response to comment 0.12.33. 



November 6, 1998 

Dolores Thompson 
4545 Georgia Street #lo1 
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 Island " 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. 

Sincerely, 

Since the officials present could not address these questions 
perhaps the Secretary of the Navy can. I respectfully reqesst 
the he come to San Diego it not for any reaeon then for the 
sake of the children. 

1 . m  



VOLUME 7 C m  HOMEPORT~NG EIS - NASM RESPONSE TO C O M M E ~ S  

Comment 
Number Response 

Dolores Thompson 

1.60.1 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 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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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNl RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Jim Bell 

1.61.1 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 sigruficant radiological 
impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft camers or 
operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities. 
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VOLUME 7 CVN H O M E P O R ~  EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO C O M M E N ~ S  

Comment 
Number Response 

Russell D. Hoffman 

1.62.1 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 sigruhcant 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, section 7 of the 
EIS. 

In section 7.1.4 of the ELS 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 detexmined that the 
radiological risks are not sigruficant. A summary of risks is contained in section 
7.6 of the EIS. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.190. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.49 and L4.1. 

Please see responses to comments 1.4.1 and 0.12.49. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.10. 

Copies of the Draft EJS 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 0.12.49. 
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VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Dr. E. Seigel 

1.63.1 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 hallmark 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 sigruficant 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 L63.1 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 Final 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 sigruficant radiological 
impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers or 
operating NIMITZ-class aircraft camer maintenance facilities. 

Please see response to comment 1.63.1, and response H.l.1-5 for responses to 
Congressman Filner's testimony. 



Mr. John G w n  
Southwest Diviswn (Cudc OSAL JC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Commvnd 
I??U Paciiic Highway 
San Diego. C A  ~?13?.SIw 

RE: Comments on Navy E.I.S. Cur Nuclear Aircnl t  Carriers 

Dear Mr. Cum: 

Mr. Grant Kimball 
P.O. 8ux 230'41 
San Dicgu. CA Y 2 l U  

Certified Mail 
P 413 693 762 

I am writing la rcgirlrr my dirralisfaclion with the Navy's Envirumcnul Impact Smwment 
(EIS) fur homcpming at least thrce (3) nuclear-powered aircraft carriers in San Diego. The 
Navy's EIS is inadequate and miskading. because it d i m u n u  the risk which is amcialed with 

?' locating several large nuclear reactors within rwo (2) m i b  ol&wntown Sari Diego. 

The Navy is using a misleading and self-ocrving definiliun of " renor  accident" to d u p  the 

public into k l iev ing that the Navy ha$ never expr iencd a "reactor accident.' I have n e w  
wen an official dclinition u i  the term 'reactor r c k k n t "  in m y  Navy mwrd or Jucumcnt. 
Drrpitr the lack ul an siiicial Navy delinition. an Assxi* Director o l t k  Naval Nuclear 
Propulsiun Dirrcterak. Mr. R ichrd  GuWa. *final the term " n r m r  mident" in sanruribed 
ssdmuny hcbrr  the Corona& City Couwil on April 9. 1996. Mr. GuiJa was the Assxiate 
Directur lor Rcgulntury Nfa in ,  and lcstified h u t  reactor &ridmu as blluus: 

"We haw a long history uf  safe upcraliun and I want to explain. bewurc there h u  i n k 4  
hcrn %,me mirundcrrluvllng ul what we mean when we u y  wle operation. We have 
4.W) reactor yrarr without a rractur accident. We have never cldmcd nut l a  have 
accidents or incidents. What we have claimed is w r r  to haw had a reactor awiltml. 

program. and thal's 4.(*10 years." 1 % ~  Enelosu~e I, a copy of Mr. ~uida'suslimony.) 

Accurding to Mr. Guda's hfinit ion, what the Navy definer as a "reactor accident" is known 
tu the rcst OL the world as a "nuclear cure meltduwn" What the Navy is really saying is ahat 
lhey claim nut l o  have had any nwlral  mcltduwns. The Navy persists in this elaim despite the 
Tact tha an active duty Navy cnl i r rd man. and two Army enlisted men, were killed in IW 
when lhey c r u d  thu SL- I  ruacuw IO rxploJr by aw.c.idcntally .c.imlucing a prompi eriricd 
c ~ d i l i w .  which led 10 s stem cxplown. massive damage l o  the nwlear fuel. a d  radiuaclivr 

contrminatiun over n wide area. This accident was classificd ' rcrr t"  at the time i t  occurred. 
a d  is still largely unknown by the gcmral public. 

According to the Navy's dciinilion. the Navy wil l  not clarrily us a 'reactor accidsnt" any 
event that involvrs the accidental rrlnw. s l  n d i w t i v r  water into the harbor, ut radiuaaive 
steam or pasts inm the amurphere, rr long u the nuclrar tusl remains inlacl. 

In cunrrart a the Navv. the Droartmcnr of Driense (DOD) have a written duiinilion 01 3 

available un the intcrnel a: http://wb7.wb.ustI.mil/textId52MISp.txt The DOD delmitlon 
u f  a reactor accident ir as follows: 

22. Nuclear R r r l o r  Accident. An uncontrolled reactor crilicaltty resulting In damage lo 
t h e c u n : ~ p ~ & a & ~ ~ ~ 1 1 u a ? W f h u ~ k d h  

LLPOl @ w w. (Emphasis added. See Enclosure 2, a copy o i  the DOD 
definition.) 

The rignilieant dilfrrrnce in the DOD definition is that events such as spilling radioactive 
walrr can bc classified as "mactor rcidenu.' According l o  the Navy delinilion. spilling 
radiortivc water wil l  never be classified as a "reactor accident", rrgardler~ of how much 
radioactivity is r e l e d  into the rnvironrnent. 

Sin- the Navy is a subordinate organiration within LC Department of Drfenw, i l  ra i r *  the 

irrw of why t k  Navy doem'l abide hy Ls DOD definition ui reactor accidml. The Navy's 
self-serving definitions are part of the Navy's continuing cffam to mirlcad the public abut  th 
risks w i a t l  with lwaling nuclear reacton within a major metropolitan area. 

Anuthsr example of the Navy's k l i k r a a  deception of the @lie a r v r m l  during another u i  
Mr. Guida's ptermntations. thh time a8 Village Hall in CumnWa on May 22. IW7. MI. 
Guida was askd  abwt the Navy's pulicirs Lor reporting accidental rcleascs o f  radioactivity. 
Mr. Gvida slated that the Navy would cumply with the SMIC repurling procedures required by 
olhcr ichrally license4 n r l r a r  facllitics. Whcn Mr. Gvidr was asked what amount 01 

radioactivity would trigger the repurling rrquiremsnt, he slated that m y  accidental rclraw uvcr 
Ien (10) curies would br reporled. Mr. Guda's rlllemrnl was gmsdy in  crror. as the federal 
rrporling requiremenu arc rpecilic to the various radiuactive isuwpes wilhin an x c k k n l a ~  
release. The isotope ldinc-131 ir nl particular concern. bccaur it cauws thyroid cancer in 
children. The ufficial fekral  limit tor accidental relcasc of ldine-131 is one one-hundredth 
(OUI) ul a curie. The tm (10) curie limit stated by Mr. Guida is one thousand O m )  limes 
the lrdrral limit for ld inr-131 rrkaus. Since Mr. Guida has a master'shgrrc in nuclrar 
cngimnng irum M.I.T.. i t  can bc assumed that his error was not made out of ignorance of 
the subject matter. Mr. Guida'r prcwntatiun wls videutrpd a d  tranrribed by the Navy. w, 
there rhuuld k r recurd of his idrr staemms on the subject of reportable limits. (Fcderal 
repunable limits for accihntal releases o f  radioaclivily. by isotope. are conmind in the Cwk 
u i  Fehral Rrgulations 40 CFR 302.5. "Detcrminmh of r rp r tabk wantifirs". See 
Enclosure 3) 



Finally. I note that the last of the Navy's nuclear-powered cruisers will be taken ou to l  wniee 
wn yew. a d  no r r p l ~ r m w u s  art planned. Given thr Navy's thirty (50) year cxpsriment with 
nuclear cruiwrs and destroyers, anJ the Navy's prelerence fur non-nuclear propulsion systems 
lor those types of surlxe ships. I can see no logical rearun why the nuclear carriers would 
haw any uJvuntrp that the cruixrr and deuruyrrs didn't ulw have. Nwlear-powered rurixc 
combatants ctthrr do, or do not, have dvmwges uvrr their nun-nuclear couwrpns.  I f  
nwl r r r  crulxrr  and drstruyers were ultimately a failed experiment, then I Link  the ramr wil l  
cvcntvally he said ui thr nuclear carriers. 

Sincerely. 

TRANSCRIPT OF THE 

CITY OF CORONAW 

CITY CDUNCIL MEETING 

COROPADO, CALIFOWIA 

APRIL 9 ,  1 9 9 6  

REPORTED BY: W E N  L. BRODIE 
CSR NO. 5 6 9 4  



WE HAVE A WNG HISTORY OF SAFE OPEPATION AND I 

WANT TO EXPLAIN, BECAUSE THERE HAS INDEED BEEN SOME 

MISUNDERSTANDING OF WHAT WE MEAN WHEN WE SAY SAFE - 
OPERATION. WE HAVE 1 , 6 0 0  REACTOR YEARS WITHOUT A REACTOR 
,- - 

A C C I E T .  WE HAVE NEVER CUIMED NOT TO HAVE ACCIDENTS OR 

INCIDENTS. W T  WE HAVE C U I M E D  I S  NEVER TO HAVE HAD A 

REACTOR ACCIDENT. UNAT A-R ACCIDENT I S  I S  A TERn OF - 
ART I N  THE NUCLEAR INWSTRY; I T  l W N S  TO_ HULLELR 

FUEL AN=D RE-E OF W T  ARE CALLED FISSION PRODUCTS. 

THESE ARE THE HIGHLY IUDIOACTIVE ELEMENTS CREATED AS A 

CONSEQUENCE OF THE FISSION PROCESS WITHIN THE REACTOR. 

I F  YOU THINK, HAVE THERE BEEN REACMR ACCIDENTS 

I N  THE WORLD OVER THE Y-7 MOST ASSUREDLY THERE HAVE 
7 

BEEN. THERE WAS THE 5 1  R E A A R ,  WHICH WAS AN m Y  & & L I ; ~ &  

REACTOR. I N  1963 WHICH HAD A SERIOUS ACCIDENT, A FISSION '*i ' n ,;",'.b 
PRODUCT RELEASE, A REACTOR ACCIDENT. TWSE MILE ISUND IS 

; / i d ,  . 
THE MOST FAMOUS ONE I N  TNE UNITED STATES, I N  1979, WHEN 

' 
. . ;/* q 

ABOUT A THIRD OF THE REACTOR MELTED AS A CONSEQUENCE OF A <., . . 
W S S  OP COOLING WATER. AND THEN, OF COURSE, THE MOST 

SERIOUS REACTOR ACCIDENT I N  THE HISTORY OP THE WORLD  WAS^ ""M 'f 

THOSE ARE R E A m R  ACCIDENTS. AGAIN, D W G E  TO I , b . , r .  n 

2. updates Don pollcy, respon~iblllLlel, and procodurs. durlng an 
tmproulrcd nuclear devise IINDI Incldenc. 

B. APPLIULIXLITY 

THE NEL, REWE OF FISSION PRODUCTS. WE CUIM WE HAVE ,.,,,I,, .~d,- f': D. POLICY 

HAD NONE OVER THE HISTORY OF THE PROCRIV(, WIND T5UT'S 4 , 6 0 0  do' 
YEMS.  OUR SHIPS  HAVE STEAMED 1 0 6  MILLION MILES AT THIS  

W I N T  AND WE'RE ACCUMULATING AT THE PATE OF A COUPLE 

MILLION HILES  A YEAR, AND I N  THE PROCESS OF REACHING THAT 

RECORD -- WE REACHED THAT RECORD, 1 0 0  U I U I O N  HILES, I N  

11 



- - . . . - -. . . . 
I.,, rlnq i b . . c C . s  rorsor . a. ..vent such .. 13. g somzac r.sulrs in s~qnltls.nc ..Ian. o t T G l o n  produsts from rh. 

/ 
T..StOI COC.. 

23. NU SIC.^ weapon ~ccrdent. M un.xp.cfed event involvlnq nuclear weapons 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Grant Kimball 

1.64.1 Please see responses to comments 0.12.83 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 0.12.81. 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

1.643 Please see response to comment 1.56.5. 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Anonymous 

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



Ur. Richard Dmzig 
S e c . t a r y  .Qf thc H r ~ p  

--- -. - - - D e x  .Mr. Plazin,- . - - 
We a r e  writ ing t o  you t o  exprase our doep anger. fear .  and 
sadness rhar 6- Dieeo has booemelrill becoma a Urvy iPuclev 
Megaport. 
T h i s  pu ts  borh naval permonno1 and ~ i ~ i l i u m  a t  risk. - - ., - 
Pleooe, pleaae, pleame, fo r  God*, and 811 our sakes, p l e m  
with all of pour power and might and Influence of your 
good o f f i ce ,  with a l l  of your heart u ~ d  -1, p l a u e  
Opp060 t h i s ,  please. 
In t h i s  country of ours, with it. go-eraamsnt of elected 

represen ta t iVe8~ elected by the people to Carry out the WiSheS 
and needs of the cir leens.  you are %Be p e r ~ m  w e  +urP to i n  
rims of trouble,  of c r i s i s .  Thim is ce r t a in ly  a c r i a i s .  
We r u n  t o  YOU- Helpl Pleaae s t o ~  8- Diego trw becoming 
a Navy Nuclear Yegaporr. 
IT 16 A CATASTROFRE I# -01 

Thank you. 
Sincerely. 

w444- 
&. and Mrs. b b e r t  and K e l l y  Alexmder 
PO Box 2166 
La J o l l a  CA 92038-2166 

P.S. Please make good on your 
promime t o  "put people f i r s t w  
and come r o  hear from rhe 
people d i rec t ly ,  seriously 
considering t h e i r  concerns. 

Pleame oppoee t b i e  b-portim~ 
plan!! !! 



VOLUME 7 CV~VHOMEPORTING EZS - NASNZ RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Robert and Kelly Alexander 

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



D r .  Darrrl Crab 
450 Summerhill  Court 

Alpine ,  C a l i f o r n i a  91901 
Telephone ( 6 1 9 )  659-0176 

FOX ( 6 1 9 )  445-1059 
E m a i l r  dc ra indc@connec tne t . com 

O c t o b e r  29, 1996 

M r .  R i c h a r d  Danziq, Secretary of tho Navy 
Fax ( 7 0 3 )  6 1 4 - 3 4 7 j  

- - 

Telephone  ( 7 0 3 )  695-3131 

Hr. Danziq, 
A s  a healrh ca re  protessional i n  our f a i r  c i ry ,  I laplorfa you to 

carmfully r o v i w  your plans for our lovely town and t h e  consequances t o  
our hard-wrklnq people. 

T h i s  letter is i n  response t o  t h e  proposed s ta t ioning of nuclear- 
awered  a i r c r a f t  here i n  San Diego. The pnople of 6m Diego do not wish 
t o  hare tho- c u r i e r a  hero f o r  several  reasons; 
1)    he prosonce of nuclear e ra fc  p-s •÷0110118 r i s k s  to  public hoalth 
and safe ty .  
2 )  The result would be more radioact ive and toxlc waste t r a v e l l i n g  on 
public  roads which a ro  eonpestad t o  b i n  with. 
3 )  Tho locat ion  13 r l q h t  i n  tb heart of m e t m p l l t a n  9aa Diego, an 
unsuitable locat ion fo r  decades of handling of nuclear materiala  and t h e  
i n w i t a b l e  spills and mishaps. You and I both Laou, lCcidents do happen. ~. .. 

AS you may be aware, a repor t  from the Conrnrsn t  Accounting 1.67.2: 
o f f i c e  concludes t h a t  n u c l a u  carrioss are much mrm eorc ly  than 
c o n v e n t i o n a l l y - p m r  carrimrs, and yot they o f f e r  f eu  advantages over 
conventional orus. 

You are i n  a unlqw position to  cancml tbse plans and provide f o r  1.67.3 
a s a f e r  fucure for our children and fu tura  p r u r a t i o n s ,  s I r p l y  by 
scrapping the outmoded and waateful nuclou reactors for m t i v e  pwr .  

I n  any case, bforo you make your f i n a l  cbCisiOlls, fiean C- t o  
san DlOgO p s r w n a l l y  and hear bow t h e  popla of 8.n Disga fool a b u t  
nuclear--red carriers i n  tha  S m  Diego My. 

D r .  Darrel Crain 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Darrel Crain 

1.67.1 Please see responses to comments 0.12.49, and 0.12.132, and 1.4.1. 

1.67.2 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. 



Wroduction clarity limited by quality of comment letter received. 

Wel'tacks Adrenturn Sda* 

. . . . .  - -2:- - . 
~n a 'you rn=&.rnr h i y  as well k w,qraa k w  YOU 

1.68.1 

xil1,=6d lbiuulw DSIW I.nasta tr DkpBay. Wwldff 
comcp?$$nfic+indi(arf&rhc.pcopkwboIive hen. WeQnnwzhr Wbcs.~ ~ . -  . . . .  
ba~;*jslorru~arbp'ykirri-! . - .- . . . -1 



VOLUME 7 CVN H O M E P O R ~  EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Nancy Hartland 

L68.1 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 0.12.57,1.63.7,1.4.1,0.12.55, and 0.12.49. 



To: Secretary of the Navy. Mr. Richard Danzig 

Dear Mr. Danzig: 

I am writing UJ voim my oppoJiPon to h e  Navy's plan to homo-pon nudear 
caniers in San Diego. You no do& think thsX proteUe(s to Ws plan just 'dont know 
the faasas; people like you do not think thorn is danger in nudw tocnnology. You Q 
not think mat nudeat waste poses a trare-y dangMom lhmat, not only to us 
now living, bu  to our children and grandchildren and greatgrandchilben. You think 
tnpt me advant.ges ~ Q T  outweigh the rlsks. 

m e  m i l w  mind thinks that it's okay H m e  pope get injured or killsd, as 
long as it's not too many. 

I wont yw to urnletsand mat mduuu i~  - 
And yw am ondangedng millions d people. not only in San Diego, Rn also in 

Xjuana and Baja California. Pleas liden to what We am saying. Come to San Diego 
and listen and see lor yourselt. This is our home, nor your Nudear Megaport. 

Thank you very much. 

Sincerely. 

s t e w  Mood 
4538 Long Brand\ Aw. 
San Diego. CA 82107 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Stephanie Mood 

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



.- . . . ---- Repmduaion clarity limited by quality of comment letter reaived. 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORnNG EIS - N A S N I  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Richard Moran 

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

L70.2 Please see response to comment 0.12.49,0.12.55,1.4.1, and L63.7. 



Nanc Teas 
450 i2 ummerhill &urI 
A1 e, California 91901 
~ e g h o n e  619) 659-0116 
Fax (619) 445-1059 
Email: nancyf&onecmet.mm 

Mr. Richard Dansig, Semtary of the Navy 
Far (703) 614-3477 
Telephane (703) 695-3131 

Mr. Danzig, 

This lener is in m p n w  to the proposed ntadaning0fnud~~~-pod I i.n.1 

a k d  here in San D i e .  Please do not statia these carrier here. 

?heoe canim:  
1) poses f e x i o u ~  risks ta public health and raCetyof San Diego. 
21 would d t  in more redioacdw and toxic waste traveling on mnpsted 

public loads. 
3) -bald be located right in the h e a ~  ofmetlopdim Sau Diego, an 

unsuitable location fa decades ofhandling of nudear materials. I 

Please get rid of the outmoded and wasdd nuclew laeaolp for motiw pawer 
end keep them out dSan ~ iw-  I 

As p u  am undoubtedly a m ,  a mprt fiom the Go\rernment Accwnting 
omce mnciudes that nuclear &em are much more d y  than 
conwnti@y-pow& carriers, and yet they offer few advan- over 
convadonal ones. 

Nancy Teas 

1.712 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTmrC EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Nancy Teas 

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

1.71.2 Please see response to comment 0.12.49,0.12.55,1.4.1, and 1.63.7. 



urgent 
f a c s i m i l e  

To: SEC.OF NAW, MR. RICHARD OANM; 
ComwnY: 
Fax Number: + I  (703) 6103477 
a~rineu phone: 

Pager 1 
D a W ~ r n  1013(M8 2:36:34 PM 
Subject NUCLEAR MEGAWRT W SAN DIEM. CA 

WE OPPOSE YOUR PUNS TO INSTALL AOlXTKINAL NUCLUR CARRIERS. 
WE MUST SPEAK WlTH YOU IN PERSON. AND WE W W  TO HAVE A WBUC TASK 
FORCE SET UP TO STUDY THE SAFETY OF THE NAWS RAN. THERE HAS BEEN 
VERY LIlTLE M E W  AND NOTICE G M N  TO THE SAN UEOO PUEUC 

I SUPPORT MY CONQRESSMAN IN HS REQUEST FOR MORE PUBUC INPUT.. 

MR. IRVING 8. ~ E N P L J O  



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

IN Hosenpud 

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



1030 Calaveras Dr 
San Diego. CA 921 07 

Secretary of the Navy 
Mr. Richard Danzig 

Dear sir: 

I oppose homeporting of nuclear carriers in the San 
Diego in the strongest possible way! 

San Diego is the 6th lagest city in the United States. 
The population density alone should prohibit a Nudear 
Meg ort in San Diego! There are seismic considerations 
that a "P so make this move unwise. 

San Diego doesn't need or want nudear risk! Please 
listen to the people of San Diego and put the nukes 
somewhere else (or go conventional power). 

Sincerely, 

Jayne Cassedy 



VOLUME 7 CVNHOMEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

J a p e  Cassedy 

L73.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 



1030 Calaveras Dr. 
San Diego, CA 92107 

Secretary of the Navy 
Mr. ~ichard Danzig 

Dear Mr. Danzig: 

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). 

1 oppose homeporting of nuclear carriers in the 
San Diego in the strongest possible way! 

Very truiy, 

1.74.1 

Paul Cassedy 

P.S. Why didn't you come to the public hearings in 
San Diego? 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTlNG EZS - NASM RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Paul Cassedy 

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



Mitch C. Wallis 
10360 Glenellen Way 
San Diego, CA 92 126 

via ~ I L  (703) 614-3417 
October 29. 1998 
Stmemy of h Navy, 
hlr. Richrrd Ihmig 
re Rowstd NUC~QT ShipdSm W o  b y  

DEAR SECRETARY DANZIG: 

1 am wiring to pmrcsr proposed inspUauon of rhet auclur-powered aircraft urriero 1.75.1 

in San Diego Bay. I 
I vchmcarly oppose ~II? plan PJ turn San Digo inm a Nuclear Megapon and Nuclear 
Dump. I 
Please note especially che U.S. G d  AcuntnMg Ofice rrpaa dur no s u x q i c  1.752 

advantage of nuclerr canim aver ~nyclltidlrl &em will r m l r  AND nuel- carrim 
cost 8 billion dollan monl 1 
PLEASE CANCEL k nuclear canim and u x  h e  mvings fa more pressing needs. 1 LE3 

Thanlc you. 

Youn mly, 

Micch C. Wallis 
MCwlmc 



VOLUME 7 Cm HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Mitch Wallis 

1.75.1 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. 

L75.3 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 



DEVELOPING HOME PORT FAClUTlES FOR 
THREE NIMITZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 

IN SUPPORT OF THE U.S. PACIWC FLEET 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTA 

DRAFT EIS COMMENTS 

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. 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNl RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Ken Kjoller 

L76.1 For the portion of the comment addressing an emergency warning 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 haffic 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 
sitegenerated 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 sigrulicant. 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 
sigrulicant. 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 NASM, 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 Sheet and 
thereby provide a more direct connection into and out of the base. 



November 16,1998 

Samantha Ellis 
3728 V2 lngraham St 
San Di io ,  CA 921 09 

Mr. John Coon 
Southwest Division (Code O5AL.JC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

I am writing to express my disapproval and protest of having nudear 
carriers in our San Diego bay. In light of all the dangers involved with 
nudear power, it is unsafe to port even one nudear carrier so dose to 
where so many families live. 

I belong to the Peace Resource Center, which has been studying and 
following this dilemma for many yean now. I have seen the findings of 
the GAO report, along with many other reports, that prove that nudear 
power is not the right answer for this San Diego region. In fact, it would 
be blatantly 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 nudear 
accident Nothing does. 

I urge you to consider the families and environment of this beautiful, 
vibrant region, and not put us in danger by housing nudear carriers in 
our bay. 

 ama ant ha Ellis 
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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. 



November 12. 1998 

Mr John Coon 
Southwest Division (Code OSAL JC) 
Naval Facilities Engineerins Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Re DrlA Envlronmenul Impact S t a n n t  for Developln~ Home Pon F a c ~ l ~ t ~ u  
for Three NMlTZClass &rmR C m m  m Suppon ofthe Pnfic Flen 

D m  Mr Coon. 

After reviewing the Navy's d d  EIS (DEIS), additional relevant doeumuns ud memos, 
ud in support of the commcms nude orally md in miting by the following. 

7 
y - City ofcoronrdo. 
OD - Environmental Hcdlth Coalitioh Sao D i m .  

- Peace Re~uree Cmta, Sm Diego, - Marilyn Field. reridmt of Comnado. 
Joel I. Cehn CHP. d m o n  expn hued by the C~ty  of Coronado. 
Roben S n g u r r ,  t f l e  conculun hued by the CIW ofCwondo. 
Charles BUII. noise consuhuu hired bv th;.ciw of~ornudo. 
Dr Dawd Lchudsoh cpodem~olo~~nhued b; the Enwonmmtal Hulth Coabuon 
B d  Fnnke ud Aqun Makhquu, n d ~ o l o g d  cwruhuu hued by ihe 

Camdle S u o .  indepadm ex& hied by the Ennramenul H d t h  C d u o n  to 
review the huhh and day M i o n ,  ofthe DEE md 
Quinton h P& the legrl firm r n u d  by the City o f  Cotondo 

We conclude thu thc documnt is fudly flawed md doea not comply with the 
requiremems of the N u i o d  Envimnmemal Policy Act. 42 U S Code S 4331, U ug 
W P A ]  nor CEQA 

Comments on the Navy's DElS (continued) Page 2 

Funher. in agreement *h the findings o f  the above listed pmies, we are forced to 
conclude that the Naw must make subnantial con&lionr additions lo i ts  assum~tions. 
methodologn and f a d  conclusooru A new &lA DEIS must be orwed lo cns"re that 
the infomtton s uteru~fiully accurate md. a m  pvbllc hunng must be held lo allow 
for discussion a d  public diulosure. 

Per the hndamemal prcmlx stated m the regulmory gu~deltnn for ~mplemcntatlon of 
NEPA. ~mmulsrted by the federal Councd on Enwronmemal Qualotv (CEQ). a1 40 

(b) NEPA pmceduru must insure thu mvlronmental infomution is available to public 
oflicills a d  citizens before decisionr are made and before actions are taken The 
infornution must be of hwh oua11rv Accumre wrenMic &IS. exoen aemcv " .  . 
comments. md publ~c rmttny ire rrsennd to I ~ ~ I ~ N ~ I ~ ~ N E P A  ~ o s i t m ~ n a n t .  
NEPA dceummts ma concnnrue on the issues Ihu are truly s~gmficant lo  rhe aahon in 
quertion. rather than amusing needles detail (~mphu i r  added< 

Per Quinton & Petix. the legal cnuncil rerained by the City of Coromdo. >hew principle! 
have reeemlv b a n  reitermed by the Ninth C i ~ h  C o w  o f  W s ,  in the case of Idaho 
Sponing ~ o " p s s  v Thorns, i37 F.3d 1146.u L I S I  (+ ~ ~ 1 9 9 8 )  

Another fundunmtal principle thu the Navy rhould have followed in preparing the DEI! 
i s  set fonh in40C F.R. S 1502.24. a i t k d  "Methodology md riemific accuracy". 

"Agencies shall insure the pmfeuiod imegrhy, including scientific inttegity, ofthe 
discussion a d  arulvm in environmental im~acl nuanmts. Th*, shall identify any 
mnhodologm usedand shall make expllcn ;eferenccr by footnote to the uuntrfie and 
olha w w c n  rel~ed upon for wncluswn, tn the ~ t m w  An qmcy may place 
discussion of methodology in m appendix." 

The Cny ofCoromdo's consultants u well u thox hued by the Envuonmenlal Health 
Cdmon have all tdemtfied numerous inn-r in the DEIS where the Navy has hded 18 
comply with the above NEPA implemming regulrtions (sce cnclowd) 

Per the Qulon & Petix" 

"11 appears thu  the Navy has fuled to provbde tnforw~on of 'bgh quahty' and in fact 
has locally ormned my wppomng &u m h  rerpn to key envuo~lentl l  tssues 

" 



Comments on the Navy's DEIS (continued) Page 3 

Funhn. 

"While the Navy's DIES appurs to pay lip-servisc lo the requirement ofdireussing the 
cumulative impact the eurrmt p o j m  mll have on the environment of Coronado. 
ostensibly devoting an entire senion to the DElS to thu topic, it ar&ly fails to include 
an adquate lining of put pmjstr ud ovenll I d i c  growth md tlmcfwD m o r n s l y  
concludes that the Nnem proposal's impact will wi have a a ~ u l u i v e  effm on the 
environment." 

As the U S Coun of Appeals for the Nimh,Circuit hu r aa t l y  o b d :  I L 7 8 3  

'The duty lo d~scusr cumululve ompm in m Ennronmmul Impm Stremm a 
mofdslwy Su 40 C F R S 1502 16 The ancmlllnp rcguhron defina"cumulatne I 
impact" as I 

'?he mpact on the mvuonmcnl whlch results from the m a m m u l  lmpm o f  the moan 
uhcn to otherprr, prnrnt ud rusonably foreseeable burr 8ct~onsrrPordlrsr of whu 
agency (federal or non-federal) or p e r m  u n d d a  such other intons-~urnulative 

La impacts cm result from rndrv~dudlyrn~~wv but d lec~rw ly  s~gn,ficMr mmnr taking 
place ova a period ofttme 
m r F n  z 1 ~ n a 7  . - - . . . - . - - - . 
CIIY o/Carmel-by-lhr-Sea v. U.S Dcpr of T r m v .  121 F l d  1142, u I I t4  (Rh Ci. 
1997) (emphasis added)" 

As stated in the City of Coronado's m m m  lata to the Navy on the D E E  

'NASM has incremmWlv expanded iU functions ud com~lemem of a r s o ~ c l .  rlowlv 

on Co ro~do  of buinp nvo a three CVWr on NASM. a luffiithe &ifernmu o f  
NEPA." 

"The National Environmenul Policv Act and its reauisite EIS uulvsir rmuiro full 
unbiased d t d o w e  of the hkcly e&s of Fedad ~rolcnr The ~ ; t y  bellkes ~hu 
separating the mpan of !he homcpomtng o f  three CVN's bewcn tvo US uu ly rs .  ud 
then failing to consider the cumulative im-s ofthne &cisions in the mon re& US. 

Comments on the Navy's DEIS (continued) 

Per Quinton & Pctix 

"The Navy has not fulfilled as dutln undn NEPA on conducttng 11s lnqwry Into the 
cnvlronmental consequences of the prefmed home ponong altrrmuve The fundamenld 
DUMY of MPA. asslated bv the federal Council on Environmental Quality. in its 

40CFR S s  ISWIPurpose 
1.) The Nuiorul Environmemd Policv Au (NEPA) is our buts national charter for .-. . . 

prnmlon oflhe mnronmmt It fflabltshes policy, ut1goJs ( rm~on 101). and 
prov~des m- (rectoon 102) fw urrylng out the poltsy Smnon 102(2) contans 
'action-forcine" wovidonr to nmke w e  hat federal agmcia act according to the 
Inter ud spiG &the An. (Quocuion &s i no r i g i . ) .  

Preparmon of accurate and ~nfnmattve envuonmentll documents s an nrentlal pm  of 
the Navy's obhgutons undcr NEPA. $me ths IS m omcgral put of tke 'mlon-forcmg' 
procedure t b t  luds dcsts~onmakcn lo take a"hud look u cmwonmcnd 
comequcnces. and hopefully, u a result, nukc dmsoons t b l  ue  wse for the pubhc 
mod Robrrrm8 v Akrhm VL~II~Y Cm:m (bunol. 4W U S 132. 109 S CI 1835, u - 
1846 (1989). To that mQ the federal CEQ h funha declared its policy. input. as 
follows. 

and the d i i e .  to reduce o& and the nccumuluion of mranmur - -  ..- . . . 
backpound &la, ud toemphanre real mv6ronmental tswn ud dtnnsl~va 
Fnwronmentd nnpm n u a r m s  MI be conctse. c l w  ud to the porn. d shall 
be ruppond by e & m c c  tha~ a g m i a  have nude the nanury cnvironmmtal 

(e) Use the M P A  proceu to identify and awas the rwomble alternatives to 
poposed anions thd wil l  avoid M minimize adverse effms of thne actions upon 
the qualify of the hurmn envimnmem. 

(0 Use all p rmlubk  meuu. connnent unh the requiremenuof the An md aha 
esvntul conndaumons o l na t t o~ l  POIICY. to resore d enhance the q w l t l y  of the 
human envomnmen ud awtd w mmnlze my possble advnre eflenr oflheu 
anions upon the quality o f  the human mvironmem. 



Comments on the Navy's DElS (continued) Page 5 

I t  is certainly u w b k  thu the DElS under scrutiny fails to mewre up to the amdsrdr 
set fonh above in Knion 1500 2 (b) d wwld be w b j a  to legrl chdlmgc, if the Navy 
were to ignore the= defms when they are brought to ms anention. 

In conclusioh in accordance with NEPA procedures which must inwre that 
mvironmemd informuion i s  made available to public officials and c i t h r  before 

rc\md and rabmltted for wb lc  scuuny Funher, nerv plbtrc hem& mua be held in 
orda to dlow f o r m  pevntauon of dam md plbl~c commen 

Respestfvlly yours. 

Stephanie S. Kaupp Eliubnh Gill 
1133 First Street. Unit418 41 1 Finl Street 
Corodo. CA 92118 Caondo,CA 92118 
(619) 435-5703 (619) 437-1%6 

r 
3 

Enclosures and Refcremcr 

Leuu to the Coty of Corodo hom Qu~mon & Peur 
Letta to the Ennronmcntd Hdlb Co~I~tton from Cml le  S e a  MS 
L m u  tothe Em~mnmud Hulth C d n r m  from &md Frank ud h Arlun M.Lh11uu 
Lctta to the Enviro~lcnUl Health Codition from h. hvid RichudaWI 
Letta to the Mayor ud City Council t o m  E Mila Hlmy, the Iuding HotMownus 
Associmion 
Lena from Mvilyn Field. to the City of Corodo. November 6. 1998 
Memormduma of Octokr 14 d November 5,1998 bom Joel I. CduS CHP. to the City 
of  toronado . .. . -. 
Reference addnoo~ul ud find comments by Joel I Cchn to the CIV of C d O  
Reference%emuwnsu hk". dead by Phystco~~ f a  Socld Rnpoonblbty rod 
CALPRG, November 11.1998 (see r e l e r a ~  made on Mil i tw/Nay Toxics) 

The attachments to this letter, listed here, can be identified as referenced below: 

t 138,, The following letters were submitted by thecity of Coronado as part of their 
attachment and numbered by theCitv with vaees listed in oarenthesis: . . Letter from Quinton & P&, @t&r 14,1998 (pp. 4 - 6). 

Letter from The Landing Homeownen Association, dated September 24, 
1998 (pp. 153-155). . Letter from MarilynC. Field to Mayor Tom Smisek, Members of City 
Council, and Homer Bludau, City Manager, Novemem 6.1% (pp. 74 - 80). . Memo from Joel I. Cehn, CHP, RadiationSafety Consultant to Homer 
Bludau, City of Comnado RE: Interim report on Radiation Monitoring Study, 
October 14,1998. (pp. 16 -22). 

The following letters were ureviouslv received and h v e  been identified as 
attachments lo  comment letter 0 12 lrom Env~ronmental Health Coalmon 

Letter lrom CamrlleSears to the Envuonmcntal Health Coalit~on Novembcr . ~ ~~~~- ~~ 

10,199B. . Letter from Bernd Franke for lmt ih~te for Energy and Environmental 
Research to Laura Hunter, Envi romntal  Health Coalition, November 11, 
1998. . Comments of Dr. David Richardson, Lkpamnent of Epidemiology, School of 
Public Health, UNversity of North Carolina,Chapel Hill, NC. 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNl RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Stephanie S. Kaupp and Elizabeth Gill 

L78.1 Please see responses to comments to the 10 letters of comment on the Draft EIS 
that you have referenced. Specifically see responses to comments 0.12.5,0.12.8, 
0.12.9, 0.12.15, 0.13.5, and 0.13.9. The Navy does not agree with your 
comments. 

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. 

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 Addi t iml  
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. 

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. 



November 25. 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. 

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 Coronado, CA.....and request they be placed 
in the official record. I just returned from an east coast sojourn, and 
I respexdEulUjy request that these comments be included in responses. 

The installation of monitoring systems for radiation and chemical 
releases are required along the boundry with Coronado and within Coronado 
T h e ~ s h o u l d  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 oh which must be registered. 
With a 600% increase in chemical and hazardous waste storage at NAS 
North Island for a 10 year duration and even 1onger.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 accidental releases have to be detected. 
along with radiation releases, since both affect the health of residents.. 

Because of the U.S. Government and military cot'er-ups of the affects 
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 reiSdeats?have there own monitoring stations 
or the Navy will soon feel the rath of those they ignore. It is human 
nature. . . 

Conclusion: Navy provide monitoring stations with Coronado observers, 
with a central current display in the Coronado library, installation of 
sirens for immediate notification ofmcideots/incidents of radiation or 
chemical releases at any level, coded for necessary public response. 
all within the Cormado City area. 

860 Cabrillo Ave. 
Coronado. CA 92118 CDR USN (Ret) 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EZS - NASNZ RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Earle Callahan 

L79.1 Please see response to comment L.4.36 and 0.12.81 



I'm Marv Lyons. Founder of anuganizdtlal called GiaLINK. My missiar is 
tolink all people with eachotherand the living earthlsystem wllich swtains 
ow lives. 

I do not speak lor mywlt or fa the people ol Coronado: they are doing an 
excellent jd, of spahing fa themwlves.. 

m 
0 I s&wah to1 all ot the cllil&en ... fa many generatlals tocane... 

I sywah tor Gaia. the living earth. wllich provide IS witllolu entire l ik 
support sy-1 , em.. 

You must be aware that you and yow warship are a target ... and nlahe the 
entar regial a most attractive target 

Tllink of terrorists from a fanatic szct... we saw them in NY 

. Think of Oklahoma City and an angry Alllerican dissident 

TlunA of Chetnobyl and the long term damage ot nuclear tallout.. 

- Tlhr6ol the devastation ol tQrosluma,.. 

We are here in discussion k a o x  lhrrr warsllitr, are not powered by 
cnwnal tdluling internal combustion enenes 

You/ we are messing with the power of the aul  ... over which we have lin~ited 
ca~troi: notwithstandh~g the hi@ degree ol canmitnlent and training ol the 
pmple operating the systems. 

With the trr t  people ~cspnsible, t l ~ e ~ e  is .I &m.sibility ot an accident. 

Nuclear s lup  mahe great potits l a  tlw builders. 

Nuclear war,llps may hz the greatest machopwn toysau clever zpecirs 
has yet invented. Rut the long term risks and prohlenls in tlhr game are too I 
high. I 
I am not Drone to oarancia M xeine enemies ltulunu in everv rhadowed 

A krlMisl attackcould t u r n  the San DiegoITijuatla region into., nuclear 
wasteland fu generations to m e  - it would even mess with the tauist 
trade. 

Altelnatlvely. the residue ol nuclear waste is m e  nlae exanlfle ol mu 
shmtsizhted twlu~do~ical cleverness - wi-nunp. nol a J y  otuszlves, but - - 
our entire lik suppod system: the birds, i l ~ e  fish..lhe hog;. 

We. the citizens. lllve n~husted you and a n p w o e d  you. wtth vau pratd 
Mue w u l a ~ l ~ s .  t o d e h d  11s n~rd ma te  naltolwl senui ty... 

I believe it is time tore.rxanline the wholenotioll 01 national securily..?al 
the lieht of terrorism and the half-lite ol nuclear waste. We need .I Iarfia - 
vision. a longer teml. to frame our nnlcept ol national security. We are 
rruuhng out of other people's back yards ... to dump waste in and the shdl 
do-n't stay put. It leaches out and caltatninates water supplies and the sods 

I reskwct you, y a u  conunilment to your job. and the p 5 t  services of the U.S. 
Navy. Beawae that yolu p u d  Mue caM and lurd earned g d d m  braid will 
not amor yat  against nuclear contamination and lallatt or radi.1tion sichnzrr.. 

Are we willing to trade the shmt tern, image ol national WctuiIy tot nle 
group of humam -north ammicans - fm mias. lalg turn regional 
ilwmuity? 

I implore y m  and all decision mahrrs to re-considn your conmttnlent to 
nuclear warships. partintlady those in this area. 

Most Sincerelv. 



VOLUME 7 CWHOMEPORTINC EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Maw Lyons 

1.80.1 Please refer to responses L.4.44 and 1.37.1 on the subject of terrorists and attacks 
on aircraft carriers in San Diego. 

1.80.2 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 sigruhcant 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 
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CORONADO, CUIWRHIA, TUESDAY, WXOBER 27, 1998 

CAPTAIN DAVE O'BRIEN: Good evening, ladies and 

gentlemen. My name is Captain Dave OfBrien, Conmanding 

Officer of the Naval Air Station at North Island. I'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 thre. 

NIUITZ-Class aircraft carriers to support the U.8. Pacific 

Fleet. 

The purpose of this mvironnntal Impact 

Statement, or EIS, is to analyze the potential impact 

associated with construction and opration of the 

facilities and infrastructure needed to support hole ports 

for three nuclear-powered aircraft carrierm at four naval 

facility concentrations: SanDioqo, 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 818. 

They represent s o w  of the specialized Navy activities 

involved in the project. 8p.akinq tonight will be captain 

Rockland Deal to my right, Commander Naval Air Force, U.8. 

Pacific Fleat. They owrate the aircraft carrier*. A n d  

to his right Ur. John hckett from the Navy Nuclear 

Propulsion Program. They manage the nuclear propulsion 

program. 

Tonight's meeting is being held ae Part of 

I ' 

the process prescribed under the National environmental 

Policy hct, or MEPA. N W A  is our basic charter for 

evaluating potential environment.1 effect. of federal 

actions. Under WEPA, federal agencies, in t h i ~  cane the 

Navy, must prepare an EIS tor any major action that may 

significantly affact the quality of human environment. 

NEPA procedures are designed to make environmental 

info-tion available to public officials and citizens and 

to receive input from officials and citizens betore 

decisions are .ad. or actions are taken. 

The NEPA process for this project was 

initiated in mcembr 1996, and in February 1997 four 

public scoping mwtings were held in Bremerton and 

Everett, Washington; Pearl City, Hawaii; Coronado, 

California. Since then we have been busy preparing the 

Draft EXS. 

On August 28th of this year, the Draft EIS 

was issued for public review. The availability of the 

Draft Ex8 was announcbd in local nawapap.rs. Copies were 

distributed to agencies, organizations, individuals, and 

local libraries for public review. The 75-day public 

revim priod will run through November 12th. 1998. 

The purpose of this public hearing is to 

descrik the proposed actions and altsrnatives. to present 

the results of the enviroruental analyses containad in the 

Draft EIS, and to hear your c-nts about the Draft EIS. 

A total of five hearings just like this one are being held 

in Everett, Bremerton, Washington; Honolulu, Hawaii; and 

4 



San Diego and Coronado, California. 

All oral and vritten comments on the Draft 

els received tonight and throughout the public review 

period will be considerad and respondad to by the ~avy. 

The Draft BIS will then be revised as nmcessary to produce 

a Complete and thorough discussion of the potential 

environmental consequences. m e  revised document which 

vill include responsrs to all con8nts received during the 

couent period will become part of the final EIS. 

Depending on C o M n t s  received and the effort 

needed to address them, the final EIS will be completed in 

early 1999. When completed, the final EIS vill ba 

submitted to the ~eputy Assistant secretary or the Navy 

for Inmtallstions and Facilities as input to the decision 

making process. The document will then be subject to a 

public review period as required under NBPA. After this 

reviav period the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy 

will consider any comments received and will sign a Record 

of Decision vhich will doculent the final decisions and 

will cowlete the NEPA process. This action is expected 

in the spring of 1999. 

Now, let Y explain tho procedures for making 

tonight's meeting productive and ~ ~ 0 t h .  I h o p  that each 

or 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 sIl.lary of the 

propoeed actions and the environmental analysis on the 

other side. If you do not have one you ray get one at the 

5 

break, or if you would like on0 now. please raise your 

hand and we will pass one to you. 

Also, please put your name and address on the 

white sign-ln sheet on the table near the door if you wlsh 

to b. included on the project mailing list. If you are on 

the mailing list you vill be able to receive information 

about the project. 

It you wish to speak during the public 

comment portion of tonight's meeting, I hope you have 

filled out a gray speaker request card, sleo available on 

the table near the dwr. 

Also available on the table are a green 

handout vhich is a fact sheet summarizing the Navy Nuclear 

Propulsion Program, and copies of the Naval Nuclear 50th 

Anniversary brochure. Please help yoursalf to a copy of 

each of these it you wish. 

Finally, if you wish to submit written 

comments and would like to have a handy form on which to 

vrite your comments, please pick up one of the yellow 

comment sheets. you may turn in your vritten comments 

tonight by placing tner in the comment box near the door, 

or you may mail your couents to th- address indicated on 

the back of the couent sheet before November 12. 1 

assure YOU that vritren comments will get the same 

attention as oral couents. 

 he public couent portion of tonight's 

hearing is an opportunity for you to present your comments 

on the Draft Bxs. w 8  are not going to take up your t i n  
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to respond to each comment tonight. ~esporues to your 

comments will be in the final E1s. To ensure that we have 

reported all your comments, a transcript of thie meeting 

will be prepared by our court reporter. 

Now, let's get started. Pirst we will 

describe NIWITZ-class aircraft carriers and the need for 

them to have h o w  ports. Than ws will explain what the 

proposed actions arm and uhy they are being considered. 

Next we will explain ths altunatives that are considered 

in the Draft BIS. Then we will bristly sunarize the 

results of the environmental analyses. m a t  will be 

to1lou.d by a discussion of the nuclear propulsion a s e m  

of NIWITZ-class airoraft carriers. Following the 

presentation, uhich will taks about 40 minutes, wm will 

taka a ten-minute break and then reconvem to receive your 

comments. 

Now, to talk about NIWITZ-class aircraft 

carriers, homeportinq, and the proposmd actions, I would 

like to introduce Captain Rockland Deal from the staff of 

Commander Naval Air Force, U.S. Pacific Flset. 

CAPTAIN ROElWlD DEN.: I choss this photograph of 

one of our carriers at ssa with part of our air Win9 

overhead to point out that this is what the proposed 

actions we are discussing tonight are really all about. 

They are anout the mfficient application of military power 

in support of tho United states1 national interests 

established by the President and Congrsss. 

It is my boss who is responsible for support 

tor all of the aircraft and aircraft carriers in the 

Pacific Fleet. That odds up to 6 aircraft carriers, about 

1600 airplanes, and more than 57,000 people who make it 

a11 work. They are out thers every single day carrying 

out thsir mission somowhere in ths world's largest ocean. 

I represent the popls who fly these 

airplanes and sail these ships, and it'- w e  who need the 

h o w  port facilities that we are talking about tonight. 

In this part of our presentation I'll 

describe NIHITZ-class aircraft carriers, the major Pacific 

Fleet home ports, and some of the principal factors 

crsating ths framework for the decision of where to 

howport aircraft carriers. 

NIWITZ-class aircraft carriers are among the 

largest of the warship. in th. world. They are 1,092 feet 

long by 252 tmet wide on ths flight deck, and 134 feet 

wide at the water line. The flight deck encompasses 4.5 I 

acres. They are also one of the deepest draft nhips in 

the Navy, requiring a h o w  port berth with a 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 

approximtely 6,000 when the air wing is elbarked at sea. 

The aircraft and air wing personnel do not 

rewin on the carrier while it is In home port. The air 

wing is typically bas& at meveral diif-rent Naval Air 

stations. M e n  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 mest the carrier at sea. 

The Pacific Fleet has facilities in many 

locations, but they are concantrated mainly in four 

geographic areas: Washington's Puget Sound in the Pacific 

Northwest; the San Diego area in Southern California; 

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii; and Yokosuka Japan. The naval 

facilities in these areas provide h o w  ports for nearly 

all of the ships in the Pacific Fleet. 

What is a home port? Mch ship in the U.S. 

Navy has h o w  port whsrs it is based when not deployed. 

The crews' families generally live there; maintenance and 

material support &re located there; facilities and quality 

of life infrastructure are provided there. 

The nuclear-pard aircraft carrier operates 

on about a 24-month cycle: may deploy overseas for six 

months; they undergo maintananu in the h0.o port area for 

about six months; and they spnd tho reraining 12 months 

training tor ths next deployment. About four months of 

that training is spent at sea, so you can see that the 

crews gat precious little time in homo port with their 

Camili-s. 

As indicated on this slide, the Navy 

designation for nuclear-powered aircraft carrier is CVN. 

A conventionally-povered aircraft carrhr is Called a CV. 

So when I use ths term *OR1" in this pressntation, I'm 

referring to a nuclear-p0usr.d aircraft carrier. 

Ths Navy*. proposed actions, which are the 

subject of this EIS, are to construct and optrate the 

facilities and infrastructure needed to support home ports 

for three m e .  

n o  of these CVNs will be joining the Pacific 

in 2002 and 2005 to rsplace two older 

conventionally-pawered aircraft carriers, CVs. Eat me 

emphasize that these two CVNs will replace two CVs and 

will not increase the nwber of ships in the Pacific 

Fleet. One of the CVs was dscommisdoned in September of 

this year, and a second CV is scheduled to be 

decommissioned in 2003. 

The third CVN is the one hornported at Naval 

Station Everett. The hrerett home port location is being 

revaluated in order to assess the potential to increase 

efficiency of support infrastructure and maintenance 

capabilities and to enhance quality of life for the crew. 

The decisions on CVH home porta could also 

result in the need to rslocats up to four Past Combat 

support Ships, or AOEs, currently homeported at Puget 

Sound Naval Shipyard if an additional CVN is homeported 

there. 

Docisions on facilities development need to 

be made soon. This is important in order to program 

budgets in time to accouodate 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 facilitias. Two of 

the hole ports ars in the Pacific Northwest area: Puget 



sound Naval Shipyard at Bremerton, Washington, and Naval 

station Everett at Everett, Washington. 

The third designated CVW homeport is in the 

San Diego area at Naval Air Station North Island in 

Coronado, California. 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 EIS. In addition, 

becaUS0 Pearl Harbor ie a vital fleet concentration, it is 

also evaluated in this EIS as a potential CVll home port 

location. 

The Navy deterained specific locations for 

homeporting by examining the four existing ports just 

mentioned to deteraine how well they were capable of 

satisfying the following CVN h o w  port objectives and 

requirements: 

operatiom and training; 

Support Facilities; 

Ilaintenanca Facilities; and 

Quality of life for Navy c r w  and families. 

AS I have stated, three CVNS are presently 

assignad to the Pacific Fleet. On. is currently 

homeported at Breaerton, one is at HorUl Island, and one 

is at Everett. Rlo additional CVNs will be joining the 

Pacific Fleet in coming years, bringing the Pacific Fleet 

total to fiv. CVW. and one CV. The CV based in YokoSUka, 

Japan. The CY based at Yokosuka, Japan is not a topic of 

discussion tonight. 

The XIS analysis assume# at least one m 
will continue to be homeported at Brenrton to comply with 

pr*vious actions undar the Base Realignment and Closure 

process, referred to as BIUC; at least one m will 
continua to LM holaparted at North Island to comply with 

previous BlUC actions; and (3) the remaining three CVNs 

will be homeported within the four alternative locations 

under conwideration: Bremrton, Everett, North Island, 

andlor 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 conmidered. 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 XIS. 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 sea that North Island could have a total of one 

to three CVNe (the currently homeported CVN shown here in 

white, and possibly one or two additional CVNs shown in 

blue). Puget Sound Naval Shipyard could have one or two 

CVN. (the currently homeported CVN and poesibly one 

additional CVN). Everett could have zero or two m e  (the 

currently homeportsd CvN and possibly one additional CVN, 
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or possibly minus the currently homeported CVN). Pearl 

Harbor could either ramain without a CVN or add one CVN. 

Colums one through five represent what we 

call the action altarnatives because they would involve 

the action of facilities construction in order to 

accouodste additional ship. at those location&. In each 

case the column for each alternative totala five CVN.. 

Each altarnativ. also has four AOEs. The 

AOEs are currently homeported at Puget Sound Naval 

Shipyard. Undsr altornativa one, with two CVNs at hlget 

sound Naval Shipyard, the four AOEs would be moved to 

Naval Station Everett. Undsr alternative five, also with 

two CVNs at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, two A O b  would 

remain at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and two would be 

moved to Naval Station Evarott. 

The sixth column is the no-action 

alternative. Not- that oven tha no-action altarnativa has 

fiva M s .  This ia because the propomad action is not to 

decide how many aircraft carriorm we should have in the 

Pacific Fleet; the action ia to decide whether to 

construct tha optimal facilitin and infrastructure to 

support them. Since NWA roquirea that an EIS evaluate a 

no-action alternativa, vo had to detemina wham to 

homeport threo CVNs if no new facilitiaa wera constructed. 

Logic dictated that wa would not mova tha CVNs currently 

honeported in North Island, Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, 

and Naval station werott. The rest of the ~olution was 

to locate one additional CVN at the existing tranlisnt 
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berth at North Imland; locat. on* additional CVN at Puget 

sound Naval Shipyard; and keep the &OEs at Pugst sound 

Naval Shipyard. 

The Navy's preferred alternative i a  

alternative two, which would home port two additional CVNs 

at Naval Air Station North Island and maintain Naval 

Station Everett as a CVN hm. port. The Navy's preference 

for this home port combination is based on North Island's 

accessibility to the sea and the training ranges; Pearl 

Harbor Naval Shipyardts inaccessibility to the training 

ranges and it. lack of facilities to support a carrier air 

wing; and the operational and quality of life advantages 

of the existing cVN home port st Naval Station Everett and 

the assumption that depot maintenance for the CVN can be 

~ucc~s.fully completed vithout a significant adverse 

impact on crow quality of life or maintsnancs schedules 

and costs. 

Now I will dsscribs some of the construction 

naedsd for maxim- developcent at North Island to provide 

home port facilities for a possiblo total of three CVNs. 

To achieve the necessary water depth of 50 feet, 

approximetaly 190,000 cubic yards of dredging would bs 

required. Tho dredging material would ba disposed of at a 

des1gnat.d ocean disposal location spproximataly fiv* 

miles s0uthwe.t of North Island or at another location in 

accordance with parnit conditions. The oxisting pier J/K 

would be demolished and reconstructed to provide required 

CVW berthing. Reconstruction of pier J/K is required to 



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 responsibility. 

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 are!a 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 establimhment of eelgrass 

beds with new enhanced intertidal and subtidal habitat. 

The mitigation site wou~ld 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 concrote wharf would be supported by 

concrete and steel pilos, reinforced concrete pile 

capbeams and the deck .lab. The wharf would provide 

steam, low-pressure con~pressed air, potable water, pure 

water, salt water, oaniltary 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 ferryfflag landing that 

accommodates personnel transportation across San Diego 

bay. Other improvemenlts would include a CVN warehouse, a 

fleet support building, equipment laydown building, and 

lighting. Improvements to the security fence would also 

be needed. 

The Draft EIS analyices the potential 

environmental effects of the six alternatives. The 

analyeis specifically addresses construction and operation 

of associated facilities and any dredging that may be 

required. The study also addresrsed significant issues 

identified during the public scolping process, The 

environmental issues that are addressed in the Draft EIS 

include the 17 issues listed on 'this slide. I vill let 

you read through these and also ]point out transportation 

there includes traffic. Coronad~o 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 

locations for the following issues: Marine biology, 

ground transportation, and general services and utilities. 

This chart summarizes the potent.ially significant impacts 

at each CVN home port location. 

At Naval Air Statia~n North Island, dredging 

and pier replacement, which would cause marine habitat and 

eelgrass habitat removal, would have significant but 

mitigable impacts on marine biol.ogy. These impacts would 

be associated w i t h  alternatives one, two, three and four, 

and would be mitigated by constxmction 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 out 

migration season and from construction of a confind 

disposal facility if needed. These impacts would be 

associated with a11 five of the action alternatives. 

Impact8 on aalwn migration could b. mitigatd by avoiding 

dredging and larin. conmtruction from aid-narch thsough 

mid June. Impact8 from construction of a confined 

disposal facility if neadd potentially could b. 

compensated by construction of a shallow water habitat. 

Also significant unavoidabl. impacts on general services 

and utilities would b. associatad with the no-action 

alternative at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. 

At Naval Station &weft significant but 

mitigable iapacta on marine biology could result from 

dredging and Mrine construction during the salmon 

outmigration season and during the Dungenes8 crab molting 

period. Thsae impacts would b. associated with 

alternatives one, four, and five and could be mitigated by 

avoiding dredging and aarine construction from mid-March 

through mid-June. Under alt.rMtiv0 C O U I  With tW0 CVNS at 

Everett, increasd local commuters would causo a 

significant but mitigable ground transportation impact. 

This impact could b. mitigat& by providing roadway 

improvements and by impl-ntation of a trip reduction 

program. 

At Pear1 Harhr Naval Shipyard, significant 

but mitigablo impacts on ground transportation would occur 

with the homeporting of a CIRI. This impact would be 

associated with alternatives three and five and could be 

mitigated by providing roadway improvements and by 

implementation a trip reduction program. 

Now I would like to introduce ilr. Tom Beckett 

who will discuss the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program. 

m. m M  BecKm: man* you, Captain Deal. 

Good evening. 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 commandera agree 

nuclear paver enhances the capability of an aircraft 

carrier. with high speeds, sumtaind endurance, tactile 

flexibility and aobility aircraft carriers can respond to 

crisis more quickly, arrive on station in higher state of 

readinesm, and stay on station longer wlth less logistic 

support if they are nuclear powered. 

Next slide, pleas*. 

&fore I dismss the results of the 

Environmental Impact StateDant radiological analysis, I 

would like to provide msaa background on the Navy's 

nuclear propulsion program. 

Earlier this year we celebrated our golden 

anniversary. The brochures that Captain O'Brian referred 

to on the side table include some of the many kind words 

we received from the nation's leaders to mark this 

18 



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 Wavy has logged 

approxilatoly 5,000 reactor yoars and 115 billion miles of 

steam safely and Worldwide operations on nuclear pover. 

There has never been a reactor accident in that period nor 

has there been any release of radioactivity that's had a 

significant effect on the public or the environment. 

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 radiological control 

requiremants we conduct environmental wnitoring in 

operational areas including Ssn Di8go. llonitoring 

includes analyses of air, vatu, smdiment and marine 

samples for evidence of radioactivity. Reports on the 

results of theso onvironuntal sampling program. have been 

published openly and annually since the mid-1960s. You 

lay find this report in the Coronado Library. This is the 

current year's report of our mvironmental 8onitorinq 

program. 

There have &on as many as 22 naval nuclear 23 

propulsion plants associatmi with nuclear powered war 24 

ships homeported in San Di8go over the post 40 years. 25 

Independent surveys conducted by the Wlvironmental 26 

Protection Agency and by 0th- gover-nt agencies confirm 27 

the conclusions of the Navy's own environmental monitoring 28 
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program. Operations over this period have had no 

significant affect on the environment. This does not mean 

that radioactivity is not rsleaMd from naval nuclear 

propulsion plants. What it does m a n  is that such 

releases aro infrwent and .la11 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 

shws the live fire shot tested that was conducted in 1987 

on board U.8.8. THBOWRE RWSEVELT. You can see the plume 

of water behind the ship. The Navy intentionally 

detonatmi the equivalent Of over 50,000 pounds Of T.N.T. 

close to the hull. The reactor plant passed with flying 

colors. This should be no aurpriae because each reactor 

plant must ba designed to n e t  the rigors of combat if . 

they are to serve in war ships. In addition, naval 

nucloar plants must be designed to fit within the 

constrained 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 

requirements that result from these operational 

necessities result in reactor plants that are 

exceptionally rugged and resilient. In addition, the 

reactors are simple and small being less than one-fifth 

the size of the typical couercial nuclear power plant. 
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Thus naval reactors' designs enhance paacetimo protection 

of the environwnt and the public under the benign 

conditions existing in a n u r  port vhen the reactors are 

operated at l w  power or ara shut d m .  

Next slide 

I'd like to talk about emergency planning. 

Emergency preparedness is a nonal part of ongoing Navy 

planning and training. The Wavy plans cover a wide range 

of aurgencies tram events such as firu to leas likely 

events such as swarm voather to highly unlikely events 

including radiological ar.rgoncies. 

Radiological ~ r g e n o y  propredness starts 

vith continuous monitoring of radiological work by highly 

motivated and trained individualm to detect any a b n o M l  

condition. It includes detailed procedures thought out in 

advance and tested to deal with ths abnomlity. Because 

of tho conservative design approach wad in naval reactor 

plants and their facilities, the impacts troll radiological 

emergencies vould be localized and not severe. 

Consequently, ourgenoy plans are based on using Navy 

rbsources to deal vith the casualty. Hwever -- and I 
vould like to uphasize this -- the plans do include 
prompt notification of both stat. and looal officials at 

the time of the casualty. Existing state and local 

govorrent plans for ensuring protaction of the public 

during general amergencias such as savue veather are 

sufficient tor protoction from the casualties resulti~ 

from naval reactor plants. 
21 

Next olido, please. 

With that background and exp.rience, let's 

discuss tho Knvironwntal Impact statuont#s radioioglcal 

analysis. 

we porfomed detailed an-lyoee looking at 

potential impacts to air, water, and sediment quality from 

a range of both norul oparations and potential casualty 

nituationa. The analyses cover impacts to humans as well 

a0 to plant and animal life. huther, the analyses are 

conducted using internationally accepted methodology and 

use risk factors d-rived from the international commission 

on radiation protection. The wthodology assumes that the 

risk to a given m&r of tho public is higher than that 

to a facility worker or sailor. This accounts for more 

sensitive populations among tho public such as children 

and the elderly. 

Fatal cancers arm reported, since fatal 

cancer is the cononly accepted wasura of impact from 

radioactivity aYposure. Hwever, tha analyses also cover 

non-fatal cancer. and other health effects including 

genetic defects. 

Next slid.. 

we use several conservative assluptiona in 

conducting the rink analyses from both none1 operations 

and hypothotical accidents. lor sxmple, re assume that 

tho weather conditions oxiot which would maximiza exposure 

to the public, and ve assrue that the radiological forced 

term which is usad is greatly -- is much larger than the 
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source tern actually available in the plants and 

facilities. If theme conservatisu ware removed from the 

analyses, we would tind that the risks are many times 

lower than those that I am about to report. 

lor CUmlative impacts we assume that a11 

nuolear por.red shipe in the ar8a are concentrated in the 

h o n  port location. lor North Island what this mans is 

that we assumed as many as 12 naval reactor plants 

associated with the 10 submmrines and 1 aircraft carrier 

in the area as ths baseline, and then we evaluate it the 

impact ot up to 16 reactor plants associated with 10 

sub.IIrines and 2 CVNs, 3 OIW. for the cu8ulat3vs total. 

Next slide. 

u t  u digress a little bit at this point and 

talk about the potential for shipboard accidents. The 

evaluation of shipboard accidents revemls significant 

details about military capability and War ship design. 

consequently it's di.cussed in a claesified appendix to 

the Bnviromnt.1  pact statement.  his clarsified 

appendix is not rel.a.able to the public but has k e n  

provided to mvironunt.1 Protection Agency headpuarters 

for review. 

What we can state publicly about the .nalysiS 

in the classified appendix is that all inclusions and 

environmental impacts are covered by the discussion of 

facility accidents contained in the unclassified sections 

of the Environuntal 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 deeign of 

the NINITZ-class reactor plant and had provided those to 

tho Nucl-r Rqulatory Cosnission and its advimory 

committee on reactor safeguards for independent review. 

They have both concluded that these plants are eaf.. Each 

review, although net required by law, are part of the 

Navy'e longetanding practics of obtaining independent 

consideration of important elements of nuclear propulsion 

design. 

Next slide. 

N w  finally, here are the results of the 

radiologicel analyses of homeporting carriers at North 

Island. Thr average additional annual risk to a mingle 

m a r  of the population within 50 miles of North Island 

from the cumlative impact of no-1 operations in less 

than one in one billion. And the cumulative risk from 

accident situations, in this case, a facility fire is less 

than one in seven hundred million. 

Next slid., pleaem. 

I provide this elide to provide some 

perspective on thoss risks. You'll not. s o n  other risks 

associated with common sveryday activities in this area. 

This supports our conclueion that the combined impact ot 

operation of carriers in this area is much less than the 

risk associated with everyday life. 

Next slide. 

Pinally, I'd like to show that this slide 

reprsasnts a seal hu inapction, environmental 



inspection of U.S.S. NEVADA in her home port in Maine. I 

use this to illustrate our point that the conclusion from 

the EnvirONental I-ct Statement is that there is no 

significant radiological impact from any of the 

homeporting alternatives. 

I would n w  like to turn the program back 

over to Captain Mal. 

CAPTAIN ROCF.LNID D m :  Before we bagin the public 

couent portion of this hearing, we will take a ten-minute 

break. If you havm't dons so already, this would lu, a 

good t i n  for you to fill out and turn in the mpeaker 

request card or to pick up copies of handouts from the 

table by the door. I a t  u remind you, we have three 

handouts available. The handoutm are color coded blue 

inforution sheets, grun nuolur propulsion fact Sheets, 

and yellw are written c o m n t  foru. In addition, there 

is 4 Naval Nuclear 50th Anniverury brochure that you are 

welcou to take. A11 of these handouts are available on 

the table near the door. During the break we will leave 

up on the projector of the slide to s h w  you where to send 

yout witten comments. 

Please return beck to your seats in ten 

minutes, and we will begin the public comwnt portion of 

the hearing. 

(A recess was taken.) 

CAPTAIN ROCKLWD D W :  A11 right. At this t i u  we 

would like to hear your c o m n t s  on the Draft 61s. YOU 
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need to k n w  the things that we missed and ar-as Cor 

further research for further analysis because we want to 

make the right decision on homeporting these carriers. 

Again, we won't ba responding to questions tonight, as 

frustrating as it u y  be for some of you and for some of 

US here. In order to hear from everyon* and to gather the 

expertise to answer 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 r u m b a r  no homeporting decision has 

been or will b. u d e  until the NEPA process has been 

completed. Your c o w n t s  will ba recorded by our court 

reporter tonight to b.ooms part of the pernnent record, 

part of the public record on the Enviro~ental Impact 

stateunt process. 

Out of courtesy to elected offlclals and 

Coverunt agency representatives speaking on behalf of 

our constituenciss, we will take their c o w n t s  first. We 

would like to hear from Coronado resident- next and other 

individuals. If you wish to speak and have not yet turned 

in a gray spaaker reqwst card, please do so now. If you 

need a speaker reguest card, please hold up your hand and 

someone will bring on. to you. After we have gone through 

all tho cards provided to us, we will ask if anyone else 

wishes to speak and allow t h u  the opportunity to do so. 

When your name is called pleas. step to the 

podium, .tat- your n a r  and apll your name for the court 
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r epor t e r .  I w i l l  also iden t i fy  the  next speaker i n  

advanco s o  t h a t  he o r  she  can love  t o  the  f r o n t  of t h e  

room and be raedy t o  follow t h e  current  speaker. Have 

courtesy t o  o there  t h a t  would l i k e  t o  speak. We request  

t h a t  You l i m i t  Your c-ts t o  th ree  minutss. W e  w i l l  

use t h i e  red l i g h t  on t h e  t a b l e  t o  s ignal  when it is time 

t o  c l o s e  your c o a e n t s .  When you havo 30 seconds 

remaining, t h e  red l i g h t  w i l l  t u rn  on. When your th ree  

minutes has ended, t h e  r ed  l i g h t  w i l l  turn  o f f .  That w i l l  

be your s ignal  t o  close your comments so  t h e  next parson 

m y  s p a k .  I f  your comments u n n o t  be condonsd t o  th ree  

minute-, we encourage you t o  submit the8 i n  writ ing.  

Again, 111 s u r e  you have comments, and we have people 

wai t ing  t o  anrver thoroughly. 

I n  t h e  event  y+ have comunts you wish to 

e n t e r  a f t e r  tonight,. meeting y w  m y  W h i t  that i n  

wri t ing  by mail ing t h e m  t o  w. The addreem is pu t  up 

again, and it's on the yell- s h n t ,  that i n f o ~ t i o n  

sheet .  You m y  use t h e  yellow COmMnt M e e t  w e  have 

p r o v i d d  f o r  that purpon or any other  s t a t i o ~ r y  +at you 

want t o  use. W e  can accept m i t t e n  w . ~ n t s  -0uqh 

NOV~.IYF 12, 1998. Md again, tho  address is on t h e  

yellow and t h e  green handouts. 

NOT we are ready t o  begin t o  hear your 

comments on t h e  Draft  Environmntal Impact s ta teMmt.  

The f i r s t  parson t o  spaak tonight  w i l l  b. 

congrsssmn Bob l i l n e r  and D r .  Edward s i q e l  w i l l  be next. 

Congressman Pilner.  
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WHGRlWSlUW BDB PILnOl: Thank you. Good evening. 

My n a u  is Bob Pi lner ,  end I represent t h e  50th 

Congressional District, san Diego County and appreciate 

t h e  m e t i n g  today. 

I want t o  make C-nts on, one, t h e  process 

t h a t  is baing handled,here, and second, substance of the  

Draft Bnvironnnta l  Impact statement. 

P i r s t ,  on tho process, I d i d  expresn t o  you 

e a r l i e r  today I th ink a very g rea t  f r u s t r a t i o n  and 

d i s t r e s s  t h a t  t h i s  kind of Met ing  is not  a dialogue; t h a t  

is, people want t o  have answers; they want t o  have 

diseuseion. Thio is a most important i s s u r  f o r  people's 

futures.  There ought t o  be some dialogue and not  jus t  

wr i t ten  answers four o r  f i v e  months l a t e r  and nobody can 

read them or discuss  the8. As I t o l d  you t h i e  afternoon, 

Captain, I would o f f e r  my good s e ~ i c e s  t o  have a 

c o n u n i t y  m u t i n g  anywhere i n  t h e  county where the re  can 

be t h i s  g ive  and take,  and I w i l l  m k e  t h a t  i n  writ ing and 

h o p  t h a t  you can and other Navy o f f i c i a l s  be there  f o r  a 

r e a l  discussion.  

Second, i n  s o n  degrees this whole process 

t h a t  you a r e  doing is somewhat of a charade. I th ink 

p o p l e  e x p c t  when the re  is an Env i ronun ta l  Impact 

State8ent done someone is going t o  review it and c e r t i f y  

it. That.. what happns  with pr ivata  p ro jec t s  and most 

goverrunnt agencies. I hope -- 1 th ink people should 

und-retand t h a t  with mi l i tary  utters t h e  Environmental 

Impact Statement is se l f - ce r t i f i ed .  Aa you sa id ,  no 



is a breach or the reactor core. 

Lastly the DEIS does not consider current or 

new information, dose not consider findings of recent 

G.A.O. repott M a t  found that nuclear propulsion carriers 

were 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.O. 

I appreciat.'thr time tonight. 

decision in made. Nobody can overrule you either. There 

is no higher body to review thie impact stateunt 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 .ake -- 
and I'm going to be introducing legislation in tho next 

congress that says the military ought to be subject to the 

m a w  certification processee that as the civilian. are for 

their projects. 

U t  u make a couple of quick statements on 

the substance. N h r  one, the Draft Environaental Impact 

Statennt from my reading does not contain full 

information necessary for the public to make en intoned 

decision. There is denial of any accident record, for 

example, or e~rqency response plans that we can see 

there. 

several consultants that have bean hired by 

the City of Coronado and others have testified that the 

information is in there where itls skimpy and does not 

allow for an independent discussion or analymim Of the 

information. 

Second, the DEIS did not respond to issue* 

raieed by the community in the .coping process. I think 

you understand that the scopinq process where our concerns 

could be fully expressed. The Navy rejected most of those 

issues ra1s.a by M e  community including the environmental 

justicm concerns of some communities. Nor did the N a W  

include any analysis of the real worst case accident that 

29 

DR. EDWARD SIECEL: Yes. I'm metallurgist. I'd 

like to respond to Mr. Beckett'e co-nte about re-ilient 

number one, rugged number two, and three, simple. I'm s 

graduate of (inaudible) whistle blower. (inaudible) Artel 

that P.S.A. (inaudible). After that incident (inaudible) 

agencies fired missile blower. After that (inaudible) 

sorbustion befor. it was (inaudible). I worked on 

INCO-182. (inaudible) weld alloy. 

I want to eay something up front. I 

undentand you gentlemen are not brave enough -- 1'1 not 

trying to insult you -- to go down in nuclear submarine. 
People who go down in nuclear eubrarinee (inaudible) are 

brave. But they are jockeys. I'm like the veterinarian. 

I can't teach you metallurgy. I'll talk s little more 

tomorrow night. 

-rittluent of alloys (inaudible). 

(inaudible) is like osteoporoeis. So getting back to nr. 

Beckettls conents, resilience to what? Not to shock. 
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Not to mechanical shock. Not to t i n  and temperature. 

Just quickly (inaudible). 

Number two, rugged. Not to shock in any way 

N-r throe. simpls, in no way. 

To matallurgy of nuclear reactors alloys is 

very, very, very complicatsd. 

So to concluds vhat I would like to say, 

there has b8sn one major nuclear aceidsnt which I will 

pass around, I would just like these back. I'm intsrssta 

in what ths Navy's c o m n t  is about thm PWERAUD. French 

nuclear suburine captain and n i m  c r w  -rs ki1l.d 

llarch 30th. '94. That's an INCO-182 ewlosion. I worked 

on many of these. 

TO Concluds at the mama tin, statemant and 

make it very briefly. utls talk about over aging and 

embritthnnt (imudibls). (inaudibla) This is an SAIC 

fan that they gavs out at ths Wiruar Air Shw. Ovsragin 

embrittlemmnt (inaudible) era ganuic. See h w  ths blue 

is peeling away. That's the rsaaon you and I don't look 

as good as we did 30 yurs ago. w e r  aging n a m  

accelerating. 

Your cores are not lasting mors than 20 to 2 

years. m s y  should have 1ast.d 50. Ths reason is over 

aging. It is gsnsric and 8nduic. My worry isn't as muc 

as the s ~ m n r s  as itla with your whole suburinss hers. 

monk you for your tin. 

BETSY GILL.: Thm late 1900s upper echslon Navy 
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officials dsc1d.d to convert San D i q o  into a megaport 

concsntrating Usst Coast naval activitias in san Di.90 

County. North Island being a main component would 

homeport thrss to four nuclear carriars plus Lw the mite 

of a multituds of hazardous waste storage and maintenance 

facilitiss. Am you stat&, by law a change of that 

magnituds requires an Xnviromental Impact statement. TO 

prevent North I.landfs c1oae.t nsighbor Coronado from 

understanding the magnituda of the impact, the Navy 

officials devimed a stratagy to undustand the negative 

impacts on Coronado. 'Ih. Wavy preparsd two massive 

Enviromental Impact stat8multa, in my opinion, the 

purpose bdng to u s k  the impacts and to justify a 

decision prsviously mads. To avoid responsibility for the 

diminished quality of life in Coronado, the two impact 

reports concluded that North Island*. major expansion 

uuasd no significant change in Coronado's traffic, air 

qumlity, noiss, nor any incr*as.d risk to health. 

our City Council has finally hired 

indep.ndent experts to review this amcond BIS. Our jaued 

straets, particularly the northsast quadrant, our poor air 

quality and increaa.d noin levels considered 

insignificant in your report do 1nda.d have negative 

impacts on our quality of life. 

N w  ars m going to givs any credibility to 

your health risk analysis when your traffic analysis was 

H.1.8 

so grosaly incorrsctf 

Waving observed the whole Navy disclosure and H I 9  4 . .  
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public process sincs 1993, the sntire process, tha 

Environmental Impact Statements, the comment periods, the 

public hearings. ThIs must h. my fifth on*, thr promises 

to answer questioM, I'm sorry gentleman, they just appear 

to me a joke and sham. Ths failurs of honest discloaurs 

and the evasion of the facts during the past five years 

have caused many Coronado citizsns, wrtainly myself, to 

disbelieve and distrust Navy statements and findings. It 

is unworthy of a Navy institution previously held in 

high regard to pass the risk and the burden of its 

activities on th. citizen# of surrounaing conunitis=. 

Without even an ecknovladqnnt of the negativs impacts. I 

am not blaming you, but sourh.re slow ths chain of 

couand mayh high up nobody rsally lwksd at Coronado and 

undsrstood how this expansion would sffact our community. 

Thank you. 

CIIL BRYDES: Thank you, Captain Deal, captain 

O'Brien an6 ilr. B80ket.t. 1'11 contins my c o m n t s  

primrily to traffic, cumulative Impacts and also a 

proposed alternative. 

In tablm 3.9-1 of this docwont, I want to 

point out a couple of things about this chart. First of 

all, the Coronado bridge is identifie6 as s frosway, and 

it is said that this is froa the Coronado general plan. 

m i s  is not a fact. The Coronado gsnsral plan identifiss 

ths coronado bri- as a principal arterial. I 'd  also 

liks to point out ths nurkr of daily traffic v o l w  

66,000. Plsase note that thim is 1993 data, and it's out 

of date. Thio is the traffic flow map for the San Diego 

Ass..mlation of Governa-ntm, and ws ara interested in this 

transportation corridor right herb. You'll note that it 

is the most impacted local strest and road in all of San 

Diego County. It carries over 75,000 vehicles a day. And 

thoss vehiclms ingrsss and egrems onto Coronado 

rmsidential street-. You'll notice that the impact is 

even greater than it is on Harbor Drive. Harbor Drive 

only carr1.S 70,000 whicles a day, and that's not in 

front of remldences. This 1s an exiating condition. 

Ths data that's put forward in this EIS is 

1993 data. 1t.s approximately there. It'. the average 

sevenday a week numhr. Uhsre 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 

priods is lave1 of marvice X and F. You can sae betwean 

5 and P a.m. 3rd street is the sost i.pacted. And in the 

aftarnoons it*. 4th Street that's the w s t  impacted. 

With regard to the cumulative analysis the 

project area is identified here at Naval Station -- Naval 
Air station North Island. Ths cumulative projects that 

war. identirid srs all around tho bay, and I would think 

that these projrts might b. appropriate to do a 

cumulativs ahalysis perhaps tor NTC or for Point Lola, but 

you'll notics ths tran.portation corridor that ssrvas this 

project right here, there are no projocta. There is 

AHl.10 

~.1.11 
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nothing cumulative in thin transportation corridor. not 

one project. And off tho top of my hood, I could n a m  at 

least five of tha. I'll put tha on hare so you can take 

a loo*. 

First of all, tho i-ct study for ruoval of 

the to115 On the COrOMdO bridge. We have got the 

Glorietta Bay untmr plan. W. havr got the Hotel D.1 

master plan. You have got the caing of the convention 

center expansion and possibly a ballpark. M at the 

Naval Amphibious Base coronado you have cumulative 

projects that havo occurrmi over the last fivo year. and 

will occur into the future. Those are a11 past, presont 

and reawnably future projects that wo can enpact. Hone 

of which have h e n  1dentifi.d under the cluulative i w c t  

analysis ~JI this docwnt. M I think that's a failuro. 

Now, with regard to the alternatives that 

were consider& in the donuent, a11 of the alternatives 

were comparod to tho no action alternative, which puts two 

carriers at North Island, two at Pugot Sound, on0 at 

Evuatt and none at Pearl Harbor. But ..ow the other 
alteratives that w r e  snalysmi, thare ware no two carrior 

alternatives that were viable for N.A.S. North Inland, and 

the raaaon the no-action altarnativa was flamd i m  beausa 

of utilitien and general servicem at Pugot Sound. 

However, if you colbine the actions from six and five, 

what you cou up with im anothor alternativo which 

provides a viable two carrier alternatlv* to #AS North 

Island, and that would b. to put two M Z s  at PUWt Sound 

and two at Everett. This is an alternative that wasn't 

conmid.rod, and thoro w.onlt a two-carrier viable 

alternative considered in this document. 

With r-rd to comt, the proposed alternative 

costs less than the navy's preferred alternative, which is 

this one, alternativo two. So I would like to compare the 

proposed alternative with the Navy's preferred 

altornativo. Nhat you have is a cost maviws of 

approxintely $63 million which might be used to fund a 

bridge approach improvount for tho City of Coronado. The 

proponmi~alternative nets the operational objectives, and 

not only dm. it not incroaao the environmental impacts, 

but actually would ruove so" of tho environmental 

impacts on this couunity. 

In closinq what I would like to say is, I 

have heard that this is a rubber s t a w d  decision on the 

part of the Navy. And I would like to encourage, since 

there has b.mn probably a million dollars spent on this 

EIS, and what wo find i. the data is out of date, it's not 

factual, there io no cumulative analysis of the 

transportation impacts, and thero is a viablo two-carrier 

altunative that hasn't h e n  explor-. I would like to 

wurag. thm Navy 1oader.hip a. -11 a. our conqr-sdonal 

representative. not to allow this donurnt to ha rubber 

st-. I urge a lwk, a serious l w k  at a vlable 

two-carrier alternativo for HAS North Island, and I would 

encourage the coat savings that arb realizmi to be 

reinvest& in this co8munity as mitigation for the 



cumulative impacts of traffic on this sull residential K1.13 

community. I 2 
It's t i n  that the Idoral Govsrunt steps 

3 
up to the plat. and takes financial responsibility for the 

4 

impacts that it's brought. 
5 

Thank you for your tin. 
6 

IURK ETHAN SIIITN: IIY nau ia nark Ethan Smith. 

That's W-a-r-k, E-t-h-a-n, S-m-i-t-h. I'm an sight-yur 

resident of COPOnadO end a Candidate for tho Coronado City 

Council. I o p w e  this umulsion of tha Waw's program 

due to thm .any adverse impacts on Coronado and also to 

the high probability of a urioua nuclonr accident duo to 

h u n  error. It takas top plulity popls to run nuclear 

reactors aafmly, and the Navycannot n e t  its racruiting 

goals for top quality people. This isn't the old problu 

of trying to compte with hiqhu paying private industry. 

Duo to tho decliru in our country's aduutional quality 

over the last f w  generations, private industry cannot 

meet its recruiting goals and has to import foreigners. 

I would like to know exactly where and how 

tho Navy thinks it can find tho pusonnsl to oparate theso 

reactors safely. 

Thank you. 

25 
IRVING RBFXIN: ny nama is Irvinq Refkin. I H.1.15 26 

R-.-f-k-i-n. I'm a resident of coronado and have h e n  for 1 27 
18 years. 

I wouldn't havo brought my children here, my 

wife hum 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,  'Not in my 

backyard; defend tho country but do it from someplace 

else*; and you un't do it. You have got to have a fleet 

hor. in 0rd.r to prot-ct this ar.0. I think that the Navy 

is doinq a fine job in the way it's handing nuclear 

raactors, in handling the nucloar ships. We go there. We 

go around there. I feel safe. And I think the rest of 

the coronadoan. feel safe as wsll or we wouldn't br living 

here. 

Thank you. 

LLlUlY B a o m :  My n a n  is Larry Brwn, 8-r-0-w-n. 

Gantlewn, the City Council sent you -- sent 
tho Navy a lettu d a m  iobruary 5th. 1997 which contained 

c o m n t s  on scopinq the E1s for homeporting W e  in 

Coronado. It warn a cornprohensive rocitation of the 

clty's -- tho c-unityls leqitimts conoorns, and we had 

hoped that Navy dmcision makers would take that into full 

account in drafting the EIS. sad to say that was a false 

hops. This Draft E18 in many respcts follows the 

patterns of the previous EIS for homoporting tho STENNIB. 

1ndo.d it oftsn quotes it verbatim, even though it's two 

years old, and it.. incornplot., urel*sm and inmensitive 

mind set in important aspacts of impact analysis. 

espedally in ragard to traffic impact and disregard of 



cwulativo impact0 particularly in incessantly ignoring 

the involvmnt of multiplo CV. and 0th.r naval air 

ntation activitioo. This trivialiration of camunity 

concerns 1s disturbing. We donrvo bettor. 

I b8llovo that I'm a member of the majority 

of Coronado citizonm that support tho misoion and the 

presence of North Ialend and othor Navy activities in 

Coronado to includo tho accoptanco of CVN houporting 

hero. I underatand tho oprational and logiotic 

conniderationm that u k o  Coronado a proforred h o u  port 

for t h o u  ships. That m a n  majority, howover, bsliovos 

that ~ a v y  officialm and tho float c w n d  and that tho 

Navy departunt lovolo' comorno n o d  to change the way 

they think about rocogniaing the oovoroly advormo 

secondary offocto of Navy activitioo In Coronado and 

accapting Navy rooponoibility for roaaonable mitigation. 

You have a cham0 to do this in tho EIS, in this EIS, but 

the draft qivoo ua scant confidomo. 

ThanX you. 

EARL CULAluN: Good evoning. Ny n m  is Earl 

Callahan. I livo in Coronado about three bloskm outmid0 

of North Island fonco. 

Tho E18 indicetmo tho Navy has not had any 

radiation accidonta and urro or loom ammumom it will novor 

havo any accidents. Nothing is prfect, and thoro are 

reports the nuclear Navy has had Navy nucloar accidonto, 

radiation accidents. Tho Navy has told us at the pravioua 

meoting. horn that the public will not be informed of all 

radiation and chemical accidents here at North Island. We 

therefor. nood in Coronado. outside the Navy fence 

radiation and chemical monitors. We also need an alarm 

system aimilar to th* mirens at civilian nuclear plants. 

We do not want to ba dependent upon the Navy to inform us. 

Thor. 10 no way tho romldsnts could b. informed 

inediatoly without an alarm system or monitoring system 

of thair o m .  Inadinto action may be necessary among the 

public at some t i u  to r a w  lives. Perhaps tho Navy 

should provide the00 monitoring systems. 

m a n k  you. 

JOSEPH W V E R :  I am Joe Waavar. I live in 

Coronado. 

I do not think tho homeporting of carriers to 

tho dofenso of this country should b. decided by civilians 

ot a srsll group like thim. This should b. decided by 

C.N.O. and the people there what is best for tho defense 

of our country. Not tor tho convonionco of people hero. 

Thoy talk about three homeportad carriera. 

I waa horo during World war 11, and a11 

around North Island there Vera piers and the carriera. 

Thero wor. much mor. pop10 then, but of course we were 

fighting a war. I preferred not to fight that var, have 

our carrims dioparsod and placed uhero they are beat 

strategically n w  and not for tho convenience of the 

poplo here. 



Wa talk about the dangu'a. Evaryone her* 

took a greater risk just driving to this place than you 

have e risk from any nuclear radiation accident from these 

carriers. It is practically nil. That ie not a big 

problu. mare will b. an impact, but va have had three 

carriers baaed here a11 along. RIees carriers are not 

that much w e  than va have always had. But we have 

poured in w r e  hotels and ewrythinq alee, and we have put 

up a bridgm, and people can put t w  people in a car and 

they crowd our town. Try to go from OM aide of the tam 

across Orange. Not Navy traffic coming to work at ten 

o,clock in the morning. These are the touriata and people 

from across the way. what 8hould be dona here is to let a 

C.N.O. and his staff do what is beat for our country. And 

if you are so scar& of youi carriers, you have an option. 

You can mova. 

Wa do not have on option about dafendinq this 

country. We hnve to do the beet wa can. wa do not wont 

to go back to foeail fuele. They do not have tha 

endurance that a carrier has. m t f s  M a e  the carrier 

where the C.N.O. says is bet. 

msnk you. 

NED FLOYD: Oood evening, gentlenn. I M Ned 

1 
H.1.19 24 

Ployd, P-l-0-y-d. 25 

This citizen is in favor of letting the Navy 26 

determin* the b e t  location for its nuclear aarriera. If 27 

its Coronado, I would b. proud of that. There are two 28 
41 

reasons for my thinking. First the Preamble of the 

conetitution provides that Congress and the Government 

ahall provide a d.fsrue for the country and then to 

prowte the well-being of the pople. They had their 

priorities straight. The m e  reprasent a marked 

enhancament in capabilitlea to protect us. And they do 

protect. Am a quantum physicist, not a nuclaar physicist, 

I have full confldence in the ability of the Navy crews tc 

continue to operate nuclear plants without incidents. Tha 

liocond pint is that the crews on these ships are our 

protactors. 

I invita those that have views that differ 

from mine to phase eupport these crwa in their 

colritrnnt and honor and aid them and welcoma them to 

Coronado. 

Thank you. 

UIaiAeL DEDINA; I'm lichasl Dedina, Il-i-c-h-a-e-1, 

D-e-d-i-n-a. 

I have to agree with Congressman Pilner that 

it would be -- h a w  been b u t  if you had an interactive 
eaaaion *are we wuld have -- I don't h o v  if you 

gantlann are engineers, but to answer the questions about 

what's on our mind. her., which is the nuclear power 

plants on the carriers. 

I*= going to ask you some questions. I H.1.21 

not a nuclear physicist. Don't knw too much about it. 

But let me ask you a f.r things and hopefully some answers I 
4 2  



v i l l  ba fo r thcming  i n  fu ture  maetinqa vhich w i l l  be 

in terac ted .  

What emissions a x i s t  on an ongoing basis from 

nuclear p w e r  p l a n t s  on t h e  c a r r i e r s ?  I don't even k n w  

i f  t he re  a r e  any. 

Is there auch a th ing that every day. gee, 

it's j u s t  a small l eve l ,  i f  it's okay? 

what l e v e l s  of p a r t i ~ l a t m s  -- and I assume I 

am using t h e  r i g h t  vord when I say pa r t i cu la t e s  -- what 

l eve l s  of p r t i m l a t s s  u i s s i o n s  ara coruldered normal? 

what l e v e l s  of p s r t i c u l a t a s  a r e  considered 

s u f f i c i e n t l y  high t o  t r igge r  an a l e r t  t o  t h e  public? 

m a t  has been dona t o  keep nuclear emissions 

from spreading to t h e  c o u u n i t y  i n  case  of a ,  Cad forbid. 

Pearl  Harbor type ue rgency  Men  our  ships  -- it happned 

t o  us tmfore, you knv, and ~ u r d  hop* it nevar h a p p r u  

again: but i f  it d w s ,  tha  sh ips  w i l l  be here. I f  they do 

we have t o  coneider t h e  l ive- of tho people who l i v e  vhera 

I l i v e  i n  Imperial ~ e a c h ,  fo lks  i n  National City, Chula 

Vista, Tijuana, san Diego and s o  fo r th .  

What v i l l  happan t o  t h e  population i f .  God 

forbid,  t h a t  should happon? 

And, you know, wars do happan. If the re  

weren't such a case,  you f e l l w a  vouldn't hava a job. 

Thank you v u y  much. 

PRED U)RBNZBI: Ny n a u  is Rr-3 LorenZen. 

L-0-r-e-n-E-8-n. Coronado res ident .  

I have a number of questions first, which I 

must represent  conc*rns t h a t  I have. 

I don't underatend vhy t h e  N a y  vhen it f i r s t  

proposed t h e  f i r s t  OIW nuclear c a r r i e r  vhy a t  t h a t  time 

d idn ' t  they indicate  t h a t  they were going t o  request  t h ree  

nuclear c a r r i e r s  a l l  together? 

And one question, vhen a c a r r i e r  -- vhen a 

cvn 18 i n  por t  a t  a ber th ,  a r e  t h e  nuclear r eac to r s  

operating a t  t h e  time? 

Is vater  used f o r  cooling t h e  r eac to r s  taken 

fro. t h e  bay and discharged i n t o  t h e  bay? 

of t h e  four proposed CVN locat ions  and t h e  

proposed a l t e rna t ives  f o r  each one, why is North Is land 

being s ingled ou t  f o r  th ree  CVHs and po ten t i a l ly  fever 

CVHs a t  o ther  s i t e s ?  I t  doesn' t  sau f a i r .  

It thrme CVNm are apprcvE4 f o r  North Is land,  

what proportion of t h e  CVH f l e e t  vould need t o  complete 

t h e  Navy f l e e t  v i l l  be based a t  North Island; t h a t  is, how 

many CWr a r m  thm. i n  existence? 

I t  has been estimated t h a t  one -- t h a t  t h e  

nuclear r eac to r s  of one NH a r e  equivalent t o  tvo  nuclear 

power plants.  It wa have th ree  NHs a t  North Island,  t h a t  

could be t h e  equivalant t o  s i x  nuclear power p lants .  Then 

add t h e  s i x  submarines across  t h e  bay, and each on* is 

equivalent t o  a nuclear pover p lant ;  we have t h e  

mquivalent of about 12 nuclear powor plant. i n  t h e  bay 

area. 

Th* sad cou.ntary  of t h i s  whoh nuclear mess 



in that San Diego, and eepcially Coronado, is the big 

di.appointment in tho California Inviro-ntal Protection 

Agency decision to grant a pornit tor the Navy to 

construct and oprate a toxic waste treatnnt plant. This 

*"it was just issued a couplo of month. ago by the 

agency in California that's supposed to protect us and 

protect M e  environunt. 

Thls eluentary school whera rs are meting 

tonight ie locatad within about ons mile of the cVW barth 

is, and more importantly, within about one mile of the 

toxic wamte t r u W  plant. 

R..elblu that the law states for vritten 

couente responding to today's proposal Bhould ba 

postmarked Nov- 12th. 

monk you. 

GINNA McWNNOUOH: Good evening. I'm a resident 

and business amer here in Coronado. 

pirst of a n  I would juet like to rostate one 

thlng that Congressman Pilnu said b.slluaa I think it's 

important to note that the general accounting office, the 

government's am mport of congrus of August 1996 

states -- you guys can read it if you want -- that there 
is no military advantage to nuclear p w u d  carrisrs over 

conventioml carriers. &ui they oprate at a cost of .ore 

than $8 billion. 

So to w I don't really understand what thS 

advantage is in any respect to any of these thing.. 

one of the things you showed up here was that 

we would k promptly notified of any accidents. Igd like 

to know h w  prompt prompt notification is. There was a 

releame of radioactive steam up in Br-rton a month back 

and the public wasn't notified for 15 hours after the 

release. Too late to really do anything to detect 

afterwards, so the damge is already done, and the public 

was notified lats. 

why is it that accidents on board ships have 

been claaeified information. Wo have really nothing to go 

on. We don't oven k n w  how many accidents there have ever 

been on board a ship bacauso that's classified 

information. I want to know. I don't know why that 

should ba c1assiri.d. espcially if it is sorething that 

is going to affect us. 

three years in opposition to this, and as far as I'm 

concernad, this process has just k e n  fraught with 

deception and 110s on the part of the Navy. 

111. originally 818 was only scoped for one 

carrier even though I'm convinced that the Navy knew all 

along that thoy wantsd to bring three here ultimately. 

But we were -- the original impact reports, one lady 
statad h w  itla band on inforution that is not even -- 
it doesn't even apply anpore. 

1.1 sorry. I was making notes while 

everything was going on. 

I know you're eXpriencing a lot of my 

PNStration. I'vs been involved in this probably the last 

H.1.30 



and marine biology in this area. Hell, there i. a lot of 

hlusn beings that live here too. It is not just the sea 

lions in the bay. mere is a lot of poople who are goinq 

to be dramatically affected by what you do. 

The traffic in this t a m  is outrageous. And 

you can't tell u by bringing two more, three lore ~ y b a  

carriers here that the traffic is not going to get worse. 

And contrary to what some gentluan said about the 

tourists, it is not the tourists. mere im a traffic 

problem in this town. It is the Navy. You are doing 

nothinq to help us alleviate this. Thars is an i t a  on 

our ballot in N0vub.r that is a citirenla advisory vote 

about a tunnel to be built. N w ,  as far as I'm concerned, 

it ir the Wavy's traffic problem; tha Navy should be 

helping Coronado deal with it. 

And that 1111 talk .or* about the health 

effects tomorrow, and because I am and owrate a health 

fwd store in this tom, so I hear and know a lot of risk9 

and sicknesses and stuff. ut's see. 

A l w  we Wers told originally. at least it was 

my understanding, there would b. no shipbuilding and 

repair work to go in hers. Hell, apparently NASSCO has 

just been sold to General Dynemics, and I understand 

NASSCO has put in a bid to do shipbuilding repair. 

We saw a plan that was in the administrative 

h1.0 I -- sour of those things ware a little 
hard for me to read, your transparencies, but you stated 

that the only environmental impact would be on marine life 

reoord that shoved a dry dock being built on North Island. 

Is that happening or not? Is this true? 

And I want to k n w  if that is qoing to be 

there because that meana who knows what other carriers are 

going to come from someplace else to be built and repaired 

here too. That is something that m y  ba here in the 

future, but is it going to affect us as well? 

Also as far as the mixed waste storage 

facility, about three years ago, very nice captain, 

captain Chaaberlain was in charge of thin project -- he is 
retired nov, raybe he couldn't stand the heat, I don't 

know -- but anyvay, he was giving us a little spiel about 
everything was goinq to be stored and treated there, and 

it was a huge facility; and I asked him at that time. 

well, if it,. 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 qoing to be booties, tools, some 

contaminated equipment. not too big. And I said, well, if 

that's true, why do you need such a big facility? What's 

to stop other pople or outlets from storing their waste 

and radioactive waste? He told me at that time, these are 

his exact words, *mat will never happen." Well, if -- we 
COM to find out, no, there is possibly 38 other 

facilitiss that are going to be storing their toxic 

radioactive and hazardous waste on North Island. A11 that 

is coring to our t o m  by truck. 

H.1.32 1 

2 

3 

1s this true or not? H.l.3: 

I guess the problem with me is I feel like we 

4 8  



have really been deceived through thio whole process, that 

you have not been straight forward from the beginning. It 

would be in your be& interest to tell us the truth, from 

the beginning tell us the truth. You wouldnjt have this 

kind of problem. You wouldn't have citizens that are 

frustrated and angry and upset because we feel like our 

own government, oh, ~urprise, surprise, is lying to us. 

Anyway, you're asking us to accept more 

traffic, more pollution, more hazardous waste, more harm 

to our tuture 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. 

three years as the previou~ speaker said. There have been 

open forums, the naval reactor's office, Rich Geeto 

(phonetic) has Peen here, has spent hours answering 

questions after giving a introduction. It has always hurt 

me that my next door neighbor stood up and told him, well, 

you can say anythlng you want to, but we are not going to 

believe what you say. I think you just heard that from 

the previous speaker. 

I bdmire the fact that you naval officers and 

rep~esentatives can be there and take all this baloney. 

I also live on 1st Street and three blocks 

from the carrier pier. So I experience what has also been 

talked about here as the traffic. From the list of things 

that are in the Environmental Impact Stateaent, I do not 

see that the effect on our community ot the shipyard 

workers being here. Now even though they are only here 

for six months out of two yeare for one ship, I'm sure 

there will be ocher things that will qo on. When we get 

the three ships hers 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. nayor 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. 

BUD POSTER: My name is Bud Poster. I'm a Coronsdo 

resident. 

You can probably tell I'm a retired Navy 

captain. You m y  not know that I operated, supervised, 

repaired the Navy nuclear ships from 1959 to 1983, so 1'. 

quite experienced. I also did training at Bsttis, and I 

know that their job was not to whietle blow and make light 

of all the investments. That lab was very important to 

the Navy nuclear powers, and personally it hurts me to 

have someone who should have a striped shirt and be on a 

football field up here being proud of some other things. 

Because I do admire the enthusiasm of the 

people, but bacauae of my mxpari.noe I would like to 

express my disappointment that this has M e n  going on 
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SALLY FINCH: MY name is sally Pinch. I'm a 

reeident of coronado. 

I'm epeakinq tonight not bCcauss I am opposed 

to another nuclear carrier on Coronado. The Navy has been 

a qoad neighbor, and they have an excellent oafsty record 

for their nuclear carriers. 

I 0. spoaking tonight beoause the Navy has 

completely and utterly failed to deal with the traffic 

consequences of another carrier in Coronado. Coronado is 

a city of only 25,000 people. 1t is a very small 

cornunity with only local roads. You ar. talking about a 

carrier that has a home port crew of over 3,000 people. 

And to say that 1,000 additional people living in Coronado 

are not going to impact the trattlc situation here, Which 

is already obscene, greatly impacted, is prepaeterous to 

me. I don't know how the E.I.R. can describe the traffic 

impacts or thls proposal as inelqnlticant. 

If the Navy wants to move ahead with thia 

projeqt, they need to come up with some mitigation 

measures to deal with the traffic problems. 

Thank you. 

mitigating the lo== of eelqrass; however, it has its own 

environmental impact that<= caueed a loss of about a halt 

a mile of intertidal habitat along the shoreline. About 

30 feet wide by half a mile long. This habitat is 

important tor 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 is significantly less than it is in the areas on 

both sides ot the mitigation habitat just as you would 

expect from looking 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 Ieland doesn't look very 

attractive, that's almoet the beet we have in the north 

part ot 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 tc 

degrade or sliminate m o r e  intertidal habitat or eelgrass 

habitat. This is a violation of the Clean Hater Act. I 

don't know how you got away with it the first tine, and I 

certainly hope you don't get away with it another time. 

The EIS that you have acknowledqee upland 

habitat that says it isn't too good. It talks about the 

aquatic habitat, but it ignores the Intertidal habitat. 

so I paddle over in my kayak to look, and sure enough, 

there is a shoreline between the upland and marine habitat 

JIM PEUGH: My name is Jim Peuqh, P-e-u-g-h. I 

represent the San Diego Audubon Society. 

We have a real concern with the biological 

impacts of this project. The previous phase of the 

homeporting project has a new mitigation site on the north 

H.1.41 23  

2 1  

2 5  

26 

27 

side of North Island. The eelgrass apparently is t 28 

51 



contrary to what the Environmental Impact Report suggests 

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 halt s mils of shoreline and 

now you are going to knock out aone more. But why don't 

you look at the cumulative impact. We don't have much 

shoreline. 

We would also llka you to expand this EIS to 

include mitigation for the shoreline habitat that was 

destroyed in the first phase of the homeporting project. 

we would like tor you to change the mitigation plan that 

you have in the EIS plan you have now to either to do an 

eelgrass project that won't wipe out more intertidal 

habitat or to establish another mitigation site that will 

offset the loss of intertidal habitat that the eelgrass 

proposal you have will do. 

And it you can't do these things, you know, 

take your ships Somewhere else. 

And since the ships are already salling 

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 qualified personnel to 

handle these? 

As requires a great deal of knowledge about 

nuclear waste, will these be -- personnel be trained? 
Where 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 bass 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 

understand. 

Who do we hold responsible for making this 

decision to move these to Coronedo and to close some of 

the large bases that were fully adequate? 

May we have the names and designations of the 

individual. who decided this? 

Or who is now making the decision? 

And if we cannot have it, why not? 

BEVERLY DYER: Good evening. I'D. 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 

services nor to give them increases? 

~ , 1 , 4 3  
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why is the Navy increasing nuclear ships? 

By aoncentrating power in Coronado, Puget 

Sound, Hawaii -- or Hawaii, you are setting ourselves up 
for foreign attack or internal attack. Think of Pearl 

Harbor. We are told terrorism today is one of our 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 pleas* give our local 

residents inforoation or your proposed decisions and 

protection for their use. 

Thank you very much. 

What did they personally gain serving on that H.1.45 

committee? 

And what Is the pomitlon of these people? t :  

HOWIVU) RUGGLES: My name is Howard Ruggles, 

R-u-g-g-l-e-8. I live in San ~iego. 

Just a couple of coments. The reason for 

concentration on two ports on West Coast for the Navy's 

What is the Navy to gain by moving so much of 

their power to Coronado against -- right againat the 
civilian homes locked into a bay that could be easily 

landlocked by an enemy? 

If Congress had responsibility of making 

decisions for our protection, why don't they have anything 

to say about this move just as our congressman had stated? 

ships, not only carriers, but we have ignored all the 

destroyers and cruiser. and submarinen that are on the bay 

elsewhere 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 an the West Coast, Puget 

Sound and san Dieqo. That's why M n g  Beach vaa closed. 

That's why everything in San Prancisco was closed. It waa 

all budget driven and still is. 

H,l,lb 4 
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10 One comment that I will agree with almost 

everybody that has been up here, there is a hole in the 

chert that shows the five alternatives. It was kind of a 

greenish color. That one that said biology -- marine 
biology; in each of the alternatives, you should have 

listed transportation under the Coronado item because that 

is a major problen 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 s few years when CONSTELLATION -- right 
now we have two because we lost the KITTY HAWK to Japan. 

When CONSTELIATION goes sway and gets decorniasioned we 

will have our second nuclear 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 so on. So that's one thing you really need -- really 
doe- need to be looked st and hasn't been emphasized 

enough really. 

Since nuclear power plants are being reduced, I H , 1 , 4 8  11 



Thank you. f H.l.53 1 

JEFF WIEMANN: My name is Jeff wiemann. Last name 

is W-i-e-m-a-n-n. I'm a Coronado resident and homeowner 

here, and have been for a couple yeare now. 

Also representing the greater San Diego 

Chamber of Commerce this evening and bring the lull weight 

of the board of directors her8 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 also like to reiterate a couple of 

comments tonight. One of the things had to do with 

Congressman Pilner said a statement on the environmental 

standards, the process 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, eednral 

regulations and everything, they have to go through that 

entire permitting process before being approved. 

Everybody says it is just a slam dunk and the Navy is 

going to close the dwr. That is not true. They have to 

follow the standards. 

The other thing I want to talk about is H.l.55 24  

what's s normal operating status of a nuclear aircraft 25 

carrier in port. Right now the status has been here for a 26 

while. Its reactor is shut down. The reactor when it 27 

comes into port is at a very very low level. It is 28 
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differently designed than you would a commarcial nuclear 

reactor. A commercial nuclear reactor is designed to 

start out at low 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. Nuclear reactor for 

ships are deslgned 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 accidente are very. vecy low. 

The other thing I would like to talk about is 

what is nuclear waste? Everybody is always aaying this 

tern 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 tho 

general maintenance. 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 toole, 

and other things and that's the amount of waste generated 

by a nuclear carrler. I mean that puts it into 

perspective. 

YOU also talk about the Blue Book. How much 

total radiation is 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, anvision 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 

H.l.56 
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reported in the Blue Book that was referred to earlier 

this evening. 

Thank you. 1 " i 
DAN1 GRADY: My name is Dan1 Crndy. I ' m  40 years 

old. I was born and raised in Coronado. 

I came here tonight, I have to be perfectly 

honest with you -- I'm actually -- I am a cancer survivor 
and I participate -- and I think it's very important that 

we support research in this country. A lot of things, low 

level radioactive nuclear waste, those ace byproduots to 

me of our living in society. 

I have been very fortunate to live in 

Coronado almost all of those 40 years. My father is a 

Navy -- an ex-fighter pilot tor the Navy. And I do have 

to tell you that as I came here tonight to feel good about 

my decision to not be someone that says, "Not in my 

backyard"; and I have to tell you gentlemen that 

unfortunately I'm very disappointed because I really oame 

here just to feel better about saying it's all right we 

have these carriers, but I have to agree with 

Representative Pilnar when he says that this proceas is 

tremendously flawed. Bscause 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 live here in San 

Diego; and I wanted to hear what their comments were, and 

I wanted to hear your response. 

SO out or respect for your neighbors here who 

are hosting the Navy here in Coronado and San Diego, 

please change this process where you have written 

questions and you have people that you need to respond to 

them somehow in an orderly fashion -- I understand people 
do become pretty heated -- but I have to tell you that 
tonight I'm leaving unfortunately suspicious of the 

PrOCWSS. 

SO I wanted to voice that to you tonight from 

someone who came here to support you, and now I hsve none 

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 SWW: My name 1s Jack Shaw. I'm s 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 aee a show of hands of people 

who served on nuclear powered ships. So like anything, 

the amount of real knawledqe about things is very small. 

Because people havs not done it. I havs done it. I hsve 



commanded nuclear powered ship. I have served nuclear 

powered task groups. Nuclear powered ships are safe. 

steam accidents happen on all ships. we had a nice 

gentleman here from -- a whistle blower ha .aid -- that 
said we have this terrible accident on this French nuclear 

powered submarine. It was a steam leak. Up until gas 

turbines, most of our ships were steam ships. And steam 

is a dangerous thing afloat, ashore, or anywhere. The 

gentleman who talked about top puallty, and tho fact, yes, 

the Navy is suffering a recruiting shortfall. 

But let me tell you, there is no lack of top 

quality nuclear program. They get the best, they will, 

always have; and they will continue to do that. Mr. 

Callshsn cited radiation accidents. I don't know what his 

definition is of a radiation accident ie. 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 this argument. The 

emotionalism about nuclear pwer, not the emotionalism 

about the impsot on the City of Coronado, the traffic, the 

shipyard workers and whatever are very factual things that 

need to bs addressed by the Navy. At the same t h e  

nuclear power is safe, has been safe and will continue to 

be safe. 

Thank you. 

CAPTAIN ROCKWD DEAL: Anyone alee this evening? 

All right. Thank you for your input. We 

H.1.59 1 will you make the right decision. Again, the written 

2 deadlines for submission is 12 November. 

3 Thank you. 
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VOLUME 7 CVN H O M E P O R ~ G  EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Coronado Hearing 

H.l.l 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 hrst 
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. 

H.1.2 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 malung. 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. 

H.1.3 The Navy's lustorical 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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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 entitled 
Environmental Monitoring and Disposal of Radioactive Wastes from US. 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 mformation 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 total 
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 no* 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 0.12.174178, 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. 

- H.1.4 Public concerns identified in the response to the Notice of Intent for h s  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 environmental 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 signhcant, 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 technologes 
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 poshdated 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.1.5 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 
GAO 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 hfe 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 camers. Nuclear power 
gives camers 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. 

The GAO report inappropriately compared the cost of modem nuclear- 
powered NIMITZ class camers, such as the newest, USS HARRY S. 
TRUMAN (CVN-75), to smaller, older, less capable, conventionally-powered 
camers, 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 
hansits 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 
cornmentors letter, 1.63. 

The Navy has not made a decision regarding the proposed action in this EIS. 
The Navy identified a preferred altemative in the Draft EIS so the public could 
review and comment upon that preferred altemative. The public 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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area is already degraded, an EIS identifies what additional environmental effects d 

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 US. 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 Coronado'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 DEE 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. T ~ I S  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, tlus 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 sigruficant impack, 
the proposed action's traffic impacts would not be sigruhcant. 

With regard to traffic impack, 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 action 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.l.11 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 idenhfy 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 (Alternative 
4), two CVNs and two AOEs at PSNS (Alternative 5), and one CVN and two 
AOEs 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 alternative 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 sigruficant 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 (Alternative Four) would 
providing capacity for one additional CVN at NASNI. This combination of 
CVNs at NASNI (Facilities for One Additional 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 CVNs), reflected in Alternatives One, Two and Three. The EIS 
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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 upto-date (1996) available 
information. The Final EIS text of the bansportation has been revised to clanfy 
that the existing conditions used to characterize Coronado traffic were based on 
counts taken in the summer of 1996 that reflect worst-case conditions dwing 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 0.12.86. 

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 
NNPP 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 sigruhcant. A summary of radiological risks is 
contained in section 7.6 of the EIS. 

- H.1.22 Please see response to comment L.4.5. 
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H.1.23 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 system. 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 (Alternatives One, Two, and Three). 
Any one of the six alternatives could be selected. The Navy identified a 
preferred altemative (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 camers, because that was NASM's historical 
mission until USS RANGER was decommissioned in 1993. NASM 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 camers 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 altemative is selected, 25 percent of all the camers 
would be homeported at NASNI. 

Contrary to the commentor's assertion, each MMITZ class aircraft camer 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 EIS, 
which included cumulative effects, indicate that there would be no sigruhcant 
radiological impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft - 
camers or operating NIMITZ-class aircraft camer 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 0.12.55 above. 

H.1.28 Please see response to comment 0.12.81. 

H.1.29 The Navy's hstorical 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 sigruhcant effect on the environment, in the 50-year h t o r y  of the 
NNPP. Please also see response to comment 0.12.33 and 0.12.49. 

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. The Navy believes 
the EIS presents factual and objective information. 

This comment addresses the potential NEPA segmentation claims related to 
homeporting CVNs within the Pacific Fleet. A duonology 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 ik 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, t h ~ ~  
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 KITPI 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 Me 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 shdt 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 Deuelopment 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 
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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. KI'ITY 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 lustorical three canier 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 i f  the Prflerred Alternative 
were selected by the Navy. The same long range plans addressing NIMITZ also 
involve replacing CONSTELLATTON with the USS RONALD REAGAN. It is 
anticipated this will happen in 2005. Once again, i f  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 ~ e f e & e  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 
199%). 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 d 

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 
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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 
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 idenhfy 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 sewices/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 str&ts 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 (CVNs), 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 
signihcant based on the sigruhcance criteria outlined in the Draft EIS. 

Aithough specific traffic-related mitigation measures are not needed to mitigate 
less than sigruhcant impacts of the proposed action, the Navy does have an 
ongoing series of shategies 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 
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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. - 
Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 

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 NASNI. 

Please see response to comment 0.10.28. The facility Captain Chamberlain was 
referring to was the CIF. 

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. 

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS 

An average of 450 maintenance workers would be needed to support DMF 
maintenance activities for six month CVN PIAs at NASNI. Each CVN 
homeported at NASNI would require two six-month PI& 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 PIAs (DPIA) once every six 
years. These maintenance availabilities 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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this workforce because there had been no actual experience in conducting a CVN 
PIA. Now that the Navy has conducted several PIAs, 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. 

H.1.40 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 NASM to support two conventional aircraft 
camers (CVs) and one nuclear camer (CVN) for a total of three camers, 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 sigruhcant. 

Although speclfic traffic-related mitigation measures are not needed to mitigate 
less than sigruhcant 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. 

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 (0.11). 

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 (0.11). 

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. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.86. 

The information requested regarding the BRAC process is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 

The proposed action would not increase the numbers of aircraft camers. 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.1.48 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 camers in San Diego. 

- 
H.1.50 Please see response to comment H.1.3. 
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H.1.51 The preferred alternative 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. 

Yow 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 
camers (CVs) and one nuclear camer (CVN) for a total of three camers, while 
Alternatives One, Two, and Three have three CVNs. The proposed action would 
not result in two additional aircraft camers, 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 sigruhcant. 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 sigruhcant impacts of the proposed action, the Navy does have an 
ongoing series of strateges 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 strateges. 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. 

H.1.54 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 

H.1.55 Although no specific issues were noted by the commentor, the Navy notes the 
commentor's general opinion regarding the proposed action. 

H.1.56 Although no specific issues were noted by the commentor, the Navy notes the 
commentor's general opinion regarding the proposed action. 

H.1.57 Although no specific issues were noted by the commentor, the Navy notes the 
commentor's general opinion regarding the proposed action. 

H.1.58 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.l.l above. 

Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 
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SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA, WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 28, 1998 

CAPTAIN DAVE O'BRIEN: It's seven o'clock, so we 

are going to go ahead and get started. 

Good evening, ladies and gentleman. 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 three 

NIMITZ-class airoraft carriers in ~upport of the U.S. 

Pacific fleet. 

The purpose of this Environmental Impact 

statement, or EIS, is to analyze the potential impact. 

associated with construction and operation of facilities 

and infrastructure heeded to support home ports for three 

nuclear-powered aircraft carriers at four Haval facility 

concentrations: $an Diego, California; Bremerton, 

Washington; Everett, Washington; and Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. 

With me this 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 Carrlers. 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 aa part of 

the process prescribed in the National Environmental 
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Policy Act, or NEPA. HEPA 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 receive input from ofticlala and citizens before 

decisione 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 to 

describe 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 one are being held 

in Everett and Bremerton, Washington; Honolulu, Hawaii; 

and San Diego and Coronado, California. 

A11 oral and written comments on the Draft 
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EIS received tonight and throughout the public revlew 

period will be considered and responded to by the Nay. 

The Draft EIS will be revised as necessary to produce a 

complete and thorough discussion of the potential 

environmental consequences. The revised document, which 

will include responses to all couents received during the 

comment period will bacome the final EIS. 

Depending on comments received and the sffort 

needed to address them, the final EIS may be completed in 

early 1999. When 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 period as required under NEPA. 

After this review period, the Deputy Assistant Secretary 

of the Navy will consider any comments received and will 

sign a record of docidon, which will document the final 

decisions and will complete the NEPA proceaa. This action 

is expected in the spring of 1999. 

Now, let me explain the procedures for making 

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 analyds on the other side. 

IE you do not have one, you ray get one at the break, or 

if you would like one now, please raise your hand and we 

will pass one to you. 

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 infortnation 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 request card, also svsilable on the table 

near the door. 

Also available on the table are a green 

handout which is s fact sheet aumariring 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 end 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 coment box on the tabla 

near the door, or you may mail the comments to the address 

indicated on the back of the coment sheet before November 

la. I assure you 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 

6 



have recorded all of your comments, a tranecript of this 

meeting will be prepared by our Court Reporter. 

Now, let's get started. First we will 

describe N I M I T Z - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  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 explain the alternatives that are considered 

in the Draft 171.5. Then we will briefly summarize the 

results or the environmental analyses. Then that will be 

followed by a discunsion of the nuclear propulsion aspects 

of NINITZ-class aircraft carriers. Following the 

presentation, which will take approximately 40 minutes, we 

will take a ten-minute break and reconvene to receive your 

coments. 

Now to talk about NIHITZ-class aircraft 

carriers, homeportinq, 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 its air wing 

overhead to point out that this is what the proposed 

actions we are discussing are really all about. They are 

about tho efficient applioation 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 

7 

Pacific Fleet. That adds up to six aircraft carriers, 

about 1600 airplanes, and more than 57,000 people who make 

it all work. They are out there every 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 1'11 

describe NIUITZ-class aircraft carriers, the major Pacific 

Fleet home ports, and some of the principal factors 

creating the framework for the decision on where to 

homeport aircraft carriers. 

NIUITZ-class aircraft oarriers 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 flight deck encompasses 4.5 acres. 

They are also one of the deepest draft ships in the Navy 

requiring 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 

ia in home port. The sir wing is typically based in 

several different naval air stations. When the carrier 

goes to sea, the wing support personnel and material are 

loaded at pierside, and the aircraft fly out to meet the 

carrier at sea. 



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 

Harbr, Hawaii: and Yokoauka, 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 locatsd there; facilities and quality 

of life infrastructure are provided there. 

The nuclear powered aircraft carriers operate 

on about a 24-month cycle: They deploy overseas for six 

months; 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, so 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 povered 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 Navyrn proposed actiona, 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 CVNo. 

Two of these CVNs will be joining the Pacific 

Fleet in 2002 and 2005 to replace two older conventionally 

powered aircraft carriers, CVs. Let me emphasis that 

these two CVNa Will replace two CVs and will not increase 

the number of ships In the Pacific Fleet. One of the CVn 

was decommissioned in September of this year. The second 

C.V. is scheduled to be decomissioned in 2003. 

The third CVN is the one honeported in Naval 

Station Everett. The Everett home port location is being 

reevaluated in order to ansees the potential to increase 

efficiency 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 ~ a s t  Combat 

support ships or AOEs currently homeported at Puget Sound 

Naval Shipyard if an additional C W  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 CVe. 

Currently designated CVN hone ports are 

located at three Pacific Naval Facilities. Two of the 

home ports are in the Pacific Northwest ares; Puget Sound 

Naval Shipyard st Brenerton, Washington, and Naval Station 

Everett in Everett. Washington. 

The third designated CVN hone port is in the 

san Diego area at Naval Air Station North 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 ~ugust of 1998. 

A11 three of the currently designated CVN 

home ports are considered in tho 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 CVH home port objectives and 

requirements. 

Operations and training; 

support facilities; 

naintenance facilities; and 

Quality of life for Navy crew and Eamili~S. 

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 baing 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 Bare Realignment and 

Closure process, referred to as BFAC; two, at least one 

CVN will continue to be homeported at North Island to 

comply with previous BRIC actions; and three, the 

remaining three CVs will be homeported within the four 

alternative locations under consideration; Bremerton, 

Everett, North Island andlor Pearl Harbor. 

Because we are looking at four locations to 

homeport three C w s  with a different range of possible CvN 

berths at each location, a very large number or potential 

combinations were considered. We decided on the five 

combinations that presented a reasonable range of 

alternatives. These five combinations, alonq with the 

alternative of no action, became the six alternatives 

analyzed in the Draft EIS. The no-action alternative 

evaluates the impacts that would occur if no new 

fscilitiee 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 currently homeported CVN is shown here 

in white and poeaibly one or two additional CVNs shown in 

blue. Puget Sound 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 possibly one additional CVN, 

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 we 

call the action alternativea because they would involve 



the action facilities construction in order to accommodate 

additional ships at those locations. In each case the 

column for each alternative totals five CVNa. Each 

alternative also has four AOES. The AOEs are currently 

homeported at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. Under 

alternative one, with CVNa at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, 

the four AOEs would be moved to Naval Station Everett. 

Under alternative five, also with two CVNs at Puget Sound 

Naval Shipyard, two AOEs would relain at Puget Sound Naval 

Shipyard and two would be moved to Naval Station Everett. 

The sixth column is the no-action 

alternative. Note that even the no-action alternative has 

five CVNs. This is becauee the proposed action is not to 

decide how many aircraft carriers 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 an EIS -valuate a 

no-action alternative, we had to determine where to 

homeport three CVNs if no new facilities were constructed. 

M g i c  dictated that we would not move the CVNs currently 

homeported to North IBland, Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and 

Naval Station Everett. Th. rest of the solution was to 

locate one additional CVN at the existing transient berth 

at North Island; locate on. additional CVN at Puget Sound 

Naval Shipyard; and keep the AOEs at Puget Sound Naval 

Shipyard. 

The Navy's preferred alternative is 

alternative two, which would homeport two additional CVNs 

at Naval Air Station North Island and maintain Naval 

Station Everett as a CVN home port. The Navy's preference 

for this home port combination is based on North Island's 

a~~essibllity to the sea and the training ranges; Pearl 

Harbor Naval Shipyard's inaccessibility to the training 

ranges and its lack of facilities to aupport 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 

s~cCessfully completed without a significant adverse 

impact on crew quality of life or maintenance schedules 

and costs. 

Now I will describe some of the construction 

needed for maximum development at North Island to provide 

home port facilities for a total three CVNa. To achieve 

the necessary water depth of 50 feet, approximately 

r9o.ooO cubic yards of dredging would be required.   he 

dredged material would be disposed of at a designated 

ocean disposal location approximately five milea aouthwest 

of North Island or at another location in accordance with 

permit conditions. 

The existing pier J/K would be demolished and 

reconstructed to provide required CVN berthing. The 

demolition and reconstruction of pier J I K  is required to 

maintain Berth L as a transient CVN berth to support air 

wing traininq and battle group training for CVNs in the 

V.S. Pacific Pleat area of responsibility. 

Approximately 1.2 to two-and-a-half scree of 

14 



dike area would be fillad behind the pier. The fill 

material would be covered with a concrete cap to provide a 

transitional paved ares to the other ORI berth facilities. 

Filling in the acre dike area would require establishment 

of a mitigation site to addreas the loss of shallow waters 

and eelgrses habitat. The mitigation site would include 

the creation of new bay bottom and establishment of 

eelgrass beds with new enhanced intertidal and subtidal 

habitat. The mitigation site would be constructed 

adjaosnt to Pi-r B at the western end of North Island. 

Approximately 50,000 cubic yards of sediment would be 

dredged to conlitruct 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 

capbeame, and the deck slab. The wharf would provide 

steam, low-pressure compressed air, potable water, pure 

water, salt water, sanitary sewer, oily wastes, jet fuel, 

and marina diesel fuel. Electrical utilities would 

include a new 4,160 volt substation. 

Additional improvements would include 

relocation of the existing ferrylflag landing that 

accommodates personal transportation across San Diego Bay. 

Other Improvements would include s CVN warehouse, a fleet 

support building, equipment laydown building, and 

lighting. Improvements to the aecurity fence and a 

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 covers significant issues 

identified during the public scopinq process. The 

environmental issues that are addressed in the draft EIS 

include the 17 issues on this slide. I'll let you read 

through them now and just point out the transportation 

area includes traffic. 

The EIS identifies potentially significant 

environmental impacts at some or all the home port 

locations for the following issues: Marine biology, 

ground transportation, general services, and utilities. 

The chart eumarires 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. 

At Puget Sound Naval Shipyard significant but 

mitigable impacts on marine biology could result from 

dredging and marine construction durinq 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 salmon migration could be mitigated by avoiding 

dredging and marine construction from mid-March to 

mid-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 ~ u g e t  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 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 a 

significant but mitigable ground transportation impact. 

The impact could be mitigated by providing roadway 

improvements and by implementation of a trip reduction 

program. 

At Pearl Harbor Shipyard significant but 

mitigable impacts on ground transportation would occur 

with the homeporting of a CVH. This impact would be 

associated with alternatives three and five and could be 

mitigated by providing roadway improvements and by 

implementation of a trip reduction program. 

NOW I'd like to introduce Mr. Tom Beckett who 

will discuss the Navy Nuclear Propulsion Program. 

MR. TOM B E C K m :  Thank you, Captain. 

WOW, good turnout tonight. Certainly 

validated the request 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 the president Pour-and-.-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 asrriers can respond 

to crisis more quickly, arrive on station and higher state 

of readiness and remain on station longer with less 

logistic support than their civilian -- excuee me -- than 
their fossil fueled counterparts. 

Before discussing the results of the 

radiological 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 copies of the brochure documenting 

some of the many kind words we received to mark this 

o ~ ~ a s i o n  from the nation's leaders. If you haven't done 

so please take one at the break time. 

In the past 50 yesre the Navy has logged over 



5,000 reactor years and 115 billion miles steamed on 

nuclear power worldwide safely. There has never been a 

reactor accident nor any release of radioactivity 

associated with our program that has had a eignificant 

effect on the public or the environment. 

The Navy nuclear propulsion standards and 

record surpasa those of any other national or 

international nuclear program. To validate compliance 

with our strict radiological oontrol requirements we 

conduct extensive monitoring of the environment in areas 

where we operate, including San Diego. Monitoring 

includes analysis of water, sediment, air, and marine 

samples for evidence of radioactivity, 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 or its cover. The Blue nook is available in 

the Coronsdo 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 

homsported 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'e own annual 

enviroruontal 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 donlt 
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occasionally release radioactivity, but what it does mean 

is that reactor plant operations which release 

radioactivity are infrequent and result in small releases 

which have no significant 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. cloee to the 

hull. Don't try this in the home reactor pad. 

The propulsion plant passed with flying 

colors allowing the ship to continua operating. This is 

no surprise. Unlike civilian plants, naval reactor plants 

must be designed to meet the rigors of combat. In 

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 s 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 deeign requiremente result in reactor 

plants which are exceptionally resilient and rugged. In 

addition, the reactora 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 

20 



power or shut down. 

Energency preparedness is s normal part of 

ongoing Navy planning and training. Emergency 

preparedness cover. a wide range of situations from events 

such as firee, to less frequent situations. Navy plants 

cover a wide range of situations from couon events such 

as tires to less frequent events such as severe weather, 

highly unlikely events such as radiological emergencies. 

Radiological emergency preparedness starts with continuous 

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 mituation. 

Because of 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 ueing 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 

government plans for ensuring public safety during general 

emergencies such as severe weather are sufficient to deal 

with the situation it necessary. 

With that background and experience let's 

discuss the Environmental Impact Statement radiological 

analysis. Ye performed detailed analyses which looked at 

potential impacts to air, water, and sediment quality from 

2 1 
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normal operations and a range of potential accidents. We 

performed the detailed radiological analyaes which looked 

at the potential impacts to air, water, and sediment 

quality. Analyses 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 faotora. These 

risk factors assume that a given radiation exposure to a 

member of the public results in higher risk then it would 

to a facility 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 comoniy accepted measure of impact from 

radiation exposure. However, the analyses also cover 

non-fatal cancars 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 trom the radioactivity released. We also used 

radiological wurca terms which greatly overestimate the 

amount of radioactivity released. If these coneervatisms 

ware 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 



home port location. For North Inland this means that as 

many as 12 reactor plants representing the tan 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 and 

talk about potential ahipboard accidents. The evaluation 

of shipbard accidents does reveal significant details 

about military capability and war ship design. 

Consequently they are contained in s classified appendix 

consistent with the requirements of NEPA. The classified 

appendix is not releasable to the public but has been 

provided to E.P.A. headquarters for review. what we can 

state publicly about the clasdfied analysis is that all 

environmental impacts and conclusions from this classified 

appendix are covered by the discussion of facility 

accidents in the unclannified sections of the EIS. 

In addition to the analyses in the 

Environmental Impact Statement we provided a comprehensive 

classified analysis of the design of the NIMITZ-class 

reactor plant to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and its 

advisory committee on reactor safeguards. Tney conducted 

their own detailed analyses and agreed with our 

conclusions: These plants are safe. These reviewe, 

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 aircraft 

carriers at North Island. They show the average 

additional annual risk of latent cancer fatality to any 

single member of the public within 50 miles of North 

Island are one in one billion from the cumulative impact 

of normal operations. Por the most severe facility 

accident, the additional annual risk is one in seven 

hundred million. This slide is provided to show some 

perspective on the previous risk numbers. Notice I didn't 

say there is no risk associated with these operations, but 

our conclusion is that the risks are less, much less than 

the risks associated with everyday life. 

Finally, this elide 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 honeporting alternatives. 

I will now turn the program back over to 

captain Deal. 

CAPTAIN R O C K W D  OF&: NOW, normally at this point 

we taka a ten-minute break, but I think due to constraints 

or the facilities we have here tonight we will probably 

best, unless I hear something 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 
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far. We want to hear from you. We want to hear from as 

many people se we can. Hopefully everybody will qet a 

chance to speak toniqht. When you -- 1'11 announce -- I 
think because of the difficulty of qettlng down to the 

front of the room hers, I will probably introduce three 

people or have three people ready to speak; and when you 

step up to the nic, please state your name for the Court 

Reporter here so we make sure we get co-ente bask 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 sake it, reply in writing. So if 

you can't get everything said orally here, please put it 

in writing and we will answer that part. A11 right. 

okay. First to speak will be Victor Castillo 

followed by Ruth Heife followed by Laura Hunter. 

VICTOR CASTILW: Good evening. Thank you for 

letting me speak here briefly toniqht. (inaudible) 

regrets his inability to be here tonight, yet he attended 

last night's hearing and asked me to attend tonight. He 

submits tor the record an article he wrote for the *San 

Diego Union Tribune," from September 2nd of this year, and 

the article im entitled "Public Need- Information Abut 

The Nuclear Carriers." We ask that it be respectfully 

submitted for the record. 

(Attached as Exhibit 1.) 

Thank you. 

The speakers that follow me will raise issues 

that have been or 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 

traffic, and more risk. The concerns we have raised in 

our previous extensive corments on this project, the 

health risks are still unanswered, end they have been 

ignored. The health risk assessments are still improperly 

L4m 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 

toniqht who is opposed to nuclear homeporting in san Diega 

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 

ooments, then I'll 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 Dlego Bay, and we demand that you take our 

concerns Into account before you bury us with more nuclear 

reactors and even more risk 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 

toniqht to demand a real voice in this process. 

Thank YOU. 

H.2.2 
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manipulated. The Navy accident record is still hidden. 

our safety is still unprotected. NO meaningful actions 

have been taken in response 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 attended seven public hearings on 

five separate environmental documents on one project; the 

nuclear megaport project. 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 from 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 rake the decision. 

Where are the guys that are going to make the decisions 

about our lives? 

Thin is not the action of a government that 

exists for and cares about the good of the people. 

Democracy is also undermined when the Navy completely 

self-certifies and self-regulates the most dangerous 

aspects of this project, and that's the nuclear propulsion 

part. It violates the all important checks and balances 

of power integral to our aociety. 

MARILYN FIELD: Good evening. I'm Marilyn Field, I H.2.9 1 

Bottom line, fifth piece of this puzzle 

ignores public input, and most important to comunities. 

It's most objectionable that this person who was 

ultimately responsible for this, specifically Secretary of 

the Navy, Richard Dansig is not here. 

I urge everybody in attendance to call Daneig 

and say where were you. We want to talk to you. Call and 

dial for Democracy tomorrow. Anything less is 

Unacceptable. 

H.2.6 
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Thank you. 

and I live in Coronado, but I didn't go to the meeting in 

Coronado last night. I'm here tonight because this is the 

first meeting you have had in $an Diego, and this is not 

just a coronado issue. This project affects San Diego and 

surrounding comunltiee equally with Coronado, and tonight 

you are going to hear the names of many people from many 

communities around Ssn 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 no sense. 

Especially when it's right betwean two earthquake faults 

on loosely compacted landfill. 

H.2.10 

Why are we concerned? Put very simply, I H.2.11 

accidents happen. They happen to everyone. They happen 



even in the nuclear Navy. 

For five years now you have been telling ue 

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 thing* 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 record. 

(Attached a. Exhibit 2.) 

Accidents are especially likely to happen 

when you have ehort-handed personnel and pereonnel 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 something, either lower 

their recruiting standards by to the lowest categories or 

taking other actions, but right now you are not fully able 

to man your peraonnsl slots, and that creates the risk of 

A 
H.2.11 
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accidents and people get tired and overworked just ae it 

did when you spilled mercury in the San Diego bay two 

years ago which cost about $2 million to clean up. 

minutes and evacuated from the base within two hours. But t H . 2 . 1 3  
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this project when I read the EIS for the STENNlS becauss 

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 

I first became very seriously concerned about1 H.2.13 24 
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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 years now -- several years now -- we have 
been asking for at least perimeter monitoring, emergency 

warning, and emergency plans including evacuation plans. 

Civil plans for an earthquake are not sufficient. 

hlergency plans are not effective unless civilians know 

what they are and 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 
facilitiee around the country, and there is even federal 

money available and it's encouraged. Citizen monitoring 

is encouraged by -- the Navy has tried to oppose this and 
has so far refused to provide this to us. 

so I say it is time for the public to aay no, 

and I think we are saying no tonight. 

No more nuclear propulsion. 

And it's time for the Navy to say yea. Yes 

to answering our questions, 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 

v 
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riske, and this document is a disgrace. You talk about it 

being coneervatively calculated. It isn't. It is a 

highly biased Navy P.R. piece which does not take into 

event the latest scholarship and research done on low 

level radiation. Moreover, in your risk you multiply 

your -- whatever YOU decided is your risk of an accident, 
which I guess you think is pretty close to zero. That 

greatly undereatlmates the risk. Also risk is stated as 

average annual risk. Nobody cares if they are going to 

get cancer thin year or next, they want to know if this 11 

going to cause me cancer in my lifetime. 

What we need -- I have bean to many meetings. 
I speak my peace. I have written letters. Uy comments 

are ignored. My questions aren't answered. I hsve 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: 11. going to translate. 

The additional impact of aircraft carriers, 

nuclear aircraft carriers and a waste plants here next to 

our etreets. I donlt underetand why the documentation of 

this project wasnCt in Spanish, nor do I understand why 

this is the fir& time you had a meeting in San Diego. 

We are already victims of a lot Of H.Z.19 

contamination in my neighborhood and emissions from a lot 

of industries that put out toxic waste. The fish in the 

bay already are contaminated, and they are not good enough 

to eat. 

One of the aspects of this document that 

wasn't analyzed recently also that we found out was that 

you hsve now contracted with three local ship builders to 

do your defense contracts. And the contracts guarantee 

that tha nuclear ships will be repaired next to this site. 

That will briny even more contamination to my 

neighborhood. And that is a direct and indirect impact of 

these nuclear alrcraft carriera 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 Dieyo are in jeopardy by these 

nuclear aircraft carriers. 

ERNIE McCRIIE: 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 hsve had personal experience with 

accidents that had happen. I was part of many families in 

San Dieyo 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 immune systems. The 

fruit in their country ha. been changed. The structure of 



their very nature has been changed. 

Let's say we don't have an accident anywherc 

near our lives. Some day it im going to happen. And the 

how is that explained to children. I'm here representin< 

children because that's what my work -- lifejs work is a1 

about. I happen to be Principal of Cabrillo Elementary I 

Point Loma, and we don't have a clue as to what to do if 

something happened to release nuclear waste, and we are 

very cloee to where you are; and we ara 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 like a game and someone had 

mentioned that there is no consideration of people who 

oppose, and the secretary of the Navy should be here. 

This is extremely important, and I think it's a lack of 

respect for our community that they put you in this 

situation to take this on. 

Thank you. 

DEE CHRISTIAN: Good evening. I'm Dee Christian. 

I'm a retired physician from V.C.S.D. and tne president of 

the board of the Peace Resource Center in San Diego. 

As a physician at the same time as every 

month I get literatura showing that tinier and tinier and 
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tinier amounts of radiation are now proving to be 

medically devastating. The Navy is busily bringing in 

ship after ship, and submarine after submarine, nuclear 

tepalr facility after nuclear repair facility making San 

Diego already one of the sixth most largest cities in the 

United States. one of the most radioactively st risk 

cities in the United States. 

To a physician this is starting to seem 

absolutely insane. ne know that if one of these floatinq 

nuclear power plants goes wrong with no containment 

vessel, we are supposed to evacuate a ten-mile radius 

within five hours and get potassium-icdine and shelter to 

everyone 74 miles downwind way into Mexico, and we also 

know that no such thing will happen; and we are doomed. 

Even without accidents ue are in trouble. 

All these nuclear processes involve routine 

allowable legal exposures in this state of radionuclidas. 

These small amounts are more health threatening than we 

have realized, and more health threatening than your risk 

assessment asaumptlons 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 thyroid cancer epidemic in Chernobyl from 

Chernobyl and that is hundreds of kilometers away. The 

Pilgrim Nuclear Plant studiee 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 



excess lung cancers and leukemia- vith a tiny and extra 

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 Disqans faced wit 

living near dozena of low radiation emittlng plants and 

naval facilities, the Oak Rldqe data shov that low doses 

of radioactivity delivered slowly over decades are ten 

times more likely to lake a human cancer than are high 

doses of radiation deliverad quickly. 

one-third of those who work at Rocketdyne 11 

sin1 Valley receiving only doses way under those 

considered safe by current law and used in your risk 

aesessment number. died of cancer. That'a eight times tl 

number that should be dying of cancer. 

There is already radioactivity alpha and betr 

emissions in our bayla fiah, and although it is natural tl 

fear an accident with massive uncontrolled releases, the 

medical literature is starting t o  warn that it's really 

the elow envlronmentsl sccumulation from each one of 

dozens of allowable naval point eourcee during routine 

operations, repairs, transportation. and storage that'a 

going to do us in. once out in plants, fish or humans. 

these molecules do damage for up to thousands of Years, 

and they are not recoupable or made less dangerous over 

time. In fact, having chlorine or chlorination in our 

drinking Water makes Borne of them more apt to stick into 

the body and cause cancer. What an Ironic tvist Of 

blology that is. 

Prom a physician's point of view, basing the 

nuclear Navy and its dangerous onshore support facilities 

in a large population center like san Diego defies reason 

and comes vith unacceptable health and environmental 

risks. 

CAROL JOHKAW: I'm Carol Jonkav. I'm the erecutivl 

director oP Peace Resource Center. 

One of the things that I would like to 

addreas tonight are the claims made here and slsevhere by 

the Navy that an all nuclear carrier force is necessary 

because it provides a military advantage. 

In trutn a new report released by the genera 

accounting office this August revealed that nuclear 

povered oarriere offer no discernible military advantages 

over conventionally povered carriers and concluded that 

they are far more expensive to operate and maintain. 

I recommend this is eome 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 vhat needs to 

happen is the Navy haa got to stop perpetuating myths 

about the superiority of nuclear carriers and start 

talking about none real facts. 

Pact: As revealed in the G.A.O. report, 

nuclear carriers are far more expensive to aperate and 

maintain costinq over $8 billion over a 50-year life spa 



each That's 58 percent more than a conventional carrier H.2.29 

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 years. 

Fact: The Navy stopped building other 

I 
H.2.30 

nuclear powered service vessels after 1975 because of the 

high cost. 

Fact: Remaining nuclear powered surface H.2.31 

vessele have been decommissioned early because they were 

not cost effective to operate and maintain. 

Fact: Conventional and nuclear carriers both H.232 

have been effective in mooting requirements of our 

military strategy requirements. They share many of the 

asme characterintics and capabilities and are employed 

interchangeably. 

Fact: A carrier force of 12 conventional H.2.33 

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 theae claimu, do they get there 

faster? Sure, a little bit. As a o.A.0. report points 

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 Permian Gulf. 

NOW, I want to aek you is two hours or six 1 H.2.35 
hours worth the cost? Is it worth putting the health and I 

risk, health and safety of our communities at risk from 

radiation exposure to save a few hours? 

THE AUDIENCE: No. 

CAROL JONIUU: There is really no sane, rational 

reason to develop nuclear carriers. Nevertheless, San 

Diego in faced with becoming the largest West Coast 

concentration of nuclear carriers in the U.S. People here 

might be interested to know that on September 25th less 

than one month, less than one month attar this report came 

out the Department of Defenae approved the Navy's request 

that the next generation of carriers, the cVXs be 

outfitted wlth nuclear propulsion plants. 

This is not a surprising decision given the 

Navy predictions, nuclear propulsion and the influences of 

the nuclear industry, but one has to really question the 

continued loee of democracy that is demonstrated when a 

decision such as thim which impacts the health and welfare 

of so many people is once again with the public knowing 

very little if anything about it and certainly not being 

included in the decision making procees. 

Lett. get very clear about this. Nuclear 

carriers do not add to our security. In fact, they make 

us less secure. m c y  make ue less secure by stealing 

money away from needed social programs that would enhance 

our quality of lice 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 



the assumption that nuclear carriers arn necessary. YOU H.2.37 

don't really need them, and we certainly don't want them. t 2 

P A W  PORTERS: Good evening. My name is Paula 

Forters, and I am staff counsel for the Environmrntsl 

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 exiat with the EIS in order to build an some 

of their concerns. 

First, the Environmental Impact Statement 

analyzes the impacts of this project by using the 

assumption that two CVNs will replace two cvs that will be 

leaving San Diego. This just serve. to minimize the 

appearance of impact on this project. In fact, San Diego 

ie currently a home port to only one Cv. It has not baen 

a home port to more than two CVs since the U.S.S. RANGER 

was decouiselbned in 1993. 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 n w ,  and the potential impacts 

from this project must be analyzed compared to what exists 

now. If this analysis is done according to law, the real 

impacts from tnis project will start to show up. t H.2.38 
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 wan 

to talk about are for a second about problems of the 

analysis of the toxic sir contaminants that are going to 

be released as a part of this project. 

The EIS tails entirely to analyze the impact 

from potential increasca and eriasions of toxic air 

contaminants st NASNI. Now, realize that NASNI already 

ranks second in San Diego County for posing the highest 

industrial cancer risk to surrounding neighborhoods. It 

is second only to the Point Lorna Naval complex. This is 

already a huge burden on the people of this region and ye 

the increases in cancer causing emissions from the added 

burden of two more carriers has not been established, anc 

the added burden of servicing those carriers. That has 

not even baen mentioned in this EIS. 

In order for the EIS to give full informatic 

to the public about the existing environment at NASNI anc 

ths potential impacts of this project, all existing 

emissions of both toxic criteria pollutants from all NASI 

operations must be documented and all future emissions ol 

both toxic and criteria pollutants from this project musl 

be documented. 



Additionally, the potential impacts from the 

air wing which is attached to those carriers hasn't even 

been addressed. The EIs cites the close proximity of the 

multiple airfields to this project is k i n g  neceesary 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 us 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 

leqally insufficient. Does not rise to the standards of r 

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 werc 

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 intormation about this project to the 

public and finally come clean. 

Thank you. 

JENNIFER DUMAS: I'm hero representing the Peace 

RBSOUrCe Center and the Environmental Health Coalition, 

and I support all the statements that have been made by 

those representatives; and 1,. here to read the names of 

people who couldn't bn here today but who also support 

those statements. From east county: 

(Written list of names with proper spellings 

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 or the people from Pacific Beach who could not 

be here and eupport our efforta to be heard. 

(Written list or names with proper spellings 

not provided to the Court Reporter.) 

JASON PWRES:  COO^ evening. My name is Jason 

Flores. I am a resident of Pacific Beach, and I would 

like to voice my support for the earlier testimony of the 

Environmental Health Coalition and the Peace Resource 

Center. 

The following are the names of people I 

collected in the Ocean Beach vicinity who are also  oppose^ 

to nuclear hoaeporting: 

(Written list of names with proper spellings 

not provided to the Court Reporter.) 

Thank you. 

ALAN McAPEE: I'm Alan McAfee speaking in support 

of the Peace Resource Center and the Environmental Health 

coalition and other people also wish to have their names 

entered in support of thoe- groups: 

(Written list of names with proper spellings 

not provided to the Court Reporter.) 

Thank you. 
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JOE VARLEY: Good evening. Uy name is Joe Varley. 

1'10 a native San Diegan. I use raised in Rosecrans Street 

just near the aubbase in San Diego near the (inaudible) 

Point subbase. I lived there when it was 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 estsblimh thst I know what kind of neighbor the 

United States Navy 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 ot 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 poesibility of a 

nuclear disaster, I would remind you that more people died 

at Chappaquldic Creak than died at Three-Mile Island. 

I would urge everyone to support the 

homeporting of these ships. It's good for the Navy and 

it's good tor our city. 

Thank you very much. 

STEVE UCWILLIA~S: my name la Steve Hc Williams. 

I'm currently on trial for providing marijuana medicine to 

patients in san Dingo. I find it absolutely offensive 

that our government spends billions of dollars to provide 

death to people all around the world, while at the same 

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 situations, 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 rain terror and death on people, and I am 

offended by thst. I'n offended by a government that has 

nothing btter to do than to hurt other people while 

leaving its own people homelees and desperate and 

bedridden and diseased and illiterate and poverty 

H.2.48 
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stricken. I'm offended by this government. And you 

represent that. And so you offend me too. 

MILES HARVEY: I represent the Ldndinq Homeowner's 

Association which is the homeowner's assooiation 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 reviewed 

it in some detail; and we have the following 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 DEXS does not speak as of the 

date of its issuance and the facts relied upon do not 

exist today. 

Throughout the DEIS refers to the quote, current 

situation, close quote, as being two CVs homeported at the 

air station and throughout gives credit to the removal of 

two cvs.   his simply is not the case. AS the only major 

ships homeported at the air station are one Cv 

CONSTELLiTION and one CVN the newly arrived STENNIS. The 

references to removal two Cvs, 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 

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 state., quota, The Navy is 

currently in the process or 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 quote, pages 3.9-4 and 3.18-11. The implication is 

that the gate will lm realigned and this will mitigate 

traffic problems. This, however, does 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, quote, dead, close quote. 

so 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 it 

they were not contained in s serious DEIS, page 3.9-5. 

Quote, daily traffic volumes, close quote, were collected 

from Caltrans, the City ot Coronado, and the N a y  in 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 sir station at the present 

time. 

We also now have experience with delays in 



traffic caused by threat alert condition. We also have H.2.53 

the suicides, the accidents on the bridge that completely 

snarl up the access to Coronado Island. I 4 

Unfortunately by trying to justify conclusion 

there are what we believe to be aubetantial emissions of 

two vital mitigation uasures. There is no mention of the 

realignment of the main gate as a mitigation measure, 

although the DEIS seems to erroneously assume that it will 

happen. There is no mention in the proposed bore tunnel 

although it is on the Coronado Municipal ballot this 

week -- or next week. 
Last but not least we believe that there must 

be diacussion probably under health and safety that the 

increased threat of terrorist activity for strategic 

targeting by foreign powers caueed by accumulation of 

three and four it transient dock is used of the world's 

largest war ships in a very confined space. This must 

have an impact on the desirability or gaining maximum 

results from illegal acts. This really needs to be 

treated in the DEIS. If it is to, guote, evaluate 

potential impacts, close quote, from the proposed 

homeporting of three nuclear carriers of transient dock of 

visiting nuclear carrier. 

of informing, quote, of reasonable alternatives to avoid 

or minimize adverse impacts, clore quote. 

It is interesting to note the DEIS, guote, 

acknovledqea that the air station cannot support three 

additional m e  for a total of four. That's page 2-69. 

We respectfully requeet that the DEIS be 

rewritten in the present factual situation using current 

information and providing data on mitigation measures. 

H.2.54 
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ED KIMERUP: Thank you. May name is ~d Kimerup. I 

am speaking here on behalf of the Sierra Club. Excuse my 

voice. 1'a getting over the flu. The DEIS really really 

ham 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. 

H.2.56 

Because of the factual foundation of the I H.2.56 DEIS, it doe- not Cultill its purpose of evaluating, 

quote, the snvironmental effects from constructing and 

operating facilities and infrastructure needed to support 

three NIMITZ-class carriers, close quote, and requirement 

4 7  
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There is also a new noise study that has come H.2.57 

out thie week that certainly could be included. 

This is one of the moat important matters 

I 
H.2.58 

facing the city of Coronado. Unfortunately although the 

law requires the Navy to prepare a supplemental Eh or EIS 

should new information relevant to the environmental 

conoerns 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 confusion that 

it would entail if they merely issued a supplement to the 

current draft. 

Thank you. 



one comment here that reflects the comment 

that is made about the traffic. They mentioned that there 

is a sir-month maintsnsnce cycle every two years. When 

you have throe carriers that means there is an 18-month 

cycle that these 450 apecialists have to come down to do 

the servicing, and yet in the E I S  it treats it as if there 

is only a temporary crew here, like pix months out of two 

years. And that's carried throughout the E I S .  

It doesn't recognize the traffic impact and 

the 450 people that will be coming. In the D E I S  the air 

quality impacts ot a commuting traffic hecause of this 

additional crew is not considered. Furthermore, it 

assumes that the traffic car emissions are based on the 

California standards when, in fact, many cars that are 

used for commuting are licensed out of state and states 

which have less strict air quality standards. 

There ia also failure in the D E I S  to mention 

a fire aboard the carrier. Nor is there any discussion of 

fire boats thst could handle the situation. This is 

covered under the utilitio~ and  service^ section. 

that, but we have asked for a special committee to do 

that, and that was ignored. 

~ . 2 . 6 1  
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The impacts on the bay water quality have 

been glossed over. For sxampl., there is no discussion on 

the storm water runotf or trom the carriers itself or the 

water runoff during maintenance where you are scrubbing 

The radiological risk assessment that may be 

heard previously is seriously at fault. We donrt believe 

that the elderly were included contrary to the comment 

that was made by the speaker. It only included the 

children. And I checked that this 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 s radiologics1 test. But thst hasn't been 

done and, furthermore, by averaqinq these numbers you do 

not 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 people and you divide 

that into the risk, you are going to get a small number nc 

matter what you think. But that isn't really givinq you a 

realistic assessment of the people who are really to be 

factored. 

H.2.63 21 
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painting and so forth. 25 

There is also a call that we had made for an HZ64 26 

independent committee with security clearance to overview 

the nuclear propulsion program.  he E.P.A. may be part of 1 1: 
4 9  

And that's -- those are my concluding 
comments. Like I said we will be ~ubmittinq additional 

written comments. 

H.2.66 

Thank you. 



JANICE JORDAN: Hello my name is Janice Jordan. 

1'm a Peace and Freedom candidate for the 49th 

congressional District, and I know a lot about democracy 

or lack of, I mhould say, in this country. ~ n d  I saw a 

lot of lack of Democracy in your representation and your 

presentation here tonight, and I'm disappointed in you 

greatly; and hopefully as an elected official after 

November 3rd my words will be the words of the comunity, 

not only the community that's in here tonight but the 

cornunity of the thousands of people in their homes and 01 

the streets tonight where they are saying no more nuclear 

aircraft carriers. 

I worked for ths County of san Diego ten 

years ago. And one of the jokes that used to go around 

the offic* was that we had the cleanest bay in the nation 

because so many chemicals have been spilled in there that 

it killed off bverything. Inatead 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 kcauee we could not site you for 

that because YOU were a government agency above us. 

If w. can't hold you r-spondble for 

something as simple as spilling paint, how are we to hold 

you responsible for s nuclear disaster? I 
I have been a long tima community activist I H.2.69 

and a long tlme member, and de a community you are part of I 
our community too; and I want us to work together, but I, 

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. CUYCO: I'm William Clayco. I'm 

speaking on behalf of Save Our Bay, xnc., Imperial Beach. 

Ueually we put comments in writing, but we 

don't expect any consideration of our comments, so 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 bomba On 

Nagasaki and Hiroshima I thought he had saved my life 

because I was slated to go hit the beach with the marinas 

and he saved me because he dropped those bombs. 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, an, 

we could keep it up for a few more months; and they were 

already at the consistency of watery jelly. The war woub 

have been over in six months without the bombs. SO 

somebody conned Harry, and he dropped the bombs. 

Then the next president, good old Ike, he wa 

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, H2.71 

one atom of plutonium in your lungs would give you lung 1 52 ' 



cancer. one atom. So 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 H.2.72 4 

using nuclear power. And I think it's time our Navy did 

the same. I :  
WILLIM HARRIS: I'm the founder of the Health 

Optimizing Institute. 

I can't really -- I can't believe this is 

happening. It's just like I think I'm going to wake up 

this is a bad dream. I can't imagine at this point in 

time that tho 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 Diego being 

a modal optimal health comunity, and the real issue ia, 

YOU know, it was the Department of War and the Department 

of War I think is all over, and they changed it to 

Department of Defense. Okay. So we look at what it takes 

in military for logistics, over 80 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 here, I mean, it's incredible; but I think we 

must be being run by the system. Is that the problem? 

Because, I mesn, the wisdom and the integrity of the 

people here, all or us, I mesn it's so incredible, I would 

expect that the conversation here would be about a 

conversion of creating a new job for the industrial 

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 goodness, the need is there in the world. 

We got the money. We got the wisdom. We got the 

technology. And I can't believe that this is happening. 

I mesn, this is totally unreal. 

b 
H.2.73 

WDY B E R C W :  Randy Bergman representing River 

Valley Preservation Project. 

My first comment is s repeat of the report, 

the C.A.O. report about no discernible military advantages 

over non-nuclear carriers and that Navy commanders don't 

request nuclear rather than conventional carriers for 

battle situations. Doesn't that say it all? 

Certainly the independent C.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 s conventional carrier. 

This is a ludicrous waste of our tax dollars and should be 

widely reported on national evening news segnents 

describing boondoggling. 

H.2.74 

Congressman Bob Filnsr in response to the H.2.75 

G.A.O. report agreed that we can avoid the massive costs 

of public safety risks of nuclear carriers by simply 

building conventional carriers instead. I have asked the I 54 



protect the public from ridiculous projects. We can only 

hope that with increasing public awareness and pressure 01 

congress and the President this proposal will melt down. 

congressman to introduce legislation which would stop all 

funding of nuclear carriers. I hope everyone here will do 

likewise. 

I also plan to write the Preeidant to aek him 

to veto any bills which would fund nuclear carriers. As 

San Diegans we need to take the lead in making people 

throughout the country aware of such fiscal insanity. It 

is project- like these that have led us into a 6 trillion 

federal deficit. Congrssdonal inveetiqators 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 maesive under-the-table-payoffs. 

 he ~ a v y  representative was quoted as saying 

that each time we drive a car over here we are at more 

risk of an accident than wlth a nuclear accident from 

these carriers. Yet it also -- this argument presumes 
that there would be no sabotage as others have pointed 

out. M d  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 

so deadly on s massive scale it should be illegal. 

In sum as a resident of S m  Diego and 

aLLISON ROTH: NY name is Allison Roth. I'm a 

southern California coordinator for Environmental 

Non-Profit known as Biological Diversity. I'm here on 

behalf of the southwest canter tonight, and also to 

reiterate 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 mitigation -- 
eelgrass was required to be mitigated. It was mitigated 

in North Island, and the shoreline was pulled back, and 

the water was deepened. As s 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 also impacted to loss of 

intertidal habitat. They are the critters that keep our 

water clean. And what we are afraid 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 eignificant amount, It is 

A 
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I H.2.77 

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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significant cumulatively. 

The EIS addresses upland and marine habitats, 

but it doesn't even mention the value of the intertidal 

habitat or mention intertidal habitat at all. 

So we are very concerned that the cumulative 

impacts of this loss of intereat tidal habitat sa well as 

the project specific impacts which would result from 

eelgrass mitigation being proposed be addressed in the 

EIS. It is required by the Clean Water Act. It's not 

addressed, and it would be an inadequate Environmental 

Impact Statement. And I think that that sums it up. 

Thank you. 

ROSA W P E Z  ANGELES: (In Spanish. Not reported by H.2.79 

the Court Reporter. List of names and correct spellings 

not provided to the Court Reporter.) 

EDWARD SIEGEL: ~ ' d  like to make a few comments. I 

was plannlnq to give something more definitive tonight. 

But seeing no overhead projector again, I guees the Navy 

feels anythinq we have to say doesn't deserve an overhead 

projector. 

YOU gentlemen know why the Nazis lost World 

war I17 Let me say previously to that. I'm Jewish. I 

think we need more carriers. Not here. Our biggest 

danger of people who are wanting to meet our ally. They 

are waiting for a nuclear attack. Thay want it. That's 

part of their mission in life. 

Why did the Nazis lose World War 117 They 

believed their thing, own propaganda would conquer the 

soviet Union in three months. Thay marched in Russia wit) 

leather soles and nails in their boots. I'm a Russian 

Jew. so fen (inaudible). Real cold. We invaded Russia 

(inaudible). 

Okay. I notice you gentlemen -- I hate to b~ 
sarcastic, but I'm going to have to be sarcastic. I had a 

substantiative thinq prepared, but it ain't going to 

happen. 

YOU are Very well dressed. Have 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 citizens 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 tc 

Europe, what direction are you headed? You go north, 

northwest, northwest. That means carriers in Bremerton, 

Waehington are much closer to Soviet Union and china 

everyvhere except maybe Flgi, 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. ~t takes 15 hours to fly from Jakarta, 

Tokyo. It is a very big player in our travel (inaudible), 



YOU want to go north to Nova, that's the way missiles go. 

There is no need for carriers to b. 1500 miles south of 

Bremerton. It is called the great circle route. Okay. 

This looks like a nuclear fuel. It looks 

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 tolks 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. Okay. 

And not to insult Mr. Beckett, I'm sure he is 

doing his job. But we are experts in nuclear reactors all 

of us. You are obviously very good looking, very well 

dressed. 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 

against the Navy by especially ueetinghouse. Also General 

Electric, also Lackheed 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. The general magnetism 

against materials (inaudible) 347 1978 has been deleted 

from a11 U.S. international data bases except for this. 

It is gone from the D.O.E. People 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. If you look for a magnifying glass you can 

find it. 

Mention two last things. I mentioned the 

other night this business about the EMERRUD 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'll give yo\ 

the reference and I'll have it in what I submit. San 

Diego Tribune, Wednesday, February 4th, 1998. Last night 

I talked about soma very metallurgic detailed obscurities. 

There is a much more dangerous ship than any of your 

carriers that seems to have sank because of embrittlement 

welds and bolts. This is the TITANIC. 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 there. You 



don't. There is a bunch of crazies around the world that 

pray to different Gods than you and I who would love to 

attack your submarines and carrlers here. My suggestion 

is if you port these in Coronado, don't depend on your 

M.P.s and your marines. Hire yourself (inaudible) 50 or 

loo retired Israeli intelligsncs guy., who smell an Arab 

mile away and want to show pictures relatives (inaudible) 

20 or 30 isles in Indonenla. 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 th* middle eaat. They want to die for tt 

glory of their cause, and they want to take you with them 

They get very near your ships, Crom above, from the sides 

to the streets. Much too near for your comfort. These 

are not practical things, not metsllurgiaal. 

Thank you. 

W I A  LOPEZ: My name is Maria Lopez and I 

represent the San Diego city. I support the concerns 

expressed by Environmental Coalition and Peace Resource 

Center, and I would like to read the names for tho record 

that are from my neighbors who also oppose the nuclear 

megaport. Thank you. 

(List of names and correct spellings not 

provided to the Court Reporter.) 

JOE JAFFE: Ny name is Joe Jaffe. I'm a resldent 

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 35 yearn for the examination of pregnant women; 

and the use of this equipment instead of the use of X-rays 

has contributed substantially 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 nsdicine at which the effects -- 
health etfecte 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 

we 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 



their radiation. t m a 2  , 
One of the things that has been mentioned 

here tonight, the gentleman from Point M m a  mentioned a 

Three-mile Island nuclear accident. The people there were 

told for the first 24, 48 hours that there had been an 

incident at the nuclear power plant; that there was no 

danger to human health. But 48 hours after the release of 

the immense amount of radiation then Governor Thornberg 

ordered tho evaouation of all pregnant women and chlldren 

within a five-mile radius of the plant. This has been the 

record of nuclear operations throughout the United States 

in the last 35 40 yeare. First you deny it and then y w  

say, well, it didn't really hurt anybody. This is not 

true. I'm sorry to say, it is not true. Fortunately the 

people around Three-Mlle 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 

month 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 resl tine 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 

this, and it would certainly improve the relationship 

between the Navy and the rasldents of San Diego. 

It's not really enough for the Navy to do its 

own monitoring, and this is recognized by the 

Environmental Protection Agency which earlier this year 

announced a program called *ImpaotY which provided -- 
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 to 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. It you insist on keeping them here, please let 

the citizens, the residents of the area know you have a 

system that will tell them in resl time as it happens what 

is being released from your reactors 

Thank you. 

NORA LEAN U O S :  My name is Nora Leah Ramoe, and 



I'm representing my mom Luz Hernandez. I'm also 

representing the following residents of National City. 

The people here tonight oppose tho homeporting of the 

nuclear alrcraft 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 memy? 

Thank you. 

UnIDENTIPIED SPENCER: I hate to put the 

credibility of the Navy on line, but as a citizen of this 

city tor 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 beach and we got no nand 

yet on the beach, and we still have cost overruns; and I 

just heard tonight we need more dredging. 

Point one: Credibility. The Navy tells me, 

and I used to work for the Navy, I used to work tor the 

sup ship of San Diego as the chief inspector, and I 

watohed the contractors who work. I hsva to remind the 

Navy that Navy nuclear systems war. designed by the human 

being built by the lowest cost contractor, installed by 

the low cost contractor, are maintained by low bidder 

contract, operated by continuing with personnel who nobody 

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 required for me to tell my clients that past 

performance is no guarantee of future results. 

The Nsvy 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 results. 

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 Nsvy has in trying to slowly, slowly plan it, they 

have had it for yeace, 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 factory that 

produces dust, dirt, air pollution, grit into the sand, 

sandblast grit, paint stamp and everything else would be 

permitted to be built in Coronado. The Nsvy has its 

absolute right to put aircraft carriers because they have 

the right of eminent domain, but they do not have the 

moral -- they have no moral thought. I can't even think 



of a word. capability to actually think that we should be 

foisted with the possibility of three nuclear aircraft 

carriera with the hsalth risks with everything else. 

The aircraft Industry has promised us how 

sate it is to Ply. But in Northpark, San Diego fell and 

killed hundreds of people and destroyed several homea. 

The City of San Dieqo 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 tvo-and-a-half 

hours and tide to rise to bring four tug boats to get the 

nuclear aircraft carrier out to sea. ny defense has been 

weakened. My confidence in the Navy capability keep 

telling 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 

possibility. 

Remembar that past performance is no 

guarantee of future results. 

And I thank you. 

PRANCES JInENEZ: ny name is Prances Jimenez. 

(Inaudible) Sherman Heights. W. 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. 

BILLY PAUL: Good evening. I'm sorry I Wasn't here 

earlier, so I didn't get to hear the rest of the 

testimony. 1 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 aqo. I worked there for two years. We 

had s couple people who were idiots in dealing with 

nuclear fuel. I'm sure the Navy doesn'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. especially 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 hls car outside, also took 

them hone. 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 hab to go to his apartment and strip out the inside 

of the apartment and take that -- because of the 



radioactive waste that occurred there. t H.289 
What is important is that this radiation does 

not escape, and that you monitor it, and I think people 

here are telling you that we want to know whats= 

happening. We don't want the Navy to hide the facts. We 

want to 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 rake bombe and ammunition 

and several things that were dangerous. we donet want the 

Navy to do this anymore, and I don't think they purposely 

did, but you need to be conscientious. 

And we also want to know what is happening 

and be truthful with us, and I personally want to welcome 

the Navy here. I would like to welcome the carriers. But 

Please, make it ante, make sure the radiation is monitored 

and tell the public what is happening. 

Thank you. 

UARK SMITH: I'm a resident of Coronado. I support 

the Environmental Health Coalition and Peace Resource 

Center. I'd like to read into the record the namea or 

coronado residents who oppose the nuclear megaport who 

couldn't ba here tonight. 

(List or name. 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 expectations. I think it's time that you join the 

club. 

PATRICIA JAIALLA: I'm Patricia Jalalla. I'll also 

be reading names or people who are opposing the nuclear 

aircraft carriers and also have supported the testimony 

given by the Peace Resource Center and Environmental 

Health Coalition. 

(Inaudible. Written list of names with 

proper epellinge not provided to the Court Reporter.) 

SONIA RODRIGUEZ: (In Spanish. Not reported by the H.2.93 

court Reporter.) 1 
FARL CALLAHAN: Earl Callahan, Coronado. 

Mr. Beckett the Navy Huclesr Propulsion 

Program sitting there said tonight there are nuclear 

radiation releases from Navy nuclear 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, foreign governments would 

not allow U.S. Navy nuclear ehips into their ports. They 

could be restricted from U.S. ports as well like San 

Diego. Itts unfortunate that the Navy cannot tell the 

truth to the American public. That is why radiation 

monitoring stations are needed in Coronado and San Diego, 



and alarms or sirens like there are at nuclear plants 

should be placed in this locations so that the people 

could be notified immediately. 

Thank you. 

PETER E C m :  I'm Pete Eckman. I recently came 

back to San Diego. My family and I have lived here many 

times off and on. 

1'. retired Vice-Admiral United States Navy. 

I served for over 30 years in nuclear pover. I also 

worked in the Department of Energy as a senior manager on 

their largest site and six years as an advisor in the 

civilian nuclear power programs. The gentleman who wanted 

to be the man who atayed inside the reactor will never 

find one because you don't go in those things. Unless 

they are in manufacture. 

I vant to talk a little bit about the costs 

though, not about the others. I took on the cost issue ir 

the BRAC in 1994 because I felt that Long Beach wae a 

batter 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 Diago and your elected 

representatives, Base Realignment And Closure Commission. 

YOU were very, very strong in your desire to 

see m n g  Beach go away, and that issue was lost, where th< 

casts were much much higher. The risks were not a factor. 

But let's get back to nuclear carriers. I 

was -- I'd like to say maybe we should think hov many 

people make decisions just on cost. And when you go buy e 

car, you do something, you put an avful lot of factors 

into besides costs. This G.A.O. study that was cited 

talka only about cost. 

In 1971 I was chief engineer of the carrier 

ENTERPRISE. We had been deployed for eight months, and 

then we vere vectored into the Indian Ocean for another 

three-and-*-half months. And we vere 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. In less than a month ve had to shut 

down all Navy operationa, 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 or the Senate and the House -- 
and you can read the record if you vould like, it is there 

in the congressional record -- said we are shifting to 

nuclear carriers, because ve don't want thin situation to 

occur ever again. 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 



sort of a wash, and on terms of cost, up front costs, are 

higher, but not in the long rung. 

But what is the prife of baing able to follow 

those commitments? Our national authorities haven't 

changed their mind. The N a y  has tried many times to go 

back to conventional carder* only ro be shunned by 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 people. 

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 flngers 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 

officials in charge of making sure all of the safeguards 

are in place, very familiar with them. Yes, there is a 

i s .  It's tiny, but it's there. 

But I think the beneflt of the nation 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 beet interest. 

Freedom's work is never done. But Veteran's Day is coming 

up here vary soon. An awful lot of veterans, they have 

gone to a lot of places they never really wanted to go to, 

and a lot of ships they never really vanted to be on. 

Four years on ENTERPRISE my wlfe saw me 52 times, 52 days, 

There is a price to pay. It's a high price. When you gel 

into the business of nuclear components, they are not 

built by the low bidder, (inaudible) ha- built every piect 

of reactor fuel ever since the NAUTILUS and continues to 

do so. No other company ever has. I can tell you I just 

came from being president of one of their companies, and 

they are not low cost. 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 juet 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 happenec 

to be a resident of Coronado. I'm also a Navy dependent 

and a strong Nay, supporter. 

However, I do share a lot or concerns, and 

safety concerns that were brought up tonight. I consider 

myself rather impartial party here. However, I an very 

eurprissd 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 seen to be 



an issue at this location. 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 ia an issue. I have with me 

tonight the local -- today's isaue of the "Eagle." You 

have two features on the first page. one is traffic 

concern, and the other is the "EIS Evaluation Raises 

Q ~ e s t i o n s , ~  and I'd like to have that go into the record 

80 that that can be addressed, some of the questions thst 

come up in there. 

(Attached as Exhibit 4.) 

I'm very surprisad that you're concerned with 

the quality of life iasues with the crew members, and I'm 

pleased about thst because my husband is in the military; 

but I don't think it can be at the expense of the 

community. I would like to see the Navy -- I would like 
to see the Navy be 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 woman and their familiee. 

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, thst is 

created by the Navy. We have the tunnel initiative. We 

are hearing the Navy wants to take mitigation steps, and 

yet less than 18 percent of the morning commuters going t 

the Navy are practicing car pooling. That's not very 

effective mitigation, yet 40 -- over 40 percent of the 
afternoon commuters coming into the city, which is 

normally residential people and not Nsvy personnel are 

using the car pool lane. 

According to the tunnel proposition the 

expedient people that are taking step- to mitigate the 

problem, the afternoon commuters would do without the 

benefit of having the free pass lane, but the morning 

users thst are coming to the base still get the free pass 

lane. That just doesn't make sense to ma. It doesn't 

make sense  to me that the Navy can't put forward any none) 

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 

money and can't mitigate that with the Navy money. And 

yet we have state and federal roads that are beyond 

capacity, beyond any standards thst are set at the federal 

and state level and yet there is no mitigation being done 

st thie time, and we are proposing bringing in more 

traf tic. 

Also I think it is Somewhat suspect that we 

can see an increase of perhaps 50 cars Increased trafeic 

when we are saying the crew of one home port carrier is 

over 3,000 crew members. I mean, the numbera just aren't 

playing out here, and I would like to nee and would like 



to know how these independent analysis are being 

considered, and I would eeriouely suggest that the EIS be 

re-evaluated with more factual intonation to provide 

these People with answera and factual information that 

they are asking for. 

Thank you. 

JIM BELL: I'm Jim Bell. I hava a radio show on 

K m B  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 

againat the Navy 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 s 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 against Muslims or Arabs or 

anythlnq, but we have terrorists that got enough money to 

buy any weapon that is available. It seems like we are 

setting up a pretty good sitting duck situation here with 

theee carriers. 

Not only does it make sense in terms of 

making the civilian population more secure, it is a bad 

idea tor the Navy. When you give tha 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 

people who live here locally. 

I just can't sea 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 Hayor, 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 thin) 

that one librarian job is worth about a hundred popcorn 

vendors. 

I Want to start with a quote. I want to 

start with a quote. "It will do us precious little good 

to protect ourselves from the Soviets or any other 

potential aggreseion if in the process we poison our own 



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 quote from Admiral Rickover, father 

of the nuclear Navy. In 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.   hen 

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 oountcy. 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 

etarts every nation will ultimately use whatever weapon it 

has available." And he also said at the same hearing, 

"Every time you produce radiation, you produce something 

that has a certain half-life, in mome 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 it." 

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 

wrote a tutorial about pumps. A nuclear airoraft carrier, 

any ships is nothing more than pumps, pipes, valves and 

vessels, and poison if it is a nuclear aircraft carrier. 

I wrote the C.D. Ron 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. 

so 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 

interactive educational material, and I'm not really that 

interested in stills; and they said, oh, we can't pay you 

for them. I said, that's okay. Go ahead and use them. 1 

don't mind. You save my shores from foreign aggression. 

Now, I have a couple of documents here. I 

see the red light is already on so 1'11 try to be quick. 

This one is Prom 1945 by H.D. Smith by chairlnan of the -- 
department of physics of Princeton University, consultant 

to the manhattan district. That's Manhattan as in the 

Manhattan Project of the U.S. Core Of Engineers. The 

document is called the "General Account Of The Developmenl 

Of Methods Of Using Atomic Energy, Necessary Purposes 

Under The Auspices Of The United States Government," 1940 

to 1945. And it starts off with the following sentence: 

"The ultimate responsibility for our nation's policy rest1 

on its citizens, and they can discharge such 



resp~neibilities wisely only if they are informed." 

Okay. It closes: "The people of the country 

must be informed if they ore to discharge the 

rasponsibilitias wisely.* It also says in the middle of 

the book here, "Properties Of Plutonium." "Although we 

were embarking on a major enterprise to produce plutonium, 

we still have leas than a milligram to ntudy and still had 

only limited familiarity with its 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 tor 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 risks were covered. How could 

they have h e n  covered if they didn't have enough 

plutoniun to make your bomb. You had to go to Gothman to 

get 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 here, "The purpose of this book is to preeent as 

accurately as possible within the limits of national 

security a comprehendve summary of this information." 

And if 1 can find my other marker hers, comprehensive 

summary Includes the Collaring statement about leukemia: 

"It has been suggested that chronic exposure to moderate 

doses of nuclear radiation is conducive to 1euKenia." My 

brother died of leukemia a couple years ago. 

This is a book called "Toxics A to 2 ."  It 

ale0 talks about plutonium. There is little question 

about the type or damage caused ay exposure to plutonium, 

both lung, bone, and liver cancer, and leukemia are the 

most frequently occurring 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 middle 

ground is the right ground. The people that think it's a 

thousand times more dangerous than what you think, they 

might be right. 

Thie book is called "Navy Ship Handling," 

third edition by Captain R.S. Crenshaw, Jr., United States 

Navy. Do any of you know this book? Any of you seen thia 

book? It is a great book. I enjoyed it. 

Thie book is called "Fighter In Combat 

Tactics And Mneuvers," and I was hoping that A1 Ducane 

would be here so that I could get hie autograph. It says 

"Only air power can defeat air power. The actual 

elimination or even stalemating of an attacking Air Force 

can be achieved only by a superior Air Force." It also 

says -- and that quote was from Major Alexander P. Jake 
Suvereky (phonetic). I ' m  sure you know that name. It 

a180 says here, We carry out" -- they know that name. 



"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 "AirH by Marahal J.E. Johnny Johnson of 

(inaudible). That's still true today. You guys are in 

danger of being hit by (inaudible) for instance or some 

other character. Ths SHEPPIELD during the Falklands war 

was hit by an XSP. That was the equivalent of our 

(inaudible) class that is the one that was suppoaed to 

protect the other -hips 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. Ws think that the countries that 

don't want you anywhere near them are going to cause you 

problems. Wa think that the people in thin city have 

expressed their desire to not have you here with your 

nuclear weapons. 

As I said, 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. H.Z.10124 

I'n no nuclear expert, but I am a life 1 25 

expert. I'm s mom and a grandlother and a general manager 26 

of a 6,000 member focd co-op which is direotly in the path 27 

of wind Currents from Coronado. 28 
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Tonight you are witnessing s local population 

which is waking up to the very real threat that nuclear 

homeporting poses to us and to our families. The 

following san Dieqans 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 a11 hands aboard lost at sea. 

We strongly oppose sighting nuclear reactors 

and nuclear storage facilities a mile from our downtown 

with no evacuation or warning systems for the public in 

place. Joining me are: 

( ~ 1 s t  of names attached as Exhibit 5.) 

CAPTAIN ROCKLAND DEAL: Derek, if we can hold you 

right there, we need a five-minute break 

(A recess was taken.) 

and I wanted to read into the record the names of sone 

other San Diaqans who oppose the nuclear 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 

~okosuka, and I bsliave Yokosuka, Japan will not allow 

nuclear ships into their country, and I envy Yokosuka and 

wish that San ~ i e g o  could become like Yokosuka and not 



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 against 

the people of the United Statea 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 believe 
you were like us. Americans. san Diegsns. 

But no Americans and no 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 quality of life, 

property values, tourist industry, (inaudible). No true 

American, no true San Diegan would concoct a plan that 

plunked mo many nuclear reactors that ace nuked under such 

a populous American city and irresponsible and 

contemptuously risk American lives with no emergency 

notification or evacuation ~lans. 27 

NO true Amerioan would showcase such disdain 
85 Po5 28 

for democracy and such disdain for the will on the People 

and in so doing squander 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 personnel. The 

true heroes of the Navy who, let's face it, are the ones 

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 people 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 they 

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 laad jumpsuit to wear at the stadium. 



Bring radiation block instead of sunblock. Free Geiger 

counter with car rental. And bring the family back to San 

Dlego your radiation vacation destination. 

Gentleaen, 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 here. 

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. Donlt do the evil that will 

cry out tour future Court Marshal 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? 

(inaudible) Economic Conversion Council, League of Women 

Voters, the Audobon 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 

Cchen, 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 pest record. 

I am concerned about the future, specifically January 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-chairs of the Senate 

Committee of the year ZOO0 problem or 2000 bug or Y2K 

together with representatives Steven Horne and Connie 

Morella, co-chairs of the House committea on the year 2000 

problem. 

The Senate committee has raised serious 

questiona about the YZK 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 

average of a D grade of federal agencies. And as 

Representative Horne said, no one graduates from college 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Good evening. I hope to 

offer s view which hssn*t been expressed yet, which I hope 

will get us both off the hook and on s new path. I'm a 

resident of San Diego. 1.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 

iseue alive. 

While I oanCt speak for these other 

organizations of which I am a member and a board on two of 
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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 it* efforts to certify as compliant with 

military computer clocks safely turn over from 99 to 00. 

I have four urgent questions on the naval 

nuclear propulsion plants: 

One, has the Navy begun the aeseesment of 

it's compliance for emission critical systems? 

If not, why not? 

If yes, has the Navy begun remediation for 

compliance? 

And if, yes what is its status7 

Third, has the Navy begun testing its 

remediation efforts for integrated compliance? 

Pour, if not yet begun testing, when will it 

begin -- when do you expect to be certified 4s compliant 

ready for the computer clocks to roll safely from 12-31-99 

to 01-01-2000? 

Thank you. 

related to power plants and discharge on the marine 

environment. 

one of my big questions is, yourre 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 cooling systems, and I 

would like to know what kind of chemicals that you use tc 

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 question of whether we are going t 

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 fist 

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. 

MICHAEL IVORY: Hello. Hy name is Michael Ivory. 

And I have been a comerclal flshermsn in San 

Diego Bay since 1985. I have operated in the proximity of 

the South Bay, San Diego Gas And Electric power plant, and 

over the yeara I have accumulated dozens and dozens of 

tumored fish, diseased fish, ranging in attractiveness 

A180 I'd 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 

safety facilities the way you administered this meeting I 

think we are all in big trouble. 

1.1.210922 
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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 I have been involved in this, everything has been 

purposely. 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 I 

think you saw by the people here that it ie not just a 

Coranado concern. It's about time this happened. 

Anpay, 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 bson here at the whole meeting in the 

background. 

I'm Cinna McDonough. 

You are? 

DR. ANDREW LISNER: Andrew. 

GINNA NcWNOUGH: And your function here is? 

DR. ANDREW LISNER: We ars with SAIC. We are 

helping the Navy on the project. 

CINNA MOWNOUCHI And you are? 

JOHN: My name is John. 

GINNA McDONOUGH: And, John, what do you do? 

JOHN: I work with the Navy. 

GINNA NcDONNOUGH: I'd just like everything even. 

YOU Know, I guess having been involved with 

the opposition -- by the way, I came here to support the 

views of the Environmental Health coalition, 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 seeing 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 Peeling my 

suspicion is well, obviously, you have been so honest and 

straightforward with us so far, that that's going to 

happen here at some point. 



I want to know if that is, and I want your k . 2 . 1 1 2  : 
assurance that it in never going to happen. 

Also. one of your transparencies or slides up 

there says that in the event of an accident civilian 

services will h 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 

responae people. I have talked to a lot of them. None 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. a t  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 event 

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 been at meetings to coordinate any kind of 

joint effort. This is a huge mistake as far as I'm 

concerned. 

so the civilian plants are not sufficient, 

Also, well, I own a small health food store 

in Coronado, and I hear so much stuff which obviously 

people will assume is only anecdotal evidence. But in tht 

last five years I have been in business, I can't -- I am 
catslogueing 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 

woman 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 Dieq 
are already st toxic overload, and you are asking us to 

assume more. I don't want anymore. I'm finished with it 

Last year the American Lung Association came 

out with the board saying that San Diego has the third 

worst air quality in the entire country, and you are 

asking ma to accept more pollution, more air pollution. 

whatever your sign may say. tH.2113 

The risk assessment you use, I'm sorry, are 

terribly flawed because you atate that it's 50-mile radius 

where the risk asmesaments 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. 

H.2.114 



That dredge was a total farce. I was in this 

hearing room three times on three separate occasions when 

the Navy had to cone back and ask for variances on their 

(inaudible) because they needed to -pew more into 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 comunity is already st risk. I don't want 

to accept any more. That's it. I'm done. 

Thank you. 

JOE BACON: Yes, good evening. I'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 thie project because it's 

economically feasible and because there is probably little 

alternative in the short range. 

damage and cancer in the future. t H.2.117 

But I would voice my concern that the Navy 

could Work With the community in puttinq up some kind of a 

monitoring system so that people can feel a little better 

when they go to bed st night. ~ n d  that's not just people 

in our comrunity, thatrs people in the naval community as 

well who would like to know if their children are at risk 

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 more personnel to Coronado 

And this would be a risk which could come from a foreiqn 

country which has got new super advanced guidance systems 

and mieeilea, for 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? 

Do you really feel that bringing more ships 

and personnel into Coronado in spite of it being 

economically feasible is good military strategy from thie 

point of view? 

My grand father was in Pearl Harbor, and I 

can say I would say that's not a mistake that would be 

repeated. 

Thank you. 

H.2.117 2 2  
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PENNY McCLELLAN: My name is Dr. Penny Mcclellan, 

and I am no stranger to the Navy either. I have been a 

member of the Navy league. ICm also a former employee at 

the Navy Ship Research And Development Center back in 

Bethesda, Maryland. 

I'm not here representing anyone other than 

H.2.119 
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myself at this point. I have been s resident here for 18 

years, and my concern is about what the nuclear carriers 

bring to San Disgo. 

It's been a long night for you I know, and 

for us as well. There has been a lot of information. And 

my deepest concern at this point, because you are our 

neighbors, our friends and our family, and we all share 

san Diego, there in a lot that's been prenented tonight 

about what the nuclear carriers are going to bring and 

potentially bring to san Diego. 

And the safety risks for those of us 

individual8 for our ecosysten, 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 downstaire. We have been 

in a heated room for a long period of time. I saw no 

press coverage other than mayb. 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 im as an individuml 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 sbu~ee all night long. I 

think that there are really some important things that 

were said, and if you listened to what people are saying, 

We don't want the nuclear carriers here. Not that we 

don't care about tho Navy, but we don't trust that anyone 

could handle that situation without incredible risks, and 

we hsve talked sbout 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 storage of nuclear material. I hear all 

kinds of rumors. We are in an earthquake zone here. 

I really want to feel that those of us who 

have come tonight and spent a11 thie time that we have 

been heard. And that*e what worries me the most, is that 

a11 the information and we have had -- I have been 
inpressed 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 Bruchiere, 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 so many reasons why not to do this. And I 1 
98 



don't need to go over the long list of all these reasons 

why not. 

Basically I'm here to ray that the people 

concerned about this are the comunity here. We are  the 

comunity here. And the people objected to this. When I 

look around the room and I hear the names being read, you 

are not from here so maybe you don't recoqnize what those 

names mean; but I have worked in the community. Tne 

people here of this couunity, we recognize those names, 

and those are the community leaders, the people that 

provide the very servicee and training to the people in 

need, the people of expertise in our community. Many of 

the people have left that you have heard the names -- they 
are busy people with a lot of responsibilities, that 

they -- information that they could impart. These are s 

wide section of our comunity that is objecting to this. 

and these are the people that make the real improvements 

to this community that otherwise -- frankly this community 
might otherwise explode in rage and, you know, if you are 

thinking am I trying to threaten you somehow, the answer 

is no. This is threatening us. This is threatening our 

very lives, our health, our way of life, and we are the 

people that llve 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 making the decision in this process, any 

authentic input of the role on thie, I ask you to I H.2.120 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 ue towards stopping the placement of 

these carriers here. 

SAM FMREs: Good evening, My name is Sam flores. 

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 a? 

concerned about notification of whstss going an 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 

employees, they are fallible. And I really found we are 

only as good as our last accident. 

The last 50 years or so we have never had a 

person fall through a skylight until it happened this 

gummar. By the Grace of Cod the person wasn't hurt. The 

root project was done by competent people. and in 

retrospect we find it wildly flawed. 

I trust, and I'm sincere in that trust that 



our sailors are much more motivated. as I think anybody H.2.121 t 
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 on- OC the main gun. 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 R O C K W D  DEAL: Those are all the cards I 

have. Does anyone wish to speak this evening? Anyone at 

all? 

A11 right. Thank you for your attendance 

this evening and for your input. 

UNIDENTIFIED S P W E R :  When will we be notified of 

any other hearings? 

CAPTAIN ROCKLAND DEAL: First Of all, let me say 

the closeout for written comments is 12 November for this 

period, and it depends on how long it takes us to answer 

all the questions that have been entered in five locations 

that we have held five public hearings before the next 

document ia released. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPERKER: will they be answered in 

that document? 

CAPTAIN ROCKIAND 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 1 0 : 2 0  p.n.1 

--000-- 



SD Co, I lcar isg  10-28-98 Co~nn~ents is Spanish 

Luz Palomino 
Good evening. M y  name is  (Unintelligible) and I live at 2463 
(Unintelligible) street, San Diego. 

M y  com~nunity is very, is already very infected. There is terrible 
pollution caused by industrial emissions and disposal o f  toxic 

(Unintelligible) the nuclear aircraft 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 I understand why this is the only hearing that 
was held i n  San Diego. 

wastes x 

H.2.79a 

h, 
Fish in  the bay are totally polluted. They cannot swim. I t  i s  not H.2.79b 

healthy to eat them. 1 

'She buyers said that the reason for the purchase was the promise 
o f  having a site for nuclear repairs. 

One o f  the important aspects o f  this project was not analyzed in 
the documents that recently, that recently three local shipyards 
werc bought by defense contractors. 

This will even bring more pollution to our community and i s  an 
indirect impact (Unintelligible) nuclear aircraft carriers. This was 
never mentioned in any previous document. 

H.2.79~ 

I live down the hill. Take this into consideration I f  there i s  an 
accident, my fanlily and the families in this entire cornmnnily will 
be at risk. 

(Unintelligible) 
Sonia Rodriguez 
I oppose it. I do not want any more nuclear aircrafi carriers in San H.2.93 
Diego. 

(Unintclligiblc) I 
I (Unintelligible) the list o f  the names I am going to read 
represents the area o f  (Unintelligible) and we agree on the 
testimony from (Unintellig~ble) 

Iiilaria Caliuelas 
Cinlia Palacios 
(Unintelligible) 
Maria Gonzalez 
Agusun Salgsdo 
Valeria Perez 
Delia Gonzalez 
Nieta Lisboa 
Sandra G6mez 
Cecilia Randell 
Hector (Unintelligible) 
Silvia Hernandez 
Maria Flores 
Jesus (Unintelligible) 
Davici Martinez 
Celia LOpez 
Teresa Duran 
Mark Zoraino 
Daniel Murillo 
Silviano I'alomino 
Joaquin Balboa 
Omar Lopez 
Araccli PCrcz 



Carmen Brandes 
Maria de La Sana 

I Ol'clia Brandes 
Heredla Galindez 

I Esperanza Ver6n 
Mario Torero 

(Unintelligible) 

Angeles Vclkquez 
Rosario Miguel 

I (Unintelligible) 
Maria Sanchez 
Albedo Sa~icllez 
Angelica Guerrero 
Maria Navarra 
Maria Rosales 
Guadalupe Eclieverria 

I Leticia Delgado 
(Unintelligible) 
Violeta Flores 
Cecilia Medina 
Ariel Espinosa 
Miguel Rodriguez 

I l'cresa (Ilnintelligible) 
Terence Ramos 
Candelaria L6pez 
I'aula Lopez 

I (Unintelligible) 
Laura Rosales 
Nora Molina 
Marialla Linares 
Iielena Gonzalez 

I Rosa It~chtnond 

Guadalupe Rosa 
Cristina Ledesnia 
Marla (Unintelligible) 
Guadalupc Iicrnandez 
Guadalupe Miranda 
Sara Cionzalez 
Monica Villegas 
Stephanie Garcia 
Soledad (Ilnintelligible) 
Veronica Martinez 
(Llnintelligible) 
Joselina Romero 
Antonio Tara 
Cristiaa Ilamirez 
Gloria Espinosa 
Cristina Uaulista 
Delia Figueroa 
Jessy Barroso 
Enrique Gala 
Francisco Rodriguez 
Agoslina Rodriguez 
Stephanie Roniero 
1:lorida Susana 
(Unintelligible) 
l leredia Mcdina 
Guadalupe Medina 
Ana Caniacho 
Iielcna (Unintclligiblc) 
Maria Gimenez 
Catalina Palacios 
Paula Cristina Maldonado 
Cristina I<omero 

Thank you 



Audiencia SD Co. 28/10198 - Comentarios en espaiiol 
Luz Palomino 
Buenas noches. Mi nornbre es (Ininteligible) y yo vivo en el  2463 
de la calle (Ininteligible) San Diego. 
(Ininteligible) de 10s portaaviones nucleares y la planta de 
desechos nuclcares traigan a nuestras calles y a nuestra gente. 
l'ampoco entiendo por que ninguna de la documentacion sobre 
este proyecto rue traducida al espafiol. Ni tampoco entiendo por 
que  es la unica audiencia que se ha llevado a cab0 en San Diego, 

Mi comunidad es niuy, ya esth nluy infectada. Es una gran 
contaminaci6n generada por las emisiones industriales y 10s 
desechos tbxicos. 

Los peccs dc la bahia estan muy contaminados. No  puedcn nadar. H.2.79b 

No son sanos para comer. x I 
k 

Uno de 10s importantes aspectos de este proyecto no fue analizado 
en la documentaci6n que recientemente. Que recientemente Ires de 

I los astilleros locales fueron comprados por 10s cont~.atistas de 
del'ensa. 

Los compradores han dicho que la promesa de un lugar de 
reparacibn nuclear cerca fue el motivo por lo cual compraron. 

Esto traera aim mhs contaminacion a nuestra comunidad y es un 
impact0 indirect0 del (Ininteligible) de portaaviones nucleares. A l  
cual nunca fue asesorado en ninguno de 10s documentos previos. 

Yo vivo cuesta abajo. Por ejemplo esto. Si hay un accidente, m i  
familia y la  familia de toda la comunidad entera esta en riesgo. 

I Y me opongo. No  quiero mtis portaaviones nucleares en San H.2.93 
Diego. 1 

(Ininteligible) I H.2.93 

Sonia Rodriguez 
Yo (ininteligible) la lista de 10s nombres que voy a leer 
representamos el area del barrio (ininteligible) y estamos de 
acuerdo con el testimon~o de (Ininteligible) 

tlilaria Cahuelas 
Cintia Palacios 
(lninteligible) 
Maria Gonzalez 
Aguslin Salgado 
Valeria Perez 
Delia Golwalez 
Nieta Lisboa 
Sandra Gomez 
Cecilia Randell 
Hector (Ininteligible) 
Silvia Hernandez 
Maria Flores 
Jesus (lninteligible) 
Davici Martinez 
Celia Lopez 
Teresa Duran 
Mark Zoraino 
Daniel Muril lo 
Silviano Palomino 
Joaquin Balboa 
Omar L6pez 
Araceli Perez 
Carmen Brandes 
Marla de L a  Sana 
Ofelia Brandes 
I-leredia Galindez 



Esperanza Veron 
Mario Torero 

(Ininteligible) 

Angeles Velhzquez 
llosario Miguel 
(Ininteligible) 
Maria Sanchez 
Alfredo SBnchez 
Angelica Guerrero 
Maria Navarra 
Maria Rosales 
Guadalupe Echeverria 
Leticia Delgado 
(lninteligible) ' Violeta Flores k 
Cecilia Medina 
Ariel Espinosa 
Miguel Rodriguez 
Teresa (Ininteligible) 
Terence Ramos 
Candelaria Lopez 
Paula Lopez 
(Ininteligible) 
Laura Rosales 
Nora Molina 
Mariana Linares 
Helena Gonzalez 
Rosa Richmond 
Gw~ddupe Rosa 
Cr~stina Ledesma 
Marta (Ininteligible) 
Guadalupe Hernandez 

(iuadalupe Miranda 
Sara Gonzalez 
Monica Villegas 
Stephanie Garcia 
Soledad (Ininteligible) 
Veronica Martinez 
(Ininteligible) 
Joselina Romero 
Antonio Tara 
Cristina Ramirez 
Gloria Espinosa 
Cristina Bautista 
Delia Figueroa 
Jessy Barroso 
Enrique Gala 
1:rancisco Rodriguez 
Agustina Rodriguez 
Stephanie Romero 
Florida Susana 
(Ininteligible) 
Heredia Medina 
Guadalupe Medina 
Ana Camacho 
Helena (Ininteligible) 
Maria Gimenez 
Catalina Palacios 
Paula Cristina Maldonado 
Cristina Romero 

Thank you 



Public needs information 
about the nuclear carriers 

I 
Thm sJ~~uoukl have k .n 
mu& nore openness 
about this project from 

A Short History of Naval Nuclear Accidents 
According to ihc Navy. '..thew h r  n e w  bcsn rslslor reemdent in thc h~stocy of Ihc 

US. N~vllNudcmPropulrion Pro-...'( 1995 €EIS.p.L-75). Howcvcr,accordingto Navy 
word$ cbuincd thloqh Frredomof Informalion A d  Rulucrlr (FOIA) and indeuendea research 
on the subjccl ihc foldwing accidcnls have occurred and i ru l led in relcuca of &tolion into lhu 
envirmmM. 

hi- d d m c l r r r  ilemt horn r nuclru powered r e u d  r ihc Pupel Sound N w l l  
Shlpyud The N w  uuted I J  hats lo mfom ihc Stale and dld nm mlorm ux publr unto! a 
onfamvlt c u k d  m pmu 18rmunon k. 34.961 

4. Rdcue a1 R s d l ~ c l i v c  \Vam hta Sm D i q o  Uay. UBS Tmlua .  1979 
Thinren gdlmr ofndionive 'hi@purity wacr'' wra spilled inlo San Diego Dry on 

Semrnbr 2. 1979. Ini l id lcpanr nsled lhal the ship spilled M much nr 80 la I W  rrllonr of 



m l o d  undcr FOIA. Whu ir intllening .bout hi: rridcnl ir lhuthc Navy has icpa!dly 
~ f u d  10 n i a c  the 1ep0n of invel1l:OLion for this 25-ysuold ucidcnt. EHC'r a p p d  of th~r  
dcnid hrrdmbcen d m i i  by thcNavy. 

OTHER ACCIDRNTIYYICRIENTS OFCONCERN 

" ~~~ ~~ 

;kn.mmld for &nl false r u v ~ m n u  md iar &nlicllon m pdn-s cfduly. There ur 
155 ~OSUIIM(~ stiU&to eHCrrpdh~this uridsntw~athough it did no1 involve 
ndirion.or cvcn .nuchu v-i. m d  lhem is oo litiymim ~kealcnedor pending. 

I Fnblrlealioo dDmmeoU,  1993-USS Ssll lake Clly 
Navy invucigaian documnu auling that falr ir~umn of doeurnnu wru s common 

a s u r n n u  O W  the U p  Sell Me CnIy and war om of lhe rcuans lor the rcmoval of ,he 
Commm&ng Orliser. Dosvmvllr pmvidcd un&r FOU. Cocnmmkr w u  rcmovcd fmm port 
due 10 r lapx in ~eguiuion na l l i ng  in m inwxicrcd submnrimrmving watch of anuclcvr 

on lhc USS SM lum, r last-alrk nucku submwi~ inGroton.CT. Wirer wen w w r d  that 

5 Bomb found ca cnrrier, USS CooluhUoo, 1996 
A bomb w r a d i r c o v d  ?board canier U.S. Cwslciluion whtlc 11 war docked at Nonh Island. 
(Union T r l h r  IDsc96) 

6 WQpon detonpUao arcldnt. USS Sara+ 1976 
Exterpl from M invMigUion ilurrricw mpnrdinp yl rssidca m which a wcappon 

detonated. low cidu on an m-pMI nuclear submuine. The Nwy n i e d  o w  MX) p a p  of 
dmumnu lo EHC mguding this uceidcs. A fare (uncir,iOed Navy invcntiguion daumcntr. 
p. 1074) d a low-ordor&~l~l l i~n 01 Ihe wabads thu were u l rhed  to two conventional 
lwpsdou on ibc nuclut-powered rubmuwe USS Snrgo on June 14,1960 Winding 18 ol  l ind 
lnvuu'uae repon olthr lud* Adraar  Ocnnrl comummp ancsplos~on on board ck U9S 
Sagom June 14. 1960un blr u EHC) On pae  215 of ihc Ftnd onvrmgrnre mpm ollhe 
ludge AdrouK Gencul.acl~mm) oftheComnrndlng Omcrr ollhr USS Supo ruled 
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VOLWE 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

San Diego Hearing 

H.2.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 

H.2.2 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 

H.2.3 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 cumently under 
consideration. 

WP-related comments in this testimony are also made in the EHC's letter, 
0.12. 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 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 "ce  
equal" basis in the 1995 EE, 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 of the 1995 EIS, Chapter 6 (DON 
1995a). 

Two public hearings on the Draft EIS have been held in the San Diego regon 
and public testimony received, as required under NEPA. The Navy does not 
currently have plans to have a follow-on communiiy workshop for an infonnal 
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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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 (i.e., 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. 

H.2.7 Please see response to comment 0.10.23, 

H.2.8 Please see response to comment H.2.6. 

H.2.9 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 

H.2.10 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 modihcation 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 radiolog~cal 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 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPOR~NG EIS - N A S N I  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

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 0.12.69, 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. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.216. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.86 and 0.12.44. 

Please see responses to comments L.4.47 and L.4.36. 

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. 

Please see responses to comments L.4.34,0.12.25, and 0.12.190. 

Your comments are responded to in this Final EIS (see above responses). 

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 10s Estados Unidos no considera que la traduccibn a1 espaiiol del Draft EZS 
(Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio Ambiente) es requerida para asegurar que in poblacion de 
bajos recursos y las minonas tengan la oportunidad de participar totalmente en el 
proceso conocido como NEPA. Una reunibn para analizar 10s temas que serian tratados 
en el EIS (Estudio de lmpacto a1 Medio Ambiente) se llevo n cabo en Coronado el 10 de 
febrero de 1998. Desde aquel momento, la Marina de 10s Estados Unidos IUI reconocido 
la necesidad de incluir a1 public0 en la reunion de San Diego. Los nuisos de 
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Comment 
Number Response 

disponibilidad para el Draft EIS (Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio Ambiente) fueron 
publicados en La Prensa . Todas las respuestas a 10s comentarios publicas generados 
durante el period0 de comentarios publicos que jueron provistos en espariol son 
traducidos a1 inglis. Los comentarios son anotados para asegurar que el lector tenga un 
entendimiento suficiente de 10s materiales del EIS (Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio 
Ambientei sin la necesidad de tener que leerlo en su totalidad. El Aviso de 
Disponibilidad (NOA), esti traducido a1 espatiol y hay una linea teltfonica 888 que 
tambiin esta disponible en espariol. 

H.2.19 ?he 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 insigruhcant 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 sigruhcant 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 dredgmg. 

El a d i s i s  de la calidad del aire en el Draft EIS (Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio Ambiente) 
esta basado en el cumplimiento con las normas de la calidad del aire ambiental national y 
estatal. Estas normas representan las concentraciones atmosfkicas permisibles en las 
wales el bienestar y la salud publica estan protepdas e incluye un rnargen razonable de 
seguridad para proteger 10s individuos mas sensibles dentro de la poblacion, tales como 
[as personas mayores y 10s nifios. Como las acciones altemativas propuestas no 
excederfan ninguna norma de la calidad del aire ambiental, la d u d  publica estaria 
protegida de 10s efrctos de las acciones altemativas propuestas. Las emisiones de 10s 
contaminantes toxicos del aire (TAC) causadns por el dragado propuesto y por las 
acciones de deshecho en NASNI,  producirian u n  impacto insignificante en la salud 
publica. 

Los impactos cumulativos de proyectos pasados que afectan la calidad del aire local y [as 
emisiones de residuos toxicos,fueron tornados en cuenta en este EIS (Estudio de Impacto 
a1 Medio Ambiente). Este EIS (Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio Ambiente) presenta datos 
que concluyen que no habria impactos signiJicativos en la vida marina debido a la acci6n 
propuesta. Los peces evitarian las areas de dragado, asi que probablemente no serian 
afectados por ninguno de 10s contaminantes en suspenso despuis 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 
comment 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 signhcant. '~o 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 compatifas 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 prictica comercial comun y estan mds alla del akance de 
este EIS (Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio Ambiente). El hecho que 10s contratistas de 
defensa puedan estar capacitados para desempeirar trabajos radiologicos NNPP no 
implica que el trabajo radiolbgico NNPP pueda ser desempoiando: ( I )  en otras 
ubicaciones aparte de la NASNI CIF o (2) en alguna manera diferente que 10s estundares 
uniformes establecidos por el NNPP. Las compras no afectarian la cantidad de 
mantenimiento lleuada a cabo en 10s CVN que estan en el puerto base. 

Los impactos de contaminacibn de la accibn de la Marina a1 USS JOHN C. STENNIS en 
el puerto base en NASNIfueron tratados en 1995 en la Declaracibn 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 ukase la respuesta 
a1 comentario H.2.19 a para la discusion sobre el impact0 a la calidad del aire en este EIS 
(Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio Ambiente). 

El EIS (Estudio de lmpacto a1 Medio Ambiente) ha eualuado una arnplin variedad de 
accidentes y ha determinado que 10s riesgos radiologicos no son significativos. Ningrin 
buque sera construido como parte de la accibn propuesta. Los CVN's en el puerto base 
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recibiran mantenimiento en la instalacion en NASNI,  con mantenimiento en seco, con la 
Disponibilidad lncrementada de Atraco Planeado (DPIA) ocuniendo una uez coda seis 
afios en PSNS, en Bremerton, Washington. El uso y el almacenaje de materiales 
peligrosos ocuniria en NASNI, consistente con las practicas actuales. Existen 
capacidades adecuadas para materiales peligrosos para acomodar el material generado por 
la capacidad de tenrr dos adicionales CVN's en el puerto base. No ocurriran impactos a 
10s 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 sigruficant 
radiologcal impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft 
camers or operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities. 

En el desarrollo de 10s atuilisis presentados en el EIS (Estudio de lmpacto a1 Medio 
Ambiente) se consideraron una amplia diuersidad de accidentes hipotiticos. Los 
resultados de todos 10s analisis, tanto de operaciones normales como de accidentes 
hipotiticos indican que no habran impactos radiologicos signifcantes por el puerto base 
y mantenimiento de portaauiones clase NIMTTZ, ni por la operacidn de instalaciones de 
mantenimien to de portaauiones 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 signhcant 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 regon 
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 a t  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. 



VOLUME 7 CVN H O M E P O R ~ G  EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

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.4.48, 0.12.78, and 0.12.190 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 0.12.27. 

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 0.12.127. The second is a study chartered by the 
San Diego Association of Governments. The SANDAG 2051J) 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 205u) 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 sigruhcant impacts to the public's health and 
safety (please see sections 3.15 (Volume I), and Appendix E, Appendix F, and 
Appendix J 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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Please see responses to comments 0.12.55 and 1.80.2. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.55 and 1.80.2. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.55 and 1.80.2. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.55 and 1.80.2. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.55 and 1.80.2. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.55 and 1.80.2. 

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 0.12.55 and 1.802. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.55 and 1.80.2. 

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

A chronology of events resulting in the potential replacements for aircraft 
camers 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 19705, this 
included USS TICONDEROGA, USS KITTY HAWK, and USS 
CONSTELLATION; in the mid-1970s, USS RANGER, KTTTY HAWK, and 
CONSTELLATION; throughout the 1980s, RANGER, KTTn 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), 
K I r r Y  HAWK, CONSTELLATION, and RANGER. All ships listed above are or 
were conventionally powered camers, 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 Carnkr (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 US. 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." 

In 1998, INDEPENDENCE (at that time the Navy's "forward deployed carrier) 
reached the end of its service life and was decommissioned. KIlTY 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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reduction of the port loading at NASNI to two homeported aircraft camers. 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. It is anticipated this will 
happen in 2005. Once again, if the Preferred Alternative were selected, it would 
bring NASNI back to its htorical three carrier port-loading baseline. 

H.2.39 As mentioned in the response to comment 0.12.104, TAC emissions from the 
proposed dredging and disposal actions at NASNI would produce insigruhcant 
health impacts to the public. As stated in the response to comment 0.12.136, the 
cumulative impact of toxic emissions from the proposed dredging and disposal 
activities and existing operations at NASNI would be insigruhcant. 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 PMlo 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 insigruficant health risks to the public. 
Therefore, compliance with the SDCAPCD permit conditions would ensure that 
with the addition of two CVNs at NASNI, the health risk to the public from the 
DMF would remain insigruficant. 

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. 

H.2.40 There will be no increase in the amount or frequency of aircraft amving 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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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 clarihcation 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 venfy 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.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 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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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 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 conskction 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 
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). 

H.2.52 - 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 robusmess 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 

I 
with deadly force increases the risk to the terrorist. 

H.2.53 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 
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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 sigruhcant 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 conshuction 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 
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 to 
mitigate less than sigruhcant 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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the Coronado streets, such a project is not needed to mitigate less than 
significant impacts associated with the CVN homeporting project. 

- H.2.55 Please refer to the responses L.4.44 and 1.37.1 to similar questions. NASM 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 
CVNs. 

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 
haft EIS. Therefore the Navy, as Lead Agency, disagrees that the document is 
leficient in meeting NEPA requirements. The Final EIS has been revised to 
~rovide minor clarification in a number of areas in response to public comment. 
-1omeporting three additional CVNs at NASM was concluded in section 2.7.1 of 
he EIS to not be a reasonable alternative to the proposed action. Response to 
:omments include evaluation of recent traffic and noise data presented by the 
Zity or Coronado. Evaluation of these data venfy that the environmental effects 
)f the proposed action were assessed correctly in the Draft EIS. Please see 
Psponses 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. 

- H.2.58 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 sigruhcant impacts in any environmental 
category. In absence of sigruficantly 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 sigruhcant new circumstances 
or information emerges that is relevant to environmental concerns that bear on 

-5 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 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 L.4.13 and L.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 Califomia/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 MOBILE5 models. 

Fire protection level of service currently meets the requirements specified by the 
Department of Defense Inshuction (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 NASNI. 
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 0.10.18. 

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 insigruhcance 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. 

H.2.64 Please see response to comment 0.10.23. 

H.2.65 Please see responses to comments 0.13.24 and 1.43.13 

H.2.66 Comment noted. 

H.2 
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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 0.12.10. 

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 NNF'P 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 ratio of 1:l. 

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 fiU 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 
atmospheric concentrations at which the public health and welfare are protected 
and include a reasonable m a r p  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 insignhcant health 
impacts to the public. 

La Marina de 10s Estados Unidos no considera que la traduccion a1 espaiiol del Drab EIS 
(Estudio de lmpacto a1 Medio Ambiente) es requerida para asegurar que la poblacion de 
bajos recursos y [as minorias tengan la oportunidad de participar totalmente en el 
proceso conocido como NEPA. Una reunion para analizar 10s temas que serian tratados 
en el EIS (Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio Ambiente) se IIeu6 a cab0 en Coronado el 10 de 
febrero de 1998. Desde aquel momento, la Marina de 10s Estados Unidos ha reconocido 
la necesidad de incluir al publico en la reunion de San Diego. Los auisos de 
disponibilidad para el Draft ElS (Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio Ambiente) fueron 
publicados en La Prensa. Todas las respuestas a 10s comentarios publicos generados 
durante el period0 de comentarios publicos que fkeron provistos en espariol son 
traducidos a1 inglks. Los comentarios son anotados para asegurar que el lector tenga un 
entendimiento suficiente de 10s materiales del EIS (Estudio de impact0 a1 Medio 
Ambiente) sin la necesidad de toter que leerlo en su totalidad. El Auiso de 
Disponibilidad (NOA) ,  esth traducido a1 espaiiol y hay una linea teltfonica 888 que 
tambikn esth disponible en espaiiol. 

El andisis de la calidad del aire en el Draft EIS (Estudio de lmpacto a1 Medio Ambiente) 
estri basado en cumplimiento con las normas de la calidad del aire ambiental nacional y - 
estatal. Estas normas representan las concentraciones atmosjiricas permisibles en las 
cuales el bienestar y la snlud publica estrin protegrdas e incluye un margen razonable de 
seguridad para proteger a 10s individuos mas sensibles dentro de la poblacion, tales como - 
las personas mayores y 10s niiios. Coma Ins acciones alternativas propuestas no 
excederian ninguna norma de la calidad de1 aire ambiental, In salud pirblica estnrin 
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protegrda de 10s efectos de /as acciones alternativas propuestas. h s  emisiones de 10s 
contaminantes toxicos del aire (TAU causadas por el dragado propuesto y por /as 
acciones de deshecho en N A S N I ,  producirian u n  impacto insignificante en  la salud 
publica. 

H.2.79b Cumulative impacts from past projects that affect local air quality and toxic 
waste emissions were taken into account in this EIS. T ~ I S  EIS presents data that 
concludes there would be no sigmficant impacts to the hsh 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 toxicosfueron tornados en cuenta en este EIS (Estudio de Impacto 
a1 Medio AmbienteJ. Este EIS (Estudio de lmpacto a1 Medio Ambiente) presenta datos 
que concluyen que no habria impactos signijcativos en la vida marina debido a la accion 
propuesta. Los peces evitarian las areas de dragado, asi que probablemente no serian 
afectados por ninguno de 10s contaminantes en suspenso despuis del dragado. 

H.2.79~ 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 qualhed 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 sigmficant 
radiological impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft 
carriers or operating NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier maintenance facilities. 

Las compras de compatiias locales de astilleros por otros contratistas de defensa, y el 
hecho que estos contratistas de defensa estan llevando a cab0 licitaciones para 
reparaciones de buques, son u n  practica comercial c o m h  y estan mas alla del alcance de 
este EIS (Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio Ambiente). El hecho que 10s contratistas de 
defensa puedan estar capacitados para desempenar trabajos radiolbgicos NNPP,  no 
implica que el trabajo radiolbgico N N P P  pueda ser desempetiado: (1) en otras 
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ubicaciones aparte de la NASNI C1F o (2)  en alguna manera diferente que 10s estandares 
uniformes establecidos por el NNPP. Las compras no afectarian la cnntidad de 
mantenimiento llevada a cab0 en 10s CVN que estrin en el puerto base. 

Los impactos de contnminacion de la accion de la Marina a1 USS JOHN C. STENNIS en  
el puerto base en NASNIfueron tratados en 1995 en la Declaration Final de Impacto 
Medio Ambiental para el Desarrollo de Instalnciones en San Diego / Coronado para el 
Soporte de Puerto Base de u n  Portaauiones Clase NIMITZ. Se ha determinado que 10s 
impactos decontaminacion por la accion propuesta serrin insignifantes. 

En el desarrollo de 10s analisis presentados en el EIS (Estudio de Impacto a1 Medio 
Ambiente) se consideraron urn  amplia diversidad de accidmtes hipotiticos. Los 
resultados de todos 10s anrilisis. tanto de meraciones normales como de accidmtes 
hipotiticos indican que no habran impactos radiologicos significantes pot el puerto base 
y mantenimiento de portmuiones clase NIMITZ, ni por la operacih de instalaciones de 
kantenimimto de po'rtmviones clase NIMITZ. 

Your comments are beyond the scope of this EIS 

Your comments 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 0.12.190. In addition, it is important to note that the 
results of all the radiologtcal analyses in the EIS, which included cumulative 
effects, indicate that there would be no signhcant radiological impacts from 
homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft camers or operating 
NIMITZ-class aircraft camer 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 1.4.1. 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. 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

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 comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 

Sus comentarios han sido tornados en cuenta y estan incluidos en el El5 (Estudio de 
Impacto ai Medio Ambientd 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 
camers (CVs) and one nuclear carrier (CVN) for a total of three camers, while 
Alternatives One, Two, and Three have three CVNs. The proposed action would 
not result in two additional aircraft camers, but would simply provide capacity 
for the homeporting of up to 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 sigruhcant. 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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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 camers, but would simply be providing 
capacity for homeporting up to 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 hips during the peak hours 
and 150 hips throughout an average day, as outlined in the EIS. The analysis 
indicates that a traffic increase of this magnitude would not be sigruhcant. 

Please refer to responses L.4.44 and 1.37.1 for a response to the issue of terrorist 
acts in San Diego. 

Our publicly-elected US. 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 radiologcal 
impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class aircraft camers or 
operating NIMITZ-class aircraft camer 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 0.12.27. 

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. w 

Please see responses to comments L.4.36 and 0.10.31. 
w 

Please refer to responses 0.12.55 and 0.12.169 and see comment on responses to 
GAO report in response to comment 1.56.5. 
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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 0.12.57. 

While CVs and CVNs use different sources of fuel (oil vs. nuclear), both types of 
ships rely upon steam propulsion plants that require seawater coohg. The 
seawater cooling requirements are slmilar 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. 

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 1.43.16. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.73 and L.4.36. 

Please see response to comment 1.43.13. 

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 L.4.36. 

Please refer to responses L.4.44 and 1.37.1 for a response to this comment on the 
potential for San Diego to become a military target. 

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. 

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

Please see response to comment 1.4.1. 


