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Introduction to Public Comment Organization 

This chapter presents all 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 comments 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 altemative 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 altemative 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 inhoduction lists each comment letter, the date sent, and 
the corresponding code. 
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16452 
October 26. 1998 

U. S. Navy. Southwest Division 
Atm: Mr. John Coon (Code 0SAL.JC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Dicgn. CA 92132-5190 

Gentlemen: 

This ofice has reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for "Developing 
Homc Pon Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carricrs in Suppon o f  the US. Pacilie 
Flecl". dated Aurust 1998. I n  ucneral. fhc DEIS is a wcll writtcndocumcnt describinr wtential - .  
efieetr ofthe sub;lcct homeporiing at:~omnado, CA; Bremenon. W A  Everen, WA; and Pearl 
Harbor: HI. The three carriers beinp evalva~cd for homeponing include the existing NIMITZ- 

? class carrier (CVN) cuncntly homeponed in  Evcrctt, and two CVNr. which are currently under 
C) constnrtion. The DEIS evaluates six allcrnalivcs lor home poning o f  thew carriers. Two 

additional CVNr. currently homeponcd at Comnado and Bremenon. arc not being evuluuted for 
home pon changes. 

Allcmalnc onc nould cluslcr all CVNr a1 Comnado 0 )  and Rremcnon 12) Al lern~l~$r.  lwo 
INa*) prcicmd ~ l l cmtove l  uould home pon the ncn CVhr  st Curondo. nut chmgmg ihc 
\cs\rls homc paned at the othcr local8ons Allcrnallve three would rclwatc the l.%crcll C V h  10 

Pcarl Harbor. lcavr Bremenon unchanged. and home ran the two new CVNs at Coronado. 
Alternative four would add a xcond CVN lo Everett. and a weond CVN at Curonado. 

~~ ~~~ - -~- . -  - - - -~ ~ 

Allcrnaurc fiw *odd home pon the ncu CVNs at Brcnwnon e d  P c d  flubor. Icm mg ihc 
t rcrc l l  CVN at Ihc cunrnt loca lm Altcrnalsrc n x .  wmed "no actton" nuuld home pon the 
new CVNs at Bremenon and Comnado. leaving the E v c m  CVN at that location 

Tables ES-2 and 2-2 list construction pmjccts needed to suppon homeponing alternatives. 
Included on lhex  iablcs for altcmalivcs I thru 5 is dredging and pier replacement at Bremenon 
Alternative 6 doer not iwlude thiseonwruetion work. Table ES-3 and 2-1 1 analum the i m ~ a c l  

homeponed. Ifthat is lhe case. why are the environmental efiects being analyzed in this DEIS? 
I would assume that the eiiectr were analyzed in the reference " W N .  199Sb". And if these 
improvcmcnlr are independent of #he rclccled alternative. 11 seems that bey would also k 
constructed under alternative six "no action". 

16452 
October IS. 1998 

Altrrnatiw six is termcd '"no action". And vet. it would involve the homeponing the new CVNs I F.l.3 
at Coronado and Oremenon. This does not~rrflecl a true '"no action" alternative. Such an 
alternmve would not humrpan rilher d ~ h r  new CVNr  Nor would it change the existing CVN I 
Volume 2. Appendix H, provides the dredged depths necessary for CVN homeponing. 
Accordinclv. demhs at Bremenon should be at least 49.5' to 49.9.. which is in conflict with the 1 F'L4 
nlanned &&ink deaths of 41.10 49.. Ihe ereatest conflict is i n  the inner channel, which 1 , - - ~ - - ~ - -  - - ~ 7  ~~ - 
a c c c , ~ ,  the ltume pon pscr ID) A drcdgmgdcp~h o f4 l '  I, p l u p d ,  )el Apcmdtr II tcqullcr 3 

Jqxh at 49 '4 I i a  dcpth dt 4 I' or arccptrblc at Brcmcnon, mzght o slmllnr depth be aecept3blc I 
at coronado. Everen and Pearl Habor. with a cornspanding reduction in environmental effects? I 

I f  you have any questions concerning this matter. please call Mr. John Vogel at the above listed 
number. or E - m a i l : / v ~ ~ g u l @ p ~ c n ~ r c ~ s ~  u q  mil. 

1.1 

Copy: CG MLCPr 

Sincerely, 

J. '1. PECK 
aptain, US. Cost  Guard 

Commanding Ofiiccr 
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Comment 
Number Response 

U.S. Department of Transportation - U.S. Coast Guard 

F . l . l  Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

F.1.2 Between the time of the 1995 Environmental Assessment assessing the 
BRAC/NEPA mandated relocation of facilities to support a CVN located at NAS 
Alameda to E N S  was completed (and thus establishing E N S  for the first time 
as a permanent home port for a CVN), and the time the Notice of Intent for this 
EIS was issued, the Navy more clearly defined the requirements for the facilities 
necessary to homeport a CVN. As a result of the new requirements, the USS 
CARL VlNSON was being berthed at a less than adequate pier and in less than 
adequate depth. Because it was reasonably foreseeable and the need to fix that 
situation so closely corresponded to the timeframe of the CVN homeporting EIS, 
and because the alternatives in the EIS included those that might locate 
additional CVNs at E N S ,  i t  was considered prudent to include the facilih 
upgrade and dredging at PSNS within this EIS in order to comply with the 
objectives of 40 CFR 1508.25. 

Please refer to section 2.4.6 for a discussion of the No Action Alternative. This 
EIS deals with constructing and operating the facilities and infrashucture 
needed to create the capacity to homeport three NIMITZ-class nuclear-powered 
aircraft carriers (CVNs). It is Navy policy that CVNs will replace aging CVs. A 
"no action" alternative (Alternative Six) is included that reflects homeporting the 
two replacement CVNs without constructing any new facilities, an action that is 
unsatisfactory to both operational readiness and sailor quality of life (see Section 
2.4.6 for additional information). The inclusion is done to conform to the spirit 
of NEPA requirements (40 CFR 1502.14[d]), which prescribe inclusion of a no 
action alternative even in those cases where no action is more correctly defined 
as "no change." In this case, Alternative Six is as close to "no change" as can 
reasonably be achieved. This approach to the "no change" provisions of the 
alternative formulation process is discussed in question 3 of the "Forty Most 
Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act 
Regulations," printed in Federnl Register Vol. 46, No. 55, 18026-18038, 3/23/81. 
In this case that means attempting to homeport the CVNs without construction 
of the ficilities and infrastructure needed to support them. Clearly this is 
unsatisfactory from an operational, environmental, or quality of life perspective 
but the Navy has carried this alternative forward in order to satisfy the spirit of 
NEP A. 

Please note the following words in the Navy's letter included in Appendix H: 

"The dredging project depth can be traded off with tides to obtain the necessary 
water depth in inner channels and turning basins with the corresponding 
operational restrictions; however, tide hadeoffs cannot be used at piers 
[emphasis added]. 
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Tide tradeoffs at the berths cannot be used because the ships must be able to ride 
through all tidal conditions while moored. In the case of turning basins and 
inner channels at ENS,  water depth has been traded off for CVN operational 
restrictions corresponding with tidal restrictions through Rich Passage. By 
accomplishing this tradeoff, the Navy achieves an acceptable level of operational 
flexibility at Bremerton while limiting the amount of dredging to the greatest 
extent practicable. 

The Navv has also attached a letter to the end of Appendix H that further 
clarifies dredge depth at ENS.  The original criteria assumed that PSNS was a 
fresh water harbor, and therefore had conservatively added -0.5 feet to the 
requirements commensurate with the differences between fresh water and salt 
water. As a result of salinity tests E N S  performed in Sinclair Inlet, a waiver was 
obtained to the criteria for the -0.5 foot difference. This waiver, along with the 
tide tradeoff for the inner channel and turning basins, reduces the environmental 
impact of the dredging operations proposed for Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. 
The Navy used similar criteria to define the amounts of dredging proposed for 
the other homeport locations." 



United States Department of the Interior 

November 20. 1498 

ER 981051S 

John Coon 
Depanmenl 01 11% Navy. Southwest Bnsnon (Code OSAL JC) 
Naval Fachtter Enpncenng Command 

Cal8fornn. Dretnmon. Washmaon. Everett. Washmuon. and Pearl Harbor. Hawanl The - .  
iollowmg cummcotr on the DEIS arc provided far consideration when preparing the Fmal 
Enwronnrntal Impact Statement (FEIS). 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

In general. thc 1)epanmeat docs not object to the programmtical objectives of Alternatwr 2. the F.2.1 
Navy's preimed alwrnative The preferred allernatwe calls far the benhing oftwo (for a total p i  
three) addotnwal nuclear-cowered aircrafl carrtcr rhms(CVN) and removal of two convent~unal I . .  . 
cavacrr hum h c  hdbal AM Slraon Nonh lrland(NASN1) at Coronado. Caloforsa. and ,he 
humcponm~ ufttr., CVNr at Ik Pupel Sound Nard Shnpyard (PSNS). tlrcmcnon Wa\hmgh,n 
and the Nabat 40, Slalaon (NAVSTA) at Ererat. Washmaton The Protccl also ~ncludes 
modernmtmn oi the Bremenon home wn to m e t  new 6.w standard; However. the DEIS I F2 2 
staler in atr .\b,t#acl th.1 A l t e rna l l ~  TWO would l ~su l l  in 11gmficam but m~ttgable impacts on 
lwdrmc bw lw~ra l  tcsourccr at the PSNS and the NAVSTA Althouah uc aurcc wlh  the I - -  . - 
propramnattc find~nys o f  the OElS on the home pon locationr, we can not concur with the 
proposed 1'ro;ccl and the D E E '  finding o f  riynlficant but mitigable mpactr u w l  reveral Project 
 suer are .~ddle,,ed in iddillom1 detail 

I 

Under the Dcpanmtnl o f  the Naq ' r  Alternat~ve Two. the emung carrler capaclly at the PSNS 
and the NAVSTA home pons would remam the same. and no addmonal projects would be bull1 

The depth crotrrrr MI Appendix H rprcifyiny the turning bnrin and benh dredgmg depth nerd lo be 
re-evaluntud for the PSNS Bremenon complex The Navy may be able l o  mmmlze the area 
andlor reduce !he drcdgmy depth ofthe prcierred alternative because Ides are aidvantageour in 
Pusel Souold, thc Navy has a 96 hour deployment tlmr (due to currentr). and thr maxcmum 
charwcl dqxh IOI Ihll I'asrse i s  -40 h o t  MLLW The current proposal ir to dredge the I'w O 
w,t brttll t i w ~  -45  lo --Ic) kel. the Plrr U west benh from -41 to -49 feel. Pier B from -40 to 
4 6  1 lcet I k  i l i u ~ ~  4 4  to 4 6  I feet, and the turmng barmr from -40 l o  - 4  I feet MLLW The 
FEIS ,I~uuld c\plu~c uppnnunmcs to reduce lhrre dtedging depths wtlhuut conrlrninmg 
homepunmg uycrat8onr 

The DEIS lacks spectfic implcmcnlnuon detad For example. 11 doer in01 pruvtde detakd maps 
wtth bathymetrtc. Project. or natural resources features. adequate blolog~cal information. and 
detanled destgn i~ttbrwattun. mcludiug mode lq  The DEIS does not address the managemen1 o f  
ballail water or c\pected inpacts or~na~ntenance dred~tnp The cumulaltve llnpact d~ncusrion 1s 
I h ~ w d  tu ~ I K  dc\Aq,mrut actoms that would occur concurrently or in the near-future wnth the 
prupu,ed 1 '~up t  I luucver, sewre  cu~wlalwe mpactr lhaue occurred at the Bremcnon complex 
uvcr the lart c w w t y  The drrvclopmwt ofthe Pugrt Suund Naval Shipyard resulted III large 
lu,,cr o l ' i m r ~  rd;d i,s~Jllats. eelgrass. and ertumne emrrgenl wetland T lx  dcvelupmmt ard 
plugrcrwc ducpcwng ofbenhr. turning banns. and navnyation channels also cmpacted the 
rubtdal I>nb~tat (below - 10 feet MLLW) by creating a greater p o n m  of deeper subt~dal hab!tat 
than the orlg811al cund~t~on These changes ha\e probably resulted tn a s~pn~licant curnulal~ve 
nmpsct to rearms lhabmtt far anadramour fish (lorr ofintendal habmt) and foragmg habitat for 
,ea and dlving d,ucLr (change of water depth dwribwon) Given the cumulauve clfea u f  tlwre 
p ~ o p o d  actlwti and tlwsr u l h r  past. the Navy has opponunntier to enhance cnwrunmental 
UIII~~OII, 11,# lilll .tmI n ~ldhfe Ih.\bttat as pnn o f  the Prolect 

I Ihc 1 01p1 ~1 lh11.11111.~1> ( ( 'u I~s)  10 cooprr.mw wtth lhc E~wrunmrn~al I'rotectwn Agmcy, the ~ , 2 , 6  
\\ .1*1111)(11011 I)C~I.IIIIIICI~I UI Lc~Iogy. and "(her qencter. 15 de\clopmng a Cenn~bhty study lor a 
~wultturer C ~ I I I . ~ ~ W U U  dtspusid wategy for Pugel Sound rhu  feartbhty Uudy d u d e s  
cowlnwuatg .! 1nn111~1,cr lachly for cu~~tawnalrd rcdw~ents Pr~lornbnary rcrullr ofthe sltrdy haw 1 
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Southwea Dw,mt (Code O5ALJC) 

 dentd died S#ncla~l Inlet/Bremenon as a prlnclpal yeographnc area of merest because 81 contam ~ 2 6  
about 20 percent of Puyet Sound's contammated red~mentr The FElS rhould explore the 
opponun~t~es that lh~s ~null~uscr facllllv for contam~nated sedments would have for the Naw lo t 
Sound and l h d  to a conslstenl evaluallon and management approach M confined dsporal of I 
cowamma~ed rcd~mentr I 

Before the Vcuarlment can concur wblh Allernalwe Two and the f indm that tmoactr an marme 

marm b ~ u l o ~ ~ c a l  I~SOYICCS beyond uhal was idcntdcd in the D t l S  0 mule accwalc 
qunntmcalrw ,,# im\pncts 10 m u m e  habmts. (d) remdllllon and mmommwn plan for (CIIIO\IIIS 

and r e d u c q  Ills cumulal~ve bulld-up o f  copper conomtnams from nuclear powered awcriA - carrier h p r  (CVN) homeponcd. and (e) monmnnu for the pewncc ofcontammnts md ,he 

tern (Tern). cwhnyered Californoa brown pelican (Pelican), and coastal populatmnr of the 
threaencd wcrlern snowy plover (Plover) 

The pr~occinpsed letion may affect foraging for the Tern and 
the Pelican lm~aels l o  form in^ activities ofthe= s~cder  include (1) addilmnal coverave of - - - 
1 49 acres of Snn Doeyo Bay waters by the new wharfand ferrylllag landmy beyond exmlmg 
cond~t~onr. (2) pennunerd 6llmg o f  I 2 l o  2 5 acres behlnd the extstlng P w  JIK area. 0) mpactr 
l o  San Oncw Way waters a the oro~0sed CVN benhinn site at Nonh Island by ~ropored 2-year . . . . - . .  . 
demoltt~oo~ uil'aer I /K and conrlmction o f  a new wharf. (4) potential surface water lurbndity 
nunpacts nrruclalcd ~ 8 t h  dredging activ~t&es. and (5) placement o f  50.000 cublc yards of dredged 
mnlrrtal> tiom h e  imil~gmon sole near P m  B to enhance sensitive bird habaat at NASNI We 
r u g p l  calrpenrstmy the loss o f  l 2 l o  2 5 acres of habutat vsuble by Term or Pchcans for 
foraging by making an equivdent area ofshallow water habitat near Pier B at NASNI 

We concur wllh the 6ndmg on DElS page I 5-19 (Inner 3 la 6) that the dredgmy far thlr 
mmaal~on would need l o  be ComDleted at lhc Stan ofthe construct~on uerlod and Drlor l o  - 
lntt lalm of 11w proposed Project in order to create Tern loragmy habllat by fillmg behmd Pwr JIK 
p r m  10 the pernnrnent lass of bay habntat Whle thxs rpecafic measure may offset the second 

l i l t  I,,III, llic l ~ c l ~ , . l ~ ~  : d  the rerot 1'111s reductton in pancularly s~yn~licant because the Terns and 
dirlr \lII1~~c .,I IIW N \5N I  IW~IIO~: COIUII~ are dependent upon small tmarme fish succrssfully 

I lhr lplillci~ ,,,\,~l\r, the drrdymg d490.000 u b ~ c  yards o f  malerlal at NASNI to create all 

,dcuu.tle J ru l l~  lor L W I I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  a CVN Bccaurc lern and Pellcanr are ,tglll feeders. drcdgmg and 

I h r  kLIS ,lwdd erl,ooe tlw drcdgng would nnol result in a surface turbndnty plume greater than 
I ,oUo feet 111 > \d t I x  oa lemgh and ruriace l u r b d ~ y  would not prrrw longer than one hour On 
Ipse ; 5 -  1') 11 tw ,  7 10 14). II~C DElS stales "The conrtructvm EOnlrJCl would tnclude a 
r q w m ~ ~ ~  1 1 ~  .I Iwl,,gtcd ~wmitor To I h t t  the spread of turb~dtly d u n g  the Tern nestmnl: 

, r a m >  (I r Apcml I to September 15). best rnanngement practices(BMP) would be ured " The 
tEIS shuold plov~de lbr r h  cunainr to br tored as a lncanr to limit the spread ofsurface turbodW 
wthm San V q o  Bay tfdredginy seltvity ir scheduled during the Tern nesting rearon The FElS 
should ideml) when and haw often biological momloring would occur, and what procedures the 
Navy wot~lil wm,tle w h  the dredgmg contractor $1 !he above identtfied limm of the turbdity 
pluwr ua the IIIII~ liame of surface lurbidity were exceeded 



John Coon. Depanment ofthe Navy 
Southwerl Dwrmn (Code OSALJC) 

an opponuntly lor $he PWS to formally dnxurs use ofdredged matenalr to enhance Tern and 
Plover nertmg habltalr Based on such d~uussuons. a rpeclfic plan of a c l m  should be developed 
a d  pre,enwd in the FElS regardmg 1h8s tswe 

Gwen #he rxlrnl of tssues r a t d  above. we recommend lhc Navy initiate an updaled MOU 
involving m-water cunrt~uction activities a d  Tern compenwtion and con ru l l rm  pursuant to 

, waters Thl, wuuld result 111 a s1gnt6can1 lmpact for which the Navy needs to prowde rpectfic 
b mltlwlton in the FCIS In addataon lo lass of forawna opwnuruuer for Terns and Pelranr 

Corps' Resul.wy U~anch to dmuss l h s  iswe and delermmc approprmc onmymon for thlr 
Impact Ths Issue should be resolved among the above lhsted agenceer and be addrrrred in 
the FElS 

&w.u Osao~lv u l  The ThrCtlS needs l o  aacy2atc.v quantsi) ~n~paas  
olmat~nc h~bolal I ~ S C E  These habllats mcludc (11 mlcn~dal habual. (b) rhalluw r~budal habllat 
and Oeelura,r beds The DElS 1dent~6cr thal 1 2 l o  2 5 acres oFSan Daevo Bav waters would be - .  
filled TI,; FElS rhuuld quantify the amounl o f  inlpaaed acres and no1 a range ofacrcr I t  
should alru r l tml~ fy  lww many acres of inten~dal. rhallow rubtidal. and eelgrarr wuuld be lor! 
wnln 11115 p~upo?ed lit1 Such quan186catmn IS needed to ensure I )  nu nn loss of these habnrt 
types would armlt imnd 2) surface elevalions of lhr imnip~mn site are ercavated to an appruprme 
level Their e l c~ r tw>a l  levels need lo rpecm6crlly address the lorrer ofeach hab2;d type 
reyardless whaher lhc area lmpacted suppons eelyrarr or is unvegetalcd mtcnldal ur shallow 
water habilal l h e  FlilS should prowde a scaled cnpmeermg plan of lhe mmgauon rile wath 
surface contours rrlrlwe l o  Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW) 

I IIL. I)LIS ~tllwltlie, polrnt~al sources o f  conlamman 
pr,71>i>\cd 11111t9111m sue near Per  B There ucre  lh  
l,nvir,~~J 01 I k  I) ;and putenoal rourccs ofcolsnlnlr 

rhe l r l s  owcdr to ~drnttfy what rpecdic conlarnmal 
erclt c$he,c LIICS. wlut inonitonng elTons are beon 
du~eomwe the c\lcw u f  the iuntan~nalion, and what 
e,,,yl<lrcd I,, r c w w c  .,ny C U I I I B I I I I ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  fwnd 1~1311 



John Coon. Ucpan~nsnt aflhc Navy 
Southwest Dwston (Code OSAUC) 

Pam 4 1-7 L U I W  Whde there is  lhttle ~nformal~on on tsunamw in Punet Found ihr rarC nt I F.28 .a . . - - - . . - , . . . - . . > .. -, 
a s e m w  mducrd tsunami may exist rime the "eanhquake hazard in lhe r e g m  is rubrtantial " 
More onalynr i s  needed lo assess the Iwnami rlsk for the Projccl. especially ifnearshore I 
con~amnatcd dledgc disposal is s consideration I 

Shallow groundwaler i s  abundant along ihc walcrfmnt and recpr 
Ihruugh llle ,lwct pdc in lhe d v  docks The Navy ncedr to cramme the grounduater f l ~ w  lo find 

-..I L I CI '4.1s Comammmnl conlammen1 measures need lo bc con~de#cd durmg I'wr ~2.10 I) Jc.ml . lw .II.J oe.connmaaon and in the rtagmg stcar lo prc\cnl conlarn.nalcd rcamcnor fiurn 
c w r ~ n ~  imarmc u m r s  by svmcc water ~unoK 

n I 
b k c  4 2.6 h r . s  23 .24  According l o  lhe rcgulat8onr implementing lhe National Envtronmental 

I'ohcy Act. ~m~llgalio~l I~IYOIY~S five steps Ihal are ~ R c n  ulled the mmgalion sequence I )  avoiding 
!he tunp;~l. 2 )  8ww~wzing the impact. 3) rectiryiny lhc impa .  4) reducing or elirnmaling the 
tunpact orex i m r ,  and 5) compnuling for the impact The Navy rhould use this broad definition 
when) dnxu\rong llte miltsation measurer By using this definition. the Navy wdl clearly document 
the clToli llwy are intaking to avoid and minimize impsar to fish and wddlife 

h u e  4 3.4 Lwcs 19-32 The FElS should provide specific informatmn about how the Navy 
would respond l o  a spill and collect the contaminated material in a conlainmcnl boom lor safe 

h u e  4 i.6 1-wr 9-15 The tidal currenls in Pugel Sound could widely disperM conlamtnanlr 
bouold to c lw vlld ~murgsn~c panicles that arc rurpettded during the dredging aperauon There 
pnnoclrr rtny IUI suspension for relatively long periods resulting in potentially large tranrpon 
dwancrr T l r  cunlaminantr would be biologically available when they reule out on the surfice 
d t h c  rcdmcl* ll,c Navy should COnSlNCt a model of the dredge plume and use empirtcal 
~~~form;ltwn lium Pupel Sound l o  eslimale the area and quantity of d~swrsal This onformatmn 
rhvuld be u c d  lu Jmdc on the slgtficancc ollhe impacl A closco-buck1 ilamrhcll dardyc OI 

anulhrr type t l l  cn.wnmcnlal drcdymg lechnquc ~huuld be cunrdercd 10 rcduccJ thu amam# 

b e  4 3.S L u m  Gwen the amounl ofsuspended redmcnt rerullwg from dredge dnrposal 
alnd P u y t  Sowbd', wde tidal range. we do not agree ~ 8 t h  urmg a "notch on any confined 
d~,pu,al rate I he "notch" would be a s~gnific.ml pathway allowing a large guaneity of 
contawnalud ,cd~me~n l o  cnlcr lhc Sound and pose a s~gntficanl nsk lor fish enlermg the iacdlty 

Culrr.ntly. nc lpidr.l di,poral ur ire;amenl ;dternruws lor contammatcd scdtmenlr on upland 
na~hc, t l ~  III I~~CCIIIII,II ~ b t , d a l  lhdbltats LOC~IIII~ the disposal iachty on uplands o l k t r  Illany 

plannmg imd qwrm~eml  advantages Upland d~spusal would not dtrplacs mponanl inlendal and 
rubudal Ihabmtr 'I lhebr lhabllatr are ~rua l ly  very itmbted in indunnalmd areas whcle 

contalnmanl, ,$re l l l r ly  l o  occur Upland d~sposal would also allow easy access l o  the rtle for 
frequent mum~ur~ng. male II earleu l o  dwourage brh and wildlife (rum u h g  the rile whde il 15 

being tilled, allow li,r a broad range of conungencmer in case the rite fails, provide a future 
hpportun~~y ID ~ ~ m e d w e  01 t r m  the s h w n t ~  a- this xtencc matures. and lake advantage uf the 
drcadcr ol'c\l,rllrocc w ~ h  ruhd *age dlrporal. espcctally the regulatory framework that I s  

.Irerdy 8 8 ,  yl.tcr G~wm the risk that there redwcntr ,nay pore to fish and wtldhfe and human 
hcd!h,  he LWWI lmer  r t s k  muc~atcd w h  upland disposal rhould be welshed carefully agalnsl 
tlw lucrr  cost $11 ~I~.II,IIU~~ and iu~-water d~spmal allernalwes 

pace .I .;-8 1 llwl ;?-41 There are few examples in Puget Sound ofconlined dmporal or 

confined aquatic dlgmal i,wlmer The enwronmenlal mpact slalcmrnl doer not provide 
enough inljr~~mtwo, tu decjde on the incrltr o f  a nearshore dlrposal I h l ~ l y  for the Brrmrrton 
complex W e  camtot suppun a conlinrd dbpasal facnl81y w ~ h o u l  dcldlled rote npecofic d c r w  
as,tlynr lhal d ~ m t ~ # ~ \ l ~ , w ~  the f n o l ~ y  will not rcrull I,, lhe longW3m releas ofconlaminsllls l o  

hce 4 i-9 Lmr, I?- 10 Cuncras ur steel pterr rhould be used for ihe poles rather than tredted F.2.17 
wood ptkr rile Navy should also tsveuigmr the notre and vibration impacts to fish and wildlte 
from pde drwmg T l w e  dtsturbmces can ohcn be rignificml even relalmvely far away from 
the rate 1 

F.2.15 

Andelroo and I UIZCI ( 1986) ~neawred noow at vanour dslancer from a pile drtver drivmg steel 
INIC~ ( l )~ l~u i t g  IWJCI U-46-2.3 wuh raled energy of48,OUO lo  105.000 R-lbr) They found a peak 
t m ~ ~ ~ l , c  ~ n w  i l t i ~ l  o i ~ ~ g ~ d  lim 106 to 12U dUA 2U0 fret irom the pde drtver The standard nuisr 
dlup 01 -odlir\ pet Jwstrce doublmg fur hard rurthccs wuuld result in 90 ~ B A  at 6.400 feel f iuw 
!I)< q t F  Ilu, $WI,C l k ~ e l  would be ",en hlsllcr U I C ~  w a e r  The cliccl of lhm lcvel o f  nolre in the 
13rolcct .~rc.t iw ty  OC ~ w ~ g h  1 0  alirct nestmg bald eagles and other wtldl~fe Few m d  Andcrmn 

(lY92) alw l uwd  thrt pale drwny rtrrsres juvrndr salmon up to 6UO lneters l iom the mutce 

thc CIIVI'OIIIIICIII 

[ a  4 I I I .  I I lhe propeller wad) from the s h q  rnavemmtr (and arsociatcd l u ~ s )  can 
r w t h  in  Jcpcr.neJ l>enh~c colonmatmn In abxnce ufd~rlurbance. benthos will recolomre a 
W ~ ~ I N L .  w~ i l  .m ct l i l l l l l , t t~t t~~" CUIIIIIIIIIUIY ~ ~ L U I I W ~  ~ m b l t s l ~ e d  ~n the area The recrunmrnt i b c  
the 1 . t ~  WICL.I\IOII.I~ , r , t y >  uticn depends hulurbatwl that creates an acrub~c rubstratum 
nlncll 1, I \o I< .~ I I~  irrt du>r. tu the w l f k e  I'rupellcr ur othcr dtrmrbao~cc> that a l k t  the rurthc.: 
\c,Ihucm~ ,%dl w~llrlld tllc rauboc reJlcnent and cxpo,c ant anvcrobtc rurlace Thts continual 

'llltdmare I, llLcls Lucp line bcntlw cunmutury on a rrlatwcly early ruccesrmwal stage that 

cvuld iwt hc ;a\ de,nr.dh For hragtng fish ,tnd wittc!fi,wl 



lohn Coon. Depann>enl o f  the Navy 
Southwest Division (Code OSALIC) 

h w  4 4-2 L I W U  The study's colnalnmant sediment sampllng ir inadequate to assess the 
current sond~twn of the substrate The sampler were taken between March 1990 and Aprd 1991 
ro !hey do not describe the contamination that has taken place over the last reven years The 
m v p l o  wee udy collected on the surface. no1 any deeper than 10 centmeterr (cm) l i thc  
Nary's CPIIIIMIC o f2  cndyear for the sedimentation rate is accurate. then the rampler only 
descrlbe the cuntatittnanl releases lhal occurred over a 2 to 5 vear oer~od (between 1986 to I Y O l  I , . 
Thtr melhod ir not adequate to dewrsbe the quallly of the redment when the Navy i s  propormy to 
dredge a n>axmum depth o f  181 cm for the proposed Projccl. a profile reprerentmy 90 year, u l  ' I  
Eayc 4 4-3 Lmer LE Given the indunrial htstory of the Bremenon complex. rubstrate 
w n p l q  atxi contaminant analysis rhould he completed ryrtematicdly and inr the cnttre area 
proposed ibr  dredging or disposal wilhin !he complex 

Pace 4 4 - 5  1 , I ~ S  5.16 The Navy rhould consider a closed-bucket clamrhcll drrdye or another 
lypc u l  c~~v~rotlmealsl" dredgmg technque to reduce lhc conlammallon o f  the surface redmentr 
by redmeoat suspended during dredging operations This dredgmg equ~pment IS hiyhly rpec~ahred 
so the erpenise to mobilize andlor operate wch equipment may not be avadablc locally 

, . PaLe The Na~avv should use the most currcnl drcdntnr technolow to make sure - - 
tha the red~ments in the Project and dtspnsal areas do not become contammaled-by suspended 
redtment caused by the d redgq  operallon Ifthe sources of  contammatm are ehmmated and 
the arras rcnmn clean. then the Project could have a long term benefit to firh and wildl~fe Thlr 
benclit could be significant since the Project area is about 100 acres 

Cage J 4-0 Lwcr 1-8 Thc DElS does nnot ind~cate the number o f  pterr that have to be 
removed dur~ny #he demolition of Pier D lfthete is a eonriderable number o f  old plerr to 
remove. then significant contaminant releax may occur in the Project area by expormg prrv~au,ly 
contatninaled sediments. The environmm~al impact statement should quanufy thts putenlial 
contamnnant source 

The pder ,hould be duspored a1 an approprmte upland sole. erpec~ally !flhey are plerewed unlh 
creosote or other wood preservatwes I 

rhould conduct a one l o  two year ~nvenebrate survey on the resond use of l h o r  urganwnr is 
Ihe nudy area We recommend the lon(lcn survey pernod that ir practicable becau,e large inter- 
annual var~atoun oncn occurs in b#olog~cal conmunttler I 

lohn Cool>. I)cp.mwent uflhe Nary 
Sou l ln~c~t  U w ~ t o t >  (Codc05AL.JC) 

hj ~ ~ ! , , l ~ , . : ' ; . i >  NU bold sllwcyr were cu~npleted l o r  the I'rojccl rhe Navy should F.2.26 
cmJulrt ,( l,s~c 1,) 1\10 Y C ~ N  bard survey i f nu  recenl suney inlbrmatmn is avatlable We request the 
I \vS ic.rwu .I#IY I ~~~Iu~ ILAI  s u n q  desogm that the Navy drvr l~ps as pan of the ~ruposed Prqrcl  I 

I)II,X 4 5 - ( I  1 #mu I S -  i 4  I the CUOI~IIIIIIPO~I released and transponrd by the dredge plume would F.2.28 
bc i w w ~ l ~ n w l ,  .~v i~~ l .d le  1 0  lib11 avd wddhfe becaux they w l l  be ~IIIUIVC~ 111 !hr wale, UOIUIOII ur 
d~,t~tbuwd WI ihr. I~IIIICIII'S surlsce 1 he Navy sho~ld e11111181e I ~ C  quantmty or extent oflhir 
purc~l!nal rclerrr.. Ily iwrdclr ur ot lw meass. on the F t lS  

hw 1 1 I 1 HC~IIIL infauna drnstty may re-enabhsh melfwmthm a year. but the 
EWIIIIIIIIII~ JIYCIN) ~ i m  AII take many years l o  recover The Inter stages olbcnthic 
rccolor~orn~ton ~vp~c.dly have larger oryannsmr uhde the earher stager have mmller organlrmr that 
are d i m  in~c~orcol,#c The larger organisms arroc~aled ~ 8 t h  #he later stages prowde a sreater 
L.UWI, d i u ~ . t l ~ ~ k y  o l ~ l ~ ~ r t u o ~ t ~ e s  li)r d~m~nra l  firh. tnarromvedebrater. and waterfuwl 

paw 4 5.7 1 . w ~  7-14 I l e r f m ~  ,nay also use macroalgae attached to pder and rebelments as F.2.29 
\ p a k ~ i ~ l ~ g  n h t t t t ~  l l ~ e  Navy should delermme the use ollhe shoreline for herr~ng spawning 
and. ~ t ~ t  is ,~yl#licant. h u l d  lme  the i~nplementntlon ofthc Projecl to a w d  the spawnmy and 
~l,i,lb.,ll~,l I,C,,<id 

F.2.27 

-7 I 8wc. X L I ?  Umlr, panlfularly gullr. are attracted l o  clamshell dredye operat~uns ~ 2 . 3  
hcr;w.e ol t11c t t ~ # . ~ y q  U~PU~IUIIIIICS Foraging bards in lhe v~cmty o f  the dredge operatton can 
Ihr .4 ~ ~ I ~ C , I I I I  !~tltltc ~vdlhwa~ for ~ontamwants For manmle. the larae number o f  alaucaur. I 

. . 
l o ~ \ c v  uut,adc h c  mmcdmle Project are8 may be ju~tified became of the ~OIEII~IDI to wtdcly 
JII~~IOLIIC C O ~ N . W ~ ~ I , ~ ~ ~  111 the dredge plume and the htgh noire m d  wbration levels expected 
don 8 ~ 3  ~hr. ~ C ~ I ~ ~ I I ~ I ~ I  w d  ~~-CUII>INEIIOII o f  Ptrr U 

w s c c ~  Sull, i~c.tr ;he k n c &  ~hlpyard complex could 6 attracted the dredgmi operation. 
prick up ~ ~ l l l n l l l l l l ~ l l l l ~ ,  and !hen be preyed an by bald eagles or other raptors I 

Ilau 4 ULI' I.IIIL~I?I-Z A daalled tmmgat8on and m~mlovmg plan ur at lrarl the Navy's 
cllnrcptu.ll c ~ ~ t m o t m r r ~ s  for onwgatmn should be mcluded in the final etwranmeotal mpact 
~I~IUIIICIII \VC  quest lhat the CWS panlcnprte III developmy this plan 

4 5-1 1 l.tncr 37-40 The study presents very lottle informatton on the use of I'roject area by 
federal threatwed and endangered species If not already available. the Navy rhould conduct a 
u \ r y  u i ~ l x  JI~III~UIIOII and w e  of there swcier inear the Bremenon shivva~d comvlcx A 

I'wc 4 <,-.I L lmr 5 hkrbled tnurrclct, are lcdcrally lhated as a threatmed rprcdr, undcr thc 
I:nll.,u3ead Specarr Act 

F.2.31 



John Coon. Depanment oflhe Navy 
Southwest Dwision (Code OSALJC) 

I I John Coon. Dcyan~~~ent  oithe Navy 
Soulhwen Dwirmn (Cude O5Al.IC) 

hce 4 6-4 Lmer 3 - l l  We cannot agree wnlh the Nay's no elfecl determ~natmn given the A 
F.234 q a r d w g  lhc lack of spec~fic mplemcotat~on delall for the PSNS can not be resolved in the FEIS. F.2.35 p o t e n d  onow llml would accompany ptle drnvmg. the potential for wndely dlrperrmg 

we requrrl !Itat a ropplemental DElS bedeveloped for the PSNS pan ofthe I'rojcct The FWS' conlam~t~ntcd scd~onent In the dredge plume. and the oppOnunlrtic foragmg of gulls md  other 
Wrrtrw \Vailwv&~l 016ce (WWO) ~n Lacey. Washington and Carlrbad Fish and Wddhfe Oltice 

birds in the vtctmty ofthe dredging operation that may become prey for bald eagles The Navy 
m C.d~b.td (Cl\VO) tot (~nlsbad. Cal~furn~a are avamlabla lo wwk w l h  the Navy to addles, rhould work wuh lhc FWS and National Marine Fisheries Service to complete a biolog~cal 
cu~nulntw~ # c ~ I ~ . ~ L I >  10 l irh and wddllfe hab~tats and. in panicular, lhore mpvctr to ESA listed 

assessment for the Projut that addresws these issuer 
mrcteb, reduce ur cluwnatr contaminated redimentr. and develn~ enhancement measures The 
wwo ?nay be CUIIIBCIC~ at 3601753-9440, and the CFWO may be contacted at 760143 1-4990 

PAW; 5-18 S e S  
. . Thad  you for the opponun~ty to comment 

< ' . .  . . . 8 This Thirdon of the DEIS 
S~ncerely. 

dscursrr crc.!tto81 ofn rhnllow water mil ipl ion rile In the previous mnligation rite created for Y- 1. the first CVN Ihomeponed at NASNI (P-549). the rhorel~ne of the millgation rltc war rip-rapped 
We reguerl thnl arotoniny ofthe shoreline be avoided if feasible If not feanble. the FEIS needs to 
~dcnlify the elevatiolt at which the rip-rap would be placed relative to MLLW for assessing the 

2 
impacw arrocmled w t h  armoring the shoreline m d  potential loss o f  shorebird forag~ng habut 

GLaz - Krgwnnl C8nuumuenlal Oflifer ., 
b This same section ofthe D E E  diwurrcs construction ofa ferrylflag landing dock that would 

cover 6.600 square feet o f  San Diego Bay waten as compared l o  the existing 2.472 square fool 
structure The FEIS needs to justify increasing the ssre ofthis dock structure, and address the 
cumulative i~npacls l iom SlNCtureS covering San Diego Bay waters The FEIS rhould prowde an 
updated SU~WIIY of bay coverage from all Naval structures including the proposed Project 

pace j 6.1 ; 6 lerles Th~s 

xctaon o f  the dacunmt d rwurx l  the uses ofplanled trees (NUI~~IUS. fig and tarrcy pane) by 
nestmu rreat blue herons, black-crowned rnvht heronr and mow snretr The Prolea would - - - , - 
rcsull in constructton o fnrw faolme! mcludmg I CVN uuehouw. I fleet wlppon buddmg. and 
an equopmcnt laydown buddong The DElS ldrntfted that the Project would also oncrease lnc 
need l o  construct additional Grkinp at NASNI The FEIS shouldidentify any eucalyptur, fig or 
torrey pme trees that would be remrved as s result ofthew facilities Any loss of thex tree 
species should be mitigated in a plan that would be described tn the FEIS, and be available la the 
FWS for revmew aod approval 

SUMMARY COMMENTS 

The DElS adceualelv suownr the Dronrammauc findinn to use exirdna home Dons. to modernize I c l  l c  . . .. . - - . . 
,he themenon complex. and l o  make no changer to lhc er~rung E ~ e r e t l  compler lloae.er, the 
lack of spccoficoty m the DElS maker 81 dolticull l o  full) dcterrnme the Pw,ect'r frhand rrold.de 
mDacls or the mmnatmn that mav be necessarv. nn ~antcular for the PSNS Dan of the Pro~ect I 
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VOLUME 8 C W  HOMEPORTINC EIS - PSNS BREMERTON RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment - Number Response 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - 
F.2.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

- F.2.2 Please see responses to the following comments in this letter 

F.2.3 Please see responses to the following comments in this letter 

F.2.4 The Navy's 96-hour deployment time is not affected by conditions in Rich 
Passage. The deployment time is based on getting the ship ready (calling in 
sailors from leave, loading food and equipment stores, etc.) to get underway. 
There are at least two tides every day 260 days per year and at least one tide 
every day 365 days per year that provide sufficient depth to allow safe passage 
of a CVN through Rich Passage. 

The dredge depths proposed by the Navy at E N S  are set at the minimum 
allowed under Navy requirements stipulated in Appendix H. Specifically, the 
dredge depths in the berthing areas cannot be compromised under these 
requirements because the ship must be able to ride the tides while berthed at the 
pier, and still meet clearance requirements for (1) diver safety, and (2) 
prevention of excessive fouling of ship components. Under the requirements 
stipulated in Appendix H, turning basin and inner channel areas are not 
required to be dredged to the full amount as long as operational restrictions 
(such as using tides or ship weight conditions) can be employed to ensure 
adequate depth clearances are maintained. In the case of ENS,  it has been 
determined that depths in Rich Passage dictate the dredge depth in the turning 
basins and inner channel. Specifically, it takes one hour for a CVN to transit 
between Rich Passage and ENS.  In this hour, the tide can change 1 foot in 
depth. Since Rich Passage has a minimum clearance of -40 feet MLLW, the 
turning basins and inner channel areas have been set to be dredged at -41 feet 
MLLW. Corresponding operational restrictions are employed (i.e., high slack 
tide) to ensure adequate depths are made for CVN transits to and from E N S .  If 
the Navy could reduce dredge depths it would do so to reduce overall costs and 
environmental impacts of such an undertaking. 

The level of detail presented in the EIS is appropriate for characterizing existing 
environmental conditions and disclosing environmental impacts under NEPA. 
Some detail has been added to the Final EIS regarding sediment quality, fish, 
benthic communities, and the impacts of marine construction and related 
mitigation. As discussed in section 4.5.2.1, details of mitigation related to 
possible CAD/CDF sites for disposal of contaminated sediments are being 
developed through a multi-agency, joint NEPA-CERCLA review process. 
Construction for the CVN homeporting project cannot proceed until issues 
related to mitigation of impacts to habitat and other resources have been 
addressed to the satisfaction of the relevant permitting agencies. The 
management of ballast water was addressed in section 4.3.2.1, "Operations" of 
the Draft EIS. It is expected that maintenance dredging of the deepened areas 

F.2 



VOLUME 8 CVN HOMEPORT~NC EIS - PSNS BREMERTON RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

would not be needed, since existing berth areas at E N S  do not require 
maintenance dredging. The cumulative impact analysis for PSNS (section 4.18) 
acknowledges the historical impacts of E N S  on the environment of Sinclair 
Inlet, but it is not reasonable to expect the present project to mitigate for all past 
(loo+ years) impacts of Shipyard development and operation. This is especially 
true considering the fact that the Navy only proposes to replace an existing pier, 
and to dredge in areas that have been dredged in the past. Refer also to 
responses tocomments F.2.32, F.3.3, F.3.7, F.3.8, and F.3.9. 

The Navy would be interested in the potential use of a multi-user disposal 
facilihr for disposal of contaminated material from ENS.  Unfortunately, such a 
facility is not expected to be available in time to receive dredged material 
generated by the proposed CVN homeporting project. Dredging for the 
homeporting project would occur in the year 2000. The draft programmatic 
environmental impact statement for the MUDS was released in January 1999. 
Selection of project sites, site-specific environmental analysis, and facility 
construction would not be completed for several more years. 

As indicated on page 4.1-6 of the Draft EIS, lines 28-31, and page 4.1-7, lines 20 to 
22, potential impacts due to liquefaction would be mitigated to a level of 
insignificance by features of the project design. However, additional 
information relating to the integrity of CADS and CDFs has been provided (from 
the Proposed Actions and Alternatives chapter) in the text (section 4.1.2.1) under 
Geohazards-Facility Improvements. In addition, section 4.1.2.1 of the Final EIS 
has been modified to reflect the regulatory process by which the CAD would be 
approved. 

According to 40 Code of Federal Regulations 1502.15, Affected Environment, 
"Data and analysis in a statement (EIS) shall be commensurate with the 
importance of the impact, with less important material sumrnarized, 
consolidated, or simply referenced." As indicated on page 4.1-7, tsunamis are 
extremely rare, are unlikely to occur during the lifetime of the project, and are 
considered an unavoidable, acceptable risk. Therefore, the level of detail 
provided in the Affected Environment supports the impact analysis. The text 
remains unchanged. 

With respect to the first part of the comment, according to 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations 1502.15, Affected Environment, "Data and analysis in a statement 
(EIS) shall be commensurate with the importance of the impact, with less 
important material summarized, consolidated, or simply referenced." 
Groundwater conditions, including depth to groundwater, groundwater flow 
direction, and groundwater quality, have been characterized in the Affected 
Environment in sufficient detail to reasonably ascertain potential groundwater- 
related impacts. More specific groundwater flow information and its potential 
impacts on the integrity of the CDF can be addressed during the design phase of 
the project. Therefore, the text remains unchanged. Additionally, any 
CDF/CAD would be constructed with the concept that contaminated sediments 
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placed in the CDF would be capped and remain below MLLW to negate any 
potential hydraulic effect groundwater flow would have on transporting 
contaminants out of the CDF. 

With respect to the second part of the comment, text has been added on page 4.2- 
1, to reflect the fact that contaminants are currently being discharged from 
groundwater into Sinclair Inlet, but at concentrations not high enough to cause 
degradation of water quality. Because contaminants are already being released 
from the groundwater into the marine environment, additional dredging would 
not be an issue. 

As indicated nn page 4.2-3, runoff of contaminated sediments would be 
mitigated by (1) components of the project design, including implementation of 
a project specific storm water pollution prevention plan; (2) compliance with the 
facility specific storm water pollution prevention plan, implemented pursuant to 
the NPDES permit; (3) identification of potentially contaminated areas (e.g., 
removal of fuel lines) prior to excavation; and (4) remediation of contaminated 
sediments prior to or in conjunction with excavation. The text remains 
unchanged. 

The suggested mitigation sequence does not apply in the absence of any 
potentially sigruficant impacts. The Navy does not propose to dredge during 
periods when salmon or dungeness crab could be impacted (March 15- June 15). 
The text remains unchanged. 

EIS section 4.3.2.1, Operations, addresses the various procedures in place at 
PSNS for minimization of fuel spills, the use of booms and other measures to 
contain any spilled fuel and cleanup of spilled fuel. 

Although the tidal range in Sinclair Inlet is considerable (greater thin 15 feet), 
tidal and other currents are weak (see section 4.3.1 of the EIS). This tends to 
minimize the transport of sediments suspended by dredging. As discussed in 
the response to comment F.3.7, several measures would be used to control 
sediment suspension during dredging, including the measures listed in section 
4.3.2, use of a shrouded (closed) dredge bucket, precision dredging to avoid the 
use of the bucket to smooth the bottom to achieve the desired contours, and 
other conditions imposed by the Washington Department of Ecology to 
minimize water quality impacts during dredging. All of the water quality 
protection measures ultimately imposed on the project would reduce water 
quality impacts to acceptable levels in the permitting agencies' judgment. 

Because the walls of the CAD would not extend above the water line, it is 
unlikely that a notch, which would be closed when not in use by the disposal 
vessel, would result in a significant increase in the transport of suspended 
material from the site. If, during the permitting process, this point is found to be 
untrue, an alternative approach would be to use a clamshell dredge to load 
material into the CAD from a barge anchored just outside the CAD. 
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F.2.15 The options for disposal of contaminated sediment from the CVN home port 
dredging and from sediment remediation at PSNS under CERCLA are being - 
evaluated through a multi-agency, joint NEPA-CERCLA review process. 
Construction for the CVN homeporting project cannot proceed until issues 
related to mitigation of impacts to habitat and other rcsources have been - 
addressed to the satisfaction of the relevant permitting agencies. See the 
response to comment F.3.9. This process would determine the most appropriate 
options or combination of options for disposal of this material. If the selected 
approach includes a CAD or other CDF, detailed facility design and habitat 
mitigation would be developed in that joint process. 

Upland disposal of contaminated sediments is being considered because it has 
several advantages over in-water disposal. As mentioned in the comment, 
however, upland disposal is considerably more costly than in-water disposal. I t  
also does not take advantage of opportunities to enhance aquatic habitat through 
covering of contaminated sites or creation of more productive, shallower habitat 
types. Additionally, off-site disposal is not preferred under CERCLA. These 
differing priorities exemplify the importance of the multi-agency joint NEPA- 
CERCLA review process. 

The re-construction of Pier D would not use treated wood piles. Please see 
response F.2.18. 

Pile driving would cause temporary disturbance of fish and wildlife in the - 
vicinity of the construction site. The discussion of these impacts has been 
augmented in the Final EIS. Compliance with "fish windows" imposed by the 
regulatory agencies would avoid such impacts to juvenile salmon. The closest - 
active bald eagle nest lies approximately 3 miles to the west of Pier D. This 
distance is too great for noise from construction of Pier D to have significant 
adverse impacts on nesting eagles. - 
Fortunately, all of the alternatives under consideration, except one, would result 
in the same or fewer ship movements compared to current conditions. - 
Alternative 6 would increase ship movements by about 13 percent. This increase 
is not likely to exacerbate sigmficantly prop wash effects on benthos. 
Additionally, the increased distance to the floor of Sinclair Inlet and berth areas - 
will serve to decrease the impacts of propeller wash compared to current 
conditions. 

4 

A more detailed sediment sampling and testing program is currently underway 
to support dredged material disposal decisions at PSNS. These results will be 
incorporated into the Record of Decision (ROD) for the project. The sediment - 
data presented in the EIS is more than adequate to characterize existing sediment 
conditions and provide a reasonable basis for assessing the differences among 
the alternatives in their environmental impacts in the EIS. The estimate of - 
suitable and unsuitable dredged material presented in the EIS is based on actual 
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dredging experience at E N S  from the deepening of the Pier D berths in 1993-94. 
See also the responses to comments F.3.3 and F.3.5 

Please see the response to comment F.2.20. 

Dredging at E N S  would employ a closed-bucket clamshell dredge and other 
techniques to minimize the water quality effects of dredging. See also the 
response to comment F.3.7. 

Please see the response to comment F.2.22 

The Pier D project involves a one for one replacement of the existing pier. No 
other piers at PSNS would be demolished as a result of this project. 

Studies at PSNS have shown that contaminant levels are lower in subsurface 
sediment than in surface sediments, so that pile removal will not expose 
sediments that are more contaminated than surface sediments. See also the 
responses to comments F.3.5 and F.3.7. Most of the existing piles at Pier D are 
made of reinforced concrete; a few are made of treated wood. All removed piles 
would be disposed of properly; treated wood piles would go to an appropriately 
permitted landfill. In addition, it may not be necessary to remove the existing 
pilings for the reconstruction of the pier. 

Additional trawl, seine, and infaunal surveys were conducted in the spring of 
1998. The data from these surveys have been incorporated into section 4.5 of the 
Final EIS. These data, in conjunction with data from other surveys in the E N S  
area, are more than adequate to characterize existing biological conditions at the 
project site and to describe the likely environmental impacts of the project. 

Extensive bird surveys have been conducted in the E N S  vicinity by the WDFW 
as part of the Puget Sound Ambient Monitoring Program (PSAMP). These 
surveys, in conjunction with several other surveys in the area, are more than 
adequate to characterize the bird community of the project site, gven the limited 
potential for the proposed project to adversely impact birds. The dormation on 
birds in sections 4.5 and 4.6 has been augmented in the Final EIS. 

As discussed in section 4.5.1 of the EIS, the benthic community at E N S  is 
dominated by opportunistic, surface-dwelling, pollution-tolerant species that re- 
colonize disturbed areas quickly. This community does not provide high-quality 
foraging habitat for fish. Therefore, the benthic community should become re- 
established fairly quickly after dredging and construction, and fish foraging in 
the general area should not be sigruficantly affected in the long term. 

The dredging operation would use a closed-bucket and other "environmental" 
dredging methods, as well as any other conditions imposed by the permitting 
agencies, to reduce effects on water quality and biota to minimal and acceptable 
levels. See also the responses to comments F.2.13 and F.3.7. 
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F.2.29 Section 4.5.1 of the Draft EIS was incorrect; there is no evidence that herring have 
ever spawned in Sinclair Inlet. This has been corrected in the Final EIS. 

F.2.30 Considering the benthic community occurring at ENS,  dredging is not expected 
to result in large numbers of prey organisms on the water surface. The benthic 
community is dominated by very small organisms and by mollusk species that 
do not float. Larger organisms that would attract gulls are relatively uncommon, 
and few of these are expected to be exposed on the water surface for any period 
of time. As discussed above in the response to comment F.2.28, dredging would 
employ several techniques to minimize the suspension of sediments (and 
associated organisms). Therefore, even if birds are attracted to the dredging, the 
prey available to them would be limited. In addition, a small fraction of the 
marine bird population in Sinclair Inlet would be involved. These birds would 
make up an even smaller fraction of the diet of raptors in the area, which 
typically have large feeding ranges and varied diets. Considering all of these 
factors, dredging at PSNS would result in very little contaminant transfer to 
raptors, with no significant effect on these species. 

As discussed in the response to comment F.2.25 above, additional surveys for 
salmon were conducted by the Navy in the Spring of 1998, and these data have 
been incorporated into section 4.5 of the Final EIS. These data, in conjunction 
with data from other surveys for both fish and birds, provide more than 
adequate information to characterize the use of the project area by threatened 
and endangered species and describe the likely impacts of the alternatives on 
these species. See also the response to comment F.2.18. As noted in response 
F.2.34, however, the Navy will be conducting a biological assessment in 
conjunction with its conference with NMFS pursuant to the ESA 

In collaboration with the Washington Department of Ecology, EPA, NMFS, 
USFWS, WDFW, WDNR, the Suquamish Tribe, the City of Bremerton, and other 
entities, the Navy is currently evaluating the feasibility of disposing of dredged 
material in a CAD and/or CDF at E N S .  This evaluation is considering the joint 
disposal of contaminated material from the navigation dredging proposed for 
CVN homeporting and of material dredged to achieve sediment remediation at 
FSNS under CERCLA. The evaluation is addressing the ability of such sites to 
effectively contain sediment-associated contaminants, the potential for 
incorporating habitat enhancement into such facilities, and related design 
parameters. It is expected that a CAD could be designed to be self-mitigating in 
terms of habitat impacts. The general approach is to cover the existing 
contaminated, mostly deep habitat with shallow, clean habitat of a biologically 
productive type. The impacts of pier extension and turning basin dredging 
would be relatively minor, so that any mitigation that may be required for these 
actions could be incorporated into the CAD design. If the CDF option is 
ultimately proposed and it is not feasible to incorporate mitigation for the 
related habitat impacts into the CAD, opportunities for additional habitat 
enhancement would be evaluated in coordination with the relevant resource and 
permitting agencies. The same approach would be used for any impacts of pier 
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extension that could not be mitigated at the CAD site. It is expected that project 
approvals would not be issued until concerns regarding habitat and other 
impacts have been addressed to the satisfaction of these agencies. 

F.2.33 This change has been made in section 4.6.1 of the Final EIS. - 
F.2.34 The above responses to comments F.2.13, F.2.18, and F.2.30 explain why the 

impacts mentioned in this comment are not expected to be significant. With the 
listing of chinook salmon under the ESA, a separate BA based on the EIS 
analyses will be submitted in the spring 1999 to the NMFS and USFWS as 
required for compliance with the ESA, stating the Navy determination of effect. 
The results of subsequent discussions with the resource agencies will determine 
how the Navy complies with the ESA. 

The issue of specificity of detail is addressed in the responses to comments F.2.5 
and F.2.32, above. It is expected that this issue will be resolved through the 
addition of detail to the Final EIS and the joint NEPA-CERCLA, multi-agency 
review process (which includes the USFWS) that is underway for PSNS, as 
described in those responses. Please see responses to the comments in this letter 
above. 
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Captain T b l  B o o k .  Captain 
CEC. U S. Nav)..Commander 
A m :  John Cmn, c d e :  05AL.JC 
Southwea Division. Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego. California 92132 

Dear Captain Boothe: 

The US.  Environmental Pmtcclion A~encv IEPAI has reviewed ihc Drah Enwronmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for ~ E V E L O P ~ N ~ H O M E P O R T F A C ~ L ~ T ~ E S  FOR THREENIM~T~ 
C U S S  AIRCRAFT CARRIERS INSUPPORT O F  THE US. PACIFIC FLEET- - 
Coronodo. Cali(ormin: B n n ~ r ~ o n ,  Washinxmn; Everen, Washinxro~; and Pcarl Harbor, - . 
1 1 0 ~ 0 ~  Our comments on ihc DElS u c  pravldcd pursuant to the Natmnal En, #runmead Pula) 
Acl tNEP4I. Sectton 309 of the Clean Alr Act. and the Counctl on Envtroment~. Qu.~lll)'S 
NEPA lmplemcntmg Regulauotu(40CFR 1500-ISOBI EPA pmwdcd unuen %up%! 
comments on the Nouce of Intent to p r e p 2  lhe DElS on March 11. 1997 EPA 3nrnJcd (he 
Octowr 28. 1998 public hcannpon the DElS held in San Dtego. Cahfomu m d  met u l lh  C3pl~ln 
Tom Boothe. USN, and Navy infllo discuss the project. 0u;comments have been jointly 
developed bcrwcen EPA Regions I X  and X, in coordination with EPA Headqdcrr .  

The DElS analvrcr mtential envimmnental i m w t s  resulting from constmcttnu and operating . . 
the facdwcr and drarmrctwc nccded to sup& thc homcp&ng of t h m  NIMITZ-~I~~S 
nuclcu-pouercd a l r c d  camerr (CVNs) w~tlun the U S Pactfic Flcct at four altcmanc 
Iasdtt~er I j Curonado. Cdafomta. 2) Bremenon. Washmgton. 1) Fveren. Wa,nlnyldn. mJ 
41 P r x l  Harbor. Hawall The Navy ptopovr to constnut and operate thc appruprlac I 3 i l l l l )  md  
tnir~nruc~urc nccdrd lo suppon ihc bmeponlng of three CVNs m the P.utlic Flcct Tuo C 'VhS 

will ioin the US. Pacific F k .  mlacrng twoeonvcntionally-powerrd amraft carrlrrs (CVs) 
hom;poncd at Naral Aar Slatton ~ o n h  island (NASNI). Naval Complex Sm Docgo. C ' a l l i h u  
The current locmon of s thud CV r Naval Stauon (NAVSTA) Everett wall ~ l r d  be rrc\31~..t~J 
m order to oncrease the efficiency orsuppon infrarnucsre, maintenance and rcpvir capabnl~llcs 
2nd to enhawc crew aualitv of life. The DEW aii .!rtcr thc cc.tcnii.~l ;r.\;ruiur.cntald&c:a of ~ ~ - ~. . 
the propored action far six alternatives with varyins levels of CVN homepon~ny facilities and 
infmtructwe (such as dredging) dcvclopment. A No Action Alternative (defined as nu new 
infrastnuture or facilities) is~lsoanalyrrd i" the DEIS The Navy cuncntly prefers Alternallvc 
Two. which would homcpon two additional CVNn st NASNl (for a total o f  three CVNs). and 
homermn a total oftwo CVNr in the Pacific Nonhwert (one each at Bremrnan and Everettl. 
with "a CVNs at Pearl Harbor 

1. -."l,.,.. " I  ,.,, C113/.  

" - - - 
dirpu~al: mpncts tu marine waar quality and aquat~s bwlogic;ll resources, dir quuhty. pollutwn 
prcvcnnun. m d  cumulatwc impacts. Wc bslisvc that the proposcd ptqccl 2nd Find EIS (FEE) I 

. - -Navv. P m e ' I w ~  

. . 
detaded comments III connection with Pcarl Harbor since that is not pan of the Proposed ;\cr~on. 
Should the Navy subsequently determm to homepun a N~mitz-class carrier in Hawai. we I 

Based upon EPA'r rcvicw ofthe DEE. we lwvc nted the document as EC-2. Envmnmental 
Concrrns - Insuifictent Iniormation. Please refer to the attached "Summary of Rating 
Dctintrmnr and Follow-Up Action" for a more drwdcd explanation o f  EPA'r rams r ys rm We 
hnvc cnvlronmeaal concerns on several issues at the three altemat~ve project sites identilied as 
oan of [he "Prowred Aclion." includine irsucs related to drrdeme and dredeed mntenal 

reserve the authority to submit comments in that regard r m c  that would be a rubstantial rev~siun 
ofthe Proposrd Action. In panicular, there are dredging and dredged material disposal irsucs 
that would need to be exmined by EPA in any Navy dec~sion la hamepon a Ntm~tz-class carrwr 
at Pearl Harbor Please refer to our deta~led eommrnls (anachedl for a more detailed 
prcsenlatm o f  EPA'r comments on the D E E  

F.3.1 

We npprc~rMe the opponun~ly to comment on the DElS Plcvrc rend rwo comes o f  the Flnal EIS I 
(FEIS)~ mc at the 1;nerhead address (rode: CMD-2) when it is filed with E P A , ~  Washmgton, 
D C  oflice. I f  you have any questions. please call mc or David Tomsovic o f  my stuff at 41 5-  
744-157: I 

a) Summary of Rating Delinilions and Follow-Up Acuon 
b) Detnkd EPA comments on DElS 
C)  CEQ publ~c pan~ctpvtm gutdance - one page c~cerpt 

cc Sheda Crofut. EPA Regoon IX. Seattle. Washmgton 
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proporal and n u m e n d  cucpnes far e w l u n m  oi  the x lequry of ihc EIS 

- -. . . -. , . 
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EIS r dcqurle for the pl-of Ik NEPA mdkxSccuon 109reu~ew. andLus rhould bc lormally revhwd m d  
my. rvmhblc f a  pblccommcnt in r rupplcmcsal or rcvmd drdt EIS o n  thc hmr  ot the pmnsr l  ngnnhcmt 
m p x m  inrolrcd. nhts p m p m l  ccwld be r cmddme lor rclcnd to the CEO 
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' Tnc I>Elb rdurcnrr., ~ .J !mcnl  da la~ul les led lor p rex l~us  e $ ~ l w t l d n s  01 JrcJdcd nlJlcrldj, 1. r 
i m  h e i r ,  1 % ~ ) .  .ILI-J.II~ lhe murcc\lcn,l\c JzcJgm& JI~L~JLC~ the p r o ~ o u )  I IR \(' 
homc~onml :  c l l m  \\ hllc t h c r c d m  s e  nu1 mwl~i~. I (  la #he m ~ l c r t a l r  bemg r.tm,.JcrcJ IMr . - 
dredging and disposal as pan o f  lhis aclion. (hey do serve as an indicvror o f l h e  polentl31 levels ul' 
con tm ina tmn (or the NASNl  Pier JIK allemallve and the Pier Bravo mili%aliun sllc Br d r c d g d  
ma!r rds.  EP..\ rrcummcnds tho! mn addinon to the tabular summan o f the  BRAC data (srr  
Volume 3. S r c m n  34) .  all relevant ~edxment and biologicnl testing data be provided in ihc F E E  
Addmlinnally, a figure shuuld be prepared uh lch  shown the localion o i l he re  samples r c l l l i v r  tu  

The D L l S  docs not include an extensive discusston o f  d ~ s p s a l  optruns for the proposed 
dredecd materials W h k  Drevmus lerunr! i n  (he aeneral viciniw of the proiect providcs some - - . .  . 
indtcation u f t h ~  pulmual suitabhly o i t h c  dredged m a m a l r  ibr ocean dtrposal. the l i n d  
rmlabdaly dctcrmmalmn w i l l  be made by  the U S .  Army Corps o f  Eng~ncers w i th  EPA', 
cwrurncucr  Tllulriurc. the FEIS should include r i u g r  utdiqu,ul uptionr. including 
bcnclicial reuse 0 c .bench nourishmcnt. bi lckl i l l  behtnd the w h a r i J A r l  m d  upland dtspsal  i i r  
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Kccent Nab) drcdglng in S w  Ulrpu Bay highhghtcd the issue o f m t l t t x y  ordnance in bay 
sediments r h c  FEIS rhuuld discuss how the Navy would survey for ordnance and how 
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' The cumulative impacts discussion for !he NASNl (pp. 3 18-4. 318.6. and 3 18.7) mentlons 
two other major dredging projects in San Diego Bay and polenlial impacts to mannc water 
uualtn A Drolect identified as "Ccntml Bay Dredgbng" would dredge aooroxmatel~ 3 3 m d l m  
&b8ciard;o&dimcnl in the San ~ i cgo~ ;naa l  6ay;whilr a projeit c i ied  Bny dredging" 
would remove I8  million cubic yards of dredged material (we presume that the c o m a  figure is 
in fact 18 million cubic yards rather than 1.8 million cubic yards). According to the DEE. the 
Central Bay Dredgmg Project would request Federal Funding in  ?WO, whde the Bay Dredgms 
Project would reek federal approprial~ons in 2W4 although i t  has y a  to be dearmined whether 
the Bay Dredging Pmject is in  h e  Fcdcml intererr. There is no discussion ofthe putuntul 
enwro~nenwl impacts of these pmjeeu or whether the large volume of material can be disposed 
of in a m m c r  that is Fully consistent with various Slate and Federal rcquircmentr. mcluding 
rcauircments at the crirtinn occandisrrod site. There is also no d~scussioo in the DElS o f  - 
furure mamenaneedredging operations needed for the BRAC CVN homepi ing project. which 
will be operatiny at the NASNl by lalc 1998 (Volume I. p. 318-3). We bel~s*c h 1  future 
m a i n t e n k  driduinn for the BRAC CVN homcwnina and this rnoiccl. ur well ar the Bay 
Drcdgmg and t h e C c k  Bay hedging ~mjeels: should be elementi of the NASNl cumuialive 
impacts mdyn r .  includinp subwquentoccandirpowl volumes. unless mainenancc dredging 

?? volumes oroiccted to occur with the BRAC CVN horneminn decision have been incorncrated 
UI 

tn the CU% NEPA d y i s  which does no1 appear to be t h e i w .  

L3stlv. in  the context o fNsw dreddna at the NASNl for the BRAC CVN homerronina, we . - -  . - 
nolc that h e  ocean dmpmpa fc l rm  vdomenu not rutwblc lor beach nuunrhmcnt war at tlmcr 
conducted in an improper. ONppropIIPlC manna Followng an EPA Rcgton I X  tnrcrugauon 
begun in 19%. EPA Bled m enforcmml ncllon agamrt the Na%y'n drcdgmg ronlrmur in 1997 
allegmg numerous vtolauom oflhe Mannc Pcolrcl~on. Rcwvch m d  Svlrluuncr A u  and 
ssrocmtcd Fcdcral aeandumpmp rqummcnls Th~scnforccmen~ actton has c l ~ w J  in.1 
siunificant ~enaltier me collected fw ihe violatiom. We stmnelv encouraue the Navy lo - - .  
erercw a Jhpent overugh1 ad m m t o n q  of 8s c o n m m n  in thetr pcrlormmcc 01 Jredg.~ng 
m d  dredged matmal dtsporal for Ntmruclau homeponmg work at the NAShl md  tvr 
activities in  Washington Slate rn mll. This will sewe to ensure more entctlve environmenld 
compliance and to avoid or reduce ihe possibility if adverse impacts to water quality and aquatic 
rcY)uRles. 

EPA'E March 11. 1997 rop ing commentr noted that Bremenon and Everen huburr are arcor 
of h w n  contaminated sediments. We rreommcnded that the Navv rcwarch the contaminated 

. . 
wdmcnt t r r t q  program I f  the results afthis lertmg program are nvohble. a summary u f  such 
results should be included in the FEE Should they be unavmhble when the FElS is rclcascd. 
they should be incorporated mto the d~scursion in the project's Record of  Deusion. 

Thr cumbincd WIII~IIII~ and analysns p lm rccsnlly submined to the DhthlO Agenclrr rhould be 
rctcrcnccd m d  dcrcr~brd more fully in the FElS (see DEIS. p. 4.4.;) We recommend that 
pan~cular attention rhould be given to any relation between existing data (summarized in secttun 
4.4 I )  and the extent 2nd nature o f  the proposed additional lestmg. 

Suflictcnt taxutv testmu h.~s not been lwrformed bv the Navy on the redlments urouoscd for 1 F.3.6 

FJ.4 

Because icw -.deep core" sed~mrnl chemtstrj data are available for the site (p. 44-21, there 
appcars to k lmle or no bass to subnantiate the Navy's claim that proposed dredgmg a the 
pxrs and tummg basm areas would result I" adecrem in surface xdlment contamination. 
Subrurtacr redtmrnt chcm~stry iniormauon rhould be prowdcd in the FElS so as lo demonstrate 
that the removal ofsuriacr sedtmentr wtll not expose n contammated sediment layer beneath. 
Drfiniuuns of  "surfi~cc." "deep core."and "subsurface" sediment should also be provided for 
clmticauun 

. . 
dredymg. The Nary has not prowded ruflicient data in the current DElS lo suppon the 
conclusmn that dredging surfice sediments will result in  lower conlaminant conccntrationr. 

F.3.5 

Add~llondlv. the informauon prov~ded does not conclusivelv drmonrtrale that lox~ci ly or I 
biu;lc~~umul~lion ulll decrease due to dredging or ihat this project's overall impact to redimcnt 
qudoty wdl be less than r~gnilicanl. I 

No srdtment chcmirlry data are prercnwd to documrnt the quality o f  sediments that haw 
hwtor~cally accumulntrd &Pier D Thir informamn tr pmtcularly tmponant g iwn  chat 
sedmcna under the pncr u c  typ~cally the result of long-term ;~ccumulalm and have bcrn ~. ~ 

exposed to varwur ongomy and historical rourcer of contamination. Funhermore. there 
sdmcnts would nut be well rcprcvrntcd by ramplcs taken from adjacent maintenance dredged 
areas. rhus, there appears to be no baris for the Navy to conclude that the qurlrty ofrerurpendcd 
redtmrnts lrum undcr P w  D. once redcpos~ted, would be sm~lar  to the exsung bottom 
scdimcnts in the deposmon m a s  and that pcer construction would have less than signtticant 
imp~r lh  un mmnc d l m c n t  quality 



' The DElS assumes that loss af prey species and dtemtions of knthic habitat asswmad u i th  F3.8 
dredgtng would be a temporq  impact (eg. the benthos would be recolontzed) a d  thereby 
concludes that s i p i k a n t  impacts to the biological communitier at the Pugel Sound Naval 
Station uould not occur as a result o f  proposed dredging. But ruch a conclur~on doer not 
account for changes that would likely occvr in thaw areas invalvinn exoanrion of thr  drrdeinc I - " .  
prism (Pier D. turning basin areas). I n  these areas conrtmction dredgmg and future maintenance 
dredging would likely result in  permanent alteration of the benthx communny. Morc dixussion 
should be ~rovided in  the Fils on ~roiected or wtenlial immctr to the benthic communitv , 
associateiwith the erpvlsion o f  ~ k r  D and the.rurning basks. The FEE rhauld clarify the 
expected frequency o f  mainanance dredging at these mas. Note that it may be possible to 
mitiaate for any lossor lonn-term dearadation of benthic habttat in the der~vn of rhallow-water 
hab ih  associakd with the &inedkquatic Disposal (CAD) site The F ~ S  should discuss 
thew potenual mittgation opponunities. I 
'The NJI)'s proposal tnvolbes loss of I j acres ofdeepuater h ~ b l l a  ~ssu.ldtcJ ul th the CDF 
IConIinrd Dtrposal Factlnyl and cconvcnmn of 10 acres oidcep.uatcr wIt.bultom h*b~ tx  to 
rhe lou .u~s r  hard.bonom habwt assoc8ated w ~ h  the CAD tp 1 5.9) h l ~ w  m l ~ r m ~ t w n  ,houlJ 

n be protdcd in the FElS tosubnanttate the Navy's arwnlon that neu h~bl141 AWCI.IIC~ usth the 
w CAD s w  uovld drpuatelv mttteate lor loss of dno.water b b m  at the CDF wec 2s uel l  2s 

permanent altcrahon of deepwater benthic habitat in the pier caenrion and turning basin areas. I 
' According to the DEIS, salmonid impacls are not expected becaw operations would be 
limited to periods outside ofthe salmonouuniaration window ID. 4.5-12). The sect~on does not 
include a detailed analysis ofdredging lo wid=; and expand chke l s .  I" such a care the mpacts 
am not temporaw h a w  continued maintenance dredging is required. This should be 
acknowledged. and potential impace analyzed. in  the FElS. 

' Refcrencc should be made to Volume 4: PSNS Brewnon Svppl~mnral ln/ormorion, 
Section 4.4, Srdimonf Quality 1nJorrnor;on. since this volume is separatc fmm Volume I (main 
text). Volume 4 conlains information regarding where sediment sampler were collected in the 
vic~nity o f  the planned benhing a m .  

' The DElS assens thal bioassay toxicity testing results indicate that these contaminants may not 
be affecting the biological community and that "[dlredging could result in rllghuy tower 
concentrations o f  toxic chemicals in thew sediments ..." (see p 4.4-5). However. the DElS docs 
not provide data to suppon this assenion. Studies o f  fish have shown h ~ g h  concentrauans of 
PCBs. mercury and chromium (refer to lPW Sinclair ond Dyos lnlrrr Acriun Pion). 73 per cent 
of English sole have caneemus tumors on their liven, while in  comparison. fish caught in most 
mas  of Puwt Sound &re free of ruch amon. The FEE should. as approprlae. clarify these 
potential discrepancies 

,,, I P,< ,,,,,,,.~ ,, .,, v .,., oI1,, I nrlrllncllrnlr4 imDr.r \Inmlmtmt 1~ -~)r.d,.~m. lul mi v w  
u r i t l  ( IIIICI\ 10 \m>oaml,l L i  \ pa,rmt t tkrl I r l l l k l r n l ~  Urrhl-r r i d  tlr*na. - Ywrmsrr I! 1 W N  FLU i 

EPI\ Kegtun Y >huuld be includrd in m y  future Ihabmt evaluation m d  CI\D d w g n  r t l u n s  

assoctntr.d otth ths project in  Wash~ngton State. 

zu) . V L W L ~  . S , u ~ ~ m  (,V.t I'SEII Ewrctr 

Wc hellerr that ,\lamalive 4 ,huuld more properly be tttlrd Rrmowl uJ E r a r t n , ~  C I Y  
,Addmon o /  bar !OE, and Rrlur'ulun 01 Tau FFG> Relocation o f  the two gu idd  mtssdc 
ihgatrs IFFGs) because ofthr i b t  combat logisttr ruppln shlpr (AOES) would nccrsstlate 
dredgmg 50.dW cubic yards uisedtment. This lnformalion appears on p a g  ?-30 oithe DLIS. 
but is not cnrrlrd wcr  to the all'ected envtrownent analyr~s hund at page 5 4.; ot Volume I .  Nu 
cxplanatm is pruv~dcd in that sccllun about why 50.000  cub^ yards of ~ r d ~ m r n t  nerds lo be 
dredged. S~rnhr ly.  the cumulative impacn section lree Volume I. pp. 518-6 to 5 111-7) conlams 
nu reference to the ac tm or its impacts. This should be addrerwd and analyzed in the FElS. 

Allernntlve 5 ,hould more properly be tilled One CLN ,Add;,ton o / T w  .AUEs ~mdReluci~!ion 
T t i ,  Thc text discursm in Volume I. p. 2-30 (lincs 24 - 26) does not specify t w  

FFGs although 50.000  cub^ yards o f  sediment would be dredged under this alternative. 
Cumulru\c Impacts for Allematwe 5 are not addressed in that section or in the affected 
enwronmmt sectiun. This should k analyzed in the FElS. 

Deposition of drcdpcd maariolr from all projects as related to Altcrn=tivcs I - 6 should be 
anvlvrcd in  the FElS Onlv one diswral rite is mentioned. Its ca~acitv to receive cumulaiw . . 
dredged material tatdr should be addressed in the FElS We recommend that a reasonable range 
o id i sp l rd  r w s  and options rhould be discussrd. mcluding any opponunitirs that may c w a  i i r  
bmc.-fic!d rcusc ofdredged material nrsac~ated ~ 8 t h  dredging at Everett. 

The Cumulative Impacts Section nates that consuuctton and operation o f  seven projects in the 
"rrumon ofdluencr" could oroduce dirchareer that would tlow i a a  surface or uroundu;ncr 
)JLI ;C> L J l \ i ~ > w n  1s II~IIICJ to the stJtement l h ~ t  ICRUIJIIUILI WUIJ l m t  i m p ~ ~ h  tmm th~. 
otrmcp,nlng.,ivoeL'Vh ip  5 18.51 The ~ J J ~ # w n u t  tvur h0EranJ r r . lur~l t t~nu1 I 1  ( 8 .  or 

p r l q w d  unJer Alarn~ttre I I u o  CVh, uc prup,wJ unJcr Altcnutne 4. The ~ J J m u n  ul 

1 I J I t t p o d  d I t m t  Thcrc ~ l t e r n ~ t ~ % c \ ,  ad thc 
~nd.ts.t A,J LLIII-IAIC mprrt, I r . m  the rerun pr-,erb ,hu.ld be ~ J J r c w d  ill the l t l S  



The DEIS i p  J I .? )  l~stsconwm~nantsa,wu~amcd uoln Opcmblc Un11 B JI the Pugct h w n J  
h d \ d  Shop) u d  h ~ l l u n d  Prlorlly L l r l  INPLI role md J~rcurrcr them a pp J +-I 1.1 4 J - n  I Ihr. 
DEIS statcr that water qualiw impacts would be less lhan signrficant when cmied out in 

~ ~ 

comolimce with ocrmitr issued bv reswnrible renulalaw ancncicr. The DEIS references . . - . -  
shipyard mainanancc impmvcmcnl pmjccts (p 4.18-1) whcduled for Bwal ycu 2002 The 
potential for direct impacts on marine wntcr quality due to in-watcr work (pier conamction and 
dreduine) in the r3mc limeframe as arrival of another CVN (2001-2005) and the r m e  - - 
geoyraphte oren qua l~ f i u  thew actions for a more deta~led cumulauve analyr~r in the FEE - 
I )  iVoval Stctttun Ewrrtr 

' Hneh lrvrlr 01 wlvehlonnatcd bs~henvls(PCBs) have been found in cavlcr at Hood Canal . . . . 
The FEIS mddd prowdem nnalyrlrof PCBsand ulhcr toxtcr me~ylerarJother u h l l ~ t c  Juc Z 1.1 con~vnmtcd food sown and uhrlher lhe propored pmjccl may ag&a$ac th,r iond~uun 

' Projected or potcnttal mpacts o f  the project (dmct. ~nd~rect, cumulatwe) on the Snuhom~,h 
Ertuay Wetland area should be aswsxd m the FEIS 

I )  i V ~ ~ a l  AN. S ~ I I U I I  North lrlvnd 

Volume I (pp 3 2-6 and 3.2-7) indicates thoperalions aswciated with two additional CVNs at 
Nonh lrland would resull in  an increw in lhequantity ofchemicalr that an handled, xored and 
dispoxd ofat the home p m  localion. Howevn. lhis section indicates hl such impacts would 
be pa ia l ly  o f f x l  by decommhsioningof two non-nuclear carriers at N o h  Island by ?00j. 
Because ofthir. impacts ar. defined as less than significant and "no mitigation measures arc 
requscd." We are foncemd regardma lhe polent~al tmllafts to water qualtty due to increased . . 
au.rage. use and dq-awl of hozoldous ehemrals and hatardous matends at Nonh IrlanJ mJ 
also conecmed lhdl the N a ~ y  tndlcat~s lhal rm m~ltpallon measurer are reqarcJ to avold d r  
minimize such advcrw impacts. Weencourage the Navy to adopt and implement a mitlyatlon 
measure at Nonh lrland that would lead to a reduction in  the volume and toxlcilv ofchcmmls 
and other rubaanees Ihalcan advmely affect water quality at this facility. e g .  rubstiaung less 
toxic materials that arc able l o  accomplish the mission iurt as effectively (rcfcr to pollution 
prevention comments below). 

ii) Puger Sound Novd Slorion Brvmerton 

The DEIS'r rnalysis of potenual rurtjfc and groundwater impacts is insulficicnt 'The DLlS 

\ ' \  8 # V \ Z  . , " 7 t w n ~ \ ~ ~ # ,  \ , ~ %  # h m !  ~ w ~ ~ ~ ~ c w ~ w m ~ t  Irnn,%t \Ca~mn~ ,~ , l  t \ >  O ~ ~ d m v  # h m c  ~ ~ , m ~ a < l m # ~ q 3  thr W ~ e V l \ l l ~ ,  s I h  

,,,.,.,,. ,,,,.,.,,,,,. o..n, ,I  I \ u ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ \ ~ ~ . ~ ~ u I I ~ . ~ ~ ~ .  V.~ . .~W.  I '  wx ..rl(.. 

states that. "Surlicr ,md qroundwatcr impacts asroc~ated u l th  disposal in  the proposcd landfill 
lu~at~ons x e  nut ddresed as pm of thts impact assrrsment. It is assumed thnt cn%tronmenlal 
~nn~rs a,v~cmud w ~ t h  ~n slilrtmg ImdfiII have alredy bcrn ddrcssed by the landlill. ." 
~n 4 2 - 2 1  I lhesc ..cn\~ronmenml irsues"are not smcilird or anda ted  in  the DEIS. Fur the 
p u r p . ~  ~1 t l l? rumu..tl~\c trnpdrt, m3I)j lr. the UJ,) m u l d  m d k  J rc4>dlublc r.ltwI 1.8 
~n . . uhc  foc,c o,,LcI in Loe 1.1.1s 1.N JgenLIes mJ 1•‹C puh.ai I 

The DEIS ind~caas that the proposed project's emtssmn lewls n the NASNI would be lone! 
than the de mmmus thresholds set fonh in EPA'r general confbrm~ty rule - - thus lhc prOlWl 
due, nut reoutre a ucneral conlorm~tr detcrm~natm (for S.m DDXO) Swc~lic.illy. the DElS . . 
(Volume I. p I IU -9 )  ,later that "lrlewcw ofthc data. rhuwr that cmiwons would bc l e s  thm 
the thrrrholdr that trisger a conformity drtermination undcr the 1990 Clean Air Act (100 tons prr 
year lor CO and 50 tons per yeat lor NOx and VOC)." The DEIS discursmn on air quahly 
impaco in Snn Dtrgu concludes by rtatlng that "[slince air qunltty impacts from construcuon and 
opcratm would be tns~gnilicmt. no mittyatton measures are proposed to reduce project 
emisswns at NASNI." (Volume I. p 310-1 1). 

We acknowlcdee thnt the cmlrs#onr data presented in !he DEIS support the Navy's rtnament that 
the project ialls below rhc de mmmus thresholds found in EPA'r general conformity rule. and 
that no formal contormtlr determmtion is required far the  project'^ CO~ISINC~~O" and aprralun . ~ 

in San Dirco. Noncthcless. EPA clnssilies thc San Diem Air Basin as r serious ozone - " 
nunrllarmrnt urea m d  a moderate rarbon monoxtdc nunanainmmt area. In light uf the 
s!gn~licant alr quaht) problems that conltnue to chr~cterize the San Diego Air Basin. wc 
strongly encourage !he Nary to adopt and ~mplement all reasonable. feaslble mmgat~on mc4,urn 
to reduce CO NOx and VOC emlnrlons asrocmted with the oro~eft'r COnSlNCllOn and uocratlon . ,  
Although such m~ttgation measurer may not be legally required under the Federal Clcan Alr Act. 
we believe that aduminr such millvation mellsurrswuuU bc cunsinmt wnth the Navy', 

In hght ofthe S m  Dwgo Air Barm's cumnt nonauainment slatus for both ozone and carbon 
monuxtdr. we recommend Lat  the Navy discuss the adoptmy olnon-regulaury based mit lg~tmn 
mr;lsurcr to reduce projcct-related emm!onr lo the grcnlert enmt  ieasrble. A vilrety o f  
mltlyanun mrawres would help to minunire CO. NOx and VOC emmtons from the pruject's 
construction and oprratton at the NASNI. Onc significant mttigatnon measure lo reduce such 
cmisrmnr would be to use eleclrlc dredv~nn eauiomenl. a recovnired means to rrduce criterm - -  . .  - 
ou l l u fu~  cmtsrtunr .srruciaed uieh drcdeme orumccrs in ozone nonrnvinmcnt areas l e  r.. the ~ ~ " -. , - 
Curps o f  Engmccrr' Lor Angclcs.Lor Bmch Harbors ZOZO Decp Draft Project, and the Corps' - 
5O.Fom Drrdrinr Protect at the Pon ufOaklwd) Although the mount  o f  material proposed lor .. ~ . ~ 

drrdgny undcr thc Nmttr-class homeponmg project 8s cuns~derrbly less lhan in either the Lor 



Angelrr or Oakland drcdgmg and deepcnmg projects. real bcnclilr lo &n Docyo atr q u d l q  m q  
accrue trom reductnu. NOx m d  VOC emtsstons asroc~ated w ~ t h  drcdgmg xuvmr r  Such a move 

prujecl and the BRAC CVN hameponing 

We "ole lhul the DElS discusses the u~ of m u r  Innrut and a ferry ryrtem to reduce l r~t ' l ic  
volumer asrocinled with personnel at Naval Station Everen. We encourage #he Navy to adopl 
tho% mitigation measures as pan ofthe p m p o d  pmjcct. and include appropriate commmnenls 
in that regard in the FElS and L e  Record o f  Decision. 

Cumulauvr impacts from six on.& pmjceu m d  the oflrilc Wcycrhoururcr Rcdcvclupmcnt 
Project may produce significant noise impacts depending on their scheduling. This should be 
analyzed in the FEIS. in the context ofeach netion altcmtive a1 Everen. 

W GOVFRNh.IECIT . .  TO GOY- W 

The PrcrlJcnl btgnrd an Execawe Memorandm of Apnl 29. 1994 rcyadlny " (~o~rn~mc!~ l . lu .  
Guremmcnl Rrlsltonr wIh Nslwc Amencan Tnbal Gorcmmcntr " Documcnl~lmn dl 

o f  any ouetmding isrucg ofcomcm to h e  Tribes hatmay have ken brought lo the Nary's 
anentlan dunng the NEPA pmccs. We specifically note Ihe following: 

Volume I (p. 5 174) refco to thc disposal o f 5 0 : ~ ~  cubic yards afdrcdgcd sedtrnent a1 the 
Pun Gardncr open water disposal rite within ihe Tuldip Tribe's "Usual and Accustomerl" 
lirhtnp placer There is no dixutrmn in  the DElS regarding government-to-govemmmt 
conrulwtwn that may have already Iden  place k tw -n  the Navy and the Tulnlip T h e  or how 
Ihr dredged material disposal may atTect ihe Tribe's u s  of Ihe lishcry natural resource. or the 
'Tr~bc's v~cwpo~nt on #his mancr. Thew issues should be addressed in the FElS 

Volume I l p a g  4 17-4) stntes Ihal drcdgmg and dxrposal of 42UXJO cubx yards oimaterkal 
would result in increased u x  ofthe waters near the Sinclerr lnlcl and the Suqum~sh 'Tribe's 
"Usual and Accuslorned" fishmg places, but that such impact would be shon.term and uuuld n 

. . 
energy cflic~cncy, water consenallon, m i n ~ m m t ~ o n  o f  hi l~udous ~ i ls te ,  rrduchon m d  rec!cl~ng 
of solid rase. m d  decreased use of pesticides Refer to the wclionr below for addiliunal ~ C I ~ P  

Thc DElS dld no1 address pollution prevcnlion iramres in the project to the cnant oulllned b? 
the CEQ in the January 29. 1993 Fpnrrol The Navy's FEIS could be saenpthcncd by 
rpeoticnlly dcsignmg. conrtrucling and operating this prujrcl wtlh pollution prevention f;.~lurcs 
as nn mtcgral clemcnl. We urge the Navy lo integrate a broad range o fpu l l u tm  prevenllon 
m r w x r r  in the project and lo include uppropnale pollulion prcrcnlmn commitmmtr in the FLIS 
and Kccord of Dcctr~on. 

. . 
i nd~ouun  about whether Exccuuve Ordcr 12902 (dated hlarch 8.  1994) war considcrcd in lht  
tmpact documentation l o r  lhc projrcl. Executive Ordcr 12902 has reveral putcnltal impllc~lluns 
lor the project, ineludmg requtrelnents in  Secl~on 306 conerrnmg conslruclion oinew Fedcr~l  
fa~~olirtrr. Section 306 o f  Execulive Order 12902 mcc~licallv ~rovldcs lhal for new Fcdcral I . . 
iacl lq sunrrruction. the agency ~nvolved in  the cunstrucliun shall "der~gn and cunrtrucr such 
l h c l l ~ y  to mimmtzc lhc Me cycle core oi the facilily by utllirvng energy rfliciency. w l e r  I 
consew~~~un.  or solar or ulher reneuablr energy lechntqurr m d  'utilize passive solar desinn 
and adopt acuve solar tcchmques where they are ma-effective." The FElS should address how 
the Navy would ensure that ihc p r o p o d  project meets the applicable requirements o f  Executive 
0rdc.r 1 2 W  Appropr~alc conrmttmcnts regarding cnergy efilclency m d  aaler conservaliun 
rhould be rrtlcctrd in thc FEE and thc Kccord of Decmm 



III) E~CLIIIIVC Ordrr 128j6 . Frdrral Compltoncc wrrh Rtgh~.ro.Knuw L o w  and Pulltrr,un 
Prrvrnrwn Rryutremrnrr 

Ar w l h  Executive Order 12902. the DElS doer not acknowledge the vnnour requirements of 
Exccutwe Order I2856 as they may apply to the Proposed projea (we note, however. that page 
A.l? o f  Volume I discusses the Emergency P l m l n g  and Communq hgh~ta-Know Act o f  
1986). The preface o f  Executive Orda 12856 references a requirement of the Pollution 
Prevention Act o f  I990 Lha: 

"st i s  the nattonal ~ o l i c v  of ihe Unrtcd Stales that whenever feastble. wl lut~on I . - 
~hould k prcventd or reduced a the rourcc. that p l l u t m  that cannot be 
prcrenlcd should k recycled m an envtmnmcnwlly rofc mannc#. that pu l l ~ lwn  I 
that c m o t  be prevented or recycled should k mated in an environmentallv safe 1 
manner: and thar disposal or other releaw into the envtro~lent rhould be ehploycd 
only as a last tlrcson ...." 

- Wc recommend that the FEIS address the applicability of Execut~vc Order 12856 to the Drowsed 
71 . . 
L, project, buth in  terms ofthe Executive Order's pollution prevention requirements and its t o w  

releare inventory reponing requimncnu for covcrcd faeililin. ' I 

would result in rignificvll i m w u  IO health and safety. ~hckfore .  no mitination measures are I 

Funher advance harardous waste manrmmton at NASNl and other f a c ~ l ~ t m  amlvzed in the I 
DEIS w l h  the slalemml that m mlllgatoon meaurcs are proposed Wc belwe that the Nab) 
should dctcrrnmc whether oppormnmcs to tunher reduce h e  urc ofhaurduus macrlalr m d  lhc 1 
consequent gcnwalion of ha?ardow waste may k available as pan ofthe proposed xtiun. I f  
r w h  opponunilicr are indeed available, then they are reasonable mitigation measurer that shcmld 
be adopted by the Navy in  the FEIS and included jr mitigation commmwus in  the Rccord o i  
Decision for the projca. 

1 I I V 6 

. . . . 
use o f  pest~c~des at naval air stalms and iaclllly p e ~ l  mmagcmenl planr that spec#* the mro lo 
be trelled. the freqdmc) ofapplicallon. pest~cide product name and EPA rcatstratmn number. 
m i x q  concentrauons. and spcc~al precautions thai are needed. To the extent that the Navy 
cnv lsms  that the use ufpslictdes or herb~cides may be an lnlegral r l rmml  o i th r  proposcd 
project. lhnr should be addressed in (he FEIS. The DElS gwer no nnd~catmn s to \$hat t)prrs u i  
pcrttades may bc currently used at ,he tbur facililler, quanlltler applied on annual basts. and 
perhaps most ~mponanely, whether ~ltematives to ihc use u l w s t ~ c ~ I c s  or Ihcrb~c~dr> .we 
;vakble, espec~& f i r  highly tonrc pestrider. We recommend that the FEIS prowdc additional 
dircus~ion regardtnp the currcnt use of  perticider at ihc licilitics. whether the use oipest~sdrr  is I 
conlemplacd under the proposed project. whether pesticides not currently in  use would be 
cmpluycd under the proposed project. and ifrhe Navy has evaluated an alternative to reduce and 
muwnize such urc under the proposed action. The FEIS should discuss whether an ~lternat$\r 
that minimizes and reduces the use of  pest~ctdes constitutes a reasonable allematwe i i r  purporrr 
of NEPA analvrir. We recommend an alternative focusinn on lntevmted Pea hlanaccmrnt - 
(IPbl). an approach mmphasizing bivlugud and non-chemical pest controls wilh a xlcctivr use 
ofchcmicnl pesticides only when IPM vpproucher arc not adequate in  controlltng the problem 

~ ~ 

Should c h e m d  controls prove necessary. we encourage the Navy to w e  the least-toxic pesticide 
avollable lo control the ~roblem. If usc of  ~erlicides or herbicides is orowned. ,he FEE should I . . 
discuss mcugxion measurer to avoid and minimize advcrw health-related impacts to bau: 
personnel and dependmls. a d  whrlhrr b e  Navy has evaluated an altemativc to avoid wstiodes I 
use as much as posstble andlor an alternative that employs less toxic subaances. Wc are 
panular ly concerned that ch~ldren of mhlary personnel may be expored to chem~cal pestudes 
at bare iachties (schools, chddcwe centers. base housing), as well as the cumulative exposure 
rirkr to ch~ldrcn from pesticides used at various locatonr on the baser whcrc children spend 
mpnilicant amounts oflime each day. 

Scct~un 7 4.4 2 (AN hlonttoring) describes thc Nnvy'r nctwitier related to 40 CFR Pan 61. 
Subpan I. (he rndionuchde NESHAP. In 1997, afier ertcnsive tesrmg and review by EPA 
regions and EPA hendquancrs. the Navy recewed permiss~on lo use alarnative methods ibr 
dcmunstrot~ng complimcc w t h  Subpan I. EPA detennmed that the N w y  opcrationn do nut 
urceed rhc NESHAP r lu ldud m d  that methods detailed in thc rulc could be maimtied to ,uit h e  
rpecd cunditnonr hund is ccnmn chiphoard r#luntmnr. Scctwn 7 4 4.4 (Independent Agmcy 
hlunmwng) dcscrtbed the hmbor suweyr conducted by the EPA National Air m d  RRdmion 
Env~runmental Laboratory (NAREL). These surveys have demanstratcd that Navy operaloons 
have nut .agntticmtly contrlbutcd to levels o f  radioactwty in homepon harbors. 
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EPA 8s auare that a number o f  mues andconccrns regardtng envtmmental lusuce 
conrcderatmnr have k e n  n m d  in nnard tothe Dmwwd h o m w n m  muon. er~ectnllv in San ~ ~~~ ~~~~~ ~~ - . . . - 
Diego. We are aware o f  various concern r a i d  by local organizations in San Diego regarding 
the scope and effectivemrs of public panicipation in  the NEPA review process by potentially 
affected communities. in ~ m i & l a r  low-income and minority communi~er. The Enviromental 
H c ~ l l h  Coalmon on San Doego. m a lencr to the Navy, spec~ficslly n q u r n d  tnat the Navy 
prepare 3 Spmsh language mulat lon of the DElS In 11s Seplcmber 10. 1998 ropunse lo the 
Enr~romcntal  Hcallh Coalmoh the Navy mndtcatcd hat 11 IS " iommmd lo cnsurtna that lo* 
income and minority populatioru have the opportunity to fully participate in the WEPA] 
process" but that. in  the Navy's judgment. uanslatmg h e  DElS tnto Span~rh is not needed to 
achieve that goal. 

EPA rubwquently had phone discussions with the Navy (David Tamravic. EPA, and Captain 
Roben Wcrlberg and Bob Hcxom. Navy) regarding ihe CEQ'r guidance memorandum to Fcdeml 
agcncicr regarding mechanisms by which Federal agcneics can inereax and improve public 

7 oancmation in  NEPA decision-makinn. EPA s u f f i R m i n n  Grass) met in San Diego on - .  . - - - 
October 28.19 ullh the Nary ngardmg thc lcrcl and adcqwy of publtr panlilpalmn ior lhc 
propoxd project. I n  terms ofenhanced public panlcepahon in the NEPA pruiess. 
CEO has winen t h " d v  and meaningful public panicipation in  the federal agency dcc~sion 
mak& process is a p&lnt god  O~NEPA: cEQ's NEPA Implementing ~;gulations require 
Federal agencies to make diligent cffom lo involve the public throughout the NEPA proccss. 
Participation of low-income. minority or tribal populations may "require adaptive or imovat~ve 
a~~roaeher to overnome linguistic. institutional. eultu ral... or other barriers to effective . . - 
participation in the decision-&ng processes o f  Federal agcnctes under customary NEPA 
procedures." I n  order lo overcome various barriers to public panicipation in the NEPA process, 
CEQ identified a number of steps that may be eonsidmd, as appropriate in developing an 
innovative rtmtenv for effective Dublic ~anicipation. For vou;~cfenncc wc have attached the -. . . 
x c ~ ~ o n  from C t Q ' t  guvdancc mrmomdwn on publac panmpauon in thc NEPA p r a m  nhwn 
outlanes none steps that Fcdnal agenoes may convder The CEQ's guldancc mcmurandum 
references several imponant q x c t s  of the Executive Order on Environmental Jurtnce and the 
a e f o m m v i n ~  mesidentid memomdurn which have a bearinn on the ~rorared ~roiect. . . ". - . . . . 
Spec~fically. Lc Executovc Ordn requons Fedcd ngencm la work to cnswe ellccttve publac 
panastpatm and access to dormatron in  thc NEPA proccrr Thur. u l h n  its NEPA pru\os m d  
&rough other appropriate mechanisms, each Federal agency shall. "whcncver practicable and 
aaaroariale. tmnrlate ervcial Dublie documents. noticcr and hearin~r. re latw to human health or 

7 .  , - - 
the cnvtromca for ltmmd Englosh rpeaktng populat~onr "(CEQ hurnep~@ Enrrrunmrnrul 
lurnce under ,k Nuttond Enmunmmml Polocy 4.1. Dcccmbcr 10. 1997. at p 4 taund on 
worldwide web) 

B ~ w d  on dircusrionr which EPA (Ruming Grass) had with the Navy in San D q o  on October 
28-29. we understand that the Navy expressed an interest in vxiour ruggeruons for enhanced 

li q H1\, .rnlnms.rnui.. 1mm ~ n ~ m r ~ ~ n r n c " r ~ l  l m ~ . ~ ~ l \ ~ a l c m m ! l D t l ~ k - r * r d ~ m m r  I C m % l h . s  l r  ~ h c r e V l b l l T 7 C I u  
m,"',,"". , 4 , ,  r P * , l i i C l l l l u m s . ' . * W , l a x  .,,. N I . . . . ~ , , ?  ,w*--r11. I l  

~ u b l i c  om~cioauan mscd by EP4. m d  found in the CEO's ruldancc mcmurandum. to i m p m e  
m d  enhance public panlcipation in the NEPA process ior lhlr project Specific measures rvhlch 
the Navy c~preswd interest in include 3 Spanish lanpuap translation ofthe esrcuttvc summary 
(at FElS ,taw): s Somish lmvuage version o f  the public notice mnouncmg wadability o f t  he . . 
FEIS. orovismn 01 Smnnsh laneware translation at oublic hearings un the orolect; and increased ~ -~ , " - - . . 
not~hcmun ofthe pubhc via the Spamrh lmguagc media in the San Dlepo area (ptess. ndlo. 
tr levtsm). We klieve that the Navy's adoptiun of these provisions would help to ripniticmtly 
lmDrOvc oubllc oancmauon in the NEPA proeerr for thm projea and more effectnely engage . . . . 
thc pulenu~ll) ~ l l r r l c d  pubhi U'e d r o  rummcnJ the Nd\) iur pro$lJ#nd hpmt,h imguasr 
~ p t w h  un its ts,l.lrcc numbc~ lor (he publl; 14 obum ml~rmruun the projcil u 1  888-428. 
6 4 4 ~ 1  \he hclc%c that th j i  method ,houlJ k imld idruird in the FFlS publlc .WWbn~CWllt 
rtaer as well. To the extent that the Navy c m  inc rea~  and im~rove ~ub l i c  access. and thus 

be adopted. We recommend that the Navy addrcrs thcnc issuer in the FElS 

Volume I lo. A-61 discusses various requirements under the Fedenl Clean Abr Act (CAW 
This section in  the FElS should be modified to note that the Federal CAA also regulates 
hazardous air pollutantr u d e r  the EPA regulatory program for "National Emissiun Standards tior 
Hazardous Air Pollaants" (NESHAPS), including radionuclider and usbertos. 

Volume I (Appendix A: Relevant Federal. Staa and Local Statutes, R~yularions m d  
Gu~dclines) dtrcurres Federal laws on public health and safety. We could lind no reference to a 
Federal law uhich may have karmg on the proposed project: the Federal Insecttcide. Fungicide 
and Rodcnticide Act, which regulates use o f  pesticides and herbicides. 

Volume I (Appendix A) should rccogntrc the applicability to the proposed project o f  three 1 ~ 3 , ~ ~  
rcccnt guidance documenls issucd by thc Presidca's Council on Environmental Quality . . there 
arc l h e ? ~ ~  puldance documents to Federal agmaes concerning polluuon prevealon. 
env~ronmenlal jurtxe and cumul*txvc lmpacrr I 

Puget Sound Naval Shnpyard was llsted nr a Federal Superfund ,ate on EPA'E Nauonnl Pnortty 
L l l t  INPLI  tn 1991 due to contmnnatton from PCBs. hrwv metals. and other oraamc 

I F327 
. , . , - 

cumpounds found in sod. sediments, and groundwaler at vanous areas o f  the site The facility's 
NPL status should be aclinowledgrd in the FEIS. I 

Cuts o i  lrsr than one foot arc nut typically considered dredgablc using a hydrvultc or clvmshcll F 3  28 
dredge (pg 2-25 )  The FElS should explain how and why this dredgtng would be periormrd. I ' ' 

Allernstiver arc prrscnad out ofconsecutive order ( a I - 6 sequence). This causer coniis~on 1 ~3.29 
wnhm the text of the DElS. 



h l y  and meaningful public par~icipation in the federal agency dects~on m*lp 
pmm is a m o u n t  goal of M P A .  CEQk regulations require agencies to d c  diligent 
cfforls to involve the pblic throughoul lhe NEPA process. PYlicip~ti~n low.incom 

populdoors, minorily populations. or vlbal popviationr may require adaptive or innovslrve 
approaches to overcome linguistic. inrUNliond, cultural. cconomie, hirtoricd. or olhD 
ootcntial barriers Lo effective ~vticioatim in Ule dectrion-makine Draecsxs of Fcderi 

7 are not convenicnr lo wotking furuliu. 
W 
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Comment - Number Response 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - 
F.3.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

-, F.3.2 The Draft EIS summarized all available sediment information relevant to the 
proposed project and the PSNS site. Information from a Washington 
Department of Ecology report (Llanso et al. 1998) published in September 1998 
has been added to the Final EIS. Ranges of chemical concentrations in sediments 
have been added to Volume 4, section 4.4. 

Volume 4, section 4.4 of the Final EIS has been revised to include dormation on 
detection limits for undetected values and ranges for detected values. The map 
of sediment sampling locations originally included in the Draft EIS has been 
retained. The information presented in the EIS provides an adequate basis for 
characterization of existing sediment conditions and disclosure of the 
environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives under NEPA. 
Final dredging and disposal plans for PSNS would be based on a detailed 
sediment characterization meeting the requirements of the Dredged Material 
Management Program (previously know as the Puget Sound Dredged Disposal 
Analysis). This investigation is being coordinated with the sediment 
characterization needed for development of the Feasibility Study (FS) under 
CERCLA for aquatic areas of Operable Unit (OU) B at PSNS. The Combined 
Sampling and Analysis Plan (CSAP) for these investigations, as referred to in the 
following response F.3.4, was approved by the responsible agencies. Sediment 
sampling occurred in December 1998 and January 1999. The results of these 
investigations will not be available before April 1999, and so are not included in 
the Final EIS. The suitability determination for disposal of dredged material for 
the navigational improvements proposed for E N S  as part of the present project 
is expected in early June 1999, and, if available, will be incorporated into the 
Record of Decision (ROD) for the project. 

The CSAP included an extensive summary of existing sediment data for E N S .  
That existine. information was taken into account in develouin~ the detailed " . - 
sediment characterization for the navigation improvements proposed for PSNS, 
in accordance with Dredged Material Management Program (formerly known as 
the Puget Sound ~ r e d ~ e d  Disposal ~ n a l ~ s i i )  requirem&s. A description of the 
detailed sediment characterization has been added to section 4.4.1 of the Final 
EIS. 

Surface (top 4 feet) and subsurface (below 4 feet) sediment data were collected in 
1991 in Pier D berthing areas proposed for dredging. These data, which consist 
of 20 surface samples, and 20 subsurface samples composited into 8 samples for 
testing, are presented in Volume 4, Table 4.4-2. These data show that 
contaminant levels were consistently lower in the subsurface sediments than in 
surface sediments. For the proposed project, between one and six feet of 
sediment would be removed by dredging, depending on the location. Assuming 



VOLUME 8 CVN HOMEPORTING E1.S - PSNS BREMERTON RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

that the pattern observed at Pier D is more or less representative of the proposed 
dredging area, it is reasonable to conclude that dredging would result in 
somewhat improved sediment quality, or in sediment quality similar to existing 
conditions, depending on the magnitude of the effect of re-deposition of 
sediments suspended during dredging. It is not reasonable to conclude that 
sediment quality would get worse as a result of dredging. In fact, the 
Washington State Department of Ecology and EPA are presently considering 
dredging as a means to remediate sediments at E N S  under the CERCLA 
program. 

As discussed in the preceding response, dredging is expected to result in either 
modest improvement or no change in sediment quality in the dredged areas, 
with corresponding modest improvement or no change in toxicity and 
bioaccumulation potential. Since impacts are defined as the change from 
baseline resulting from a project, it can be concluded that dredging would not 
result in significant adverse impacts to sediment quality. 

At present, there is no sediment data available for under-pier areas at PSNS. 
Sediment samples from these areas were collected for testing as part of the 
ongoing sediment characterization for the proposed project and for the 
Feasibility Study for site remediation under CERCLA. However, this data was 
not available for inclusion in the Final EIS. There is no strong reason to expect 
the quality of sediments under Pier D to be significantly different from other 
undredged areas of PSNS. As discussed in the response to comment F.3.8 below, 
only the berths at Piers B and D have been dredged in recent history, and that 
dredging post-dated sediment sampling in that area. Additionally, there has 
been no maintenance or other dredging in these areas since the piers were 
constructed in 1946/1947. Therefore, all of the sediment data presented in 
section 4.4 of Volume 4, and discussed in section 4.4.1 of the EIS, should be 
representative and would apply to undredged locations in the E N S  pier area, 
including under Pier D. Therefore, redeposition of sediments suspended by 
pier demolition and conshuction is not expected to degrade sediment quaIity in 
adjacent areas in the long term (there may be short-term degradation of 
dissolved oxygen conditions). 

Section 4.3.2.1 of the Draft EIS and Final EIS acknowledges that the demolition 
and reconstruction of Pier D would have temporary and localized adverse effects 
on water quality. This section also Lists expected permit conditions that the 
Navy would comply with to minimize such effects. Additional measures would 4 

be used to minimize the resuspension of sediments, including the use of a closed 
("shrouded") dredge bucket, and precise placement of the dredge bucket on the 
bottom to preclude the practice of "smoothing" the bottom with the bucket to .a 

achieve the desired contours. The Washington Deparhnent of Ecology and other 
permitting agencies would impose additional conditions on the conshuction 
project to limit effects on water and sediment quality to acceptable levels, in the 4 

agencies' judgement. These conditions would be issued under the authority and 
guidelines in WAC 173-201A, Water Quality Standards for Surface Waters of the 
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State of Washington. These conditions would address mixing zone allowances, 
short-term modifications to water quality criteria for turbidity and other 
parameters, and other factors deemed appropriate by the Department of 
Ecology. All of the above factors would serve to limit impacts to water and 
sediment qualitv to acceptable levels. 

The rate of sedimentation at PSNS is very low (approximately 2 cmlyear), and 
general maintenance dredging of E ~ ~ ~ b e r t h  areas is rarely required. (The 
berths at Pier D were deep&i in 1993-94 to accommodate deeper draft vessels, 
but have not been dredged (maintenance or otherwise) since construction of the 
pier over 50 years ago). See also the cumulative impact section of the EIS 
(section 4.18) regarding discus'sion of a relevant project at one of the FSNS drv- 
docks. The deepening and expansion of berthing areas and turning basins 
proposed for the present project are not expected to change this condition. 
Therefore, the project would not result in impacts to biological communities 
related to maintenance dredging. Because maintenance dredging is very 
infrequent at E N S ,  the benthic community in the berth areas differs little from 
that in the inter-berth area (SAIC 1998). Therefore, the impacts of dredging on 
the benthic community would be similar in the existing berths and in areas 
where berths are expanded. If coordination with the NMFS and USFWS 
determines that mitigation is needed for the impacts of dredging on chinook 
salmon or other listed/proposed species, the appropriate mitigation actions will 
be agreed upon in the Section 7, Endangered Species Act, coordination process. 

As discussed in section 4.5.2.1, details of mitigation related to possible 
CAD/CDF sites for disposal of contaminated sediments are being developed 
through a multi-agency, joint NEPA-CERCLA review process. Construction for 
the CVN homeporting project cannot proceed until issues related to mitigation 
of impacts to habitat and other resources have been addressed to the satisfaction 
of the relevant permitting agencies. It is expected that a CAD could be designed 
to be self-mitigating in terms of habitat impacts. The general approach is to 
cover the existing contaminated, mostly deep habitat with shallow, clean habitat 
of a biologically productive type. The impacts of pier extension and turning 
basin dredging would be relatively minor, so that any mitigation that may be 
required for these actions could be incorporated into the CAD design. If the 
CDF option is ultimately proposed and it is not feasible to incorporate mitigation 
for the related habitat impacts into the CAD, opportunities for additional habitat 
enhancement would be evaluated in coordination with the relevant resource and 
permitting agencies. 

In collaboration with Washington State Department of Ecology, EPA, NMFS, 
USFWS, WDFW, WDNR, the Suquamish Tribe, the City of Bremerton, and other 
entities, the Navy is currently evaluating the feasibility of disposing of dredged 
material in a CAD and/or CDF at FSNS. This evaluation is considering the joint 
disposal of contaminated material from the navigation dredgmg proposed for 
CVN homeporting and of material dredged to achieve sediment remediation at 
E N S  under CERCLA. The evaluation is addressing the ability of such sites to 
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effectively contain sediment-associated contaminants, the potential for 
incorporating habitat enhancement into such facilities, and related design 
parameters. It is expected that a CAD could be designed to be self-mitigating in 
terms of habitat impacts. The general approach is to cover existing contaminated 
mostly deep habitat with shallow clean habitat of a biologically productive type. 
The impacts of pier extension and turning basin dredging would be relatively 
minor, so that any mitigation that may be required for these actions could be 
incorporated into the CAD design. If the CDF option is ultimately proposed and 
it is not feasible to incorporate mitigation for the related habitat impacts into the 
CAD, opportunities for additional habitat enhancement would be evaluated in 
coordination with the relevant resource and permitting agencies. It is expected 
that project approvals would not he issued until concerns regarding habitat and 
other impacts have been addressed to the satisfaction of these agencies. 

General maintenance dredging is rarely required for PSNS berth areas as 
addressed in previous responses, and the proposed dredging would not change 
this. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts from maintenance 
dredging on biological communities, including salmon. For more information, 
see the response to comment F.3.3. 

The reference is made at the end of the first paragraph of section 4.4.1, Affected 
Environment. 

Sediment bioassay data were presented in the Draft EIS in Volume 4, Table 4.4-2 
(Table 4.4-3 in the Final EIS). Sediment bioassay testing done to date at E N S  
has indicated lower sediment toxicity than might be expected based on sediment 
contaminant levels. Section 4.4 of the EIS notes, for example, that the available 
sediment toxicity data done, when evaluated according to the Washington State 
Sediment Management Standards, does not indicate a requirement for 
remediation. The EIS does not contend that water quality, sediment quality, and 
biota at PSNS have not been adversely affected by historical sources of 
contamination. Such adverse effects are discussed in many places in sections 4.3, 
4.4 and 4.5. It should be pointed out that, in surveys in Sinclair Inlet since 1990, 
the average incidence of liver tumors is approximately 3 percent, and the 
incidence in the most recent survey in 1994 was 1.7 percent (URS 1996). This 
compares to averages of approximately 50 percent in Elliott Bay and Eagle 
Harbor, 2 percent in Case Inlet (reference site), and 0 percent in Budd Inlet 
(reference site) since 1984. The 1990 Action Plan for Sinclair and Dyes Inlets 
contains no citation for the "up to 73 percent" value as quoted in the comment. 
Any data cited in that Action Plan obviously pre-dates 1990. 

F.3.13 EPA Region X is involved in interagency workshops and other collaborative 
efforts to address habitat issues and CAD design, as part of both the proposed 
homeporting project and the CERCLA program at E N S .  

F.3.14 Section 4.18.3, Marine Water Quality, has been revised to address the concerns 
stated in the comment. The Maintenance Improvement projects were addressed 
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in the cumulative impacts analysis (section 4.18) in the Draft EIS, which included 
PSNS operations of the newly homeported ships as part of the proposed action. 
An assessment of cumulative impacts of the proposed action combined with the 
proposed remediation of sediments at PSNS under CERCLA has been added to 
section 4.18. 

Section 4.2.2.1 of the Final EIS has been modified to address environmental 
constraints at upland landfills. 

Consistent with the DOD American Indian and Alaska Native Policy of 20 
October 1998, the Navy has made government-to-government contact with the 
Suquamish and Tulalip tribes. The Navy was provided the opportunity to 
individually brief tribal representatives and the tribes provided comments on the 
proposed actions. The Tulalip and Suquamish Tribes were individually briefed 
during the scoping for this EIS. The Navy has invited the Native American 
Tribes to become involved in the decision making process and to take part in 
commenting on the NEPA process during scoping and the Draft EIS review. For 
the projects identified at E N S  Bremerton, the Navv is working with the 
Suquamish Tribe to identify Tribal interests that can be included in project 
design and execution. Since the projects identified for Naval Station Everett are 
not among the preferred alternatives and have not been programmed, there has 
been only minimal response from the Tulalip Tribe. Important points of 
communication with the Suquamish Tribe occurred on the following dates: 

January 30,1997, EIS Scoping Meeting; 

June 10,1998, briefing of the Tribal Council on EIS status; 

June 24,1998, briefing of the Tribal Council; 

June 29,1998, meeting with state agencies and Suquamish Tribe; 

July 13,1998, letter re: Navy regulatory approach; 

October 5,1998, request for Tribal Council involvement in decisionmaking; 

Briefed Tribal representative who was unable to attend a November 17 
meeting with mid-level agency managers wherein the navy requested 
involvement in decisionmaking. 

The Draft EIS evaluated the net change in the number of ships in the Sinclair 
Inlet to determine if there would be a long-term increase in the use of waters of 
the Suquamish Tribe's Usual and Accustomed Fishing Places. Under all 
alternatives, there would be a net decrease in the number of ships using these 
waters. This results from the future baseline condition that includes the 
decommissioning of two CGNs, as well as the removal of AOEs under both 
Alternatives One and Five. 
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The Tulalip tribe was contacted as part of EIS scoping activity on April 11,1997 
and provided information on the proposed action and invited to provide their 
input. The Stillaguamish Tribe Usual and Accustomed Fishing Places are not 
within the waters that would be affected bv any of the proposed action 
alternatives. 

These Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance documents have been 
considered in developing the EIS analysis. Sections 5.2.1, 5.17, and 5.18 have 
been revised to include reference to the CEQ Guidelines concerning pollution 
prevention, environmental justice, and cumulative impacts, respectively. 
However, since they are guidance documents, rather than federal, state, and 
local statutes, regulations, or guidelines, they are not included in section 1.5. 

Current operations at potential homeporting locations in regard to their 
management of hazardous waste minimization, pesticides, and herbicides is a 
component of the affected environment. The EIS is responsible for addressing 
the net change between the existing baseline and the proposed action's 
contribution to generation and management of hazardous waste, pesticides, and 
herbicides. The EIS discusses how these changes would affect the current 
management of these materials. 

Section 4.15.2 has been revised to state that the Navy has implemented a strict 
Hazardous Material Control and Management Program and a Hazardous Waste 
Minimization Program for all of its facilities. The Navy continuoush* monitors 
its operations to find ways to minimize the use of hazardous materials and to 
reduce the generation of hazardous wastes. For example, nonhazardous 
materials are substituted for hazardous materials wherever practicable, 
processes are changed to ones that do not employ hazardous materials, and care 
is taken to avoid contaminating nonhazardous materials with hazardous 
materials. Compliance with existing programs is not considered to be 
mitigation, since it is not over and above a current requirement. Please note that 
it is because of the Navy's compliance with its existing programs that the EIS 
conclusion is drawn that no additional mitigation is necessary to address 
impacts associated with the proposed action. Section 4.15.2 of the Final EIS has 
been revised to reflect these programs currently implemented that would apply 
to the proposed action. 

The proposed action would incorporate pollution prevention features in the 
design, consmtction and operation of the proposed facilities, as outlined by the 
Council on Environmental Quality in the January 29, 1993 Federal Register. 
Pollution prevention measures would be integrated in the project through 
contracts for design, construction and base operations. 

F.3.18 Executive Order 12902, Energy Efficiency and Water Conservation at Federal 
Facilities, has been included in a new section 1.5.9, Utilities. The proposed action 
design would comply with the order. 
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Section 4.16.2 has been revised to state that the facilities associated with the 
proposed project would be designed, constructed, and operated to meet the 
requirements of Section 306 of Executive Order 12902 to minimize the life cycle 
cost of the facilities by utilizing energy efficiency, water conservation, or solar or 
other renewable energy techniques when they are cost effective. These 
considerations are contained in all contractual documents for the design, 
construction, and operation of naval facilities. 

Section 1.5.7 Public Health and Safety has been revised to include Executive 
Order 12856 - Federal Compliance with Right-to-Know Laws and Pollution 
Prevention Requirements. 

Section 4.15.2 has been revised to indicate that the facilities associated with the 
proposed action would be designed, constructed, and operated to meet the 
requirements of Executive Order 12856 to ensure whenever feasible that 
pollution would be prevented or reduced at the source, that pollution that 
cannot be prevented would be recycled in an environmentally safe manner; that 
pollution that cannot be prevented or recycled would be treated in an 
environmentally safe manner; and that disposal or other releases to the 
environment would be employed as a last resort. These requirements would be 
contained in all contractual documents for the design, construction, and 
operation of the proposed facilities. 

Section 4.15.2 has been revised to indicate that the Navy has implemented a 
strict Hazardous Material Control and Management Program and a Hazardous 
Waste Minimization Program for all of its facilities. The Navy continuously 
monitors its operations to find ways to minimize the use of hazardous materials 
and to reduce the generation of hazardous wastes. For example, nonhazardous 
materials are substituted for hazardous materials wherever practicable, 
processes are changed to ones that do not employ hazardous materials, and care 
is taken to avoid contaminating nonhazardous materials with hazardous 
materials. Compliance with existing programs is not considered to be 
mitigation, since it is not over and above a current requirement. Please note that 
it is because of the Navy's compliance with its existing programs that the EIS 
conclusion is drawn that no mitigation is necessary. The text in section 1.5 of the 
Final EIS has been revised to reflect these existing programs. 

Section 4.15.2 has been revised to indicate that the Navy requires that its 
contractors will minimize the use of pesticides, herbicides, or other materials 
regulated under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act in 
connection with the proposed action. Considerations to use other methods of 
pest and vector control are contained in all contractual documents for the design, 
construction, and operation of Naval facilities. This project is not expected to 
increase the use of these materials. 

The Navy Pesticide Compliance Ashore Program is established by OPNAVINST 
5090.B series, Chapter 13. This chapter provides safety and compliance 
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requirements and policy relative to the legal use of pesticides at Navy shore 
facilities. The requirements apply within the United States, possessions, and 
trust territories. The use of pesticides applied to property under Navy 
stewardship is controlled. OPNAVINST 6250.4A, Pest Management Program 
(NOTAL), assigns Navy policy for pesticides applied to property under Navy 
stewardship to the Naval Facilities Engineering Command and jointly with the 
BUMED for disease vector surveillance and control and safety matters. More 
detailed requirements and responsibilities relative to the application and 
regulation of pesticides at Navy installations are included in this instruction. It 
also discusses other topics pertinent to pesticides including prevention of 
pollutants in wastewater, spill prevention and management (Chapter lo), and 
management of hazardous waste (HW) (Chapter 12). 

Thank vou for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 

Limited English speaking populations are primarily a concern in San Diego, not 
the Pacific Northwest. Therefore, public participation in Bremerton is unrelated 
to the need for Spanish translation of any portions of the EIS. See also response 
to comment F.3.16. 

The discussion of the Clean Air Act in Appendix A has been revised to include 
the information provided in this comment. 

Section 1.5 and Appendix A have been revised to reference the Federal 
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act. Section 4.15.2 has heen revised to 
indicate that the Navy requires that its contractors will minimize the use of 
pesticides, herbicides, or other materials regulated under the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act in connection with the proposed action. 
Considerations to use other methods of pest and vector control are contained in 
all contractual documents for the design, construction, and operation of Naval 
facilities. 

Section 4.15.2 has been revised to indicate that the Navy requires that its 
contractors will minimize the use of pesticides, herbicides, or other materials 
regulated under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act in 
connection with the proposed action. Considerations to use other methods of 
pest and vector control are contained in all contractual documents for the design, 
construction, and operation of Naval facilities. 

These Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance documents have been 
utilized in developing the EIS analysis. Sections 4.2.1, 4.17, and 4.18 have been 
revised to include reference to the CEQ Guidelines concerning pollution 
prevention, environmental justice, and cumulative impacts, respectively. 
However, since they are guidance documents, rather than federal, state, and 
local statutes, regulations, or guidelines, they are not mcluded in this section 1.5. 
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F.3.27 The NPL status of PSNS was acknowledged in sections 4.2.1, 4.3.1 and 4.4.1 of - the Draft EIS. Text on the coordination between the proposed CVN 
homeporting and the CERCLA program at PSNS has been added to sections 
2.3.2.2 and 4.5.2 of the Final EIS. 

The proposed CVN homeporting berthing and turning locations to be dredged 
that are discussed in section 2.4 are described in terms of their current average 
depth. These elevations are not uniform because some areas within the 
proposed dredge footprint already are at the required depth. The same type of 
dredge equipment would be used throughout all the proposed dredge footprint. 
The sediments would be removed by either a hvdraulic dredge, a clamshell 
dredge, or a combination of the two. Section 2.4 has been revised to refer to 
average existing depths of proposed CVN homeporting berthing and turning 
locations. 

Section 2.3.3 explains the rationale for the alternatives presentation order. The 
homeporting facilities required to support CVNs and relocated AOEs for each 
location are discussed beginning with the action requiring the least amount of 
improvements, through those with the most improvements. The Navy 
considered addressing each alternative in sequential order, but it was 
determined that it would be more confusing because of the extensive cross- 
referencing needed. 





State Agencies 



John C o w  (Code 0SAL.K) 
Soutli\vcst h i s i o n  
Naval Facilities Engiri~ering Culnmard 
1220 Pecrtic Hiyhway 
San D i q o .  CA 921 3 2  

U!e are wrtting this letter on behalf ofthe Washington State Kittap Coutity L.egisl~tivc D e l e g ~ h r  lo csll y c ~ u r  
attcntiotl to our support for a continued and enhanced U.S. Navy presence in  Ki ts i~p County. 

Kitsap County has a long hisfor)- uf hosting the N w y  and providing a critical rtrategic role in ~ l l e  d e i m c  u f  s.1.1 

our courlty for more than a ceutury. The citizcns o f  Kitsap have bean pleared to welcvnle the men and rvolneri 
o f  the Navy info tliz comtnunity and look rotward to contitiuitig to do so ~ r e l l  intu the future. We are w r y  
proud of our Kavy heritdye and ihe qudlity of l i fe in Kitsap County and uibjoy sh;~ring that with our Navy 
hiends and neighbors. We are a very h'evy friendly comrriunity. 

The Navy has provided Pugel Sound residents good paying jobs and is tlv zconomic engine that drives tlv 
Penimula and in panicular Kitsap County. Our resrdtnts understand and appreciate hat. 

K l W p  County would welcome the nppnunity to hon~epo~i  dditional a icrai i  crrriers i n  our curnmunitj . We 
W u l d  very rnllcli like to encourege the Navy to provide h a t  capability at Pugel Sound Naval Shipyard. I 

. . 
-- 
Senator Bob Okc Rcy. Patricia Lanu 
26" Legislative District 16'" Ltgislative Di,:t~ict 

---CI 

R i p  Tom ~ u f f -  
2Jrd Legislat~vr District 26' Lcgislatire ict 3'' Legislative Distr t - - 2 

- - 
Senator Tim Sheldon 
35 Legislative Dirtrict 
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Washington State Legislature 

S.1.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 



John Coon 
- Southwest Divi$iotr 

Naval Facilities Engineering Cnn~tirand 
I220 Pacific Highwray 

- SNI Disgo. CA 921 32 

Dear Mr. Coon: - 
I am writing to express my support for the 
cities of Bremenon ,and Everett. 

- 

United States Navy prtxnce in the Pu 

Our state has hosted the Na\y for more than 100 years. We ore proud of this long tradition 
and the partnerships which have been develcped with the Navy in our communities. The 
Navy has provided our citizens with good paying jobs and has been a inajor economic 
contributor supporting our state. We have bec~i  pleased to host the nien and \vcunen of the 
Navy and provide them a fine quality of life with an affordable cost of living and cxcellcn~ 
remational and educational opportunities. 

'The location of Puget Sound warrants serious consideration. Establisl~ing and maintaining 
tllc capability of homeparting additional carriers it1 the B1.enrerton .end Everett conlnlunities 
is strategically and economically viahle. 

Washington State would welcome the opportunity to host additional aircraft carriers. I 
encourage the Navy to provide the capability of homeporting additional cwiers in Puget 
Sortnd. 

Governor 
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Gary Locke, Washington State Governor 

5.2.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
P.0. Box 47600 Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

1360) 507.6000 TDD Onlv (Hearing Impaired) 1360) 407-6006 

November 9. 1998 

Mr. John Coon 
Southwest Division (Code OSALJC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Hwy 
San Diego. CA 92 132-5 190 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement 
(EIS) for developmg home port facilities for t h e  NIMTZ-Class aircraft camers. We 
have reviewed the draft EIS and have the following comments. 

The EIS recognized the necessity for increased hazardous waste management for one 
additional carrier to be located at Everett (Alternative 4). but failed to identify any 
increased need if two additional AOE ships are located at the Everett base (Alternative 
5). This needs to explained. 

Possibilities for pollution prevention and source reduction should be analyzed whenever s3.1 
major construction or new sources of hazardous waste is being planned. The EIS should 
include this type of analysis. 

If you have any questions, please call Mr. Elliott Zimmerman with our Hazardous Waste 
and Toxics Reduction Program at (425) 649-7072. 

Of the action options (excluding Alternative 6. No-action) presented in the draft EIS. we 
strongly support the choice of Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative. We believe ths 
option would not only have the least environmental impact within the State of 

Sincerely, 

S.3.2 

Rebecca J.  hm& 
Environmental Coordination Section 

Washington, but the least overall environmental impact. 

RI:EIS#9855 12 
CC: Janet Thompson I Julie Sellick / Elliott Zimmerman. NWRO 
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Washington State Department of Ecology 

5.3.1 The facilities described in this project would be designed, constructed, and 
operated to meet the requirements of Executive Order 12856 to ensure whenever 
feasible that pollution would be prevented or reduced at the source. The 
pollution that cannot be prevented would be recycled in an environmentally safe 
manner. The pollution that cannot be prevented or recycled would be treated in 
an environmentally safe manner; and disposal or other releases to the - 
environment would be employed as a last resort. These requirements would be 
contained in all contractual documents for the design, construction, and 
operation of the proposed facilities. - 

The Navy conhnuousl!. monitors its operations to find wavs to minimize the use 
of hazarcious materials and to reduce the generation of hazardous wastes to a - 
minimum. For example, nonhazardous materials are substituted for hazardous 
materials wherever practicable, processes are changed to ones that do not 
emplov hazardous materials, and care is taken to avoid contaminating d 

nonhazardous materials with hazardous materials. Section 1.5 has been revised 
to incorporate this response. 

- 
Thank vou for vour comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



Local Agencies 



RESOLUTION \ - \w% 
Encouraging the Department of the Navy to provide base infrastructure to support 
the homeporting of additional Aircraft Carriers at PSNS and the Everett Base. 

WHEREAS, the midents of Kitsap County have a l a g  and rich haditim and history of supporting and working 
with the Navy for over 100 years; and 

WHEREAS, the midents of Kitsap County recognize that this is a Navy community; and 

WHEREAS, the qual~ty of Life for military pmonncl in Kitsap County is the best in the Nation and is soon to 
be enhanced with the planued development of Sinclair Landing; and 

WHEREAS, the Kitsap w m u n i t y  knows, understands, appreciates and welcomes the Navy and young Navy 
families; and 

WHEREAS, Kitsap County provides a very affordable life style for Navy persome1 and their families; and 

WHEREAS, Kitsap County and the Greater Puget Sound Community provides excellent recreational, 
entertainment and educational opportunities for young Navy families; and 

WHUZEAS, Kitsap Colmty has tk civiliau ihsbwhm to suppat tk homeporting additional Nuclear Powered 
Aircraft Carriers at PSNS; and 

WHEREAS, Nuclear Powacd Aimaft Carrim at PSNS would prsave  jobs in tbe community, help to preserve 
valuable tedmical sldlls at PSNS and stm~gthm and s&abi i  tk Kitsap ecnnomy in such a manner as to enhance 
the ability of the community to support the Navy familk; and 

WHEREAS, providing the capability to bomcport two Nuclear Powered Carriers at PSNS, Bremcrton and two 
at NAVSTA, E v m n  would enhance the strategic a& of chc Navy and the Nation 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Kitsap Gnmty Board of Commissioners provides its full support, 
QdaEanent and armwges the Depadnmt of the Navy to provide the base inb.astructure capability to support 
two Nuclear Powered Aircraft Carrim in Brcmertoo at Pugct Sound Naval Shipyard and hvo at NAVSTA, 
Evcrett, WA. 

ADOPTED THIS 28th DAYOF Smtcmba 1998. 

K I T S A P _ Z T Y / O F  COMMISSIONERS 
'2 

THE BOARD 
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Kitsap County Board of Commissioners 

L . l . l  Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



Organizations 



P e r m  Prepanng Repon Dave OI%. Drecto~ of Plannmg 
~adress  Harrison Memnal  Horp~tal 

2520 Cherw Avenue 
~ r m m ~ n  WA 98310 

Phone and FAX (360) 7926509 and (360) 792.6515 
E mall Address daveoaon@hmh westround net 

Summary: Th~s repon rav lms the a t W  of the emrung and polemla1 m e d m  lac~lmer and 
mlrartructurc m Kmap Counly lo  suppat Ihe lorcer. marrum and personnel asrocsated ~ 8 t h  the ~ a ~ y  
as well as the palent8al ampas1 on me I d  m d h a l  mhastrucbre 1 meres  any change m the amount 
o l  mltary-relaled w o n  m K I W  Counly. In short, tho local medical infrastructure is very enlcienl 
m d  h u  capasiw arailabb, whkh could .(1.clhdy sew. a sub.1.ntially larger population if 
additional pwp le  m u *  l o the  a n &  

u have upan DI 

+ 
- . --- - . 
Healthcare Svstcrn . M e d a l  laclhtm are lmpoMnl Pans of tne lnkaslructure needed lor an efleclwe 
healm and medral cac system The r e w r n  of such a ryslem are errenloal tor mamtamong and 
nmprovmg vn, heallh and qual* ol112 lorthe p q r l s  who Iwe m the ares The system ol tacolrles and 
rewres  m Ualsap County and lhe .d lwmt  areas of the Kwap and ODlmpr Penmsulas should be 
vowed wllhon !he latpa conten ot M Pupel Sound heanh and rnearal cars systems and the chanaer 

Whlk unlversl xcerr lo health can a very imponant. 1 doer MI, m and ot laelf, fully address the 
lundamcnlas cabses d l  llm mlury, aowbwly am p~nnat.~e aeam To c o n m  car's ana morose 
healh at me r a m  nm n e e  mu b. b a h  man manaOemsnt o l  neam care an ancreasea empnar I 
on W m  cl.nsar m d  mmrmn*l m e n w e  K N ~ S  thal address the actua. causer ol  mon 
preventabr heallh p m b l m  In our The s tawt  Depanmenl of Health has developed the 
Washmolon PuMh n c a M  l m m u a n l  Plan w h m  has -1 ihr smn- IM a cwramatea and lntegrawa 

Heallhv Communltq - The Bremnon-Ulup Counly Health ~ t r t r r t  in collaborsllon ~ 8 t h  the counly r 
commune holpltal Hsmson Memonal Horp#aI the area's prtncopal medical *Nee$ bureau and 
healm onsure(. Ulsap Physlaanr Sawce. and Group Heash C-mlwe the health mamlenance 
oqanuauon *om me nrp.sl vownce m K ~ w p  County acvelopcd a cornpuenenoue assessment ana 
w o n  on the nsalln of t M  COU(IIV'S tes*Iems O m ~ a t m t  ondate trial lne commun ty mead, 
erceeas maw 01 ins oubk health w a l r  and obectlrer of the stole and k e a w  Peovc 2000 
notanwe n o w e t  me c o m m n q  w i n a e a  la ia&actlon lo  rcacn a nurnocr 01 me omel obtecwer 
rhos communq a r u r s m n t  and plannmg mat awe sewer as a bas I tor conlmued nteracton ol lev 
C O M U n u r  mmters and OIPanuauons It h e m  to a o o m u a t e ~ ~  1 0 ~ ~ s  urblc ano ~ovace mans m o  .. . , 
rerources'on the asrues that WIU cont~nus to ohprove the health ot the iommunmty in an tocreasmgty 
enectlve manner 

Monaqed Caie I lnteorolea Svriemr - In Drrparallon for lnere changes Harrlron Memortal Haspltal 
IHMH) and K8Isap Phvrrlans Sewce (KPSI crealed Westsound Communaty ~ e a l l h  Network Thls 
n ~ t - l o ~ - p ~ ~ t ~ t  c o r ~ ~ i a t o n  a l l ow the areas healthcare serum prowders to more efiectwety plan and 
coomnate Inel, rewlces and lmprcve the qualrty cozl and avadabol8ty of rewlces lor the local 
Commmlv residenls Tadav Wertrouod is associated wllh over ane-hundred mvnoans m the Kllsao 
f.d,.n $ , W . ~ L L  n )  ,n nteme! O J S ~ U  c n C ~ I  nmnalon i,,tem 08,r oes qo.p p~rcnar  ny t r x p  
(~JIII IC.. z Insurance m a  contn.ng neo ca easa lon  nPS a o w a  * In  me State -1 nasn rnpton 
I. klC .L 81 iur, I,,, , I  dLrj ..IC V ~ W I ~ U  5 l b t  M e u ~ a a  ICC Dents l n r o . ~ ?  I W ~  c t~ewnce  
they dev&pea extenwe erpdnlse 811 the &wqement ot nealti care sew& mder capllated 
payment arrangements 

TRicARE I Champus both Harrison lvlemorlal Hospltal and KPS phystsmanr also nave good workmns 
arrangements ~ 8 t h  ~ r o u p  Health cooperatwe IGHCI, the regsons pnnclpal health ha ln~enanc i  
Oroantzalron Each 01 these three wmficanl heallh rewces Omanuat#onr have Sewed TRICARE 
N~nnwesl  beneflc8arler IReglon III m &asn~ng~oo and Oregon These local organszatlons cont~nue lo 
seek lo work ~ 8 t h  the Commana8ng Officer of the Naval Hospllal Bremenon regarding acmns 
COnSmenl wllh !he dellvery 01 TRtCARE benelllr by ImDrOvlng acCeOI qual#P, 01 IeNlces and 
mamtatn,na cost enectwness it shoola be notea mat less than 2% o l  the oattent bells at ~ m s o n  
Memot a i;osplla we pa0 b, 1RlcaRE a l n o q n  me poleom 01 TR CARE ar a secc#laay ~ a , e r  I 

mole eatens .e nau son norp.!a nar lne capac 7 lo s e w  1RoCARE oenel <.are$ I me ma laq 
lac otter capacory a.alaole resa.rcer 0, and )SF$ nacale Inat Inor .%odd be oenel~cm 

r n t ~ . c a n  ~ - D D . ~ .  ma.,r., 31 m e  n.mvetr olpn,rcans .n ,he c o m m m . ~  as r e  as me r r . r  

OI m n y  01 mse r o w  ng r Inan me -stem r w p o n  the conc .son tnat mere r genela 11 an anrwaw 
SUDD,, 01 rnecmtr Dn.r.c.anr v m n  me c0mm.n ry 10 meel me neear of tne cwrenl ~ o p ~ a l  on The 
numb& al  br8vali ;are physlc8anr and rpeaallstr m the commvmty are expected lo  be adequate for 
the foreseeable luture Current phyrlcldnr who may retire are lyprally replaced, as needed Plannfng 
tor heallh rewces m the county has. h#SlOncally, recognued the tact that some rub.rpeclalty IeNcceS. 
ruch as cardlac rurgev. rhould be accessed at the m a p  regoonal centers m Seanle and Tacoma 
Bath ate w m n  rearonam dlstance tor tentan, rewlcet that are no1 frequently needed by large 
WmDerS ol  people w m n  the populatton KNsap prnv8ders. and payorr have developed relalmshlpa 
~ 8 t h  lhere reaoonal orovders rather lhan mcrease Dattenl care costs throuah unnecessan, du~llcallon 
01 such  sew^& at a local level when 81 may not be apprwnale lor qualtly &cost-eflecuveness 

The data mdlcater lhal m K8tSaD C o u n ~  as in m s l  a l  the Stale and Nallon there 8s a qrowrno neea . . 
lor o!ollde,s 01 01 man, care Tn r .r me w5.u ot ine mcrearang moonance o e q  p aced on pa man, 
cafe p#owaels tor orefa cuoranauon 01 Dalenl care and r e w e  relerrals [he local p m  aer 
camm.n P, I meel no ir r neea lor 3ad t o m  or m m  :are orowderr w 3 . m  r e c r ~  imem enonr as . . ~ ~ - ~~ 

~. ~~ 

well as lncreasea employment of phynclan-ertenderr, such as phynctanr' assortants and nurse 
practkmera 

It should also be noted mat a survey of Kitrap County phys8clanr macatea mat the malortty 0 1  

, emmaem lo dale w t n  spec arts  and pnmaq care proooelr slate tnat me, ate cwenlly 
a r c r p l q  n e r  palent, Most ale acceplng MeJlcale Medcaa nea.tny Oplonr and Basc heallr 
Pan  ~ m e n l s  Tnc m a o m  a ,o smea In* me *ad na i me lo, r e  uat c w  tmw.e~ob 5 t t m t r t  . . 
dayror  less Bared bn ihe eiperaence and emden& avallabk. 11 appears that there 8 %  rlevly 
available capacity lor most rpeoalty rewlcer m the cornmun,ty lo meet Current and luture needs 
Howevel. whlle the prtmav care needs appear la be met for most o l  the Counly's populalm at the 
presenl lnere is a need lo recrvlt ruch provlderr in order to meet luture needs arlsmg hom ar 
envmnmenl mcrearlngly dom8naled by managed care 
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VOLUME 8 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - PSNS B R E ~ ~ E R T O N  RESPONSES IT) COMMENJ'S 

Comment - Number Response 

Harrison Memorial Hospital, Dave Olson, Director of Planning - 
0.1.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

- 0.1.2 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

0.1.3 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

0.1.4 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

0.1.5 Thank vou for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

0.1.6 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

0.1.7 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



PEPS Input for EIS 

I .  Some of Advantages to Puget Sound homeporting: 

a. Close proximity of homeport and repair facilities to each other 

b. Several hundred planner estimators, schedulers. surveyors, 
progressmen and assistant planners with vast experience in ship overhaul 
and repair. We have the know-how to continue to provide the Navy with 
the best service to her ships. 

c. Strong community support for military personnel and their families. 
Brernerton and Everett are truly Navy towns. 

d .  Comprehensive regional support network - housmg, supply, medical. 
recreation, exchange, etc. 

2. PEPS commitment to the Navy. 

"For over 100 years planners, estimators, schedulers, surveyors. and progressmen 
at PSNS and Everett have lead the way in planning and executing first-class overhauls for 
the Navy. We look forward to continuing our service to the fleet in the years to come. 
The decision to base carriers in the Puget Sound region will prove to be a wise for the 
Navy and for the community. We strongly urge the Navy to choose Puget Sound 
facilities to homeport their carriers." 

Respectfully submitted. 

Phil Moncrief 
PEPS 
PSNBA Representative 
19 Oct. 1998 



VOLUME 8 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - PSNS BREMERTONRESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

PEPS 

0.2.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 

0.2.2 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



S I L \ ' t R D A L E  C H A M B E R  O F  C O M M E R C E  

The following i s  submitted in encouraging lhe Department o f  h e  Navy lo& 
the Base lnfrashuctwc Caaab-to hvo Nuclear Powered AmraR Carriers 
in Bremerton at Pugel Sound Naval Sb&%d 

Encl ( I )  C m a  Homsponlng Rssolulwn Endwxmcnt by the S~lvcrdde. WaJlunmon Ch- 
QuhmeU4 

(2) C l m n  Home- Resolution Endoracmnl by the Pon Orchsrd. Washinnton - 
(3) Cmin Homeporting Resolution Endorlcmmt by the Brcmeno~ Wasinnlaon Chambn 

QuhmeU4 

(4) C l m n  Homcponing Rmlution Endo rmm by the 
Council of the United 

0 (5) Knsao F d v  Y M.C A. Mi- aa an ooprattng branch of the Armed 
i, S m u r Y M C A  

3 - 4 5  
Brian A Slack 
Ad Hoc ~o&nittee to Suppan Additional Aircrdl Carrier lnhaslrvcture 
Member 

SOLUTION 

WIIERLAS. thr rrwdcnu of Koaap County rccognvc that thn 1% 8 Navy rommuury. and 



October 13. 1998 

Brian A. Slaglo 
P. 0. box 3113 
Silverdale, M. 98383 

Dear Hr. Slagle; 

The Port Orchard Chamber of Commerce, on September 10, 
1998, at their regularly scheduled bard meeting voted to 
unanimously ondorse tho Kitsap Regional coordinating Council - Resolution 98. " 

W Attached is tho copy of that endorsement: 

Please contact the Port Orchard Chamber Office if we 
can be of further assistance. 

,~ 
&&utive ~irbctor 
Port 9rchard Ckamber of Commerce 

ServingSouth Kitsapcounty 

839 BAY STREET PORT ORCHARD. WA 98366 . (360) 876-3505 
Em 

CARRIER HOHPORTING RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, the residents of Kitsap County have a long and 
rich tradition and history of supporting and vorkinq with 
the Navy for over 100 years, and 

WHEREAS, the quality of live for military personnel in 
Kitsap County is the best in the Nation; and is soon to be 
enhanced vith the planned development of Sinclair Landing; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Kitsnp community knows, understands, 
appreciates and welcomes the Navy and young Navy families; 
and 

WHEREAS, Kitsap County provides a very affordable life 
style for Navy personnel and their families, and 

WHEREAS, Kitsap County and the Greater Puget Sound 
cornunity provides excellent recreational, entertainment and 
educational opportunities for young Navy families; and 

WHEREAS, Kitsap County has the civilian infrastructure 
to support the homeporting additional Nuclear Powered 
Aircraft Carriers at PSNS; and 

WHEREAS, the hosting of tvo or more Nuclear Povered 
Aircraft Carriers at PSNS would preserve jobs in the 
community, help to preserve valuable technical skills at 
PSNS, and strengthen and stabilize tho Kitsap economy in 
such a manner as to enhance the ability of the community to 
support the Navy families. 

WHEREAS, providing the capability to homeport tvo 
Nuclaar Povered Carriers at PSNS, Bremerton and two at 
NAVSTA, Everett would enhance the strategic needs of the 
Navy and the Nation 

NOW, THERE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE 
Port Orchard Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors, 
SeDtember 10. 1998 voted unanimouelv to orovide their full 

~ ~ . -- -. . . . -. . . . . . . . -. . 
sub~ort. endorsement and encouraaes the DeDartment of the 
~ a V y  to'provide the base infra&ucture cabability to 
support two Nuclear Powered Aircraft Carriers in Bremerton 
at Puget Sound Naval Sypyard and two at NAVSTA, Everett. 

. . 

Recording Secretary for the Board. 



BREMERTON 
CHAMBER 

September 29.1998 

Mr. Brian Sbgle 
Ad Hoc Canmuniv Coal~lion to Suppod 

Addkional Canier Homeporting 
K i a p  Regional Coordinating Council 
PO. Box 3113 
Silverdale. WA 98383 

Dear Brian: 

Thank you for your leNW of September 28.1998 and for your 
cormnee's onOomg efforts lo  suppon addltlonal alruan wrrler 
homeportlng lor the Puget Sound area 

I M pleased 10 provde Bremerton Chamber a endorsement for 
Resolution 88 as amculaled in the follornng transcribed final 
pa~agmph d thm do~umnt. 

'NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED THAT the &ernenon - . . . 
Area Chamber of Commerce provdes 11l full support and 
endorsement and encourages the Departmen1 of the Navy to 
p rwde  the barn ~nfrastnntun wpablllty to suppon two nuckar 
pormred aircraft canien in Bremerton at pugel sound Naval 
Shiward and two at Naval Station Everett.' 

Sincerely. 

Jim Hamner 
President 

9 Octoba 1998 

Sub) Addmonal ArcraH Camer Homeponlng Kemlul~on 

The Naw Leavue has long been dedicated lo eduwtiny: the AN"can people, the media. and the . " - 
execumc and l e ~ r l m \ c  branches ofgo~cmmcnt about the nced for ~ h c  Umted Sutcr. a mmlme 
nmon. to m n l u n  slronp m u m e  force Ths ontludes the Navy. Mmnc Corps. Cua,t Guad. 
and U S Flav Merchant marine. together with a robust defense i nduad  bare md capable ready 
reserve forceifor each ofthe amedwrvicer We belleve that Amenu'n goals of global rtabil~ty. 
lieedom ofthe sear, and the rnantmanu of a tarcmg world peace mandate contmued slrong 
defenw capabilities to prewrvc U S NsvaVMvllime rupeIb"ty 

We emnder that Knvp County's Qual~ty oCI.,fe i s  second to none a d  will p!ortJc Nav) 
F m l m  and Pcrronncl wth an atibrdablc Me rt)le, and the cconomc benefits o i d d m o d  
Camer Homepuning are unqucrtianable 

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE Brcmcfion-Olvrnnu Peninsula 
Councd of t b  U m M  Staln Narr Ira= por~des  thcar lill ruppon. cndorscmcnl and 
cncouragcr the DcpMmnl of thc Navy lo prondr the base lnhppc~cnI1c csprblllly to 
ruoooniwo ~ u e l &  Powered Aircraft Caniao in Bremenon at Pugel Sound Naval 
Sipyard and two at NAVSTA. Everm. 



ACCRA Cost of Living Index 
San Diego-Bremerton Comparison 



-- 

Price Report Column Headings 

rn ,- --w- 
HOUSING 

r~---~-"--.t..... 
, ,n-2- --m.e" 

N 7- Wmh-m. I m l r - n - M  . w s n r r - r  
-."a- 

m. w e _ . -  $_I_ LU*---h.*P". 
l,,l-C.ru'--."- _ mn _*- .-w.%.-4-1-*-m- 
"urn>,.-- 



ACCRA COST OF LIVING INDEX 

COPYRIGHT 1998 
ISSN 07407130 

ACCRA, 4232 King Streat. Alexandria VA 22302-1507 

REPRODUCTION OF THIS REPORT IS PROHIBITED 

ly wnamed man lhev would be 1 the lnasr were SPECIFICATIONS: The rmlr aemr orlcea are 

a r m m  cragofnr ol consumer exp.narurbr 
w-r rvgrso to ,-,,a C o a l  o. Duea on 
poramrrwwoyaa~arepemnwepmtmlot  
manvl lgwnenmrrpDvro.u~mranpncam 
sac11 DUc. a s l o c l m a  llms and -dm l o  

a gude to urerr 01 ,her r e v ,  la, mwe delalea 
specdrams arsconlamd mamanual p,avaaed to 
panropmr 

W.CLUSI0N OF TAXES: ACCRA is lullr cwnuanl 

~UldLduea &laa 
- 

INERPRETINQ THE INDU: T M  ACCRA Cast d canatr, whrh w e i s  the m ( ~ .  s v m s m  

IYOrPOTae ~ ~ g l  M 1081 and ntangme prop- 
*, rslw sales. am ns-. 

TWO SECTIONS OF QUARTERLV OATA: me 
ACUU Cost d Lmng lndsr pesmr daa m ruo 
smm: 

PRICE REPORTIN& ACCRArtmgemPy rev- 
pnccsrepwlm. andanemwrtoe~ommas~(r~sa~ 

Smlces Placer arelmedw slalelpra#nce, provvl 
ccs lMW slam IhU~ngs Wnhm each rtaleipronnca. 
@aces appar apnaDetcalhl want" metropolnsn 



VOLUME 8 CVN HOMEPORTINC EIS - PSNS BREMERTON R E S P O N S E S  TO COMMENTS - 
Comment 
Number Response - 

Ad Hoc Committee to Support Additional Aircraft Carrier Infrastructure - 
0.3.1 Thank you for your comments. T h ~ y  are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



B~*emei*ton-Kit sap 
Community Coalition 

(BKCC) 

Consensus Position 

Draft ClW Home Port EIS 
Coalition Chair 

N a y o r  &mt Uorton 
City of Brmnerto?~ 

- 

Bremerton-Kitsa i C o n  o i o  IEl KcC) -- 

Ad hoc group formed to develop a cool-dinated 
community response to the Draft EIS 

/ Clmk Mayor Lynn Horton 
Q Tscllnical Cd%air: RADM Bruce Harlow (USN-kt) 
O QOL &Chair: Mr. Jim Adrian (former City Councilman) 

Organizational Memkrs/Representatives 
0 City of Bremertou 0 Ecouomic Developmcut Council 
Q Kitsap County Couunissiouers 0 Local Chambers of Commerce 

Q Bremertou-Kitsap Scl~ool Districts Q PSNBA & Navy Lerguc 

0 Olympic College 0 Slupyard Uuious (IFPTE, BMTC) 

0 Kitsap Co~luty Housiug Authorit). 0 Bremertou E~~riroun~eutnl Coulitiou 
0 Brernertou-Kitsop Malieal Couun~lllity 0 Siuclnir Lnualhg Assu. (&LA) 
0 Kitsnp Trnusit 0 liitsap l'cdus~dn VCII 

0 . 4  



BKCC 
Position Development -- Process - 

- - 

Analyzed/discussed Draft EIS tecllnical issues 
and alternatives with: 
O BKCC Member Organizations/Representatives 

O City, County, State and Federal Representatives 

O Local Business Leaders 

O Everett EIS Team 

Developed consensus positio~l 
0 City Council Resolution 

O Iiitsap County Commission Resolution 

O IiC State Legislative Conunitment of Support 
O Wasllington State Governor Co~~unitment of Support 
O Various BKCC Supporting Resolutior~s (e.g. EDC, PSNUA) 

BKCC considers the Dra& EIS u w e l l ~ o c ~ n e n t c d  
analysis of the six alternatives considered. 

O We are proud of the toprated CVN maintenance 
axpdi i ty  at PSNS and are committed to continued 
community support of nuclear work at PSNS. 

O We also appreciate the overall favorable rating we receivecl 
for home porting two CVNs at PSNS (Alts 1,5 8r: 6). 

I O We also appreciate that the EIS recognizes the potential 
for home porting two CVNs in Eve& (Alt 4) . 

O But, we also recognize the Navy's operational preference 
to locute CVNs near the SOCAL operating urea 

. . .. therefore, we support the Abuy 's.prefms,.ed 
alternative (Alt 2). 0 . 4  



BKCC 
Position Surmnary 
----- 

We recolmnend that Alternative 2 of the EIS be 
modified to include the capabilitg to llonle port 
two CVNs at PSNS agzd two CVNs at Everett. 

Because... 

We t lhk  the resultant operational flexibility is 
essential to national security. 

EIS Hearing Approach 
- pp - - - 

At the l~earing tonight, BKCC tecl~nicnl team ~uembc~*s 
will test@ to the need to create the capability to support 
2 + 2 CVN's in Puget Sound, md t l ~ e  means to make it 
work. 

The QOL team will then test@ to our ability and 
williryless to support additional CVNs at PSNS, 
should the Navy subsequently decide to do so, on either 
a temporary or permanent basis. 

Today, I would like to have our teclmical tea111 present 
t l ~e  BKCC 2+2 l ~ o n ~ e  porting position. Tllis wi l l  serve 
as tlre basis for subsequent discussion and dialogue. 



Supporting 
Arguments and Considerations 

for the 
BKCC Recommendation 

RADM Bruce Harlow 
JAGC, U.S. N q  (Retired) 

Mr. Rick Leenstra 
President, Applied Tecllnical Systems, Inc. 

I CVN Operational Asslunptions & 
The EIS implicitly assumes that all five CVNs 
will continue to operate in a fixed home port 
environment with predictable operating cycles. 

But, history tells us what we expect to 
happen, won't... and what we don't expect 
to happen, will. 

Therefore, 

operational flexibility is essential 
for national security. 



- Tlus presumably prevented evaluation of the 
option to sbuultaneously llolue port two CVRTs in 
PSNS and two in Everett, 

- But, the Navy's own plans suggest AOE-1 and 
AOE-2 wil l  be deco~~urussioned by 2001. 

- Accordi~gly, the Navy should m y  explore the AOE 
issue to ensure it l~us not overlooked ruore cwst- 
effective or strategically advantageous alternatives. 

- 

-At tlus poult, however, we believe these 
alter~latives are best evaluated tlu*ougl~ u shlplc. 
modification to Alternative 2. 

Tlre EIS assumes that four AOEs will 
contiirue to be lroime ported in Puget Sound. 

Strategic Flexibility 
- -- - 

O Cl~nnging international tl-t O Facility failurc 

O Cllanging intenmtional treaties O Cold wetltl~er training 

O Terrorist actions O Collisio~fiattk dan~age 

O Earthquake O Otl~er 

0.4 

I - I 
1 
I Tlre BKCGproposed modification will provide - the strategic flexibiity to cope with a wide 
, range of strategic and opemtional contingencies. 
I 



Tlre marginal cost to create the capability to 
home port two CVNs at PSNS and two at 
Everett, as derived &om the EIS, is about $36 
million . 

- PSRTS: $1 m i d  for power to Pier D 
- Everett: $35 m i d  for D ~ * ~ a r h i n d p o ~ v e r / S ~ ~ ~  

Considering the str.atcgic value gained, this 
would appear to be a very cost-effective 
modification to Alternative 2. 

r- - 
i EIS Modification 

The EIS can include tlre ir~odified alternative 
without fmtlrei- e~rviromental study. 

- EIS presently examines the hnpilct of two CVNs 
in Everett or two at PSNS. 

- Due to geographic separation, no cumulative 
environmental impact would result fiwm having 
two CVNs at both locations. 

Therefore, 

tlre reco~nmended administrative nrodifictltion 
of Alternative 2 can be i~rcluded in tlre EIS 

without fbrtller enviromnentrrl analysis. 
0 . 4  



BKCC recognizes that the Navy cannot build 
facilities excess to current requirements. 

- But, there is a legitimate and lustorial requirememt 
for strategic flexibility that camlot be ignored. 

- Plus, the enlmncwd CMV Pier a p c i t y  would be 
used by other ship types when mot occupied by u 
CVN, wlucll provides even melee fleet flexibility. 

Therefore, 

most responsible conu~~anders would not 
consider the recommended n~oclification to be 

in excess of current requirements. 

The Critical Link 

Effective use of Everett as a home port for 
euem one CVN requires an efficient means of 
transporting crew between PSNS and Everett 
during maintenance ilvailabilities. 

Without an effective transportation link, 
Everett won't work for one CVN, let alone two. 

Without Everett, it is impossible to create the 
required operational flexibility in tlre Pacific. 

a viable transportation Link is the lincl~yin of 
the entire BKCC n a proposal. 



The Maintenance Challenge 

The EIS recognizes that Everett CVNs must 
be moved to PSNS for PIAs dk DPIks. 

- PIA = G ~nont l~s  out of 2yr cycle 

- DPLA = 11 months out of (iyr cycle 

Under tllis cycle, an Everett-based CVN wil l  
spend 25% of her time deployed and over 
30% of her time in an intense and lligllly . 
colqwessed mainte~lance period at PSNS. 

-These ir~aintenance periods are timesensitive 
processes that require fU-time focus by tlre crcw. 

The EIS also recog~lizes that CVN crews are 
an integxd part of the sllipva~d * production 
process. 

- Disruptions in crew availability during PIAS 
c~*eates production p~wblems for the shipyard - 
w11icl1 costs money. 

- Disruptions to sailors and their families during 
DPIA PCS moves creates QOL/retention proble~ns 
for the Navy - wllicl~ costs even more money. 

l l w  solutiou to both pl*oblems is to solve the 
tl*ansportation problem. 

0.4 
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The Transportation Problem 
- - ---  - - - - - 

Everett and PSNS are on opposite sides of 
Puget Sound, wit11 linlited transyo~*tation 
connectio~ts. 

- 32mm by water - 401~11 by lmd/water 

Existing tmnsportation hIks involve a 
conlbination of disjointed bushoat modes. 

- Typical round-trip tra~lsit and transfer time is 
about 5 bows. 

Six montlls of tllis is simply too much time 
and too much hassle for our sailors. 

- - 



The T~wlsportation Solution 

We appreciate the Navy's ongoimg efforts to 
mitigate the transportation problem, using 
existing public/private resources. 

- But, we are convinced these measures will 
produce o d y  mal*@nal impr*ove~nents in 
tl*ansport times, and will thus ultilntltely fail. 

We believe the only workable solution is to 
create a fast, passenger-only ferry (POF) 
link between Bremerton and Everett. 

- We consider a "wo~~kable solution" to be u 
onellour, no-lmssle transit time. 

Two Cl~nool~-cltlss POFs could deliver 700 + 
sailors fi*om NAVSTA Everett to PSNS in 
one-lrour (or less). 

Salient vessel clmracteristics 
O Hi-speed (37kt +) O Low wake 

O Quiet /comfo~-le O Proven design 

O Locally built O Compatible with WSF fleet 

Estimated acquisition costs 
- About $2011Lil($101nil each) 
- Oflset by $20nd in ome DPIA YCS sutirys 

0.4 
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L Proposed I~mpleme~ltation Plan 
- - - - - - 1 I MTe recouumend a Federal-State gover~uueat 
ptnrtnemhip be created to acquire, opemte 
and maintain the vessels. 

- Federal Govermuent: b r d  Acquisition of vessels 

- I - State/WSF: Operate/mraintain vessels 

O Priority use for Bre~nerton-Everett servicw - goal is to provide direct year around service 
between bases, if feasible 

O Secondary use to supplen~ent other routes 

Preliminary discussions with federal/state 
officials suggest the imposed POF plan is both 
desirable aud doable. 

- Botlr wee willulg to lrelp make this plaur lrtlppen now. 
0 . 4  



-- 

1 House Transportation Committee 

Colxunellts F'rom 

Representative Karen Schmidt 

Chairman 

State/WSF Support 
of BKCC Proposal 

-. - - 

1 
I Federal Government Support 

I Defense & Military Construction 
Appropriations Cormnittees 

1 statement of support for BKCC 
Proposal 



Comment 
Number 

VOLUME 8 CVN HOMEPORnNG EIS - PSNS BREMERTON RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Resoonse 

Bremerton-Kitsap Community Coalition 

0.4.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS, 

0.4.2 The Bremerton-Kitsap Community Coalition (BKCC) recommendation to modify 
the Preferred Alternative so as to provide the Navy the capability to homeport 
two CVNs at both NAVSTA Everett and Puget Sound Naval Shipyard would 
require the Navy to construct and operate the facilities and infrastructure 
associated with homeporting those CVNs. The flexibility suggested by the 
commentor is not currently necessary. If in the future, circumstances change to 
warrant the changes suggested by the commentor, they can be reconsidered at 
that time. 

0.4.3 The Navy-established Force Structure for the Pacific Fleet consists of six aircraft 
carriers (please see Volume I, paragraph 1.2). The maintenance for those aircraft 
carriers is a very carefully scheduled endeavor to ensure support of the 
operational requirements placed on those carriers (please see Volume 1, 
paragraph 2.3.1.3 for an expanded discussion on maintenance cycles). 
Combining normal operational deployments with known maintenance timing 
results in predictable scheduled use of aircraft carriers. I t  is acknowledged that 
world situations change and that carrier deployments must therefore also 
change. However, the flexibility suggested by the commentor is not currently 
necessary. If in the future, circumstances change to warrant the changes 
suggested by the commentor, they can bc reconsidered at that time. 

0.4.4 The presence of AOEs in the Pacific Northwest and discussions relevant to 
inclusion of AOEs in this EIS can be found in Volume 1, paragraphs 1.4 and 
2.3.2.3 and Volume 2, Appendix G, paragraph 2.2.2. Because there is no viable 
Navy plan to decommission AOEs at the writing of tlus EIS, they must be 
included in the base loading both at PSNS and at NAVSTA Everett. The Navy 
understands that many press reports postulating the potential future of the 
AOEs have been issued, but the Navy's position is that status of the AOEs will 
remain unchanged in the future, and that they are still needed to fulfill Navy 
operational objectives. Therefore, alternatives considering the decommissioning 
of the AOEs is not considered reasonable at this time. 

0.4.5 Flexibility gained through duplication of facilities and infrashucture contained 
in the BKCC proposition is acknowledged. However, the flexibility suggested 
by the commentor is not currently necessary. If in the future, circumstances 
change to warrant the changes suggested by the commentor, they can be 
reconsidered at that time. 

0.4.6 The BKCC's computed costs are associated with development of facilities to 
provide additional flexibility intended to execute the current CVN mission more 
effectively. However, the flexibility suggested by the commentor is not currently 
necessary. If in the future, circumstances change to warrant the changes 
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Comment 
Number Response 

suggested by the commentor, they can be reconsidered at that time. Please see 
response to comment 0.4.2. 

0.4.7 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 
Please see response 0.4.2 

0.4.8 Please refer to 0.4.2, 0.4.3, and 0.4.5 above for a discussion on developing 
facilities and infrastructure in excess of requirements. 

0.4.9 The Navy's preferred alternative keeps the USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN at 
NAVSTA Everett assuming ". . .that depot maintenance for that CVN can be 
successfully completed without a significant adverse impact on crew quality of 
life or maintenance schedules and costs." The preferred alternative discussion 
states: "This assumption is based upon the expectation that the Department of 
the Navy or Washington State/local governments will be able to develop 
programs to: 

(1) Minimize quality of life impacts including commuting times, PERSTEMPO, 
and quality and availability of housing, for the Everett ship's crew and their 
families; and 

(2) Avoid unacceptable impacts on shipyard and ship's force maintenance work 
and costs associated with that work, during the Everett carrier's PIA and pre- 
and post-PIA upkeeps." 

Consequently, commuting time is only one part of the assumption keeping USS 
ABRAHAM LINCOLN in Everett. Many factors will go into attaining the goal 
of minimizing the amount of tirne the crew is absent from their homes while the 
CVN is undergoing its PIAs. Shrinking the commute time to an absolute 
minimum will be helpful in achieving that goal. Other factors will be part of the 
equation, such as number of work days per week, length of work day, size of 
ship's force work package, size of the PIA work package, etc. 

Current and projected employment plans for Pacific Northwest CVNs show 
approximately 29 percent of the 77 month (six year nominal) cycle is spent in 
depot level maintenance. Another 48 percent is spent either deployed (23.3 
percent) or at sea training (24.2 percent). The remaining 23 percent is home port 
time for the USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN crew members (assuming DPlA and 
PIA maintenance is accomplished at PSNS). Establishment of a system that 
would minimize the tirne a crew member would have to spend away from 
his/her family would be a very positive quality-of-life aspect. A rapid cross- 
Sound transportation system would allow most married crew members to be at 
home nightly approximately 52 percent of the 77 month cycle (compared to 52 
percent for a PSNSbased CVN and 43 percent for a NASNI-based CVN). 

Currently, contracts have been signed to provide for expedited hansportation of 
USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN crew members living on the eastern side of Puget 



Comment 
Number 

0.4.10 

0.4.11 

0.4.12 

0.4.13 

0.4.14 

0.4.15 

0.4.16 

Response 

Sound to PSNS using combinations of chartered buses, Washington State ferries, 
and a privately operated passenger-only fast ferry departing from NAVSTA 
Everett directly to PSNS. This transportation "system" is the direct result of 
extensive work done by state agencies, city governments, and the Navy. The 
Navy is appreciative of the BKCC support for obtaining a solution to the cross- 
sound transportation problem. 

Please see response to 0.4.9. 

Please see response to 0.4.9. 

Please see response to 0.4.9. 

The Navy supports the goal of minimizing the time the crew members of USS 
ABRAHAM LINCOLN must spend away from their homes during depot 
maintenance work at PSNS. Continued efforts on the part of Washington State 
and local governments to achieve that goal is appreciated. 

Your comments are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

The BKCC recommendation for a federal/state government partnership to 
acquire, operate and to maintain two Chinook Passenger Only Ferries is 
acknowledged but is not part of the proposed action. The Navy cannot require 
that state or local governments participate in this partnership. Continued 
discussions in this area, however, would be in the best interests of the Everett- 
based Navy and the local communities. 

Your comments are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



CITIZENS ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITTEE 
fUR A CLUNER BREMERTON 

C/O John Hayes Larron 
A-8. Suite 4 

4171 Whutcu Way 
Bremmon. WA 981 10 

United SIatn Navy 
C/O John Koon 
Southwest D iv is io~  Code OSALAC 
Naval Facililies Enginering Command 
1200 Pacific Avenue 
SM Dicgo. CA 92132-5910 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

The Bremmon Ciliuns EmiroMmnal Commina has nudied and d i r u r d  the Navy's 
draR Environmental 1mp.a Stuement d concluded thu the h g n  hund in general. 
and Bremmon in putiatlar, is the moa envimmemally round loution for additional 
homepon upu i ty  devebpment. 

The Navy has km ca*dninn t k  wuible lomtions of hommons for a tn~l of l ive  .~ ...- ~ .. ~.~ . -. 
nuclear &a& wria ud h; a&nccd theii pmfmnce and rational for xlcnion 
The preferred -ion is to ffencrully b u t e  three .irsnR mias in San Diego. one in 

The draR Environmental 1mp.a Statement (EIS) considas m y  factors that might he 0.52 
affected by home pming in each uea. In f aq  the disshrges M intermions with the 
environment we the unu in any location u long u one u w m n  the ume lwcl o f  
amlion and inharvawe h available in each lowion. Therefore the relevant questions 
Me. 

I .  Are the vrnc levels ofanaion and infrastructure available in each locrion? 

2 Are the dtschuger or tnteranlonr wath the cnvlronmcnl a one loculon l o s  
damgmg to the ccos)aem than anutnn? That 1s. uhcrc s the leas damsgmg M 
effect? 

We have evaluated the facts DreKnled in the EIS, our o w  individual arus of cxpmix. ~ ~~ 

our mlmnte and lhfclong &ukdge of this ccosyacm our mnnderable sludlcn and 
knoulcdgc of the o ~ h n  ccorystcnu and dncrmmed thal there four wglvRcanl fan019 that 
we wish ;a highlight 

First. The Navy and the Bremenon Environmental community have a long and distinctive 
history of partnership This pMnership allows the homeponed Sailor an enhaneed 
connection with then environment thal is unparalleled Examples o f  this pannership 
include Dyes and Sinclair ln ln Clean Up. Clean Water Week displays md projenr 
involving Sailors, tawing environmental wbjcca in Schools, adoping puks and roads, 
ravinn birds damad  bv oil ~ ~ i l l e d  from wmmncial tankers, bird watching and 
consekation and r ~ o r & o n  of knsitive creeks and trails and shorelines. The &ccer$ ..~~.. ~ ~~~ -~ ~ ~ 

and pankipation of the ~mmuni ty  in Remcdid Action Bosrdr in lackwn Park. Flm 
Industrial Center and the Pugn Sound Navd Shipyard clearly demonmruc the ouccas 01 

Navy and communily pmnenhip in Bremenon. 

Second. The Pugn Sound is a sensitive ecosystem, but ho, the abhty to absorb tht 
minimal adverse effkts of mv~ronmenlal interadion•÷. Our air quality in Bremenon i! 
magnificent to say the leu1 and we u e  not dramatially affected by the epidemic 01 

asthma expuienced in so many metropolitan arus. The t r a c  and air pollutior 
problems, which ire signifiunt prcblems in other areas. do m even eriu here Oui 
water oualilv is not subourlv denmded and h u  potential to improve because of our Nay . , 
and communitv omnenhin;. &lid a d  huardbvs waste hudlinn arc v m  well deRnn ~.~~~~~ ~ ~~~ , .- 
processes and this r e g i r i s  the home o f  the Navy's most pm&iwr jar  p r f o m ~  
Thir is no accident. Thir is a diren rspvlt of a pr fmly Functioning community 
environmental md Navy relationship. 

Third, Bremenon i s  a terminal point on the Pugs Sound and hu no othe  potentia 
induurial actas in the Dyu lnln Therefore there is no eonhulon about who dld whr 
and how it .TTceted thc enviraumnt. This geographic location maker it possible am 
clear for the N a y  l o  identi* the adon, it d s  lo  take lo p r m l  environmema 
darm~e This ability lo  ddinme e lTn t  g iva the Navy and the mvironmcnIr 
community a clur undnsanding of the fans and results that .n u, m x e l . r y  to Ion1 
term cnvironmcntrl quality. Thir fmor alw limits future environmental, 1eg.l am 
financial liability to a manageable level. 

Last, BrmMon hu a special knowledge and experience that maka it the moa dainbl 
environmental oartm for the Navv in the Future. The Brcmaton Citizens Environment8 
~ a r n m m e e ( C ~ ~ )  has a thorough'howledge. I hsgh lmd of e r p n t v  and many year. a 
expnencc in worktng wtth the Navy and w l h  complex envoronmcntal tsvlcs A, lh 
vnrnnrl~y and cornpleuty of radnobgiul d envoronmental iswer h u  ~ n c r u x d  ovc 



the yam. the CEC had dsvclopod the technical and intellectual maanty to m t  the 0.5.4 
challenges ud pocCQ lur future while mintaining an mive a d  hulthy relation~hip 
with the Navy. I 
We urge you to muida ihc devclopmcnt o f  Brcmenon w a pMmtid homeporting 
option in the hture. I 
Very rerponfull~. 

@*"c 
J& Hayes L.non 
Chair, B r e m a n  CiLumr Enviionmmtal Commiurc 

Members: 
Brian Mwlkr. E~ inca ing  Technician 

0 h. Stephen Swwo~% Muine Biobgia 

in Emie W q  W e ~ m  Wuhington Emironmesal Studin Studcnl 
Mike Shwhud. Califid Environmental Malunn. (UW) 
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Citizens Environmental Committee 

0.5.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

0.5.2 The existing setting or affected environment of each alternative home port 
location varies with the extent of previous as well as current human activity. 
The level of impact associated with the proposed action, including those on 
infrastructure, would depend on these existing conditions and is assessed in the 
EIS. See Chapter 2, Table 2-2, Construction Projects Needed to Support CVN 
Homeporting Alternatives, for a summary of proposed improvements for each 
alternative. Table ES3 in the Executive Summary provides a summary of the 
impacts by alternative. Appendix G also provides a discussion of CVN Home 
Port location requirements and objectives. 

Please see response to comment 0.5.2 above for a discussion of how the affected 
environment varies between alternative CVN home port locations. Table ES2 
summarizes the significant environmental impacts associated with the six 
alternative CVN home port locations. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS, 



ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL OF KITSAP COUNTY 
EIS C o m m e n t s  
October 20. 1998 

The Economic Development Council o f  Kitsap County would like to make three points 
in  rerponw to the proposed homepningenvimmenlal impact study. 

I. SIGNIFICANT ECONOMIC IMPACT O N  BREMERTON 

The homepning of an aircraA carrier in  the Bremenon regional econumy has 
rubstantially grealer impact than i n  either o f  rhe othcr two communities. I f w c  compare the jobs 
represented by crew to the to ld workforce, we find the i m p 1  is ten timer a~ great as in San 
Diego and three limes as greal as in Everen. In the Bremenon economy an aircrafi carrier 
represents 2.6%of the jobs. Considering the multiplier effectsol primary wage jobs an wwice 
sector jobs the comings and going9 o f  an aircraft carrier has huge effects on o w  economy. 

Let me put thir in perspective. l f w e  awoke tomonow to discover that U.S. employment 
had declined ovcrnight by 2.6%. one could gucs that the stack markct gyrations o f  the past 
several weeks would a w m  minor. The news would surxrcede all othcr stories we are currrntlv . . 
followine. Brcmenon'r economv m d a r l v  undernoes thin shock treaunent. Pleare do not - . - . ~~-~ ~ ~~ 

mistake this as being unhappy with o w  role in homeponing. We are extremely pleased to host 
these Navy jobs. Rather. our argument is that additional homepning. which would even out 
jobs, is highly desirable. Economic stabilily and predictabil i~is a mainstay of economic 
growth. As we work diligently to diversify our economy, amore stable Navy job presence wil l  
have beneficial effects. 

11. STABILITY ENCOURAGES DEVELOPMENT 

Secondly, the Navy's intemts wil l  be bener wwed with a more steady presence. 
Bremcnon is sometimes criticized for not providing the entenaiment young sailors need and 

want.  Let me point out Ihal in  o w  pwn~populati& the 20 to 29.ye&-oldage group is under- 
represented, in pM due to the lack ofjob oppommitics other than military jobs. This 
demographic fact alone iranslatcs into risks for bunincrsn which wck to serve this agc group. 
Add to that the por ib i l i ly  lhat a business's thourand-plus ben curtomerr can disappear 
ovcrnight for upwards of six months to a year and you have a situation which is untcnahle for 
businesses investments catcrina to ihe v o u n ~  sailor. We believe this sinmiion can be improved - . - 
w ~ t h  a more slablc prcwncc of homcpncd naval pcrsonncl A second canar, or other rh~ps IIIAI 
brouuhl stmtlar lob demograph~cs, would r t a b ~ l l u  the markctplafc Banks uuuld be mure h k l )  
to finance such business G u p .  Burinerws would be morelikely to survive shon per~ods 
wtthout ships in pod. 

111. TRANSITION T O  A DIVERSIFIED ECONOMY 

Thud, a surtamcd, table Navy presence IS tmponant dunng our transmon to a more 
dwrn!fied economy Kltbap County has always welcomed the Navy and, as the result ofthts 
lone. w m  and l i~endlv relationship, has probably become overlv de~endent on m i l i l w  lobs, 

One. the highly wrinblc necdr for workforce and rclctircly high pay o f  federal 
deicnrepbs has served as .a disincentive for large privatc rector employers to locale 
in Kmap County and compee with the federal government for a workforce 
Secondly. Kitsap burinerr has focused on the service sector supplying the needs o f  
milttary alfiliated lamilier. As a result, significantly large p o l s  o f  capital ibr 
investment are not available in the cauntv. 
rhlrd, the held that htgh levels of defense spendmg and a strong mhtary uuuld 
lorevcr be a ncrcrrlty has led to a polltcal SrNatlOn whcrc landr and infraslmructwc lor 
industry were never developed The largely publtcly employed workforce has not had 
a high appreciation for the &eds of pr i i t ;  burines&r 

The result of these forcer has leR the county with a shortage o f  industrial landr and 
buildinrs. At present, were we la f i l l  the existing large buildings with busmesses o f  between one 
hundred and two hundred em~lovees. we could &lv ~ccammodate about 1.200 workers. The 

needed impact on our economy as we sincerely tty lo diversify outselve~ away from our 
traditional N w y  dependence. 

We encourage the amendment o f  the EIS to reflect the relatively greater impact Navy 
employment has on this community. 

To say that the Navy is welcome here is an understatement. To say that we would 
welcome a second carrier is also to understate its significance to us. We understand the Navy's 
decmm ar reflected in the FI'S and want you to h o w  that should cireumrt.aneer change 
elsewhere in the world you have a real home in  Bremenon. We would encourage the preparvtnon 
for a second carrier homepon and encourage you to keep us as your best alrcrnative in thir ever 
chirnging and uncertain world. 
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Population Components of Chanf?e 

- 

Age Distribution 

RICC ,~rmir c-.~.. m r r - o m r )  

White 203.844 86% 

Rlack 7.663 3% 

Indian. Fskirnn, A h 1 1  4.291 I% 

Asian RL Pacific Islander t3.hM 6% 

Ihpanic Ori(lin 8.721 4% 

" ,'I<....: 
.-W c,,""rW"-d 
x.,,--hrrR- 

Ilnusinp, Estimates 1997 
Total Ilorsing IJnits . 93,162 

Occupied Housing Units 84.625 

Tnpulation in Housing Unit* 223.636 

Vacancy Rate . 9 16% 

Avempe llimuhnld S i x  

Net Chmer in Housing units ( I9M1991)  ..... l.9.IU I ---- 
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Number Response 

Economic Development Council of Kitsap County 

0.6.1 Thank you for pour comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 

0.6.2 Thank you for pour comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 

0.6.3 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 

0.6.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 



Q INTERNATIONAL FEUERATION O f  

PROFESSIONAL and TECHNICAL ENGINEERS 
LOCAL NO. I2 un.wwo.wryrun trIM*dnn.,,-,.~~ m.n,.s-~,.. 

-Public Statement For Release. 

20 011, 1998 
Ser IFPTE 98-187 

lrrur of AOE's. The EIS does not nddrrsr the lac1 lhat some or nll of the AOE's will "go r w ~ y "  in the 0.7.4 
IUW fulnre. Nor dots il :uddo.ers the owntbrr of ships lh r  overall Nnvy will be gelling rid of. ir... M I  
Ilaod. Thr rrdurlion ofthrrc ships giver the Navy oplions to incrmrc Ihr  carrier capabilities in  the 
R ~ I .  The Ie thn ic~I  mad prodtwlion sllpporl is here and nwilnbk. I 

EIS -Cnrnrr Home Porl Slalrmml for inltrnnlional Fedention of Prokssianal and Technical 
Engineers. I.arnl 12. Donmic Spriugur 

Presideobt. IFPTE Lo rd  I 2  

I F W E  Local 12 r tpnre t~ t r  1400 enlployerr in  vnrious technical field1 and disciplines at Pug* Saund 
Nnwl Shipyard (PSNS). 

Local I 2  wgporls lhc Commlmily Codition rec~mmendcd home port cl)p.bilily modi(icstions to 0.7.1 
Alltnlntivt 2 of the EIS. The ndditionnl carrier mpnbilities meet the demonstrated and h lu re  needs 
ofthe Nnvy nnd the contmrnilin stopporling I hm.  I n  addition to the qunlily of life conrcms for the 
Nary psrronnrl we are concerned for the onmlilr of life for the cirilinn rmolovcrr ofthe Shiorsrd and . . . . . . . . 
the surromdiw rommrnitkr. We live in the communilirs. Our children ca to school hem. we .re. 1 

mnjor iuconw sapport l o  the businrrrcs, schools and communities herr ~ a i n t n i n i n ~  the trchnicd 
capability in  the Fedrml sector is an essential par1 of the our mission. critical to the Navy 
nlninanancc and rrpnir progrnms nod good for the cammunitin. We request you review the following 
concerns; 

lltd,talkw yf the Shinrwd mfmrlrorovr( . W e  would like lo see brltrr ulilizaliom of the Shipprd 073 
iufrartr~~cturt  08 bolh tht  ioadwrial ride and the hsmeport side through imcrensed Nuclear Powend I ' 

Exisline workforce nt Paeel Sound Naval Shinvnrd. We have developed a proven, capable. eltident 
organimlian o f  rivilinn mmplayns thal lulty svpporlr the Navy's needs. In addilion to our 
r r rpao~r i r tnw l o  mrcl our rurtomrr needs wr have been able l o  npply highly specialized skills and 
technical e ~ p ~ r l i s c  l o  meel the ehnllmgn. Beenuse of the proiectrd worklond for PSNS i t  is cr i t in l  
thnl we do nr much carrier work possible l o  maintain the core workforce and its' nprrtise. As the 
workbrre rhr in lu due to downsizing pressurn. we nerd 10 mitigntr the danger of loosing the skills. 
exprrirrcc and knowledge to do shipboard repair and ovrrhnul through workforce revitalization 
cllorts. llaving the capability lo sumc carrier work into the bans hdps provide an additional melhod 
l o  mra the Navy' rivilinn nvil8limlio1t weds. Thir lhaufd be of arntrglc roncrrn but is not 
addressed in  the EIS. 

carrier mpabilily. Thir wottld given br l t t r  re lwn on the inveslmrnl of taxpayer dollars that have I 

0.72 

been t~red lo make the shipyard md homrporl the modern fadliliet lhay art todny. We have at 
p r r r w  the best-equipped ship rqairlorrrhm#l facility on the Welt C o w  with nn crprrirnrrd 
workforce m d  technical rxpenise thnl cnn handle m y  carrier nerds on the nuclear level andlor Lr 
non-wrknr lrvrl. 
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Comment 
Number Response - 
Professional and Technical Engineers - 
0.7.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

0.7.2 The Navy acknowledges the capabilities of the workforce at ENS.  Alternatives 
One, Five, and Six would add another CVN to ENS.  All major CVN DPIAs 
would continue to occur at PSNS for all West Coast-based CVNs under the 
preferred alternative. 

0.7.3 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

0.7.4 The presence of AOEs in the Pacific Northwest and discussions relevant to 
inclusion of AOEs in this EIS can be found in Volume 1, paragraphs 1.4 and 
2.3.2.3 and Volume 2, Appendix G, paragraph 2.2.2. Because there is no viable 
Navy plan to decommission AOEs at the writing of this EIS, they must be 
included in the base loading both at E N S  and at NAVSTA Everett. The Navy 
understands that many press reports postulating the potential future of the 
AOEs have been issued, but the Navy's position is that status of the AOEs will 
remain unchanged in the future, and that they are still needed to fulfill Navy 
operational objectives. Therefore, alternatives considering the decommissioning 
of the AOEs is not considered reasonable at this time. Issues pertaining to the 
USS MT. HOOD are addressed in section 4.18, under cumulative impacts. 

The Navy appreciates the support of the International Federation of Professional 
and Technical Engineers, Local 12. Homeporting two CVNs, two AOEs, and six 
smaller surface combatants at NAVSTA Everett overloads Everett to the point of 
being infeasible. 



P.O. Box 448 Bremerton. Washinaton 98337 Telephone (360) 377-0811 

MICHAEL 1. KELLY. Vice President 
Bremenon MeIal Trades C m a l  oear sirs: 

Amencan Federation of 
Government Employees 
Local 48 

lntematlonal Asmlatlon 
of Heat and Frost 
Insulators and Asbestos 
Workers 
Local 62 

Sheet Metal Woken 
Intemauona Assaclation 
Local 66 

Intema6onal MMden and 
Foundry Workers Union 
Local 139 

lntemational Assaciation 
of Machinists and 
Aerospace Woners 
Nipstc Lodge 282 

lnlemabonal unlm of 
Operat~ng Engineers 
Local 286 

tnternauonal Brothemooa 
01 Bo~lermakers, Iron Sh~p 
Budders. Btacksnnths. 
Forgers and Helpers 
Local 290 

of Electrlca Workers 
Local 574 

My  Name is Tim Gary and I 'm the President of the Bremenon Metal Trades Council; the 
single largest employee organization at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. Keypon Indian Island. FISC. 
DDPW, DISA, and currently NAVBASE Seattle. I represent 9,000 plus employees. 

I've come here tonight in order to offer o w  suppon for Alternative 2 o f  the Navy's plan 
ior Nuciear carrier tlomeponmg. We wish to also encourage the Navy to make ed~torial changes to 
Alternative 2 which wil l  allow for the capability o f  homeponing two carriers here at PSNS and at 
Everett. 

We suppon this option understanding the Navy's need for flexibility due to 
responsiveness to national security issues and the changing world political climate. Having the 
capability in homeponing two carriers at Bremenon and Everett allows the Navy to strategically 
deploy carriers for timely responses in differing theaters o f  operation. 

At a local level. we support the modification to Alternate 2 in the interests o f  our own 
bases. 

Firstly, the additional work these modification wi l l  bring to our area wil l  provide 
temporary work in the community during the modification period. 

Secondly, the modifications to Bravo and Delta piers wil l  allow for availability o f  those 
piers to handle a larger variety of vessels. including deep draft vessels which improves our work 
capabilities. 

Thirdly, and most importantly to my people, these modifications wi l l  improve our chances 
of obtaining additional work which wi l l  help my people to maintain their own core work skills. 

Over the past few years, with the Reduction in Forces. BRACCs, downsizings, and 
regionalizations. I've come to fear the eventual depregation of our core work skills in ship repair. 
We have fme-tuned the complex. and difficult work of recycling nuclear submarines and cruisers 
and eventually, the recycling o f  our first nuclear carrier. 

While this is work, it does not compare to ship repair work, and it is not core work. 
Without core work I feel our ship repair skills wil l  begin to degade. The quality o f  our work is one 
of those elements that keep us competitive with the private sector. 

,I,- ".."-.,- A ,  ;..- - .4.L .L.. -A:*-- ;"# -,,.,:c-<.:--. . L:.L . : t -  .,I c..- .L- .. - --Fr>.L ' ...- .....- - . "_. --.. r..r. ... rr a... r .>Ys..  A..&... r .n* .  * L r .  .-. n.. 

capability of homeponing two caniers at Everett and at Bremenon because it gives us the 
capability to enter the next century prepared and able to provide the Navy with alternatives to 
private sector contracting. 

Unlled Asmlabon of 
Journeymen and Apprentices 
ol the P l W n q  and 

Respectfully Submitted. 

. ..-...- - 
Intemationd B r o t h e m  
of Painters and Allied 
Trades 
Local 1208 

Unlted Bromerhood ot 
Carpenters and Jomlers 
Local 1597 

Unlted Bromerhood of 
Carpenters and Jolnters 
Local 231 7 

I Metal Trades Council / 

'In Union There I s  Strength' 

0 I0  
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Bremerton Metal Trades Council, AFL-CIO 

0.8.1 The recommendation to mod* the Preferred Alternative so as to provide the 
Navy the capability to homeport two CVNs at both NAVSTA Everett and Puget 
Sound Naval Shipyard would require the Navy to construct and operate the - 
facilities and infrastructure associated with homeporting those CVNs. The 
flexibility suggested by the commentor is not currently necessary. If in the 
future, circumstances change to warrant the changes suggested by the - 
commentor, they can be reconsidered at that time. 
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OLYMPIC COLLEGE 

November 5.1998 

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

Dear Mr. Coon: 

I would like to provide a shon written recap of the oral testimony I gave at the public EIS 
hearing in Silverdale. WA in suppon of the modified version of Option 2 of the West Coast 
carrier issue. 

Both as President of Olvmvic Collese. a ~ubl ic two-vear institution servina Kitrao and Mason - < .  
Countaes. and as a menibet of the ioard o l  ~lrecto;s of the Kitsap Econornlc Development 
Councll. I belleve the Navy should proceed wlth the modlfled Optlon 2 as soon as possible 

Page 2 

Finally, it is important to underscore that service members (and their dependents) attend 0.9.2 
Olympic College at Washington State resident tuition rates. I 
As you examme the quallty of llfe ponlon of your decls~on, please Include thlr mlormatlon on 
the educatconal opponunltles available in our area. I 

The people and governmental entities of KiWp County strongly suppon the officers and sailors 
assigned here. We have a long and proud tradition of cooperating to maintain and strengthen 
our nation's seaborne deterrent. We recoanize the need for flexible res~onse in times of I 
~nternat#onaI cr~sts and for thh reason, thlik addrtlonal home-paning cdpabllity should be buoit 
at both Everen and Bremenon I 
As the Navy's recrultmg and retentoon problems mount. the qualoty of Me offered to sallors 
should assume an even greater welght in your decalon. Olympic College, as a SOCNAV school. I ""' 
is ready, willing and abli to providea variety of learning experiences for home-poned sailors 
and their families. In addition to our academic and vocational ~rosrams, which are fully I 
accredited, we haw had a decades-long cooperation with pug& &nd Naval ~hlpyard. Under 
this arrangement, trainees in the program are awarded an Associates' degree for their academic 
work and a Journeyman's Certificate in thew chosen trade. 

We have alw cooperated with the Trident Training Facility and with Old Dominion Universiw of 
Norfolk to establish a Teletechnet site on campus. Under this Drogram, student5 take their first 
two years of college at Olympic and then transfer to ODU. ODU charges Virginia resident 
tuition to all students and using dtstance learning technology teaches 17 Bachelar's and 6 
Master's deoree oroaram on our camour. Of oarticular interest to CVN railors i s  a SDffial ODU - ~ - - ~ ~  

pri&am thi t  ofiersi2 semester hour's credit {or lndwoduals who have completed the Navy's 
nuclear power school and are seeking a Bachelof's degrees on Mechanocal fnglneerlng. rhls 1s a 
unlque program, not onered anywnere else on the West Coast. 



VOLUME 8 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - PSNS BREMERTON RESPONSES TO COMMENTS - 
Comment 
Number Response .. 

Olympic College - 
0.9.1 The Navy appreciates the support of Olympic College. Please see response to 

comment 0.4.2 for a discussion of Bremerton-Kitsap Community Coalition 
recommendations. . .. 

0.9.2 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 
- 



VOLUME 8 CVN HOMEPORTMG EIS - PSNS BREMERTON RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Committee to Bridge the Gap 

0.10.1 There is no comment letter associated with the code 0.10. 



November 10, 1998 

BREMERTON - KlTSAP COMMUNITY 
COALITION (BKCC) 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS FOR DEVELOPING HOME 
PORT FACILITIES FOR THREE NIMITZCLASS 

AIRCRAFT CARRIERS M SUPPORT OF THE U.S 
PACIFIC FLEET 

DATED AUGUST 1998 

Mr John Coon 
Southwest Divtsion (Code OSALJC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacilic Highway 
San Diego. CA 92132-5190 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

As Mayor of the Clly of Bremcnon and Cha~r of the Hiemenon-Ktaap Communfily Coalmon 
(BKCC). I am plcascd to subm~l the aluchcd BKCC posmon papcr on the &an EIS for 
Dcvclopmg Home Pun Factlntcs fur 1 hrcc N~mu.Class Aotcran Carnrr, an Suppun of lhv U S 
Pacefir Flccl, datcd August 1998 Th~s papcr pro\~dcs lhc wnncn commcnls sol~c#lcd by thc CIS 
and IS hereby forwarded as the olliclal conrohdalcd communlly Input on lhc dratl EIS 

The BKCC is an ad hoc group formed to develop a coordinated community response to the draR 
€IS. Coalition mcmbenhip includes the following organizations and represenlalives: 

City of Bremenon Economic Developmenl Councll 
Kitsap County Commirsioners Local Chambers of Commerce 
Brcmenan-Kitrap School Dislrictr N a y  League & PS Naval Bares Assn 
Olympic College Shipyard Unions 
Kitsapcounty Housing AulhoriIy Brernenon Environrnenlal Coalition 
Bremenon-Kitrap Medical Community Sinclair Landing Association 
Kitsap Transit Authority Kitsap Visitor Convenlion Bureau 

The BKCC EIS leam analvzed and discussed the draR EIS issues with coalition members. local 
burmcss leadcts, ckcled olliclals (local, slalc. fcdcral) and thc tveuen EIS leam Through lhls 
pruccss a community consensus posmon was dcvelopcd I h~s posmon was subscqucntly ral~ticrl 
through oll ic~al governmental rerolut~ons and organlzat~onal leners of suppon generated by 
member organtrauons These documents are mcluded in the anached append~x 
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The consensus position expressed in  this paper was summarired by coalition members at the 0.11.1 
October 20 vublic hearings. as well as the ore-hca~in~ mec l in~ wilh elected oflicials. A t  these t 
forums the Foaituon supponcd the Nay ' s  prcfencd &mauv~ (Allematave 2) wolh the prov~s~on 
that the EIS be rnodlfird to create h e  capabd~fy l o  home pod two CVNs in Brerncnon a n d t w ~  
an Evercu We belleve h r  rnodoficst~on pmvldes a very cost-cNectwe means to oblam Lr I 
operational and strategic flexibility essential to national security. I 

We apprcctate h c  opponunny lo provlde Uus ~nput and I arswc you ha t  we are commtncd to 
~ o r k  with the Navy l o  make h e  pmpowd mod~licat~on work for the mutual benefit ofall 

Sincerely. 

Lynn S. Honon 
Mayor 

" Artachments * 
w 

cc: Senator Slade Gonon 
Senator Pany Murray 
Renresentalive Norm Dicks 
Representatwe JcM l fn  Dunn 
Represenlalive jack MclcPlf 
Governor O w  Locke 
State Senator Beni Sheldon 
State Represenwive Karen Schmidt 
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COMMENTS O N  DRAFT EIS FOR DEVELOPING H O M E  PORT FACILITIES FOR 
THREE NIMITZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS I N  SUPPORT O F  

THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The draft €IS wssrart(ully reviewed by s broad cross section olclcrtrd offi~iatr, locat hurinrrl 
leadm, and inlerrsl group. This diverse coalition developed a conteasus position on the draft 
EIS. This position wns presented st the pvbllc hearing conducted ia Silverddr. Washington, on 
October 20. 1998. A pre-hearing mreliog wasatso held for elected omcials. Appendix A is a ropy 
of the PowerPoint ptncntstlon given at the prc-hearing meeting. 

Key olcments of the BrcmenonlKitrap County Coalition porition nre rr follows: 

o The EIS i s  a wrll-dorumenled, thorough mdyr is which rearenably supports the preferred 
0,11,2 option ofhomr porting lhrrr  CVNs in Snn Dlrgo,one ia Bremerlon,snd one in Everett. This 

preferred option, however,should br rxplkilly modified to provide for the development and 
maintenance ofa home porting- for twoCVNs in  Bremerton and two in Everrlt. 

LI The FIS fails 10 C l l n l n e  am ~ILrm.llle *hmh would homr port IwoCVNs m Brcmerlon ..a 
Ino CVNs in  Everell. th is  option wrs appareally o n i t t d  because tbr four AOEs currently 
homr porled a PSNS could not he accommodat~d under such am .Icrostire. I t  msv be I 
rearonably srrumrd lbnl two o f L c  AOEs will br decommissioned duriog the time irnmc in  
question. Therefore. Ibis ndditional optionshould he included in  thednft  EIS to rnsurr its 
legal romplctcnerr. - I 

y u h r  PsclSr North*ea ''four for f leubol~r)."~ppr~ach IS .~Y.II~I~YI horn I~IIO..~ S ~ E Y I I ~ ~  

~tandpoml The Navy rould more ..sly surge lo tew. CVN. III the P P C ~ L  Rqtoo ~ f fu turc  
o ~ ~ r r r t ~ a n a l  exogmcles dartate. I n  the weat o fe lw~ ted  ternrooms la the Norah PmSr Run. four 
CVNs could he sceommod8led in the Pwific Northwest. some t b r n  days' less railing time lo a 
potential area ofconflict. Further, the Navy would h w t  tnbmced rapsbllity lo cope with 
damage to a psrllrular CVN facility caused by terrorist muon or m t u n l  disaster. I 

o The EIS presently examiner the potential eovlromnmld impact of two CVNI in  Brrmrrlon er 
two CVNs at Evml t .  Beesum ofthr physical srparMion of the two communities. no additjoml 
environmental impnct would arerue to two CVNs in Everett & two CVNs in Bremenon. 
Thur. the rreammcnded amendment to the preferred aIlrm.tivr would not require further 
cnvimnmtnlnl t hdy  or sndysir. 

0 Effective use of Everett as D CVN home porl requires an emdent. sailor-friendly means of 
Iranrporting crew members between PSNS and Everett during maintmsnce w.ilahililies. The 
only workable solution is la establish a fast. puwnger-only ferry dirrctly linking Bremrrton 
and Everett. whkh would provide a one-hour, ne harrte t r s d t  time. TweChinook clss% 
ferries could provide Ibis service. 

maintenance and home porting rapshilily and are well equipped u 8 community to suppon 
emergent CVN homc porting rcquirrmentl, on either r temporary or p rmmro t  basis. From a 
Quality-&Life pewpertire. we think we are well positioned todo that and have provided 
supporting data lo tbat cfCcrt. 

COMMENTS O N  DRAFT EIS FOR DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR 
THREE NlMlTZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS I N  SUPPORT O F  

T H E  U.S. PACIFIC FLEET 

BKCC POSITION PAPER 

I. STRATEGIC CONSIDERATIONS 

The EIS imnlir i t lv assumes that al l  five CVNs assigned to the Pacilic F l r r l  w i l l  . . 
r l le r twdy operate In h r d  bome por l  mrsronmeml wrlh pr rdmubl r  oprralmg cycles 
I n  d l r r t .  the EIS .srumcs lhe Un~ led  Slslrs WOII nerd only five t q ~ l o c ~ l  homc ports lo r  
the an t t rop~od  Brr CVNs to br asrognrd to the Pacdir Flret. I l t r lory trlls us, howrvrr. 
the Untted Scaos must be pwpar td  tu cope w ah wtJ I  range o lpo r r~b l r  operat tord 
and strategic contingencies and natural disasters. As i t  is prudent to maintain s high 
lcvel of opera t ion~ l  flexibility i n  our lighting lorces, i t  is likewise prudent for the United 
States to maintain flexibility in its shore establishment. 

The B K C C  recommends that the EIS in its find lo rm he modified l o  lay the foundation 
l o r  the aossible home eortinc ofhvo CVNs in Bremerlon and hvo CVNs in Evcrctl. I t  . - 
is important that this possibility be considered within the scope of federal actions 
contemplated by the mvimnmental study. 

The d r a n  EIS presently examines the possibilily of home porting m o  CVNs at PSNS 
nnd allernativclv the ooroibilirv of home eorl ine M o  CVNI in Everett. What we ore . . 
suggesting is that the EIS he iod i f i cd  to;ddre& the possibility o f  home pot l ing two 
CVNs a t  csrh location simultaneously. It is noted that the EIS assumes that the four 
AOEs curreally home porlcd .I PSNS wi l l  continue to be l o r ~ l r d  ot rilhrr PSNS or 
Ercrctt l o r  the forrrcc~hle lulure. Thit prrsumshly prevented the cvaluotinn of the 
ootion to simultaarourtv home p o d  two CVNr s t  PSNS and two st Everett. I t  is our 
uaderstanding. however, tbat there are tentative plans to decommission AOEs I and 2 
by the year 2001. There has also been conriderable direurrioo within the Navy . . 
ronrernine the oorsibilitv of turoinz over the remaining two AOEa (Rainier and . . . - . 
Bridge) to the mil i tary Sea L i f t  Command. If part  o r  al l ofthc AOEs at Puget go away 
for whatever reasons this wil l  free u p  additional pier rpncc os well as increase r ~ p a e i t y  
in  the family service area for additional Navy personnel. Whether or not this is valid, 
the EIS should examine the"2+2" option on the assumption there wi l l  not be a 
requirement l o  home por l  four AOE, at t hee  bci l i l i rs during the l imo frame in 
question. 

The CNO recootly announced that the new C V X  wi l l  i n  lart he a CVNX. I t  is 
reasonable to assume that when tbc CVNX is a part of the fleet i t  wi l l  replace the 
forward dreloved C V  currently bome ported i n  Japan. Because o l o u r  history wi th . - 
Japan and the political realities ofthe situation i t  probably wi l l  not be possible to bare 
nuclear r n r r i r r  i n  Japan, lmplcmrnlntion of the "2+2 option" would in fact provide a 
viable contingency for the CVNX when i t  comes on line, prcclvdiog the necessity to 
revisit the EIS process. 



Undcr cxirtmg corrumstmrrs i t  can he argued that the mrlusoon o f  an nItcrn.ttve to 
home porting h r o  CVNs at Everett and two at PSNS must hr mcluded ~n the EIS to 
enrurc that (Re fu l l  range of reasonable dlernatives are cxsmined as required by  
federal law. This requirement could he fulfilled, however, by incorporating the 
suggested modification to the preferred alternative in the finil EIS. 

This proposed approach would provide the flexihilily to cope with s wide range of 
strategic and operationsl cantingencies. I t  is imposriblr to accurately predict the 
nrecirc nature ofintcrt~mtianal thrrats to United States' interests thal  k s v  arise i n  the 
next severs1 decades. For example: 

I t  may he necessary for the United States to surge additional CVNs from the 
East Coast to the West Coast to cape with heightening tensions. . I t  may he necessay to provide for an additional west coast CVN home port  m a 
replacemcttt for the carrier that is presently bome ported i n  Japan. 

. Future threats may dictate an emphasir be given to cold wcathtr C V N  training 
which would make i t  particularly advantageous to homr part additional CVNs 
i n  the Pseifir NortbwerL 

. Threats posed by terrorist actions o r  natural disasters may result in facilily 
hilures. 

P 
2 These and other possible scenarios emphasize the need to maintain a reasonahle degree 

o f  home porting flexibility. 

'The estimated additional cost to create the capshilily o f  home porting two CVNs st 
PSNS and m o a t  Everett is in the rsmge efthiriy-six million do l lan  - one m~ l l i on  
dollars far C V N  electrical p w e r  to Ptrr  U at YSNS amd tb~r iy- f ive otlliom dollars lor 
dredging, parking, power. amd stagins arras at Everett. Comsidrriag the strategic valur 
eriord, this IS considerrd to he s very cost-dfeclive modineatiom to the preferred 

As mentioned previously, the EIS presently examiner the environmental impact of 
home port ing WoCVNs In Everett two at PSNS. Due to the geographic separation 
of these two hares, I t  is considered that no cumulatiw impscl would result in having two 
CVNs at each lo~ation. Therefore, it is considerrd tbat the recommended modification 
to the Naw' r  D r q f e r d  alternative could he included in the EIS without further . . 
environmental aedysis. 

I t  is recognized that the U.S. Navy cannot bui ld and maintain facilities in excess of 
current reauiremcne. As stated Dreviously, however, there is a fundamental ongoing . . 
rcquircmmt for i t rdegic L r i b i l i l y  tbst rannot he ignored. Furthermore, other shtp 
t)nes would utilize the cnhaocnl C V N  pier e.prhility when out occupird by C V N r  
Thus, i t  is reasonable to conclude that ihe N& wouid not he rrrati"g piercapability in 
excess o f  current requirements. 

Effective use of Everett as a home port requires no cficiemt means o f tnospor t ing  crew 
members hrtwcea Naval Station Everett and PSNS during msintmaace availahilitier. 
Without an e&ctive transportation link. Everelt w i l l  not work as 8 home port  for even 
one CVN, let alone two. And without Everett it is impossible to create the required C V N  
home port llexibilily in  the Pacific fleet. BKCC therefore considers i t  essential to ereptr a 
cross-sound transportstion link that wi l l  make i t  easy to move sai lon between bases. 

The d ran  EIS recognizes that Everett-based CVNs must he moved to PSNS for six 
months out o f a  two-year operatine cycle and eleven months out " fa  six-vent evelc. W i th  . . 
this operating cycle. ~veret(-hasedCkN sailon w i l l  spend about 25% of  their time 
deployed and another 30% o f  their limo in an intense and highly comnresscd - .  
maiolroancc period at PSNS. Thcrr mairdmance periods are lime-sensitive processes 
that requires full-time focus by the crew. 

Since C V N  rrrwo arc an integral part of shipyard produetion proee$rcr, m y  
transportation problem experienced by the crew during a PIA wi l l  almost certainly 
disrupt the production process. This w i l l  increase production costs and possibly delay 
PIA rompletion. During a DPIA this problem is theoretically eliminated since the Nsvy 
would move the sailon and their families to Bremerton under Permanent Chanec of 
Station (PCS) orders. This may solve theshipyard produelion problem, hut i t  a i o  
unnecessarily upraats sailon and their families. These disruptions create QOL and 
retention problems, which in the final analysis could rnd u p  carting the Navy even more 
money. We believe the solution to both problems is l o  simply solve the cross-sound 
trsasportation problem so carrier crews em commute quickly and conveniently hchwon 
ports dur ing both PlAs and DPIAs. 

The Everett-Bremrrton transportation problem arises from the fact lhat the two ports 
are on opposite rides o f  Pugst Sound, wi lb limited extant t rmsponrt ion connections. 
The distance between tbes~por ts  is 32nm by water and ovcr40nm by a combination of 
land and water. There is no direct water-borne connection. so sailon must use a 
combination ofdlsiointed bur  m d  boat mod- to eel to PSNS. T v ~ i c a l  round t r i ~  transit - . . 
and transfer time is 2 K hours each way. We th inks i r  months o f t h h  simply causes too 
much inconvenience and wasted l ime for our sailon. I1  is also a lot oftrouble for the 
shipyard, t o  in the end no one wins. 

The EIS recognizrs the cross-sousd transportation problem and considen the FY99 USS 
Abraham Limrola PIA to he a test o l the  riahil i ly o f  Everett as a CVN home port. We 
recognize and appreciate the Navy's ongoing efforts to o~it igate the t rmspo r tn t i u~~  
problem using existtag public mod private rrsourcrs, hut we arc comrinced thrsr 
measures wi l l  produce only marginal improvrments in exiotimg transport times, and wi l l  
thus ultimately fail. 1fth.t happens. Everett w i l l  fai l  asa CVN homr port and Ahrahsm 
Lincoln w i l l  likely return to ~&mer ton.  This would preclude bome porting any 
additional CVNs in Pugel Sound and destroy the oppartunily to create the home port  
l lcrihi l i ty we consider essential to national aeeurifv. The ultimate solution is to make 
Everett k o r k  as a CVN home port. We believe thePonly way to do tbat is to create a h s t  
pasengrr-only krry scniee that links Everett directly to Brrmerton. We think such a 



service should be capable of moving sailors between bases in one haur or less; othenvise 
i t  just won't work. 

I n  order la achieve the above objective, we Propose that the Navy procure two Chinook 
class passenger-only ferries. These 350-passenger ferries are locally built using a proven 
design. They arc quiet and comfortable and have low wake characteristics. They have a 
fully loaded cruise speed 0137+ knots, which will enable them lo make the 32nm trio to 
Urcmmon to o m  haur or less. One of these ferries i s  currently in the Washingtom State 
Ferq (WSF) flrcl,and amother il under eomslructiom. Each ferry costs about 110 
milliao, which would he offset by about I20 million i m  PCS swiaps lor just one DPIA. 

HI have discursrd the posaibiltty olcresliog a 1ederal.a~tc partnership that would 
facilitate the acquisition, operation, and mainteaaace 01 these v n w h  with cognhaat 
1rdcr.l and state otlicials. All consider the propowd plan both desirable and doable. 
subject to a mutually Lvc lopd  aprrnting agreemrnt. Such sa sgreement would 
envision the federal government funding vessel construction and the WSF rvstem . ~~~ 

oprr~t ing aod maialaiaim( the*ersels.~ith priority use 1.r the Bremertoa.Evrrctt 
rrrvire. Thc goal would be lo provide direct year-round service behrem the bases with 
surge capability during PlAs and DPIAs. 

The proposed fast ferry plan has been discussed i n  considerable detail with 
~ongrcs~mnn Norm D& (Member. Defense Appropriations Committee) aad 

0 Reprcsenlstivc Kmrcn Schmidt. Chairman of the HouseTrnnloortmtioa Committee. - 
b which oversees WSF operations. Both are ready to move forwird om this plan i f  th;~ls 
* is modified as proposed by the BKCC. . 

3. OUALITY-OF--UNITY SUPPORT 

The BremertonKilsap community received very high marks i n  the EIS on multiple 
QOL issues. There is no other community in the Nation that is more Navy oriented or 
lricndly to Navy pmannel The citizens of Kitsap County are very proud of their long 
Navy heritage, their Shipyard, and their naval facilitin and demonstrate this daily by 
warmly embracing the men and women ofthe military. 

Thcrr have heen many mililary-civilian partnershins develooed within the Kitsao 
communoty such PI schools, law enlorcemeal, transportation, and emironmemtal to 
name but a few. Most of thrse argmizatioos contribute to military QOL lacton, and 
they were a key part afthe BKCC. Their l r t t m  olsunoort are orovided In A~oendix B. . . . . 
Somc uf thew lrlters wcre previously submit ld lo  the EIS b e a r k  board, others arc 
bring submitted lor the first time in ibis spprndir. 

Although Bremerton received 8 v r q  favorable QOL evaluatioa in the draft EIS. we 
know there is room for inprovement, ~ a r I i c ~ l 8 r l ~  in the are8 ofmtertaiammt far sincle - 
rrdorr. One 01 the big improvements om the herho. is tbeSinclair Lmdimg project. 
H hen romplctrd i n  2001, this $300 million plus project w i l l  convert downtown 
Uremerton into P major regoand shopping and eatenainmcnt cmter r htcb is crpcctcd 
lo draw spproxtmalriy tight mlllioo virilors per yesr. Amrhored by a core olnimcfy hlgh 
quality outlet stores, this project will include a new transparlalioa center, hotel, 

).11.5 restaurmts. cinema, sports bsn, micro brewery, health club. family mttrtsiameot 
crater and dozens of other Dositive entrrtaiamerd o~oortunilirr lor ssiiorl and their . - 
lamilirs. Coupled with the major QOL iofrastrurturr inprovemrota alrrsdy completed 
at PSNS, this public-pritste project will make Bremerton 0.t olthe most desirable 
home ports in the Navy. 

The importmcr o l a  strong Navy presence in Kitsap Couoty is also recognized by the 
spectrum 01 local, stale. sod iederal government omrials representing Kitsap County. 
Included within the BKCC statements ofsupport contained i n  Appendix Bare letten 
from the Governor, the Washiogton Slate Legislative drleg~tion, the County 
Commisrioners. the Bremerton City Council, tbe Kitsap Regienal Planning Council, all 
01 the major unions and msnagemrot orgmbationa within PSNS, the Kitsap County 
Economic Development Council and other community organuationr The message 
conveyed through this rorrnpondcr~rr mn be summarized as follows: . Consistent endorsement olthe BKCC EIS Position. . Common recognition of the economic importance of the Navy in the Kitrap 

commumity and in Washington Stale. 

A desire to enhance the Navy's presence in the Kitsap community and the Paciti 
Northwest. . All reflect a very warm and positive relationship between the military and 
civilians within our community. 

).11.6 
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Appendix A was previously received and has been identified as comment leltur 
0 . 4  from the Bremerton-Kitsap Community Coalition. 
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Appwdix R-1 was previously received and has been identified as comment letter 
S.2 lrnrn Gary Incke, Washington Slate Governor. 

Appendix 0-2 was previously received and has been idcntificd as comment letter 
5.1 from the Washington State Legislature. 



Wl1~11EAli. L I I C  i .esi t lw1.~ c > l  ltil-sap ~ ' O I I I I ( Y  l l r l v ~  0 1011g R L I , ~  
r icl l  l . r a c l i ~ . i o ~ ~  at10 l$ist.c,#.y O F  sr!l,~,~,tLi<ly n l ~ l  w o ~ k i l ~ g  with ilne Navy 
f o r  over  100 years ;  alld 

WIIERBAS, Llle KiLsal, co~wtu~li ly kuows. otder-stands, 
0 a p p r e c i a t e s  end welco~nes t h e  Navy slat young Navy Ea~btiliesi and 
+ * 

WilLCllEAS. K i  l.snl, Col81tty provillen a ve1.y art,>, clable l i f e  
s t y l e  €01' Navy persimoel aud L l~e i r  Caudlies; a d  

provides t h e i r  Cull support. endorsement and encouragee 
tho Department of  t h e  llavy t o  IIomeport two or more Nuclear 
powered ~ l r c r a f t  c a r r i e r s  in Bremerlon a t  Fuget Sound l laval  
Shipyard. 

Adopted by t h e  Kitsap Regional Conrdinating Council t h i s  2nd day 
of September, 1998.  

; , (~, i ' , , ,  ,. 
Chris  Endresen. Chair 

ATTEST: \ - 



Appendix 0.4 pr~.viously received and has been idcntifierl as comment letter L.1 
frum the Kitsap County Board of Conunisstoaurr. 

A RESOLUTION of the Ciry sf Bmaertaa, Wubington mroooeading 
t h ~ l  the Department 01 N a y  pmvlde the base infrwruccum capmbility to 

suppolr the homeporting Ofhvo Nnclur Powered AlmnT( ~ k r i r r s  i n  
Bremerton, at PSNS. and two at NAVSTA. Everen. 

WHEREAS, the residents of Bremerton have a long and rich tradition and history of 
rupponing and working with the Navy for over 100 yea ,  and 

WEEREAS. the residents o f  Bremenon recognize that this i s  *Navy community; and I 
WHEREAS. the quality of life for military pc r ro~e l  in Bremerton i s  the best in the 

Natioh aud i s  soon to be enhanced wi~h  the planned development of Sinclair Landing: and 
, I 

WHEREAS. the Bremenon Community knows. understands, appreciates, and 
welcomes theNavy and young Nzvy families; and 

WHEREAS, Bremenon. Kitsap County, and the Greater Pug* Sound Community 
provides excellent recreational, entertainment, and educational opportunities for young Navy 
families; and 

WHEREAS, Bremenon has the civilian infiartrucmre to suppon homeponing of 
additional Nuclear Powered AircraR Carriers at PSNS; and 

WHEREAS, thc hosting of two or more Nuclear Powered AircraA Carriers at PSNS 
would preserve jobs in the community, help to preserve valuable technical skills at PSNS, and 
rtrcncthcn and stabilize the Bremcnon and Kitaao economv in such a manner as to enhance the 
ab& ofthe community to support the Navy father  

. 

WHEREAS, providing the capability to homepon huo Nuclear Powered Cvriers at 
PSNS. Bremenon and two at NAVS'Cq Everett would enhance the aralegic needs o f  the Navy 
and the Nation. 

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED thatthe Bremenon City Council provides 
their full support. endorsement, and cncourages the Depmment ofthe Navy to provide the base 
infrastructure capability to suppon two Nuclear Powered AircraR Carriers in Bremerton at 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and two at NAVSTA Everen. 

PASSED, by thecity Council ofth 
1998. 

Council President 
ATTEST: SIA~OIWIS)NOXM 

cWHPT(W111s*P 
\ m. W". ,"d ,o,.oo!".I. "omw.ll l l ls4 - 

KATHLEEN McCLUSKEY. City Clerk 



Puget Sound Naval Bases Association 
S""goc.lnp.Gntu~.olP..l.nn.nc..ndL,~ll.nrr 

Enwromcnlsl lmpacl Slalcmcnt Hranng 
Bremenoh W A  October 20.1998 

In  Sc@cmber of 1998 lhc PSNBA B a d  o f  Dirretorr voled in r u m n  of 1 

I The joint eWonr la msinlsinourclcm shorelines. 
2. The coopennvceffonr k o m n  the miliury and cinlmn law enforce- 

ment agencies. 
3. The succenfd m e n h i m  i n  the local Cmbmed Federal C n m p w  

The KilupConunwuy hw a long hnory o l w # k i n g  wilh and ruppn-  
ing LC men md womcn ofihc U.S. N a y  and thew fun~l#sr. Pugct S o d  Naval 
Shipyard hucclcbnled is I W  year b i n b y .  Dunng tha time, many valusble 
p n n c n h i p  hare developed h e n  h e  m d i y  and cwdian commwvl~er. Wc 
are prow3 oL 

Our M h q  and Cammumry pnncrsh~p h s  been aObrdcd rccognmon 

0.11.8 

I 1990 hlonry Mrgazmc' Morl Lwab leCq  Award" 
2 19% Reader's D t ~ n  4th berl"Small C m T o  R a m  Chddrcn" Award 
I The 1991 m d  1 9 6  ~ommandcr-ln€h& lnrullal~on Ercellcnce Award 
4 TI. 1991 prrwnuuonofths Menlonow UnmCommen&uon 

We would wclcome lhc opponwuw lo homcpon rddatonrl c a m  in lhs KAwp m d  Puga Sound 
a m ,  m d  would w l c m r  mcrpnded Naval prewntc 

As lamtller over the p s t  I W  years have know, fulwe f m ~ h e s  wll know lhu lhatow Qual~tyo lL~fe 
s lhc rcuon that many mhlary fam~lter chwre lo p n n m n t l y  rsmam on KmpCountyor svenlually return 
u p n  remcmml 

Our Cornmuntry w l l  always k opn to Ihc Navy 

Smerely. 

Y- C- 
Joan Sonmo 

PO Box 268) S h e d m  Stallon Brmmon. WA 91110 (160)415-9152 F u  1160) 478-1961 



Appendices 8-7 through 6-11 were previously received and have been identified 
as attacl~ments to comment letlcr 0.3 from the Ad Hoc Committee toSupport 
Additional Aircraft Carrier InIrastructure. 

KITSAP TRANSIT 

November 3. 1998 

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

Dear Mr. Coo& 

Kitsap Transit i s  proud to panicipate in the Brcmenon.Kitsap Community Coalition and is 
panicularly pleased to be pan ofthe Kitsap County community's effons lo improve Quality o f  
Life for Navy personnel at their families. 

Kitsap Transit has long had. as one o f  its primary missions, providing Navy personnel and their 
families with the best oossible oublic trm~onation services. Elements o f  our conrmuter 
rervlecs programs, especially rmpools, have always been dlruted spcc~fically to there needs. 
and several or our routes u s  espulally destgned to accnmmodao the medial, shoppmg and 
entertainment needs of sailon and dependents. 

Specifically, in 1999, the lransit system will make the following service or program 
im~rovements lo supwn the new Punet Sound Naval Base (PSNB) at the shipyard, and we will 
mike there improv&enls whelhcr there is one carrier or Iwo posted here: 

A new, hll-day route for the new naval base that, depending on the route 
configuration Base and PSNS oficials agree to. should also provide excellent 
transit co~ections to the shopping and recreational facilities on the base for 
retirea and dependents. The proposed route, which is funded in Kilsap Transit's 
1999 budget, would provide a five-minute corneaion lo the Bremenon ferry 
terminal and WSfi mw Chinook-class fad passenger-only ferries, which in turn 
provide a reliable half-hour w ~ e c t i o n  to downtown Seattle. 

Added evening trips on the express connection lo Silverdale to allow sailors 
access to evening shopping and later movies. 

Extens~on of Kttsap Trmstt's Sh~pPass prowam to all Navy personnel in K~tsap 
County Under the Sh~p-Pass progrm each sh~p pays a pre.sel amount (based on 
crew sire) and any crew member or crew member dependents can ride any of 
Kitsao Transil's services fare-free. Since KitsaD Transit s~ l i l s  the fare-cost of the ~~ ~~ 

rides with the Navy. the program is a bargain benefit for the shop. In addition. the 
abililv to use the shio ID as a bus pass makes the service much easier to use. 
Beca;se the progrk is very with the ships that have accepted Kitsap 

APPENDIX BI 

234 South WpxMf Brmedon, Washington 98312-4199 - 
P h o n e :  (360) 4414- FAX : (360) 3TI-7086 Website: ~.ki tsqlransit .org 

I I I I I I I I I I 



Ttanstt's o h ,  Admtral Cener and hts slalTare seriously constdertng the lranstt 0 11 9 
system's olkr lo encnd the program area-wtde From Kmap Transti's 
perspccttve, tbs IS m tmponmt qualbty o i l t k  program Perhaps more 
rmponmtly. 11 helps sallurs and hmdtes. many of whom itve at or near tncome 
levels oAen defined as poverty, lllord a better qualq ofl~fcovcrall I 

Finally, Kitsap Transit is proud o i i a  role in helping bring about the redevelopment o f  downtown 
Bremerton. By this time nea year, the new Brcmenon Transponation Center will be done or 
nearly complete. This will set the stage for our private partner. The Commercial Group, to begin 
a massive revitalization, which will include entenainmcnt options now only available in 
Silverdale, ifthey exist at all in Kilsap County. By 2000, a five-minute, fare-free trip lo a new 
downtom on Kitup Transit's new PSNB route or its new downtown electric shuttle bus should 
be all a sailor needs lo spend and enjoyable and safe off.base evening. 

If there i s  anything else Kitup Transit cm help with, give us acall. We are very proud of and 
committed to our long-stmding loul-fedcrrl pMmrship with the U.S. Navy and the 
commitment it reDrerentr of w r  community to wnlinue to be the best Navy town in the United ~ ~ 

States. 

Executive Dimlor 

Comments 011.10 through 0.11.13 were previously rcceived and have lxcn 
identified as comment letter 0.5 from Citizens Environmental Cammittcc. 



FAX I1601 1739011 

John Coon 
Southwest Division Code 05AL. JC) 
N&; Facilities hginecring command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Dear Mr. Coon. 

The Bremertw Main Sbeet Association is a community based organization 
cornmined to the success and redevelopment of downtown Bremenon. We 
are pleased to participate in the Bremenon-Kiuap Community Coalition in 
suppon of basing additional AircnH Carriers in the Pacific Northwest and 
fully endorse the recommendation to suppott Option-2 in the EIS while 
providing the capability to homepon two C d e m  at PSNS and two at the 
Everen Naval Station. 

The Bremeiton Main S e t  sponsors many activities in the downtown 
Bremenon area dwing the year. Tbe largest and most significant event is the 
Blackberry Festival that is held the Sanuday and Sunday of Labor Day 
weekend. September 1999 will be the I@ annual and this event is more 
successfuteach year. This is a twoday event with a total anendance in 1998 
of over 70,000 visitm of whom many are Navy personnel and their 
families. m e  Navy also lends some of their pemmel in ~ ~ l ~ n t e e r i n g ,  and 
when possible. they open one of the ships lo the public for tours that 
contributes to this significant undertaking. 

Page one of two pages 

APPENDIX 9-14 

Page woof  two pages 

The Main Street Association also hosts Santa's arrival to downtown 0.11.15 
Bremenon. SL Pamck's Day parade. six concern on the boardwalk, which 
are all free and open to the general public. Main Street has been a major 
participant in all of the welcoming and depamue ceremonies at the 
boardwalk for Naval Ships. l l i s  includes the departure of the USS Missouri. 1 
The Main Sueet Association is proud of the role it is playing in the 
redevelopment of downtown Bremeiton which. when complete, will provide 
many wonderful activities for the Navy personnel and their families. This 
will funher enhance a fine quality of life that Navy families already enjoy in 
the Kitsap community. 

There is no other community in the nation hat  will welcome the Navy more 
or that can p m ~ d e  Navy families the affordable quality of life that Kitsap 
County can. We would welcome the oppwnroity to host additional carriers 
in ow community should the opponunity present itself. There will be no 
adverse impact to the community and, in fact, we can easily accommodate 
an enhanced Naval presence. 

Sincerely, / 

President 



Conpan). 
Don Pol# 

Chrmmm.Srallk L m b S p m l  
Lmd. Webb 

*Lr. John Coon 
ioulhwest Division (Code OSALIC) 
bval Facilities Enginetring Command 
220Pacifx Highway 
ian Diego,CA 92132.5190 

kar Mr. Coon: 

h e  EconomicDevdopment Councilofi(luapCounrysupporu ihecom- 
nu~lypositionurgingmodificationofihc EIS topmvide homeporbgforar 
dditional c h e r  in boIhBremerlonand Eveen. Ofthe lhree portsconsid- 
red for homeponing,ihe Brmenonarcais mwe heavily impacted becaw 
,fits relatively small size wmDarcdtothecrew ofacanier. The orewnce 

letailsoflheimmcr,andfhe benc81sofaddilional hornemnine which 
vouldcvcnout hccconormc unpw a;c&ta~Icd m k  ~OIIO&~ rcmarki 
bhich ~ c r c p r c x n t c d a l r h c h g  T h d  you for yourcons~deralton 

Namn E. Olson 
IxsutivcDirator 

APPENDIX 8-13 
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Mr. John Coon 
Southwest Division (CodcOSAL.JC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
I220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego. California 92132-5 190 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

Enclosed arc noas prepared for the October 20. 1998 presentation which 
illustrate the full range of cultural ans and entenainment opponunities in our 
region. Indeed. Kitrap County has an exciting cultural community emerging 
which is a vital pan of our wonderful quality of life here. 

Thank you so much for making the time available to hear our community's 
comments about our love affair with the U. S. Navy. We apprcciatc the 
opponunity to let you know how much our militsry friends and neighbors bring 
to the social and inlclleclual fabric of Kitsap County. 

Again. thank you. We look forward to a future that holds great mutual 
benefits for our community and the Navy. I 

0.11.17 

Sincerely. 

a& 
Ruth Endcrle 
Executive Director 

APPENDIX I)-I6 
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Carrier EIS Plesentaiion 
Arts and EntertainmenUQuality of Life in Kitsap County 

October 20,199(1 

The Adnnral Theatre Foundallon 15 happy lo wppnn she Kntrap Communnty 
Caalmon'r posmon regardmg added carr~cr benhs at PSNS and Everett We uould 

Ion'" 
like the EIS to reflect the strength of ans and cullural programs and facilities emerging 
in the community. Some of the programs in place are: I 

Evergreen Children's Theatre -In operation 6 years, presents a 5-performance 
season. conducts year-round curriculum in dramatic a m  for children. and is 
scheduled to opeia puppet museum this winter in the Admiral ~ h e a t k  with the 
historic collection of Aurora Valentinetti. 

Bremerton Symphony - In operation 57 years. a wonderful community archcstra 
which historically contains many membersof the militay as well as spouses. 

Peninsula Dance Theatre -25 years in operation, presents 4 perfomances each 
season. 

Community Theatres - Several throughout the county, having many years of 
experience in presenting dramatic arts. 

Community Concerts - A 5.performance season of professional artists from jazz to 
classical. 

Kilsap Opera- A semi~professional organization in the community for 6 yean. 
Aaracts many performers from Seattle metro area to perform in Kitsap County. 

The cultural center of Kitsap County i s  the Admiral Theatre located in downtown 
Bremenon The beauty of the theater i s  that fit offers ratlors an off.duly enlenatnment 
oplton of tedcemmg valve ut lhmpr l  a short walk of the shopyard. What bctler escape 
i s  lhcrc from the oflen ~oarlan-likc conditions of shioboard life than a fine dinner oul in 
a nonalgic lhealer with nama entenainment. A l  the Admiral, every pason is treated 
like they're wearing five stan on their collu . . . no Navy family ever regrets the red- 
carpel lrealmenl that a night with the Admiral offers. 

In short, the Admiral Theatre i s  not just a beautiful building or a great band . . .the 
Admiral Theatre is an experience that only Bremerton has to offer. 

Admiral Theatre - A 1942 movie house renovated inlo a fine performance anr 
center and re-opened in 1997. Presented 32 professional events (from country to 
classical) in ie first year of programming and hosted 75 community events. Located 
5 bloeks from PSNS. 

v 

W e  arc working now to offer tickets for nationally touring acts of multi-generational 
appeal lo the military at discount prices through on-base ticket outlets. We're only in 
our second season this year, yet we offer symphony, opera, dinner theater and 
entertainers like BJ Thomas. the Swing Kings. Glenn Yarbrough, and Willie Tyler and 
Lcaer, to name just a few. We're working on bigger acts for next year and the bcauty 
of it is . . . Sailors stationed on ships at PSNS do not have lo rely on anything but their 
own two feel to get to the theater! 

Again, the Admiral Thcatre is an example of how Brcmenon i s  building a city for the 
future, offering a multitude of indoor as well as outdoor cultural experiences that cater 
to the laster of today's Navy men and women. 1 
Presented by: Ruth Enderle. Executive Director 

Admiral Theatre Foundation 



Mr  John Coon 
Southwest Division (Code OSAL JC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego C A  92132-5190 

Dear Mr.  Coon: 

I am writing an behalf ofthe five school diarictr in Kitsap County, as well as Nonh Mason, and 
districts rrom the Olympic Peninsula. We arc communicating to you as a group to let you know 
that we would welcome additional ships into our community. 

0 I - 
W e  conr8dcr #he Navy lo  be an imponam pan d o u r  Wcrt Sound area We apprectate the 
panncrrhnpr that have been crcntcd woth our rchoolr and thecoopcralmn the Navy has shownm I 
workine with us to meet the needs of our students. We do have the caoacitv amonn us to handle I - . , - 
additional nudear and would welcome the opponunity to provide a quality education to military 
and civilian children. I 
Sincerely. 

Carol Whitehead, Ed D 
Superintendent 

APPENDIX BI7 

Appendix 0-18 was received and has he rn  identif ied as comment 

letter 0.9 f rom Olympic  College. 



09 November 1998 

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

Dear Mr. Coon, 

Appendix 6-19 was previously received and has been identified as comment 
letter 0.1 from Dave Olson, Directocol Planning at Harrison Memorial Hospital. 

The Puget Sound Naval Shipyard Chapter o f  the NCMA is pleased to participate with the 
Elremenon-Kitsap Community Coalition in support of baring additional Aircraft Carriers 
in the Pacific Northwest and fully endorses the Coalition's recommendation of Option-2 
in the EIS with the additional modification to provide the capability to homepon w o  
Nuclear Powered Aircrafi Carriers at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSNS) and two at 
Naval Station Everett. We would like to recommend that the EIS be modified to suppan 

The Naval Civilian Managers Association (NCMA) is a management organization o f  
senior civilians in naval activiliu dedicated to the principle that the interests of this 
Country can best be served by a ruong Navy. The Association believer that the strength 
ofthc Navy depends to a large degree on the competence and anirude o f  its civilian 
executives and the working relationships between them and the military omcials. 

the above I 

0.11.20 

Improvements suggested would enhance the value of the Pacific Nonhwest Navy 
infrart~crure to the Navy and to the Nation as well as providing a backup capabilitv 
should there be some r i ~ a t i o n  that would preclude the-use of h e  o f  th; otlier 

. 

homeponnon the West Coast or necessitate the basing of more than five Nuclear Carriers 
on the West Coast. I t  simply maka sense to provide some redundant backup capability. 

The Puget Sound Naval Shipyard Chaplet o f  the NCMA is proud of the role i t  has plaved 
for the 52 year, and continues to play in wppon o f  the Navy, and proud of the 
tradmonal qualtty o f  work that the men and women o f  PSNS haw performed and 
contuwe to perform lor the Navy We bc lwe there is no other Shapyard or community 
,n the nauon tbat wdl welcome the Navy more. prowde better qual~ty uork, or that can 
provtde Navy famtlm the allordable qualtlv o f  ltfe avadable in the Pacific Nonhwest . . 
We welcome the opporNnity to host additional Aircran Carriers in our community. I 
In summary, we consider the Pugel Sound community the number one home for Navy 
personnel and their families and PSNS lo be the best Nuclear Shipyard in  the world. I 
dichacl ~.'heesacker. President 
Naval Civilian Managers As~ciation, Pugel Sound Naval Shipyard APPENDIX El0 



FEDERAL MANAGERS ASSOCIATION 

9 November 1998 

Mr. John Coon 
Southwest Division (Code 05AL JC) ZONE 1 
Naval Factlilies Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Doego. California 92132-5190 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

On behalf ofthe 2W.W managers and supervisors whose inlerests are represented by the 
Federal Managers Association (FMA). I am writing to endorse the position taken by the 
Bremerton-Kitsap Community Coalition to help improve the quality of llfe for Navy personnel 
and lhelr famltles ln K~tsap County 

n I 
2 The proposal presented by the Bremerlon-Kitsap Community in the EIS hearing 0128 October 
w 1998 nrovides a sound alternative to how best to  reserve and to nrotect wecious Navv I ~~ ~ ~ 

resources, whch includes Navy personnel and laciiilies infrastructures. The Bremerton-Kitsap 
proposal would allow an additional allernalive for the Everen and Puget Sound Naval Shipyard 
(PSNS). In the proposed EIS amendment. the Navy would be encouraged to povide additional 
base mfrartructures to su~norl the homewrtlng of add~imnai alrcratl carrlers at PSNS and the 1 
Everen Base. By h~mep&~,  in this mannerrthe Navy will be able to preserve valuable and 
irreplaceable mission strategic and mission critical skills. I 
FMA 1s me la#gen and oldest managenat arsoclallon m me tederal government and is the 
foremost federal employee organurtoon repesmbng the mterestr of federal managers and 
supervlson FMA's mlsnon IS to advocate exwlhncs in public SeNlW through eUsctws 
management and profssslonalism, as wen as active representation of its members' interests 
and concerns. Local Kitsap FMA Chapters represent mom than 2,500 members in Pacilic 
Northwest Naval facilities. They have firsthand experience with ensuring that limited defense 
mamlenance dollars are used in the most cost-effective manner possible. I 
The Federal Managers Association is proud to sland wilh the Bremerlon-Kilsap Community to 
s~pporl. endorse. and encourage the Department of the Navy to provide the base 
infrastructures to ruomrl two nuclear Dowered aircrafl carriers at PuQel Sound 
~ a v a l  shipyard and'f;vo nudearkwe;ed air&in uniers at the ~ a v i  Station, Everen. I 
Respectfully. 

Zone 7 President. Northwest Region 
APPENDIX n.21 

Comments 0.11.24 through 0.11.28 were previously received and have been 
identified as comment letter 0.7 from lntcrnational Federation Professional and 
Techt~ical Engineers, Local No. 12. 
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Appenrlix 6-23 was previously received and has been identif ierl as comment 
letter 0.11 from the Drcmcrlon-KitsapCo~m~uni~y Coalition. 

Append ix  8-24 was previously received and  has been identif ied as comment 
letter 0 . 2  f r o m  PEPS. 

Mr. John Cm? 
Soulhwest D iv lsm (Code OSAL. IC) 
Naval Facililim Engineering Cmmand 
1220 Paeik Hwy 
San Dicgo. CA 92132-5190 

Dcsu h4J. cm: 

The Rgct Rcnlal Owners Associalion (PROA) is a non-prdil aganilation reperenling invermea 
propew owners in Kilsap County iw over 25 years. PROA rcpracnls over 90M investment 
popedyownersin Mason md KiuapCounly. 

PROA is p l e d  lo paninpate with Ihe Brrmcnon Kkap  Community Coalition and sndwvs the 
neommendalion to suppn Ihc Navy's remmmendsd Oplion-2 in the U S  while pmvidrng the 
capability lo homepo-t two Carricm at PSNS and woat  Everett. We mnridcr h t  the U S  shwld 
be changed to reflect Ihe above. 

Chr members have pmvided sod ~ual i fy  and alladable houolnn to m i l i m  families and the men I n t* m 

. . ,  - -  - k; veiy p l d  lo w& wrlh the young men and worn& d the NA W I 
The Brem-uap Cmmvnity h s  k e n  a NAVY Commuiry lor over lm ycan. Wc are very 
proud d "wt' shi yard and have cbservcd Wl Ih  a great deal of pride Ihe high quality o l  work 
performed at P S N ~  by thc employea there and lhc number d awards that PSNS has received over 

1 ycan including the Commander in Chiels Excellence award and Admid Zumwaltr award lor IhC ovrtng to name jug a few. 

Not m l y  do we, an mmmunity. idenlily ourselver as a NAVY town bul our local sonomy. 
including the hovsing indwty is significantly military onenled and dcpendenL 

In the part8 ycan, we have seen large numkrolcivilianand miliIary jobs lwveourcanmunity ns 
a pan01 W W N A W  downsizing. 

APPENDIX 8.15 



Wlule ths s.iluation d a r  vide m e  g ~ a t  oppxlunilies for some very affordable housing there 
io however a downside. g y d i c  nature d (hc NAVY prrmee makes it very difficult to p d i c l  O and build M m n t  the NAVY needs T*y we Iind oumlver with an ercea supply d housing 
which olaees were tinanod strains an lnvrstm Md Umls roourns f a  upgrade. and 

Thir has had a sgnifieant advenc eNect an the housing market. Your own U S  r w l s  lhal in  1 9 n  
the vacancy rale was 8.5%. Today i n  1998 our daU Shows a v-ey rate o f  abu l  10% m 11%. 
Thir situation har been exacerbated by the rcecnl Fonsfwlian d Ba) new NAVY hawing units in 
1997. 

- 
mode~ml ton  yuvr uwn U S  slam lhal in 19Bbnnd in 1992 rerprcorely ihc Sbp FMce 
ennplmrnt at PSNS went lrom 2622 to 12.172 Thsr IS addferenr d about 9YX) prronnel. W 
l o  mrnlwn drpcndenlr in s town o f  4O.CCKI In a pnod d 6 y e M  

0.11.30 

A mom stablo p m e n w d  N A W  p r m ~ c l  in  the K i b p  Communily will provide invuImenl 
propelry owners a k l l c r  opponunily to provide quality homing far NAVY pnoMcl and their 
families. 

In summary on behalf dPROA we would wclmme and can easily .aunnmodate more N A W  
We ean provide uay dordaMe housing in  a sale. c l m  mmmUNtY with exullcnt schmls 

%fiplacc w h m  they an genuinely we lcae and appcialed. The BRmntonlKiWp ~ommunily 
is without a douM ihe b*D place in @ ht for NAVY pcraanncl and their familit& We m 
easily meel the nerds d ihe young dm SlmL loward to h d n g  m y  mon d them. 

-.n-- 

Allan R. Humm 
Resident 
hge t  Renlal Owners Aswrlatian 

REID REALTY ERAm 

Dear Sirs: 

Thank vau for allowim me the oo~onunilv 

My n m c  is Jerry Reid and I nm thc brokerlowncr of Rcid Rcolty. which has four officer 
in the local area within fifteen miles of the Pugel Sound Naval Shipyard. I have been 
active in the real cnate business for thiny-seven years. 

On lhrccoccasions within the past few years I have panicipatcd in prcdcployment "fairs" 
in California in  anticipation of the move of ivl aircraR cmier lo PSNS. I was privileged 
to meet and talk with o large numbcr of Novy men and women and their familicr who 
were anticipating a move to the Bremenon area. During those trips I was able to brief 
those crews and families on the availability and con of housing in the private rector, both 
rentslo and houses for sale. 

I found that the number onecaneemof there Navy people was the availability of 
afhdablc housing. On ell ofthoseoccasionr I was happily able to nrsurc thcsc young 
people that Ihc availability and cost o f  adequate housing in  the Bremcrton m a  war 
rignificantly below that of San Diego and Almcda. 

Obv~ously there arc many opcrallonal, tcchnlcal, cconomnc and human ~onstdcfauons 
lhat go tnto the dectstons on canlo home pontng Houerer, m my esl#malmn, the quahay 
of Ilk nruc IS pcrhap the bmppcrl onc for the crcw and thcnr fnmd~cn 

Here in  Brcmenon there are mMy facets of local life which make available s very 
favorable quality of life for the sailor and his family. The cost o f  living index is low. 
AlToidable housing is available and the purchase of a home for many of the enlisted 
wrsonnel is within reach here where i t  is not in  othcr fleet areas. The rchaals are 
cwcllenl. mtdoo~ icc8ml1onal aclovmcr arc almorl unrurparrcd and unthon easy travclmg 
dtstance from the local am 1 ramc cungcsl#on is dmort non.cx#stcnt, makmg the 
commute to work much easier than in  othcr areas. Jun lhiny minutc. away by rapid 
passcngcr ferry is Seattle, with all the cultural, entenainment and spans activities of a 
large urban area. 

APPENDIX &I6 
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REID REALTY ERAm 

At the present lime there are over 1,500 single family residences and condominiums on 
the market for sale in these areas. The median sales price for non.watcrfront proprty is 
less than $97,100.00. Within Ihe city of Brsmenon lhcrc arc many propcnics priced 
under $80.000.00. The city o f  Bremcrlon has two excellent programs to help low income 
fmi l ie r  purchase homes. Many Navy families would qualify for these programs. 

The rental market is also reasonablv ~riced. There arc hundreds o f  sin& familv. three I 
bedroom homes and apanmcntr. which rent in n range from $450.00 1; 1725.00 per 
month. The vacancy rate is now such that many rcntal unilr o&r incentives to ' attract new I 
renters. I 

recreational opponunilics nearby. I 
'Thank you very much for the chance to make these few remarks. I'd like lo encourage 
you to fully appreciate the quality o f  life that the Pugst Sound area offers Nsvy perromcl 
and the excellent relationship La exists between the Navy md the commvnitirs that 
make up this area. 

Sincerely, 

Broker, Reid Reality 

3330KlTSAPWAY. BREMERTON,WA 98312 (360)377-0046 
- 

TOLL FREE. SEATTLE 622-0160 TACOMA 572.8357 . POULSBO 779-3398 
OR 1-800-257-5280 

'.<"~.c..d.o.an*a^r..d*..I.. 
@ MLS a .,.,.e, 



VOLUME 8 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - PSNS BREMERTON RESPONSES TO COMMENTS - 
Comment 
Number Response - 

Bremerton-Kitsap Community Coalition - 
0.11.1 The Bremerton-Kitsap Community Coalition (BKCC) recommendation to mod* 

the Preferred Alternative so as to provide the Navy the capability to homeport 
two CVNs at both NAVSTA Everett and Puget Sound Naval Shipyard would - 
require the Navy to conshuct and operate the facilities and infrastructure 
associated with homeporting those CVNs. The flexibility suggested by the 
commentor is not currently necessary. If in the future circumstances change to 
warrant the changes suggested by the commentor, they can be reconsidered at 
that time. 

Please see response to comment 0.11.1. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 
Please see response 0.4.15. 

Please see responses 0.4.2 through 0.4.-5. Issues pertaining to CVX are beyond 
the scope of this EIS. 

The Navy recognizes that measures taken to improve the cross-sound 
transportation problem in support of the 1999 USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN PIA 
provides only a rna rpa l  solution but also believes these measures offer the best 
plan available using existing transportation agencies and infrastructure. The use 
of two passenger-only fast ferries each with 350 capacity similar to that which - 
now operate between Seattle and Bremerton appears to be the logical and most 
preferred method for providing satisfactory cross-sound transportation to the 
Everett-based carrier crew should the carrier remain there. The Navy intends to d 

confinn this concept by use of a privately contracted passenger ferry service 
during the 1999 PIA. The Navy is ready and willing to participate in discussions 
with federal, state, and local agencies leading to the possible purchase of two - 
such vessels. An agreeable plan would need to include exclusive Navy use of 
the two ferries in support of any future Everett-based carrier PIA or ship 
maintenance availability at Bremerton. These ferries would be owned and - 
operated by the Washington State Ferry (WSF) system. Year-round service 
between Everett and Bremerton would have to rely heavily on public use since 
current data does not support a Navy-only transportation requirement between A 

the two stations outside of ship maintenance availability periods. If a year- 
round service between these two cities is not feasible, the Navy believes these 
two ferries could serve as relief to the ever increasing fleet of passenger-only fast - 
ferries in Puget Sound. Informal discussions with the WSF endorses tlus 
concept. 

d 

0.11.6 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

0.11.7 Please refer to response to comment 0.11.2. - 
0.11.8 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



- 
VOLUME 8 CVN HOMEPORTTNG EIS - PSNS BREMERTON RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment - Number Response 

This comment letter from Kitsap Transit reconfirms the finding stated in the 
Draft EIS that Kitsap Transit has the capacity to accommodate the increased bus 
ridership that would accompany the homeporting of a CVN at PSNS Bremerton 
or the PIA activity associated with a CVN at NAVSTA Everett. The planned 
improvements to the hansit system outlined in the letter will further enhance the 
public transportation opportunities available to PSNS personnel and their 
families. 

There is no comment associated with the code 0.11.10. 

There is no comment associated with the code 0.11.11. 

There is no comment associated with the code 0.11.12. 

There is no comment associated with the code 0.11.13. 

The Navy appreciates the support of the Bremerton Main Sheet Association. 
Please refer to response to comment 0.11.1 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

The Navy appreciates the support of the Economic Development Council of 
Kitsap County. Please refer to response to comment 0.11.1. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

The Navy appreciates the support of the Naval Civilian Managers Association. 
Please refer to response to comment 0.4.2. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 
Please see response to comment 0.4.3. 

The Navy appreciates the support of the Federal Managers Association. Please 
refer to response to comment 0.4.2. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

There is no comment associated with the code 0.11.24 

There is no comment associated with the code 0.11.25. 

There is no comment associated with the code 0.11.26. 

There is no comment associated with the code 0.11.27. 



V O L U M E  8 CVN HOMEPORTINC EIS - PSNS BREMERTON RESPONSES T O  COMMENTS - 
Comment 
Number Response 

0.11.28 There is no comment associated with the code 0.11.28. 

0.11.29 The Navy appreciates the support of the Puget Rental Owners Association. - 
Please refer to response to comment 0.4.2. 

0.11.30 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. - 

0.11.31 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



BREMERTON - KITSAP COMMUNITY COALITION 
JIM ADRIAN CO-CHAIR PERSON 

152 SHERIDAN RD. 
BREMERTON, WA. 98310 

360-373-9146 

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

1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA.92132-5190 

Dear Mr. Coon, 

Attached is a letter from the Kitsap Community Consolidated 
Housing Authority that is to be included with the Bremerton- 
Kitsap Community Coalitiion package. This document arrived 
subsequent to the mailing of the complete package to you office. 
By separate correspondance on 11-13-98 the annual report and 1998 
Budget will be forward as indicated in the attached letter. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Adrian 
Co-Chair 
Bremerton-Kitsap Community Coalition 



C d r Y a n  

CHRISENORESEN 
KITSAP COUNTY CONSOLIDATED 

Cam HOUSING AUTHORITY 

Oclober 20, 1998 

MT John Coon 
Soulhwest Dlvlslon (Code 05AL JC) 
Naval Facll~tles Engmeerlng Command 
1220 Paclflc H~ghway 
San Dlego. Calllorn~a 92132-5190 

RE Dran EIS for Developmg Home Pon Faclllller for Three NIMITZ- Class A~rcran 
Carrlers m Support of the U S Paclf~c Fleet 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

Coon Letter, October 20, 1998 
Page 2 of 2 

lip Program whi 
i at favo 
sing an1 

linanciat independence; and the Drug Elimination Program which 

Jssastsnce provnded oy the Authority lhw Home O#nersn 
lamol#es purchase a home by prowdmg second modgages 
Famnly Sell-Suthc~ency Program which arrlrls publo hou: 

ch helps quallfle 
~rable rates and terms. tl 
1 Sectlon 8 residents all 
fosters drug-free 

neighborhoods lhrough a varlety of tralnlng and actlvtty programs 

Our oannersnm wnh the u S Navv Includes Drovldlna housina to Navv oersonnel In the 
lowr  lnllsted and offlcer ranks oartlcl~allrm wlth theiavv ~ i u s l n a  0 i f t e  to oubllsh the 
qu&erly K&ap County Real ~s i a te  ~ends'Aeport, and 6rving o& variety df countywde 
and regional economic development initialives. We value this relationship hlghly and are 
fully supportive of the Navy's proposed preferred alternative with the adjuslments put forth by 
the Kitsap County Adhoc Community Coalition For Homepolting Aircran Carriers lo include 
conslruction of additional berlhing facillties at Everett and PSNS Bremerton. 

Aga n, lhanh you and the Navy very much for the opponunlly to submlt these comments and 
be a part 01 tins lmponanl pan 01 the natlonal seculty agenda For your mformat~on I have 
enclosed copies of the Kitsap Counly Consolidated Housing Authority's latest Annual Report 

O Thank you and the U.S. Navy for the opportunity to provide inlormation regarding this and Annual Budget. 
C 
u Imoorlant issue. The Navv has lor manv vears bean an imDortant Dadner for the citizens and , -  

~ n e  lnstdluttons 01 K~tsap doun~y. washlnglon The Kllsap Corny ~onsoltdaled Hourlnp 
Aulhor~ty (KCCHA) ~ncludes ths partnershnp among 11s most mportanl in meeung our 
mlssion of providing affordable housing and housing services lo the lower income segments 
of our citizenry. I 
KCCHA is a separate municipal wrporalion, incorporated under the State's Hous~ng 
Aulhorily Law (RCW 35.82) in 1982 IM the above-mentioned public purpose. The Authority 
operates lhroughout the County and in the Cities of Bainbridge Island. P a l  Orchard and 
Poulsbo (a total population of over 186,OW people) under the direction of our Board of 
Commisaonerr.which wnsists of the mayors o i  the three cities and the lhree County 
Commlss~oners. I 
KCCIlA presently o m s  and op.rates over 1200 unnls of lamlly and senlor renlal houslng 
~ 1 1 s  lnroughwl the wunly We admmlster. unaer contract mlh the Bremerlon Houslng 
Aulhordy, a HUD Sectson 8 wrl~llcale and voucher program u4xh provldes 224 cer(hca1es 
and 51 "ouchers l ~ l u s  an additional 46 celtificales and22 vouchers under the Nim~lr I 

~ ~ ., 
Program) lo low income families lor housing on the privale market. Additionally, the 
Authorlty operates special programs to enhance and encourage home ownership throughout 
the county. Thew include the Housing Rehabilitation Loan Program which provides below 
market rate loans to qualified home owners for the purpose of performing home repairs lo 
insure that the families are able to maintain lheir homes: the Self-Help Housing Program in I 
whch groups of quaYled households bulld thew own homes wlth flnanclng andtechnlcal 4 

Depuly Exewtive Director 

Enclosures: 1998 Budgel 8 1997-1998 Annual Report 

- 

92bJ BAYSHOW DR N W.  SILVERDALE. WA 98183-9106 
PHONE (300) 692-5196. TDD (300) 6W.W?1 . F a  (la) 691 4374 
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Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
1998 Budget 

Board of Commissioners 

Charlotte Garrido Philip Best L. Jay Weatherill 
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RICHARD A Ml1 CHUSSON 

I JAY WEATHERILL 

KITSAP COUNTY CONSOLIDATED 
HOUSING AUTHORITY 

8 ‘,‘“ltlt Ihmrror 
NORhlAN McLOLJGHLIN 

Budget Message 

4 
The Authority grew significantly during the 1996 - 1997 year with the completion of the 3. 

Madrona Manor Senior Apartments and the Austurbruin Development in Poulsbo. Nev+ grants were 
received ior the Family Self Sufficiency Program and the Drug Prevention Program The Self Help 

9 

Program completed the Tall Shadows and Greenwood development buildout They also received a 
grant/loan from HAC (The National Housing Assistance Council) that will create a new revolving !t 

loan fund to purchase lots for the Self-Help program. The program has also expanded from Kitsap 4 

and Mason Counties into Jefferson and Clallam Counties. A new Taxable/Tax Exempt line of credit l 

has been established with Key Bank. Long term mortgage financing is being provided by Key B;mk, f  l 

creating an entirely new program of Self-Help homeownership with greater flexibility for both rural 
and urban areas. 

FL 

g 
The sales of Fjord Gardens townhomes will exceed our goals, and allow us to redeem the cc) 

outstanding debt of S1,650,000 three years before the maturity of the five year bond. 
6 

The sale of the Viking’s Crest units were on target, reaching the threshold IO allow the new 4 

owners to elect a representative to sit on the Homeowners Association Board. 
o 

c 
The Finance department has reorganized and gone through significant training in technology 

and technical issues through the Government Finance Officers Association. New funding is included 8 
in the proposed budget to upgrade computer hardware, software and skills. A new position has been 
created lo facilitate efficiency and economy. Brent Cawley. our new Accounting/Purchasing Agent, 

9 
r* 

will centralize all purchasing for bond ftnanced and Federally financed properties 
# 

The Finance Department received a clean bill of health from the State Audttor’s Office for the c( 
third year in a row. The lack of findings and the ratification of the financial statements is a testimony f 
to our ability lo account and comply with multiple Federal, State and Local regulations, 

% 

We look forward to 1997 - 1998 with great optimism 84 . 

Norman S McLaughlin U Paula L. Florence, CPA 
Executive Director Finance Director 

9265 BAYSHORE DR. N.W.. SILVERDALE. WA 98383-9106 
PHONE (360) 692.5596 l TDD (360) 698-3621 l FAX (360) 692.4374 
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The Oreanlzatlon 
. . 

The Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority (Thc Authority) is a public 
body corporate and politic, organized under the Housing Authorities Law of 
the State o f  Washington (RCW 35.82). The Authority was created by the 
Kitsap County Commission and City Councils within Kitsap County in 1982. 
The Authority assumed the assets and liabilities of the Kitsap County Housing 
Authority, which was created in 1971. The Authority became the first joint 
City-County Housing Authority in the Slate. 

Under State Law, The Authority's basic purpose is to provide housing 
assistance to pemns of low income. The Authority is vested with powers and 
duties to accomplish this purpose, including powers necessary to effectuate the 

0 acquisition, purchase, const~ction, maintenance. operation, improvement, 
+ extension, repair and sale of housing facilities. In  undertaking housing 
hl 

projects, housing authorities are empowered to demolish, clear or remove 
buildings, and they may adapt such areas to public purposes, including parks or 
other recreational community purposes (i.e., health, recreation or welfare). 

Under the Ordinance creating The Authority, in the event The Authority has a 
funding requirement. the costs shall be borne by the County and the 
participating municipalities i n  a ratio based on the use o f  the facilities provided 
by The Authority within each jurisdiction per capita to the total use per capita 
within the boundaries of The Authority. 

The Authority's area of operation includes all of Kilsap County, and the cities 
of Bainbridge Island, Port Orchard, and Poulsbo. This area encompasses a 
total population ofapproximately 186.000 people. 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
1998 Budget 
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Housing Growth 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 Budget 

Source of Funds 
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' l o  provide housing opponunttles and coordination o f  needed soclal service to 
assist low and moderate income citizens i n  their effort to anain economic self- 
sufficiency, and to do so i n  a professional and efficient manner. 

GOALS 

0 I Assist non-profit programs in effons to provide housing with specialized 
e, 
h) 

services for homeless persons, chronically mentally ill, families i n  
transition, hai l  elderly and other special needs groups. 

11 Assist low income families by providing new multi-family units at 
affordable rents. 

I11 Provide home ownership opponunities by utilizing the USDA-RD Self- 
Help Housing Program and other programs available. 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
1998 Budget 

Assist non-profit programs in effort to provide housing with specialized 
services for homeless persons, chronically mentally ill, families in transition, 
frail elderly and other special needs groups. 

Task I 

Task I 1  

Task Ill 

Task I V  

Task V 

Task V I  

Task V I I  

Assist Kitsap Community Resources with 
development o f  the Teen Parent Project. 

Assist Kitsap Mental Health on the development of 
independent apartments for individuals with Chronic 
Mental Illness. 

Assia local service providers in planning to create 
appropriate housing for individuals with development 
disabilities. 

Assist local governments i n  housing planning 

Provide Technical assistance for Nonh and South 
Kitsap Habitat for Humanity. 

Determine community support for and feasibility o f  a 
new family YMCA in Silverdale or Poulsbo. 

Create a Project Based Section 8 Certificate (PBC) 
Program to assist non profits working with special 
needs populations. 

Task V I I I  Assist the Housing Resources Board on the Fon 
Ward Self-Help Program. 
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w 
Assist low income families by providing new multi-family units at affordable 
rents 

Task I 

Task I 1  

Task 111 

Task I V  

Tnsk V 

Task V I  

Task V I I  

Apply for Low Income Housing Tax Credits and a 
HOME Grant for funding Golden Tides I11 in 
Silverdale. 

Develop Fort Ward rental Project on Bainbridge 
Island. 

Construct new rental units in the Austurbruin 
subdivision. 

Purchase or refinance Hostmark Apartments in 
Poulsbo 

Purchase the Windsong Apartments in Poulsbo, and 
the Heritage and Viewmont Apartments in Pon 
Orchard. 

Complete preplaming zoning for Viking Crest 11. 

Develop Hildebrand Lane Limited Pannership 
(Bainbridge Island). 

Task V l l l  Develop a new senior citizen tax credit project in Port 
Orchard. 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
1998 Budget 

To provide home ownership opportunities by utilizing the KECD Self-Help 
Housing Program and other programs available 

Task I 

Task 11 

Task I11 

Tnsk I V  

Task V 

Tnsk V I  

Task V I I  

Sell Fjord Gardens condominium units. 

Sell Viking's Crest condominium units. 

Consmct Self-Help Housing at Austurbruin. 

Develop andlor market Kallgren Road Property for 
affordable housing. 

Expand Self-Help Housing Program to Jefferson and 
Clallam Counties. 

Complete Self Help Housing units in Kitsap and 
Mason County utilizing new taxable line o f  credit and 
Key Bank permanent mortgage financing. 

Assist Bremerton Housing Authority with Seasons 
development. 

TaskV l l l  Develop Navy Yard City Heights in a traditional 
neighborhood design. 

Task 1X Develop a new senior tax credit project in Poulsbo. 
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Financial and Program Information 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 Fund Budget 

All Funds 

FY 1998 

FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
Aclual Budge1 Budge! Change 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental Income 4.488.668 4.707.028 4.756.560 I 1% 
lnveamenl Income 571.518 277,567 517460 864% 
Mmellaneour Income 452,889 616,421 756.460 I8 9% 
Subsbd~es and Grants 4,408,779 5.644.188 4,893,400 -133% 
Sale of Real Estate 1,198,733 2,311.676 1.394.000 -402% 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 8,834,384 6.140.964 9.635.650 569% 
Fund Tranrferr 49.511 122,841 751.620 5119% 
Decrease Fund Balance 860.090 451 890 -47 5% 

Told Fund Saurrrr 20.006.502 20.720.777 21.157.040 I 1  8% 

FUND USES 
Operating Expmsrr 

Admilustralive Expnre 1.042.715 1.069.194 1.183.482 107% 
Operamg a d  Program Expenses 1 . 2 1 6 ~ 1 6  3,418,009 3,854,208 108% 
Ul~lmes Expense 505.984 548.876 581 440 5 9% 

Told Opcraltng Expenrcr 4.785.1 I5 5,096,279 5.619.110 10 1% 

Other Fund User 
lnlererl Expense 
Band and Loan Pnnctpal Paymenlr 
Exlraordmary Mantenrnce 
Cspnd Expendtares 
Grsar. Subadner. and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 

Total Other Fund User 

Total fund User 20.006.502 20,120,777 21.157.040 1 1  8% 
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Sources or Funds 

I% 

I I I I I I I I 

1998 Budget 

HUD Fund 
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The HUD Fund was established to account for programs which are funded by 
revenues legally restricted to expenditures for specified purposes. Typically 
the funds granted can only be used for a single purpose. The HUD Fund 
includes the following programs which are under the control o f  the Kitsap 
County Consolidated Housing Authority (The Authority): 

SECTION 8 EXISTING HOUSING -The Authority, under contract with 
the US. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development (HUD), administers 
the Section 8 Existing Program for Kiaap County. The Program consists of 
224 Section 8 ceniiicates and 51 vouchers which are awarded to low-income 

0 persons or families by The Authority, subject to HUD guidelines. The Program 
; guarantees that qualified landlords wil l  receive fair market rents when they 
N lease to qualified low-income persons or families. Landlords receive a subsidy 

for the difference between the fair market rent amount and the actual rent 
amount the qualified low-income individual or family pays. The Housing 
Authority receives housing assistance payments from HUD, and disburses 
funds directly to landlords. The Authority earns a fee from HUD to cover the 
administrative costs o f  qualifying individuals, families and landlords. In 
October o f  1995. The Authority contracted with The City of Bremenon to 
assist in providing the necessary administration services. 

PUBLIC HOUSING - The Authority, under contract with HUD, operates 
126 public housing units in Kitsap County. These units include the Golden 
Tides, Nollwood, Fairview, and Coventry Park projects, as well as units located 
at sites scattered throughout Kinap County. These units consist o f  single- 
family and multi-family dwellings, which are leased to qualified low-income 
persons or families. The Authority receives an operating subsidy for these 
units from HUD. The projects were financed by HUD, and the debt service on 
the borrowings is paid by HWJ. The Authority has received funding for the 
construction of I 0  additional public housing units, which The Authority plans 
to construct during the next year at the Austurbruin subdivision in Poulsbo. 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 HUD Fund Budget 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental lncome 
Investment Income 
Mmellaneou~ Income 
Subrtdicr and Ciranlr 
Sale of Real Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 
Decrease Fund Balance 

Told Fund Sources 

FUND USES 
Operating Ezpmses 

Admi~stralive Expense 
Operating and Program Expenses 
Utilities Expense 

Total Operating Expenrcr 

Other Fund Uses 
Interest Expense 
Bond asd Loan Pnnc~pal Payments 
Extraotdmry Msntcnnncc 
Cnpttsl Expendltvrer 
Gnntr, Subndler, and Loans 
Increare Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 

Total Other Fund User 

Total Fund Uses 

Combined 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
Actual Budget Budget Change 

349,138 317.718 320,920 1 o?? 
1.621661 1.812.030 1.687.410 -69% 
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Seclion 8 Vouchers 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
Actual Budget Budget Chanqe 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental Income 
Invenment Income 1,468 
Mscellancour Income 20.737 28.800 28,100 -2 4% 
Subr~d~es and Granls 302.027 323.032 227.000 -29 7% 
Sale of Real Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 

0 Decresrc Fund Balance 
r 

Total Fund Sources 324.232 351.832 255.100 -27 5% 

FUND USES 
Oprntmg Expense 

Adm~~r t ra l~vc  Expense 44.614 29.800 29.100 -2 3% 
Operalmg and Program Expenses 279,618 322.032 226.000 -29 8% 
Ulllltler Expense 

Total Operatmg Expenses 324,232 351.832 255.100 -27 5% 

Olhrr  Fund USIS 
Interest Expenre 
Bond and Loan Principal Paymcnlr 
Extraordinary Mvnlenance 
Capztd Expenditures 
Grants, Subsidies, and Loans 
lncrsore Fund Bdance 
Fund Transfers 

Total 0th" Fund U s n  

T o l d  Fund Uses 324.232 351.832 255.100 -27 5% 

Section 8 Certificates 

FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
Actual Budget Budgel Change 

Olhrr Fund USIS 
Interen Expense 428 7.481 130 -98 lo% 
Bond and Loan Principal Paymants 2.984 2.400 1000% 
Extraordinary Maintenance 
Capntal Expend~lures 
Grants, Subsidies, and Loans 
Lncrcase Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 

Total Other Fund Uses 3.412 7,481 2.530 -66 2% 

Total Fund Use$ 1.281.178 1.437.201 1.376.380 -42% 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 HUD Fund Budget 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental lncomc 
Invcrtmnt Income 
Mmellaneour lncomc 
Subsidler and Grants 
Sale of Real Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 
Decrease Fund Balance 

Total Fund Sourrrs 

FUND USES 
Operaling Expenses 

Adrmniarativs Expcnsc 
Operating and Program Expenses 
Utilities Expense 

Total Operating Expenses 
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Public Housing 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
Actual Budget Budget Chanpe 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental Income 201.582 187.000 201.730 7 9?? 
Investment Income 17.080 11.370 10,960 -3 6% 
M~rcellaneour Income 23.732 11.250 23.500 1089.h 
Subrndnes and Grantr 278,031 256.784 476.060 85 4% 
Sale of Red Estate 
Loan and Bond Praceedr 
Fund Tranrferr 
Decrease Fund Balance 20.615 24.500 17.000 -30 6% 

0 
j Total Fund Sources 54 1.040 490.904 729.250 48 6% 
N 

FUND USES 
Oprrsling Erpcnrrr 

Adrmrnrtratwc Expense 154.216 160.849 165.890 3 I%  
Operallng and Program Expenrcr 214.585 187.347 213.490 140% . 
Ul~l~ltes Expense 66.127 65.150 76.150 169% 

Total Operalmg Expcnrer 434.928 413.346 455.530 10 2% 

Other Fund User 
Interen Expenw 38,266 17.392 36,260 -3 0% 
Bond and Loan Pnnapsl Paymenlr 14.192 15.666 16.800 7 2% 
Fnraordmnry Mamanance 2,355 11.090 100 0% 
Capital Expendsturer 50.699 24,500 199,570 714 6% 

Grants. Subadles. and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 10,000 1000% 

Total Olher Fund Uses 106.112 77.558 273,720 252 9% 

T o l d  Fund User 541.040 490.904 729.250 48 6% 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 HUD Fund Budget 

Public Housing Development 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Propored Percent 
Actual Budget Budget Change 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental lncome 
Invenmea Income 
Mmcellaneour lncome 
Subndter and Grants 13.699 1.139.867 693.500 lOOO% 
Sale oiReal Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 
Decrease Fund Balance 99 

T o l d  Fund Sources 13.798 1.119.867 693.500 100 0% 

FUND USES 
Operatin8 Expmrrs 

Adrninirtralivc Expense 
OpcrMing and Program Expenses 
Utilities Expense 

Total Operatmg Expenses 

Other Fund USIS 
Interest Expense 
Bond and Loan Principal Payments 
Extrsordmry Mnmtenmce 
Capital Expenditures 13.798 1.139.867 693.500 1000% 
Grantr, Subsidies, and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 

Total Other Fund Uses 13.798 1.139.867 693.500 IOOCi% 

To ld  Fund U m  13.798 1,139,867 693.500 IWO% 
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Special Revenue Fund 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
1998 Budget 

REHAB - In September, 1983. and again in 1993 and subsequent years. The 
Authority was assigned loans made by Kitsap County to low-income county 
residents for the purpose of rehabilitating their residences. The interest-free 
deferred notes call for repayment upon sale of the residence or aher 20 years. 
whichever comes lirst. The notes are secured by liens on the homes. The 
Authority must use the note proceeds for a home rehabilitation program or for 
any other Community Development Block Grant eligible activity allowed by 
HUD. 

SELF-HELP HOUSING PROGRAM - The Housing Authority has a 
grant through the U.S. Department of  Agriculture - Rural Development 
(formerly Farmers Home Administration) to provide technical assistance to 
low-income families in building their own homes in Kitsap, Mason, Clallam, 
and Jefferson Counties. The Self-Help Program is structured to teach 
construction skills to  program panicipants while they build their homes. The 
program assisted 33 families in completing their own homes during the past 
year at various sites in Kitsap and Mason Counties. The Self-llelp Program 
cuncnlly has 16 homes under construction in Kitsap County, and is planning 
the construction of  33 more homes during the next year at various sites. 
including 8 homes in Jefferson County. The Program is currently funded 
through June of 1999. 

SELF-HELP HOUSING PROGRAM GRANTS - The Self-Help 
Housing Program recieves funds from the Washington Housing Trua Fund and 
Kitsap County to provide down payment assistance in the form of second 
mortgages to families with additional special needs. This program also 
administers the USDA-RD Section 502 loan draws for the program 
panicipants. 
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venue Fund (Conrmued) 

SELF-HELP HOUSING OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM (SHOP) - 
The Authority recieved a $295,659 pan t  from the Housing Assistance Council 
(HAC) to provide development funds for SelEHelp Housing projects. When 
the funds are repaid to The Authority, i t  may retain 75% for other housing 
programs. The remaining ZS?A wi l l  be repaid to the HAC. 

FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY PROGRAM (FSS) - The Authority 
administers a voluntary program, funded by HUD, to assist public housing and 
Section 8 residents anain financial independence. A case manager works with 
residents to define goals and set up individual action plans. Residents are also 
connected with other suppon services which may help them leave the welfare 
system or low paying jobs. 

DRUG ELIMINATION GRANT - The Authority administers grant 
funding from HUD to facilitate alternative activilies and programs targeted at 
youth and adult residents of the Public Housing Projects owned by The 
Authority. The goal o f  this program is to foster drug-free neighborhoods. 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 Special Revenue Fund Budget 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental Income 
lnveament Income 
Mtscellaneous Income 
Subsidler and Grants 
Sale of Real Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 
Decrease Fund Balance 

Total Fund Sourcer 

FUND USES 
Operating Expenses 

Admirirtrativc Expense 
Operating and Program Expenrcr 
Utilities Expense 

Total Operatmg Expenses 

Olher Fund Usa 
Interest Expense 
Bond and Loan Pnne~pal Payments 
Extraordinary Maintenance 
Capital Expenditures 
Grants. Subsidies. and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 

Total Other Fund User 

Told Fund User 

Combined 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
Actual Budget t)ud$et Change 



Kitsap County Consolidateu nuusrang nuthority 
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FUND SOURCES 
Rental Income 
Invrrunent Income 
Mmellaneous Income 
Subsidies and Grants 
Sale o f  Real Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 
Decrease Fund Balance 

0 Toa l  Fund Sources 
b 
N 

Rehabilitation Program 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Prapored Percent 
Actual Budgel Budget Change 

FUND USES 
Operating Exprnlrr 

Adrmrunratwe Expense 
Operatmg and Program Expenses 
Uulntus Expense 

Total Operatwg Expenses 

Other Fund Uses 
Interest Expense 
Bond and Loan Pnnc~pal Paymenls 
Extraordinary Mairenmee 
Capital Expcnditurcs 
Grants. Subsidies, and Loans 149.911 95,WO 196,200 106.5% 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 20.000 1000% 

Total Other Fund User 149.91 1 95.000 216.200 1276% 

T o l d  Fund User 209,601 121.578 247.800 97 3% 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 Special Revenue Fund Budget 

Self-Help Housing Program 
(Section 523 Grant) 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1991 Proporcd Percent 
Aclual Budget Budget Change 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental lncome 
Invcrtmenl Income 
Mmcllmcous Income 
Subrbdter and Grams 249.595 327,204 326.100 -0 3% 
Sale of Real Enae 
Loan and Bond Prosecdr 
Fund Transfers 2.258 
Decrease Fund Balance 

Total Fund Sources 251,851 327.204 326,100 -03% 

FUND USES 
Opcrmng Exprnsrr 

Admomrlrnttve Expense 
Operatmg and Program Expenses 249.595 327,204 324.100 -09% 
Uttln~es Expense 

T a d  Operalmg Exprnrcr 249.595 327,204 324.100 -09% 

Other Fund Uscr 
Interest Expense 
Bond and Loan Principal Payments 
Enraordinary Maintenance 
Capttal Expenditures 2.258 
Grants. Subsidler, and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Tranrfm 

Total Other Fund User 2.258 2,000 I000.h 

Total Fund Uses 251.851 327.204 326.100 -0.3% 
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Self-Help Housing Program 
Unrestricted 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
Actual Budget Budget Change 

FUND SOURCES 
Rentnl lncomc 
Investment Income 
Mtrcellaneour Income 
Substdler and Grants 
Sale o f  Real Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Trrnrterr 
Decrease Fund Balance 

p Total Fund Sourca - 
FUND USES 

Operating Expenses 
Admtrunratwe Expense 
Operalmg and Program Expenses 
Utht~er Expense 

Total Operattng Expenses 

Olhcr Fund User 
Interest Expense 
Bond and Loan Pnnapd Payments 
Extraord~nary Mamtenance 
Cap~tal Expend~tures 
Grants. Subnd~cr. and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Tranrkrr 

Total Other Fund Urcr 

To ld  Fund Uses 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 Special Revenue Fund Budget 

Self-Help Housing Program 
Grants 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
Actual Budget Bud~et Change 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental lncomc 
lnvcstment lncomc 
Mmellaneous Income 
Subrider and Grantr 47.300 100.000 1000% 
Sale oCReal Enate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 2.195.000 3.440.000 1,680,000 7 0% 
Fund Transfers 
Decrease Fund Balance 

Tala1 Fund Sources 2.242.300 3.440.000 3.780.000 9 9% 

FUND USES 
Operalmg Expmrn 

Admrnmralws Expsnrs 
Opsratmg and Program Expcnrer 47.300 100.000 100 0% 
Ut~lntner Expense 

Told Operaiing Expcnres 47.1W lOO.WO 1M)O.A 

Other Fund Uses 
Interest Expense 
Bond and Loan Pnne~pal Payments 
Enraordmary Muntenance 
Capml Expcndtturer 
Grants. Subadas. and Loans 2.195.000 1,440,000 3,680.000 7 0% 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 

Total Other Fund Uses 2,195,000 3.440.000 3.680.000 7 0% 

Total Fund User 2,242,100 3.440.000 1.780.000 9 9% 
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Self-Help Housing Opportunity Program (SHOP) 

FY 1998 
FY 19% FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
Actual Budgel Budget Change 

FUND SOURCES 
Renlal Income 
Iwertn,enl hmme 
M~rccllaneous Income 221.250 1000% 
Subadtcr and Grants 295.000 100 0% 
Sale of Real Erlsle 
Loan md Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 
Decrease Fund Balance 

Total Fund Sourccr 516.250 100 0% 

P a FUND USES 
Oprrstlng Erprnrrr 

Adnunsrtrstwc Expense 
Operaung and Program Expenxr 295,000 l00O.A 
Ut~Imer Expense 

T a d  Operatmg Expenses 295.000 I00 (PA 

Olher Fund User 
lntcrerr Expense 
Bond and Loan Ptincipal Payments 
Extraordinary Maintenance 
Capital Expenditures 
Grants. Subsidies. and Loans 
Increase Fund Bslsncc 
Fund Tranrrerr 

Told Other Fund Uacs 221.250 1OOO.h 

Tolal Fund User 516.250 l W 0 %  

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 Special Revenue Fund Budget 

Drug Elimination Grant 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Pcrcenl 
Actual Budget Bud$!el Change 

FUND SOURCES 
Renlal Income 
Investment Income 
M~scellmcaur lncomc 
Subsdm and Gram 10.316 21.791 64.250 131 2% 
Sale oTReaI Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 
Decrease Fund Balance 

To ld  Fund Saurcrr 10,316 27.791 64.250 131 2% 

FUND USES 
Opersting Exprnrtr 

Admmrtrnlwc Expense 7,419 17.841 18.000 0 9% 
Operatmy and Program Expenses 2.877 9.950 46.250 364 8% 
Ulhuer Expense 

Total Operatmg Expenses 10.316 27.791 64,250 131 2% 

Other Fund User 
Interest Expense 
Bond and Loan Principal Payments 
Extraordinary Maintenance 
Cap8lsl Expendilurer 
Grants. Subsidies, and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 

Total Other Fund User 

To ld  Fund User 10.316 27.791 64.250 131 2% 
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Enterprise Fund 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
1998 Budget 

The Enterprise Fund was established to account for operations that are financed 
and operated in a manner similar to private business enterprises. The intent of 
The Authority is for costs (expenses, including depreciation) of providing 
homes and services to low income individuals and families on a continuing 
basis be financed or recovered primarily through user charges. The Enterprise 
Fund includes the following programs which are under the control of The 
Authority: 

PORT ORCHARD VALLEY APARTMENTS - The 72 rental units are 
located in nine buildings and consist of 24 two bedroodone bath units of 847 
square feet and 48 three bedroodone and one-half bath units of 1050 square 
feet. The buildings have an on site propeny management team and office. 
laundry, and storage areas. 

TREE TOPS I APARTMENTS - The 160 rental units are located in 
eighteen buildings and consist of 46 one bedroodone bath units of 785 square 
feet, 36 two bedroodone bath units of 920 square feet, 38 two bedroomltwo 
bath units of  995 square feet, 28 three bedroodtwo bath unit of 1.206 square 
feet and 12 three bedroomione-half bath townhouse units of 1,198 square feet. 
The buildings have an on site propeny management team and office, laundry. 
gymnasium, and storage area. 

TREE TOPS II APARTMENTS - The 110 rental units are located in ten 
buildings and consist of  30 one bedroomlone bath units of  785 square feet. 24 
two bedroodone bath units of 920 square feet. 24 two bedroomltwo bath units 
o f  995 square feet, and 32 three bedroomhwo bath units of  1,206 square feet. 
The buildings have an on site propeny management team and office, laundry, 
gymnasium, and storage area. 
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PARK PLACE APARTMENTS - The 86 rental units are in seven 
buildings i n  Port Orchard. The buildings contain 38 two bedroomlone bath 
units of 81 5 square feet and 48 three bedroodone and one-half bath units of 
980 squarr feet. The buildings have an on site property management team and 
office, laundry, and storage areas. 

KINGSTON RIDGE APARTMENTS - The 43 rental units are located in 
three buildings in Kingston. The builidngs contain four one bedroodone bath 
units of 748 square feet. 32 two bedroomltwo bath units o f  895 square feet and 
seven three bedroomltwo bath units o f  1.109 square feet. The buildings have 
an on site property management team and ofice, laundry, and storage areas. 

0 VIKING'S CRESTAPARTMENTS - The I20 units are eight three-story 
L 
N buildings in Poulsbo. The buildings have 24 one bedroodone bath units of 

823 square feet, 72 two bedroomltwo bath units of998 square feet and 24 three 
bedroodtwo bath units of 1.200 square feet. I t  is the goal o f  the Housing 
Authority to sell all these units within the next five years. 37 units have been 
sold as o f  June 30, 1997. The Authority expects to sell 12 more units during 
the next year. 

FJORD MANOR - Fjord Manor consists of 38 apartments located in 
Poulsbo, and is financed by a Farm Home Administration 515 Rural Rental 
Housing Loan Program for low income senior citizens. 

POULSBO COMMUNITY CENTER - The center is owned by The 
Authority and is financed by tax exempt bonds. The lower level and some 
offices on the upper level are leased to the County Health Dcpanment. 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
1998 Budget 

orrse Fund Kontmuedl 

FJORD GARDENS - Fjord Gardens consists o f  34 duplex type townhouses 
in Poulsbo. These units were financed with a $1,665,000 five (5) year tax 
exempt bond. They are rented to families with incomes below 80% of the 
county median income. The Authorily has the option o f  prepaying the bonds to 
provide home ownership opponunities. Sales o f  these townhouses began in 
December of 1995, with 15 units sold lhrough June, 1997. The Authority 
anticipates selling 10 more units during the next year. The Authority 
anticipates selling enough units to pay of f  the bonds at the next principal date 
in November, 1997. 

RHODODENDRON APARTMENTS - Rhododendron Apartments, 
located on Bainbridge Island, consists o f  38 one bedroodone bath units o f  583 
square feet and I 2  two bedroodone bath units of 720 square feet. This project 
was acquired by The Authority in May of 1996, and is financed by a U.S. 
Department o f  Agriculture - Rural Development Section 515 Program Loan 
and a $1,265,000 Tax Exempt Housing Revenue Bond. 

ORCHARD BLUFF - Orchard Bluff is a 88 pad mobile home park for very 
low income seniors in Port Orchard. The park was constructed for the former 
residents of the Norseland Mobile Home Park. This project was essentially 
complete in June, 1997, when it's first residents began to move in. I t  is 
anticipated that the new park wil l  be fully occupied by November. 1997 

DEVELOPMENT - The development program is funded by reimbursements 
from bond sales and financing fee charges. This account funds salaries and 
consultant contracts necessary to corry out the development work plan. 
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FUND SOURCES 
Rental Income 
lnvertment Income 
h4rcellaneour lncome 
Subridm and Grana 
Sale oPReal Erlale 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Tranrlerr 
Dccmarc Fund Balmce 

0 Total Fund Sources 
e 
N 

FUND USES 
Optrating Eapenstr 

Admlurlrattve Expense 
Operaung and Progrm Expenses 
U l ~ l ~ l m  Expense 

Told Operalmg Expenses 

Combined 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1097 Proposed Percent 
Actual Budgel Budgel Change 

Olhtr  Fund Uses 
lnlercsl Expense 2,612,557 2.356.961 2,527,680 7.2% 
Baad atd Loan Princlpd Paymetus 1,1l6,6l8 2.646.635 1.926.520 .27.2% 
Extraordinary Maintcnmcc 41.938 180.659 95.310 -47 2% 
Cap~lal Expenditures 1.851.233 250.388 2,413,810 8640% 
Grass. Subsidies. and Loanr 
Increase Fund Bdancc 1.042.877 9.500 25.150 1647% . . 
Fund Transfers 460.000 I W  0% 

Total Olher Fund Urer 8.665.223 5.444.143 7,448.470 368% 

Total Fund Uses 10,381,332 7.190.952 9.329.670 297% 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 Enterprise Fund Budget 

Port Orchard Valley 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1797 Proposed Pcrccnl 
Aaual Budget Budael Chanee 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental Income 451,199 466.628 468.570 0 4% 
lnverlmenl Income 19,314 11,500 I 1.850 I I% 
Mrcellaneous Income 14,827 10.200 11.260 104% 
Subsd~er and Grants 20.000 1000% 
Sale o f  Real Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 26,000 16.600 1000% 
Fund Transfers 23.300 60.000 157 5% 
Dccrearc Fund Balance 

Total Fund Sources 5 1  1.400 531.628 608.280 14 4% 

FUND USES 
Optrating Elpmses 

Administrative Expense 30.088 33.169 31.520 -5 0% 
Opernlmg and Program Expcnrcr 66,843 78.491 81.470 3 8% 
Uthurr Expense 51,478 53.940 53.940 0 0% 

Total Operatmg Expcnrer 148,409 165.600 166.930 0 8% 

Other Fund Uses 
Interest Expense 270.421 260.828 293.810 126% 
Bond ad Lorn Pnncspd Payments 8 1,901 80.000 87.540 9 4% 
Exlraordulary Mumcname 10.073 6.000 I0.UUU 66 7% 
Capad Expendmver 19,200 40.000 108 3% 
Grants. Subnder. and Loans 
lncresre Fund Balance 590 
Fund Transfers 10.000 

Total Other Fund User 362.991 366.028 441.350 206% 

T o l d  Fund User 511.400 531.628 608.280 14 4% 
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Tree Tops 1 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
Actual Budget Budget Chaqe  

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
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Tree Tops 11 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
ACIU~I Budget Budgel Change 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental income 
Investment Income 
Mmellaneour lncomc 
Subridm and Grants 
Sale of Real Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 
Decrease Fund Balance 

Total Fund Sourcrr 
0 

FUND USES 
Operating E x p m r a  

Admi~strative E ~ p s n s  
Operating and Pragrm Expenrcr 
Utililicr Expense 

Told Operating Expenses 

Olhcr Fund User 
Interest Expense 
Bond and Loan Principal Payments 
Extraordin~ry Maintenance 
Captal Expenditures 
Grams, Subsidler, and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Tranrferr 

Total Other Fund Vrcr 

Told  Fund Uses 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental Income 750.045 755,999 734.550 -2 8% 
lnverlment Income 35.976 33,000 42.560 290% 
h4neellaneaur Income 40.770 30.576 23.860 -22 0% 
Subrndm and Cnantr 
Sale ofRcal Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Tranrferr 
Decrease Fund Balance 

Total Fund Sources 826.791 819.575 800.970 -2 3% 

FUND USES 
Operating Expcnsrr 

Administrative Expense 68.801 64.835 57.270 -1 1 7% 
Operatmg and Program Expcnxr 139.405 141,642 147.940 4 4?/. 
Uttlltler Expenre 59.461 62.952 57,420 -8 8% 

Total Operstwg Expenrer 267.667 269,429 262.630 -2 5% 

Olher Fund User 
lntncst Expense 427.836 418.685 415.340 -0 8% 
Bond and Loan Pnnclpal Paymenls 75.000 80.000 85.000 6 3% 
Extraordmary Mamtenance 
Capital Expendsturtr 51.461 18.000 -65 0% 
Grants. Subndler, and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 56.288 20000 IOOO?? 
Fund Transfers 

Total Other Fund User 559,124 550,146 538.340 -2 I% 

Told Fund Uses 826.791 819.575 800.970 -2 3% 



Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 Enterprise Fund Budget 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental lncome 
Investment lncome 
M~rcellaneous lncome 
Subsdicr and Grants 
Sale of Real Enate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 
Decrease Fund Balance 

0 To ld  Fund Sources 
..A 

L 
FUND USES 

Operating Expcnrcr 
Admin~rtrativc Expense 
Operating and Program Expenses 
Utilities Expense 

Total Operating Expenses 

Other Fund Use  
Interest Expense 
Bond and Loan Pnnc~pal Payments 
Emraord~nary Maantenmice 
Capital Expenditures 
Grants. Subsidies, and Loanr 
lncrease Fund Balancc 
Fund Transfers 

Total Other Fund Uses 

Ta td  Fund Use% 

Park Place 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY I997 Proposed Percent 
Actual Sudgct Budget Change 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 Enterprise Fund Budget 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental lncome 
Investment lncome 
Missellaneour lncome 
Subsidler and Grantr 
Sale dRcsl  Enae 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Tmnsferr 
Dccrwse Fund Balance 

Total Fund Sourrrr 

FUND USES 
Operating Expmrrr 

Admini%trstive Expense 
Operaling and Program Expenses 
Ulil~ticr Expense 

Total Operating Expenses 

Kingston Ridge 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
Actual Budget Budget Change 

Other Fund U ~ c r  
Interest Expenre 
Bond and Loan P.ne~psl Payments 
Extraordinary Maintenance 
Capital Expenditures 
Grants. Subsidies, and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 

Total Olhcr Fund User 

Total Fund Urrs 



Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 Enterprise Fund Budget 

Viking's Crest 

FY 1998 
F Y  1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percen~ 
Actual Budgel Budget Change 

CUND SOURCES 
Rcntal Income 608,623 579.480 517,140 -108% 
lnverlment Income 118.415 38 .W 52.980 394% 
Mscellancuur I n r u m  18,777 12.955 10.020 -22 7% 
Subr~dm and Grmtr 
Salc o f  Real Estate 696.898 1,687,500 575.000 -65 9% 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 
Decrease Fund Balance 

0 
724.842 

Total Fund Sources 2,167,555 2.317.935 1.155.140 -502% 

FUND USES 
Operating E r p r n r n  

Adminimalive Expenrc 123.943 79.761 86,640 8 6% 
Operating and Progrm Expenses 137.679 118.887 128.730 8 3% 
Ullll l lel Expense 81,603 73.030 54.990 -24 7% 

lo ta l  Operatmg txpenws 341.225 271,678 270,360 -0 5% 

Other Fund User 
Interea Expense 378.537 322.739 288.780 -10 5% 
Bond and Loan Pnnctpal Payments 1.410.000 1,635,500 540.000 .67 0% 
Errmordmary Mantenanee 12,900 88.018 26,000 -70 5% 
Capital Expendtuxes 22,893 20,000 100 0% 
Grants, Subndar. and Loanr 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Tranrfcrs 10.000 1000% 

Total Other Fund User 1,824,330 2,046,257 884.780 -56 8% 

Total Fund U a s  2.167.555 2.317.935 1.155.140 -50 2% 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
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Fjord Manor 

FV 1998 
FY 1996 F Y  1997 Proposed Percent 
Actual Budget Budjet Change 

FUND SOURCES 
R e n d  Income 86.646 77.427 88.600 14 4% 
lnvcrlment Income 7.366 6.500 7.900 21 5% 
Mtrcellsnoous Income 2.645 2.400 2.000 -16 7% 
Substdm and Grants 115.488 38.113 114.600 196 0% 
Sale o f  Real Estuc 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 
Decrease Fund Balance 5.790 100 0% 

T o l d  Fund Seurces 212.145 125.040 218.890 75 1% 

FUND USES 
Operating Exprnsrr 

Administrative Expenre 25.576 27,679 31.850 IS I% 
Opcramg and Program Expenses 25.379 28.143 24.510 -12 9% 
U!ililicr Expcnre 27.432 28.400 28.230 -0 6% 

Total Operating Expenses 18.387 84.222 84.590 0 4 %  

Olh r r  Fund User 
Interes Expense 116.117 35.1 17 11 5.530 229 0% 
Bond and Lorn Principal Payments 3.177 3.770 IOOO?? 
Extraordinary Maintenance 
Capnsl Expenditures 4.324 5,101 5.000 -12 3% 
Grantr. Subsidisr, and Loanr 
Increase Fund Balance 10.140 
Fund Transfers 10,000 100 0% 

Told Other Fund User 133.758 40.818 134.300 229 0% 

Total Fund Uses 212.145 125.040 218.890 75 1% 
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FUND SOURCES 
Rental lncome 

Poulsbo Community Center 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Propored Percent 
Actual Bud~et  Budget Change 

Investment Income 12.922 14,100 7.190 -490% 
Mmrllaneour Income 186 60 100 0% 
Subr~doer and Grants 
Sale of Real Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 15.730 
Fund 1 ransferr 
Decrease Fund Balance 

n - 
j 
h) Told Fund Sourrcr 121.347 131.072 126.330 -3 6% 

FUND USES 
Opcrmng Expenses 

Adm,nlrlralwc Expense 8.372 12.399 6.150 -504% 

Operaung and Program Expenses 7.060 21.800 20.790 -4 6% 
Utht~cs Expcnre 

Total Operalmg Expcnrcr 15.432 34,199 26.940 -21 2% 

Other Fund Uses 
Interest Expense 68.539 6U.498 59.240 -2 1% 
Band and Loan Pnnapal Payments 35.000 30.000 30.000 
Enraordlnary Mamenance 1.740 4,000 5,000 25 0% 

Capttal Expend~tures 636 2,375 .I00 0% 
Grdntr, Subudw, and bans 
Increase Fund Balance 5.150 1000% 
Fund Transfers 

Total Other Fund User 105.915 96.873 99.390 2 6% 

Told Fund Uses 121.347 131.072 126.330 -3 6% 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 Enterprise Fund Budget 

Fjord Gardens 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
Actual Budget Budget Chanpe 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental Income 187.412 187.200 67.000 -64 2% 
Investment Income 69.852 12.000 16.700 39 2% 
t&cellancaur Income 6.186 6.360 2.080 -67 3% 
Subndm and Grants 
Sale of Real Estae 363.191 569.600 753.000 32 2% 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 1,665,000 
Fund Transfers 
Decrease Fund Balance 533.500 1000% 

Told Fund Sources 2.291.641 775.160 1.372.280 770% 

FUND USES 
Operating Erpcnrrr 

Admimnrauve Expenre 45.051 50.73 1 47.552 -6 3% 

Operating and Program Expenses 8 1.307 36.613 29,898 -18.3% 
Vciliries Expense 25.651 t2.500 i5.270 22 2% 

Total Operaung Expenses 152.009 99.844 92.720 -71% 

Other Fund User 
lnlcrerl Expense 189.781 65.l8l 30.000 -54 0% 
Bond and Loan Pr~nsnpal Payments 1,260,000 556.135 875.000 57 3% 
Extraordmary Mantenance 17.225 54,000 24.560 -54 5% 
Capttnl Expend~ares 24.821 
Grams. Subadter, and Loam 
lncrerrc Fund Balance 647 805 
Fund Transfers 350,000 1000% 

Total Other Fund User 2.139.632 675.316 1.279.560 89 5% 

Told  Fund Uses 2.291.641 775.160 1,172,280 770% 
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Rhododendron 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Propored Percenl 
Aced  Budget Budgel Change 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental Income 16,426 177.735 168.560 -5 2% 
lnverlment Income 43 9.097 10.830 19 1% 
Mrcellaneour Income 3.997 3,860 5.720 48 2% 
Subrtdlcr and Grants 80.697 112.970 400% 
Sale o f  Real Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 1.836.558 
Fund Transfers 

p Decrease Fund Balance 22.OW I W  0% 

;; Total Fund Sources 1.857.024 271.389 320.080 17 9% 

FUND USES 
Oycrnting Exprnrrs 

Admimstralive Ex~mse 
Operating and Program Expenses 812 56.693 65.970 164% 
Utilities Expcnrc 38,457 34.230 -11 0% 

Total Operaling Expenses 6,390 134.782 155.330 152% 

Other Fund Uses 
Interest Expense 48.216 104,607 119.600 14 3% 
Bond and Loan Pnncspal Payments 15,000 20.210 34 7% 
Enraordtnary Mamtenance 7,500 19.940 165 9% 
Capral Expcndmurcr 1,588.100 
Grants. Subsndar. and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 214.318 9.500 -1000% ~ ~ ~ ~~~~ - -  

Fund Transfers 5.000 1000% 
Total Other Fund User 1.850.634 136.607 164.750 206% 

Total Fund Uscr 1.857.024 271.389 320.080 11 9% 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
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Orchard Bluff 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1917 Proposed Percent 
Aaual Budget Budget Change 

FUND SOURCES 
Rcnral Income 186.240 100 0% 
lnverlmcnl Income 6,370 100 0% 
Mxcrllmeour Income 
Subrldm and Grants 570.000 100 0% 

Sale of Real Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 210.078 18,000 1000% 

Fund Transfers 
Decrease Fund Balance 

To ld  Fund Sources 2 10.078 780610 1000% 

FUND USES 
Operating Ezprnsrr 

Adm~wrtral~vc Expense 79.130 1000% 

Opcratmg and Program Expenses 31.240 1000% 

Ut~I f i~ r r  Expense 32.350 1000% 

Told Opcratmg Expenses 142.720 1000% 

Other Fund User 
Interen Expense 114.290 100 0% 
Bond and Loan Pnnc~pal Paymeas 20,000 100w/. 

Exlraordmsry Mamenancc 
Capwl Expcndnures 210,078 493.600 100 0% 
Grants, Subndles, and Loans 
lncrcsrc Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 10000 1000% 

Told Other Fund User 210.078 637.890 100 0% 

To ld  Fund User 210,078 780.610 1000% 
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Development 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
Aclual Budget Budset Chinyc 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental Income 
Invesmenl Income 
Mmellaneaus lncomc 
Subsidies and Grants 
Sale of Real Estste 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 60,056 1,800,000 2897.2% 
Fund Transfers 

0 Decrease Fund Balmce 
L 
I4 

Tetd  Fund Sources 60.056 1.800.000 2897 2% 

FUND USES 
Operatmg Expcnscs 

Admmnralwe Expense 
Opcratmg and Progrm Expenses 
Ut~ltl~es Expense 

Told Operatmg Expenses 

Other Fund Uses 
lacrcn Expense 
Bond and Lom Pnncspal Payments 
Enraordmiuy Muntemnce 
Caplle.1 Expendtlvrer 60.056 1.775.W 2855 6% 
Grants, Subosd~es. and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Tranaferr 25.000 1000% 

Total Other Fund UKS 60,056 1.800.000 2897 2% 

Note FY 1996 Actual and FY 1997 Budget figures have been ad~uncd for projeclr whlch were 
rubsranually complete at June 30, 1997 The amounts have been rcclarnfied to the related detad 
budget schedule for sumpanson puupvres 
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The General Fund is used to account for all financial resources except those 
required to be accounted for in another fund. Included in the budget is 
approximately $60.000 committed to training, education. and related travel for 
staff o f  The Authority, Kitsap County, and the Cities which The Authority 
serves. The training is expected to cover aspects o f  housing development, new 
technologies, and innovative financing techniques. 

NIMITZ CERTIFICATES & VOUCHERS - The Nimitz Programs 
provide rent subsidies i n  the form of  46 Section 8 certificates and 22 Section 8 
vouchers. This special set-aside of subsidies from HUD is a joint program for 

P the Housing Authorities o f  Kitsap and Snohomish counties (Cities o f  

i; Bremeflon and Everett). The Snohomish County Housing Authority is the 
actual grantee o f  the program, which has in turn passed the subsidics through to 
The Authority. The purpose o f  the program is to mitigate the impact of the 
homeponing o f  the US. Navy Aircraft Carrier Nimitz and i t s  accompanying 
battle group. The subsidies passed on to this Housing Authority will continue 
in Kitsap County until the Nimitz moves permanently to its home pon o f  
Everett. which is expected sometime in the next four years. 

LOCAL FUND - The Local Fund is used to acquire equipment and other 
capital assets which are used by more than one fund operated by The 
Authorily. The cost of these assets is recovered by charges to the funds which 
use them 

HOME OWNERSHIP - The Home Ownership Program is a vehicle used 
by The Authority to assist low-income families in acquiring their own homes. 
Under this program The Authority typically contracts to have a home built for a 
low-income family. The Authority then provides subsidized financing which 
enables a low-income family to purchase the home with a loan payment level 
that is affordable. As mortgages are repaid, the funds are used for other home 
ownership programs. 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
1998 Budget 

General Fund 60- 

PROPERTY MANAGEMENT - The Authority provides property 
management services under contract to The Rhododendron Apartments and 
The Golden Tides I1 Limited Partnership. The Authority expects that in the 
future there will be more demand for its expertise in this area. 

FAMILY HOUSING OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM (FHOP) - The 
Authority established this program to facilitate home ownership for low- 
income families when there are no other applicable funding sources available. 
Revenue sources are generated from management and development fees earned 
by The Authority, as well as contributions from the general public. 
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FUND SOURCES 

Rental lncome 
Investment Income 
M~scellaneous lncome 
Subridier and Grants 
Salt o f  Real Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 
Uccreare Fund Balance 

P 
c. 
N Tot.! Fund Sources 

Combined 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Proporcd Percent 
Actud Budga Budge1 Chsnve 

FUND USES 
Oprraing Espmses 

Adrmmslratwe Expense 120.885 157,669 152,380 -3 4% 
Opcraung and Program Expenses 382.044 437.720 407,510 -6 9% 

Ut~lmes Expense 10.862 8,980 9.520 6 0% 
Total Operstwg Expenses 513.791 604.369 569.410 -58% 

Othcr Fund Uses 
Interest Expense 
Bond and Loan Principal Paymenls 
Enraordmy Maintenance 
Capatal ExptndiluTes 
Grants. Subsidler, and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Transiers 

Total Other Fund Uses 

To ld  Fund Uses 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 General Fund Budget 

Nimitz Certilicates 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Propored Percent 
Actual Budget Budpct Change 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental lncome 
Inucrtmea lncome 
Mmellaneour lncome 
Subsidies and Grants 242.706 244.825 225.900 -7 7% 
Sale of Real Enatc 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 
Decrease Fund Bdance 816 

Total Fund Sourrw 243.522 244.825 225.900 -7 7% 

FUND USES 
Opcnting Expenses 

Admininralive Expenre 23,094 
Operating and Program Expenses 220.428 244.825 225.900 -7 7% 
UtilVier Expense 

Total Operating Expenses 243,522 244.825 225.900 -7 7% 

Other Fund USIS 
Interest Expense 
Bond and Loan Principal Paymcntr 
Ewsordinay Mamtenance 
Capad Expendilures 
Gnnts. Subsidies. and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 

Total Othcr Fund Uses 

Total Fund Uses 243.522 244.825 225.900 -7 7% 
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Nimitz Vouchers 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
Actual Budget Budget Chanse 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental lncome 
Invcslmcnt lncome 
Msccllaneous lncome 
Subrldler and Grants 92,322 93,215 79.800 1 4  4% 
Salc ofRcal Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Trmrferr 

p Decrease Fund Balance 1.180 

+ 
N Tatal Fund Sources 93.502 93.215 79.800 -14 4% 

FUND USES 
Operating Expcnrrr 

Adrnm#rtratwc Expense 10,387 
Opcramg and Program Expmwr 83.115 93.215 79,800 -14 4% 
Uttl8t1es Expense 

Told Operatmg Expenses 93.502 93,215 79.800 -14 4% 

Olhcr Fund USIS 
Interest Expcnw 
Bond and Loan Principal Payments 
Extraordinary Maintenance 
Capsal Expendttures 
Grantr. Subsidies, and Loans 
Increme Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 

Total Other Fund U ~ t r  

Total Fund User 93.502 93.215 79.800 -14 4% 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
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Local Fund 

FY 1998 

FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
Actual Budget Budget Change 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental Income 
lnvertmenl Income 166 
Mtscellaneour Income 
Subsldtcr and Grants 
Salc of Red Estate 
Lam and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 32,327 48.267 200.000 314 4% 
Deereaw Fund Balance 1.304 

Total Fund Sources 33.797 48.267 200.000 314 4% 

FUND USES 
Operating Expenses 

Administrative Expenre 1.130 
Operating and Program Expenses 1.083 
Ul i l i tm Expense 

Tolal Opcralmg Expenrer 2,213 

Other Fund Urcr 
Interest Expense 599 
Bond and Loan Pnnctprl Paymenlr 19,584 
Extraordmary Mamtenance 
Capital Expendnturer 11,401 48.267 200,000 314 4% 
Grants. Subndter, md  Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 

Total Other Fund Urcs 31.584 48.267 200000 3144% 

Tocd Fund U u r  33.797 48.267 200.000 3 14 4% 



Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 General Fund Budget 

Home Ownership 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Pcrcenl 
Actual Budget Budgcl Change 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental lncome 
lnvrstment Income 947 
Mmcllaneous lncome 
Subsnd~cr and Grane 
Sate oiReal Eslale 
Loan md  Bond Proceeds 123,650 29.100 -100 0% 
Fund Tranrferr 61.440 1000% 

0 Decrease Fund Balance 

& 
Total Fund Sources 724.597 29.100 61.440 1069.h 

FUND USES 
Operating Erprnrrs 

Adminirtrstlve Expense 
Operatmg and ProgrM Expenses 1,144 5.361 -IW.O% 
Ut~ lu te~ E~penK 

Total Operating Expenses 1.144 5.361 -1000% 

Other Fund Uses 
Interest Expense 21.928 24,339 .lOOO?? 
Bond and Loan Principal Payments 
Extraordinary Mwtcnance 
Caprtal Expenditures 41.440 1000% 
Grants, Suhridier. and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 701.525 
Fund Transfers 20.000 1000% 

Total Other Fund Uses 723.453 24.339 61.440 1524% 

T o l d  Fund Usa 724.597 29.100 61.440 1069% 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 General Fund Budget 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental lncome 
lnvcrlment Income 
M~rsellancour lncomc 

Property Management 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1991 Proposed Percent 
Aclual Budp l  B u d w  Change 

Subsidies and Grants 
Sale oiReal Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Trsnrferr 
Decrease Fund Balance 

Total Fund Sources 18.003 66.462 116.710 756% 

FUND USES 
Operatong Expenses 

Admmwratwe Expense 37,335 58.200 55 9% 
Operamg and Program Expmres 18.003 21.729 38.510 77 2% 
U t h t m  Expense 

Total Operalmg Expcnrer 18.003 59,064 96.710 63 7% 

Othrr Fund Uses 
Interest Expcnre 
Bond and Loan Pnncipal Payments 
Enraardmary Maintenance 
Capnal Expenditures 
Grants. Subsidler. and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 7.398 20,000 170 3% 

Told Olher Fund User 7.398 20.000 170 3% 

Toll1 Fund Uses 18.003 66.462 116.710 756% 



Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
FY 1998 General Fund Budget 

Family Housing Opportunity Program (FHOP) 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental Income 
Investment Income 
Mossellaneour Income 
Subrndies and Grants 
Sale of Real E a a a  
Lam .nd Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 

p Decrease Fund Balance 

F; Total Fund Sources 

FUND USES 
Operating E~pcnses 

Administratwe Expense 
Operatmg and Program Expenm 
Utilitwr Expense 

Total Operating Expcnws 

Other Fund User 
Interen Enpcnac 
Bond and Loan Pnncspsl Payments 
Extraordma~y Muntenmcc 
Capnal Expend~turts 
Grants. Subad~cs, and Lows 

FY 1998 
FY 1996 FY 1997 Proposed Percent 
Actual Budm Budpl Chan~e  

Increase Fund Balance 2,310 
Fund Transfers 49,531 40.869 160,180 2919% 

Total Other Fund Uses 199.648 1.061.269 4.792.500 351 6% 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
1998 Budget 

Component Units Fund 

Told Fund Uses 355.055 1.263.173 4.959.5(XI 2926% 



Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
1998 Budget 

GOLDEN TIDES II LIMITED PARTNERSHIP - The Authority's 
first tax credit project. Golden Tides 11, is a 44 unit complex located in 
Silverdale, which was completed in March of 1996. The complex i s  designed 
t o  house very l o w  and extremely l o w  income senior citizens. This project is  
organized as a l imited partnership, in which The  Authority is the Managing 
General Partner. 

19th HOLE LIMITED PARTNERSHIP (MADRONA MANOR) - 
Madrona Manor i s  scheduled to  be complete b y  July, 31. 1997. w i th  it's first 
tenants mov ing in o n  August 1, 1997. I t  i s  a 40 unit complex located in Port 

0 Orchard, and is designed to  house very l o w  to  moderate income senior citizens. 

i; This project i s  also organized as a l imi ted partnership, in which The Authority 
i s  the Managing General Partner. 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
1998 Component Units Budget 

Combined I 
1997 1998 

I996 Propoxd Pmporcd Percent 
Actual Budget Budeet Change 

FUND SOURCES 
Rental Income 99.794 191.570 281.740 47 1% 
lovestment Income 9,657 300 400 33 3% 
Mlscellaneour lneomc 2.514 4.380 6.120 397% 
Subsldles and Grants 1,652,830 1,716.470 -1000% 
Sale of Red Enate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 2.1 16.168 1.620.920 28.050 -98 3% 
Fund Transfers 30.180 1000% 
Decrease Fund Balance 516,939 845,090 -1000% 

Total Fund Sources 4,398,102 4.378.730 346.490 -92 1% I 
FUND USES 

Operating Exprnrcr 
Administrative Exoenrc 53.291 87. I40 119.450 37 1% 
Operrmg and Program Expen~cr 15.690 35.310 56.620 604% 
Uulttm Expense 22.035 42.180 59.160 40 3% 

Total Opcratmg Expenses 91.016 164.630 235,230 42 9% 

Other Fund USIS 
Intercr Expense 66.429 97.840 70.100 -28 4% 
Bond and Loan Pnnctpal Payments 2.040.483 1.732.060 41.160 -976% 

I 
Extraordmly Mantenmcc 
Capnd Expcnd~turcr 2,200,174 2.384.200 -1000% 
Cmnts. Subr~d~er, and Loans 1 
Inrrcax Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 

Total Other Fund Uses 4.307.086 4.214.100 1 1  1.260 -97 4% 

To ld  Fund Use 4,198,102 4.378.730 346490 -92 I?/. 



Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
1998 Component Units Budget 

FUND SOURCES 
R e a d  Income 
Invcstmea income 
Miscellanmus Income 
Subridicr and Grants 
Sale o f  Real Estate 
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fvnd Transfers 

0 Decrease Fund Balance 

Golden Tides I1 Limited Partnership 

1997 
1996 Proposed 

Actual Budget 
@urY*, 

99.794 139.890 
9.657 200 
2.514 3.200 

1,652,830 

111.878 25.880 

1998 
Prupored Percent 

Budgrt Change 

Total Fund Sources 3,043,183 169.170 187.740 11 G% 

FUND USES 
Opcrmng Expenses 

Adml~rtral lvc Expenx 52.748 64.890 64.990 0 2% 
Opcratmg and Program Expcnrer 15.690 3 1.040 32.210 3 8% 
Uul#tter Expcnre 22,035 31.340 33,140 5 7% 

Total Operatmg Expenses 90,473 127.270 130.340 2 4% 

Other Fvnd User 
Interest Expenrc 66.429 39.870 39.700 -0 4% 
Bond and Loan Principal Payments 1.651.384 1.930 17,700 817 1% 
Extraordinary Maintenance 
Capntsl Expcnditurer 1,235,097 100 -1000% 
Grants. Subsidies. and Loans 
Increase Fund Balance 
Fund Transfers 

Total Other Fund User 2,952,910 41,900 57.400 37.0% 

T o l r l  Fund Uses 3.043.381 169.170 187.740 l l 0% 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
1998 Component Units Budget 

FUND SOURCES 
Rcnlal Income 
Investment Income 
Mirctllancour Income 
Subsidies and Grants 
Sale o f  Real E n a e  
Loan and Bond Proceeds 
Fund Transfers 
Decrease Fund Balance 

19th Hole Limited Partnership 
(Madrona Manor) 

1997 1998 
1996 Proposed Proposed Percent 

Actual Budget Budget Change 
<fir MaUu, 

Total Fund Sources 2.004.490 4.209.560 158,750 -96.2% 

FUND USES 
Operating Expenses 

Administrative Expense 543 22,250 54,460 144.8% 
Oocratmv and Pronram Exoenser 4.270 24.410 4717% - - 
Uttlamcr Expcnrr 10 840 26.020 140 0% 

Total Opcramg Expenses 543 37.360 104.890 180 8% 

Olhcr  Fund Uses 
Imerea Fxpensc 57,970 30,400 -47 6?4 
Bond and Loan Pnnc~pal Paymcntr 389.099 1.730,130 23.460 -98 6% 
Extraordmary Muntcnancc 
Capstal Expendrurcs 965,077 2,184,100 
Grants. Subndter, and Lomr 
Increase Fund Balance 649 771 
Fund Trmrfrrr 

T o u l  Other Fund U x r  2.003.947 4.172.200 53.860 -98 7% 

Total Fund Uses 2.004.490 4.209.560 158.750 -96 2% 



Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
1998 Budget 

Development Work Plan and 
Capital Budget 

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
1998 Budget 

DEVELOPMENT WORK PLAN AND 
CAPITAL BUDGET 

Name La=tion 

Housing Aulhority 
Oflicc Building Silverdale 

Orchard Bluff Pon Orchard 
Mobile Hnme Park 

Golden Tides Ill Silverdale 
Apanments for Seniors 

Austurbmin Podsbo 
Self-Help Program 

Community Center Pon Orchard 

Austurbruin Poulsbo 
Public Housing 

Self-Help Program Pon Townsend 

Springfield Park Shelton 
Self-Help Program 

Teen Parent Program East Bremenon 

HUDICIAP Scattered Sites 
Public Housing 

Total 

Project 
Amount 

$ 1.100.000 

$ 4.555.000 

1,800,000 

3,400,000 

30,000 

1,170,150 

720,000 

1,650,000 

300.000 

190,000 

5 14.951.150 



Kitsap County Consolidated Housing Authority 
1998 Budget 

DEVELOPMENT WORK PLAN AND 
CAPITAL BUDGET 

Name 

Fon Ward 
Family Rental 

Fon Ward 
Self-Help Housing 

Hostmark 
Apanments 

Heritage 
Apartments 

Viewmont 
Apartments 

Windsong 
Apanments 

Kitsap Mental Health 

b a t i o n  

Bainbridge lsland 

Bainbridge Island 

Poulsbo 

Pon Orchard 

Pon Orchard 

Poulsbo 

Scattered Sites 

Kitsap Residential Services 
Duplex Silverdale 

Total 

Project 
Amount 

$ 1,150,000 

950,000 

4.200.000 

1,848,000 

2,508,000 

1,254,000 

2,370,000 

150.00Q 

S14.43O.OOQ 



VOLUME 8 CVN H O M E P O R ~ C  EIS - PSNS BREMERTON RESPONSES TO COMMENTS - 
Comment 
Number Response - 

Bremerton-Kitsap Community Coalition 
- 

0.12.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

0.12.2 The Navy appreciates the support of the Kitsap County Consolidated Housing - 
Authority. Please refer to response to comment 0.11.1. 



FISHERIES DEPARTMEN1 
Ales Code I3M)l 

5984311 

Fax 598.4666 

THE SUQUAMISH TRIBE 
PO b x  498 Suquamuh. Warhoplon 98392 

November 12.1998 

John Coon 
Soulhwed Division (Code 05AL IC) - -. 
Naval Frcdlltcr Enpnwnng Commvld 
1220 Pacblic Hglwey 
San Dlcgo. CA 92132-5190 

Re D1.R E n v t r o m t u  Imparl Slstmrne fw rkvclupme~~~al lmpw Ststcmcnl fw 
Uevcloplng Home Pon 1 aclhltrs lor 1Nee N M  12-11sa Alrclal~ Camels on wppon 01 
the U S  Pacific Fkel 

P Dear Mr. Coon: 

r 
W 'The Suquamish Tribe submits the following comments for the DraA Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) for the above-referewed prapoasl. 

The dorunlent is unwldy md  d8ffieuh lo renew Slalemcnts hkc. 'Acuure NAVSTA 0 13 1 
bvmt t  only raently lsvlmed ~tsrole a I CVlv homepon \nththe.mval ofthe USS 
ABPWiAM LINCOLN (LLNCOLNI m )anurn 1997. vdtdlloon oiehr nsntmol~on U C J ~  I 
ull~.Il the plefnled allunalwe ts bawJ m y  not wanr unlol completion oflhc lVW PIA 
101 14r LINCOLh. #,ow sc)rduled to occur Apnl lo October lY99.' on prgc ES.3, l8ncr 
'4.27 mAke thr  documcntd~Aicvlt lo undasrud lugon *uony~lumnd numerous I 
redundancies place a burden on reviewerr. This is a hudrhip for the SuquPMsh Tribe. 
which has a Mall rlafavailabk for review ofenvironmental doeumnls. I 
The Navy ha, missed the mark on aswrsing wmdalivc itnpacta The impacts. over lime. 0.13.2 
haw rendered Sit~clit lnkt in an appalling condition. Wlmt w u  owe an pristine bay 
where Suquan~sh Ttiba! memkrr practiced u wstinable m a  idyllic lifenyle ia now a 
Superhlnd site, 611ed wilh contammated sediments, closed for commercial rhcllfish 
lhuverting md  n~bjccl lo h d t h  idvito"u for iccrearional shellfish harvesting Salmon 
fisheries. still vitally imponant to the Suquamirh Tribe, are wstlincd largely by anificial 
salmon producliun. Natlve salmon populations nuy bc propod  for listing undw 
orovirians of the Erdanmed Sw~ies Act V-l iraffic and rnoonvc interfere with - .  - 
l m l y  firlung. as do the surken veswl KJ asd nrfule u h r h  snag nns Strums whrh usd 
lo flow onla Slnclalr Inlet have been conrenrd to undnpsmd rtomuatn conveyance 1 
syslems. with little or no water quality ireatment, lnillions ofgallons o f  untreated and 
panially tredted wwd* are spilled intu Sinclair lnlet each year and beaches have hcen 
filkd with garbasc Any additional advumc mirenmcntal irnpacts resulting fron~ tlw 
propusal add to this exstin8 condilion 

Sinclir ln ln and the lribvlarics flowing into it still suPDon wild aslmon and 8 variety of 1 0.13.3 " . . 
0th- agualc $puler, btrdo nod mphb~pnr Tho b~olo@cal daerslry is pully illasll~led In 
!he DraR EIS fleuly, there IS m u ~ h  to stdl low and m the TuWs wew. much lo h u l  
Mil~galton far any lddot~onal mpacls ahodd work towud omproved cnwonmcnlll 
conditions. I 

The Navy's apprnsch however, dismirar impmr with incredible ease For example, on 
page ES-20, lines 21 through 24. the u t h o n  n u e  that dredging impacts would k rhon 
term and lhat measures would be mkcn to orotect fish and wildlife habitat Based on llus 
alone, the Nay. concbdes ihe p r o p d  acioon 7 r o u ~ m d e ~ a d t  fkprduc:rvrIy 0 j  
Smhw lnlrr " Thu ah lu te  statmem a mlde nn though impacts lo b lo logd  
populal8ons arc no1 conndned conclus~vc untd I n ~ l ~ s l ~ ~ a l l y  soyJbluU change a I 
delected. I n  msny casn this i s  aRer ir~cvnsibleharrn hns oewrced. I 

The activities proposed for PSNS arc wnsiucnt with those of a shipyard. Generally, over 
time thuc same activicics. have resulted in bioloaid oowlations whish arc more stressed - . .  
wilh raoect to divmitv. Cve-s and number of wllution-tolnant roaiel  Present, as 1 ~~~~ ~~~ 

~ ~-~ ~~ ,. . . 
stated on page 4.5-2 The inlet h o k e r ,  eonlinui to suppoll many imponant 
populations, same ofwhich are documented both in this DraIl EIS and in Washington 
De~artmcm ofFish and Widlife's Omgraph4 I d o m t i o n  System (see attached figure) 
AU.idmtified rpnin depend on m y  compownlr for ~ N i v a l .  The wI1C:S. 
nubtidal lands, intenidd fenlures md  upland inputs are physically c o ~ w e d  to the 
ecaystm of  Sinelair Inlet. 

To dismiss impacts which do not meet the Navy's thcrhold o f  significance is to not 
address cumulative impacts. The National Envirnmentd Policy Act provides the 

I 0J3.6 

following definition o f  cumulative impact 

"The immct on the mvironmcnl which r e d s  Iiom the incremental 
Impact o f t hc~c t~on  uhcn added to other p~st. p r c ~ n t .  an0 
reasonably foruuble fuwa actlans rcgsralcss ulwhal asmq 
(Federal or non-Federal) or person undcnakes such other aclnons I 
Cumulative impacts can ruuh hom individually minor but 
wllcctivcly augnifiunt aaions tJring p l m  over a period of time " 
(40 CFR ISUS 7) I 

Almon NO as@ of lhs l a w n  isdrrmcd r~grvfiunl by the Nlvy. wth one notable 
exccptmn. the wdmcd quslic dirpord d ~ o l l l ~ ~ ~ l e d  d lmcn l r  I 
Cumulative impacts should be revisited for increased suspended lolids levelr resulting 
horn dredging, addressed on page4.l-6. bther than relying an old studies wilh dala 
which "suggest tha a biologically significant release o f  these constituents during dredging 
hsa not been routinely observed a more contemparary relsince on Best Available Science 
should be used for the Final EIS. 



Regarding Ihe toxicity ofwntaminantr in Sinclair Inlet, the SuquamiohTribc is more 
concerned with chronic a8ects than w l e  affects since they arc not as well understood or ] 0'13'8 
regulated Again. a cvmulalive impacts perspective should be used in this discussion. 1 
The staament on plge 4 1-8. "Sevetal CDF and CAD f*c~l~ticr for the wntumcnt of 0.13.9 
contmnalecd d m e n t  have been wnslmeted in the Pugel Sound Regan" is m lNe  
The rcferencc Inned in the following wacnce refer to four such facaclhlm. acwrdmg to I 
Doug Holchkiu (pa rod  wmmu~calion, Novemba I I, 1998) d the references listed I 
sins; thex four &dined dirpod fscilitics have brm wnr t~c ted  in recent yurs. how can 
the authors claim thrt "long-rem" monitoring shows them lo be elfectivc in immobilizing 
contaminMtS1 

The Suquamish Tribe has a number o f  wncems about the proposed disposal o f  
contaminated Kdimmts in the aquatic environment puticululy because the proposed 
disposal sitomre armcialed with theshore mnq a physically dynrmic area The DEIS 
addresser only the chemical and not thc physical and biological impacts of proposed 
disposal o f  canlaminated dimenla in CDF and CAD siles. The Tribe oppom the loss of 
additional shallow and subtidal aquatic habitat to filling. Much shallow aqumic habitat has 
been lo* alrcady in Sinelsir Inlcl. For example, the DEIS natw that an ares 1000 fa t  
wide along the PSNS waterfront was filled. Cumulative impacts of this proporcd action 

P should bcaddrersed in the EIS. 
w 
W 

The Tnbc wmmcndsthc Navy for addteuwg concerns about propwarh e l k t o  and looks 0 13 11 
forward to analyasofthc resullr It wdl he mtnenmg $0 9cc tfd~slnbutm of sedlrncnt 
conlarmnant wnmtruno.~ ~anespond l a  propwuh eRatr a d  whst lopowaphc c t k l s  I 
are detected. I 

Wild dislmon production in Rou  Crcck is miuing *om the discussion of salmon 1 0.13.12 
populstionr on page 4.5-3. 

The statement that s h n  populations associated with Sindir Id@ are primarily hom 
fish hatcheries is not true The wnunucial chinook fishery is supponed by MiIicial 
produclion however, the other spaiw and socks are wild dmon. 

On page 1-1. a1 the bottom of the page is the staemmt. The yloporcd aclton of ths EIS 
docs no1 mvolw a rrrurrunatmn of homeponmg a c ~ m n  dswc~ed by the 1991 BRAC 
oroccss " In fact the Dr.A EIS addresses tmolcts Gut ur ambutable to the BRAC 
beeision lo home& om CVN 1 PSNS. ~ h b  drcdainn and Mher to bring PSNS into I 
wnformitv with Naval middines does not suown ihckmed aclion. which is to home I - .. 
port thr&%pmale ~ 6 s  Thus there 1s a glanng ~nco~s~r lenc~  between !he rcope of the 
EIS an set fonh in the Abslran and ihe araal malyss m lhedocummt 1 
What location is proposed for the CVS, currcn~ly stationed in Coranado. .An they are 
replaced by CVNsl Impacls associaled with the" relocation arc pa* ofthe proposed 

aclion. The Suquamish Tribe objects to additional l o u  o f  fishing area to moorage of 0.13.15 
inactive vessels and vessel ~rsffic conllicts in Sinclair Inlet. t 
According la Tribal fishers harvestable chinook anlmon us in the deeper water in Sinclair 0.13.16 
Inlet. The deeper, dredged areas are lhup likely to aursa chinook How does the Navy 
propose lo address the mlicipalcd result ofdrawing these fish the Tribe has s right to 
harvest lo the PSNSl This impact is not addmesd in the DEIS and should be 

I1  Is Jorapyumng that !he lnbe a not sdenllhcd sr a pmtlpant in Superfund cleanup 
sctwlaes, reference on p q c 4  2-2 PI- add rcfrrcnce lo the Suquarmsh Tnbc in ths 
section I 

The N a v  relies hesvilv on the Starmwater Pollution Prevention Plan ISWPP) as s 1 0.13.18 
solullon l o  m y  imps& tdent~fied in Chapter 4 How the SWPPP would mmmm water 
quality dcgradat~oa and olhcr ~mputs thould be prowded in ~ h s  EIS Perhaps the plan I 
itJelf~hould be m d c  available. I 

The brief list of topics addruaaj in the SWPPP provided on page 4.2-1 does not include 0.13.19 
during-conamctim impace. These can be quite significant, especially for large projects 
for which connrvction activitv is noiested to occur over s ocriod o f  months or vesrs. I 
Oflm. the grestol polenlml6r &I "onon wlncldu with ~nslrucl lon HOW would 
cunstructton #elated impacts be iddrcued? I 
Suburrface contamination that has been identifiad in the waleniont area my be 

I 0.13.20 encountered during the p m p o d  wnstmclion of Piw D. This alro should be anticipated 
in advance planrung for during-wnstrucfion impacts. Soil sampling and mapping are 
advisable 

The Sestlk fault, depicted in Fimre 4.1.2, is the most active fault system in the Puget 0.13.11 
Sound area. The Tribe's Geologist, David Fuller, attributes the 1965 Scaulc canhquske 
and numerous smaller emhqluku in r-I years to lhis fault syptrm. Several earthquake 
events of the S u n k  fault. bclwen 620 vcarr before oresent and ISM) vearr before I 
present are referenced in anm~clc by T j Wdsh a n d ' ~  L Logm m 
Vol25. Nu 4. December 19Y7 and m Prchutons E~hquakcs tn Wulcrn Wsshngton by I 
Brlan Alwatcr m Re(yanal Gmlogy o l  Wsrhngtun Slate. Warhngtun D#vtrmn o f  
Cmlogy m d  Ennh Rroourccr Llullslm 80. 1994 The PIS should dlusaate the J~Kerenccs I 
m the faults depicted in the EIS and correspondingly. the relative risks they pose. I 
-e lo potential ~ n l l i ~ l ~  with t ru ly fishing in Sinclir Inlet. Why 0.13.ZZ 
have the authors acknowledged vessel movements in the waters around Evereu 
encroaching wilhin the Tvldip Tribc's usual and accustomed fishing ares on page ES-18 
and not acknowledged wooel movements in the waters of Sinelair Wet conflicting with 
Suquamish Tribal fishing aclivities? This concerns the Sugusmish Tribe. 



Culwal Rerourf~  
The EIS states. "The culturrl resources of PSNS have been studied as a result of 
previously approved projectr." (Page 4.13-1) Yct, wry little infarmstion was provided in 
the AOE EIS refereneed more spccificdly in  Volume 4 as one of these previously 
amroved projam. The other is the PSNS Mutw Plan of 1989, which is not in our 
sb;nrv. ~ a r a n v  6cld work done orcviouslv for t h w  oroieclrl The Tribe advocates Geld . , 
work be done for this ante by a quahfied A~chasalopst wth spec~hc knowledge oflhe 
Imal area The Tnhe rceommcnds I-n Anthropolopuil and A!chacolopd Scrvlccs m 
Seattle for such work. 

Are pter conslruclton or dredgmg rcuvdlo prqrctcd lo occur in nmve sonls, below Pll l  
I f  so. the 'Inbe tequulr held work ad g w ~ e c h d  malysor, dro lo be romptncd by a 
qualolied A~chawlo~at  wtlh spccBc bowledge oilhc locd uu 

Finally, the Tribe requests more detailed mpa. dcpiciig physical feature5 o f  the site, be 
included in the Final EIS. This will help the Tribe understand the proposal m d  usaciated 
impacts 

The Tribe lwks forward l o  wcing ihc above irluw addrcsxd in the Final EIS for 
developing Home Pon fseililiu for l h r a  NIMITZ-Class Aircr& Cmiers in Nppon of 

c 
0 
C. the U.S Pacific Flcn. 
w c! . . 

Sincerelv. 

Executive ~ i rec lor  

cc: Tribal Council 
Fisheries Dimor 
Fisheries Enviro~lenlal Program Manager 
Fedaal m d  Slate Agmcics 



Comment 
Number 

The Suquamish Tribe 

The Navy recognizes that this document is complex. The Navy went to great 
lengths to simplify it for public review. The complexity of the issues analyzed, 
however, made this difficult to accomplish while still providing adequate 
information. 

The comment describes current conditions that are a function of past projects in 
the region. These conditions are an important component of the cumulative 
impact analysis. They do not mean, however, that any additional contribution to 
regional impacts unilaterally result in sigruficant cumulative impacts. The Navy 
is responsible for addressing and mitigating its contribution the proposed action 
would have to sigruficant cumulative impacts. The cumulative section 4.18 has 
been revised to address these concerns. 

The Navy has proposed what it believes to be appropriate mitigation for the 
impacts of the proposed project. The details of the mitigating actions are being 
developed through the multi-agency, joint NEPA-CERCLA process described in 
response to comment F.3.9. Results from the processes described in responses 
F.2.34 and F.2.5 may identdy impacts which are currently unknown. If this is the 
case, the Navy will work with the Suquamish Tribe to plan effective mitigation. 
In addition, the Navy is coordinating with the NMFS and USFWS to determine 
actions that may be needed to mitigate adverse impacts of the project on the 
threatened chinook salmon and other listed and proposed species. Section 
4.5.2.5 describes this coordination further. 

The statements referred to in the comment are simplifications of the project's 
impacts, which appear in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIS. More 
detailed evaluation of the project's environmental impacts is provided in the 
body of the EIS. Refer also to response to comment 0.13.3 above. 

The comment is consistent with the information presented in the EIS. If the 
decommissioned CVs would come to the Bremerton NISMF they would replace 
ships recently removed (MISSOURI etc.) or expected to be removed in the future 
(MIDWAY/RANGER). Therefore, this also indicates that no expansion of 
NISMF is required to accommodate the decommissioned CVs. 

The sigruficance thresholds in the EIS are proposed as a consistent standard for 
evaluating sigruficance. The comment does not explain in what way the 
thresholds fail to provide a reasonable definition of sigruficance. The fact that 
most cumulative impacts are considered to be less than sigruficant does not 
automatically presume that the sigruficance thresholds are faulty. 

This is not to say that historical operations at PSNS have had negligible effect on 
the environment. Operations at E N S  have had a sigruficant impact on Siclair 
Inlet. However, it is not the point of this EIS to solve all the ills of past 
operations at ENS.  However, the joint NEPA-CERCLA process the Navy has 
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initiated (and included the Suquarnish Tribe as participants) has the potential for 
improving overall sediment quality at PSNS. Broader CERCLA remediation 
efforts are also underway. 

The studies cited in section 4.3.2 are considered the best available regarding the 
biological effects of sediments suspended during dredgmg. EVS (1997) cites 
supporting studies regarding the release of contaminants from suspended 
sediments. A separate research study on the biolog~cal effects of suspended 
sediments is not necessary for the EIS analysis. 

As described in section 4.3.2, there is no sound basis on which to conclude that 
the proposed project would have chronic toxicological effects. Cumulative 
impacts are discussed in section 4.18. 

The Port of Seattle constructed two such facilities, in 1982 and 1986 (17 and 13 
years ago, respectively). While this is considerably less than the design life of 
the proposed CAD/CDFs, monitoring of these facilities to date has shown them 
to be effective in containing contaminants over an extended period. 

The CDF sites under consideration are both located in deep water, and 
construction of these facilities would displace deep-water habitat. For the 
proposed CAD facility, 90 percent of this site lies in deep water (depth greater 
than 20 feet MLLW). The top elevation of the facility would be -11 feet MLLW. 
At this site, contaminated deep-water habitat would be replaced with clean 
shallow-water habitat. Therefore, the CAD site would partially reverse or 
compensate for past loss of shallow-water habitat. 

The results of the prop wash study are summarized in section 4.3.2 of the Final 
EIS. This study estimated that, at present, movement of homeported deep-draft 
vessels (CVN and AOEs) at PSNS suspends approximately 110 kg of bottom 
sediments per month. The study did not address the effect of prop wash on 
sediment contaminant patterns or topographic effects. A study by McLaren 
(1998) indicated that sediment grain size patterns in Sinclair Inlet are consistent 
with the occurrence of sediment resuspension by prop wash, presumably from 
Navy vessels and Washington State ferries. Since all of the CVN homeporting 
altematives (except one) would either reduce or not change the number of ships 
homeported at PSNS, these altematives would not result in increased prop 
wash-induced suspension of bottom sediments. The No Action alternative, 
which would homeport one additional CVN at PSNS and remove no AOEs, 
would increase prop wash-induced sediment suspension by about 13 percent. 

This point has been added to section 4.5.1 

All of the salmon runs in Sinclair Inlet, except one, are wild. Because of the large 
size of the Gorst Creek hatchery chinook salmon run, however, the large 
majority of the salmon fish returning to Sinclair Inlet each year are artificially 
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produced, as noted in comment 0.13.2. This has been clarified in section 4.5.1 of 
the Final EIS. - 
Page ES1 states that the decision to close certain naval facilities (including those 
in Alameda and Long Beach, California), that affect the ability to feasibly - 
homeport CVNs outside of San Diego, Bremerton, Everett, and Pearl Harbor, is 
not reexamined as part of this EIS. Section 2.3.2.2 explains that improvements at 
ENS,  including Pier D, are required to correct structural and dimensional 
deficiencies, and dredging is required to meet NAVSEA requirements for the 
entire length of the existing ship homeported there. This EIS addresses new 
facility requirements (dredging and pier construction) at PSNS that have been 
identified after the decision was made in 1995 (DON 1995b) to establish E N S  as 
a permanent CVN homeport as a result of the 1993 BRAC action to close NAS 
Alameda. Because the dredging and pier construction action is so closely related 
to the proposed action, the Navy decided that addressing the issue was 
appropriate under 40 CFR 1508.25(a)(3). Please note that the Subsection in 
Chapter 1 titled "Additional Considerations" is supplemental dormation 
regarding the scope of this EIS, and includes dredging and pier construction 
issues at PSNS. The abstract was modified to address your concern. 

The CVs that have been homeported at NASNI would be decommissioned upon 
their replacement by CVNs. The decommissioned shps  would most likely be 
sent to the Naval Inactive Ship Maintenance Facility (NISMF) in Bremerton. The 
Navy plans to moor these ships at Moorings E, F, or G. This is consistent with 
past Navy practice to hold recently decommissioned ships in reserve for several 
years if needed for a national emergency. When the ships are no longer useful in 
this capacity, they are typically sold for scrap. There are no plans to moor these 
ships at any one of the three mooring buoys in Sinclair Inlet. NISMF in 
Bremerton is the only Pacific Fleet location available to moor these deep draft 
ships. The Navy is not proposing to increase the size of NISMF facilities at 
Bremerton, therefore, there would be no additional loss of fishing area as a 
result. Section 4.18, Cumulative Impacts, has been updated to address this issue. 

The proposed deepening by a few feet of already deep berths is very unlikely to 
affect the migration patterns of adult salmon. The majority of the turning basin 
areas lie outside the E N S  restricted area, and would not impact fishing access. 

The text has been changed to include a reference to the Suquarnish Tribe. No - 
disrespect was intended, because the Navy welcomes participation by the Tribe 
in CERCLA issues at ENS.  

Sections 4.2.2.1 and 5.2.2.1 of the Final EIS have been changed to include - 
additional SWPPP information. 

As indicated on page 4.2-3: "Surface and groundwater quality could potentially - 
be impacted by fuel spills or erosion and surface water mn-off associated with 
demolition and construction-related (excavation and grading) activities. - 
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However, these potential impacts would be reduced to less than sigruficant 
levels by the implementation of the SWPPP. The SWPPP is designed to 
minimize water quality degradation through establishment of project-specific 
BMPs, implementation of standard erosion control measures, and 
implementation of spill prevention and containment measures." The project 
specific SWPPPs will address during-construction impacts. Permit conditions 
such as project-specific BMPs, implementation of standard erosion control 
measures, and implementation of spill prevention and containment measures, 
will also minimize construction-related impacts. 

0.13.20 Under NEPA, it is necessary to generally, but not exhaustively, characterize 
contamination in the vicinity of the proposed project. The text indicates that soil 
and groundwater contamination is present in the vicinity of the site, as 
documented by abundant soil and groundwater sampling (see Volume 1, section 
4.2.1, and Volume 4, section 4.2). Proposed upland improvements at E N S  are 
confined to utilities and construction of an electrical substation. The exact 
location of the upgrades would be finalized during the design phase. As 
indicated on page 4.2-3, contaminated soil in areas of excavations would be 
remediated prior to or during construction activities. Section 4.2.2.1 of the Final 
EIS has been changed to reflect additional information regarding on-site 
contamination. For further detail on sediment testing at Pier D and how this 
information will be used in the CERCLA remediation process, please see the 
responses to comments F.3.5 and F.3.9. 

0.13.21 Section 4.1.1 of the Final EIS has been changed to address the Seattle fault. 

0.13.22 The language at ES17 has been amended to recognize that Sinclair Inlet is a 
usual and accustomed fishing ground for the Suquarnish Tribe. This was not 
dealt with in detail in the Draft EIS because unlike Everett, there is no net future 
change in the number of vessels transiting Sinclair Inlet. At ENS, all of the 
proposed action alternatives would result in a net future decrease in the number 
of vessel movements in these waters. This is due to the future decommissioning 
of two nuclear-powered guided missile cruisers (CGNs) as well as removal of 
AOEs under Alternatives One and Five. At NAVSTA Everett, however, there 
would be no decommissioning of other ships, such as the CGN that would be 
removed from PSNS, and there would be additional AOEs under Alternatives 
One and Five, resulting in a net increase in vessel movements in that area. 
However, as stated in section 5.17.2.3, 5.17.2.4, and 5.17.2.5 of the EIS, the vessel 
movements would only utilize these waters when shps  are transiting to and 
from their berths and not while they are in port; thus, impacts would be 
temporary and less than sipficant. 

0.13.23 Section 4.13.1 in Volume 1 of the EIS and section 4.13 in Volume 4, Appendix 4 of 
the EIS identify that all areas to be affected by the proposed action rest on fill. 
No intact landforms would be impacted during dredgmg, such that no impacts 
on prehistoric resources would occur. As a result, additional fieldwork is not 
required to substantiate this statement. 
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0.13.24 Figure 4.13-1 in Volume 4 of the EIS identifies areas regarded as high potential 

for having archaeological sites. All of the areas that could be affected by the - 
proposed project rest on fill that extended the original shoreline about 1,000 feet 
farther into Sinclair Inlet, indicating that any prehistoric cultural resources in the 
alternative project site area are not intact. Areas regarded as having a high - 
potential for archaeologral sites along the original shoreline that may still be 
intact are about 1,200 feet of Pier D and about 950 feet of Pier B, placing them 
well outside of the area that would be affected as a result of the proposed project 
at ENS.  No impact on cultural resources would result. 

0.13.25 The EIS strives to provide sufficient mformation for understanding the extent of 
the proposed action improvements at all four altemative homeporting locations. 
Maps have been added to sections 4.17 and 5.17 that show the relationship 
between the proposed dredging areas and the Usual and Accustomed Fislung 
Places of the Suquamish and Tulalip Tribes, respectively. 



Individuals 



August 28,1998 

M r .  John Coon (Code O5AL.JC)  

S i r ;  

Ne thsnk you, S i r  f o r  g i v i n g  u s  an  opporuht ty  

f o r  a  former  Navy-man and a  farmer  US Marine t o  speak out .  J u s t i c e  and 

f a i r n e s s  should  be f o r t h  comming on any d e c i s i o n  made and we w i l l  l ist 

them. 

!. You d o n ' t  p u t  a l l  your eggs  i n  one baske t  

p u t t i n g  a l l  t h e s e  s h i p s  i n  one p l ace ,  i s  dangerous a s  w e l l  hazardous 

i f  t h e  t i d e  i s n ' t  i n  t h e s e  s h i p s  cannot  move and remain s i t t i n g  ducks ! 

2. Mqre c o n s i d e r a t i o n  should  be g iven  t o  t h e  

f a c t  t h e  C i t y  and i t ' s  s t r e e t s  cannot  handle  a l l  t h i s  t r a f f i c  with  %.vhich 

you want t o  pu t  on t h e  r e s i d e n t s  and we d o n ' t  have t h e  P o l i c e  t o  handle  

i t  e i t h e r .  There  i s n ' t  any th ing  o f f e r e d  h e r e  f o r  e n t e r t a i n m e n t  f o r  such 

a  group e i t h e r .  
j. More c o n s i d e r a t i o n  g iven  t o  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  o f  

t h e  a r e a ,  which means t h e i r  Taxes i n  a l l  forms w i l l  go sky h i g h  f o r  t h e  

s u p p o r t i n g  t h i s  program and t h a t s  a g r e a t  i n j u s t i c e  t o  a l l  people  where 

e v e r  t h e  M i l i t a r y  i s  p re sen t ,  

4. Don't pu t  a l l  your  eggs i n  one b a s k e t  and 
. I 

show some c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  honesty never  h u r t  o r  bo thered  anyone and should be 

f o r t h  comming on t h i s  i s s u e .  I 

S i n c e r e l y  
N r .  & Nrs. Dennis gange 

4718 Davis  S t r e e t  

~ r e n e r t o n ,  w.4. 993'2 
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Mr. and Mrs. Dennis Gange - 
1.1.1 As identified in the EIS, there are two high tidal cycles a day in which a CVN can 

easily transit through Rich Passage. CVNs under normal conditions can transit 
Rich Passage under all but the lowest tides. A CVN can transit at lowest tides - 
but risk a temporary grounding. 

The Navy does not perceive that having CVNs at PSNS 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 
d t a r y  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. 

As explained in section 4.14.2.3 and 4.14.2.4, periodic fluctuations in the 
Bremerton population have occurred. Levels of service provided by the police 
department and other public services would not be reduced below historically 
accepted levels. 

There are a number of relationships between military activities in an area and 
costs and revenues accruing to local agencies. Federal impact aid is contributed 
to local school districts by the Department of Defense to offset some of the costs 
of educating children of active duty d t a r y  personnel residing on government 
property. Military members (and their families) contribute substantial consumer 
expenditures to the regions in whch they reside. These expenditures, in turn, 
generate sales taxes for state and local government. Additionally, civilian 
employment associated with military activities adds considerably to local 
economies in t e r n  of jobs, retail sales, and home sales. Combined direct and 
secondary effects contribute substantially to local communities. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 



To: Robert C Hexom@Code 5731 
From: "JAMES J WATSON" cJJWATSON@prodigy.net> 
Cc: 
Bcc : 

Subject: Fw: Homeporting in Bremerton, WA 
Attachment: 

Date: 9/13/98 5 : 3 5  PM 

--------.- 

> From: JAMES J WATSON <JJWATSON@prodigy.net> 
> To: CVN HOMEPORTING@efdswest.navfac,navy.mil 
> Cc: lpr~tchett@thesunlink.com 
> Subject: Homeporting in Bremerton, WA 
> Date: Saturday, September 12, 1998 9 : 4 4  PM 
> 
> Mr. John Coon (Code05AL. JC) 
> Got your address in the Bremerton Sun from an article on homeporting 
> another carrier in Bremerton. I really don't know what happened to the 
> Navy. It has moved all the ships out of the only port on the West Coast 
> that had a quick sortie, Long Beach. By moving ships to Hawaii, 
Bremerton, 
> or any other port is asking for another Pearl Harbor. We in Bremerton are 
> slightly restricted in expanding. Water all around. We have antiquated 
> roads and transportation. Our taxes and cost of living has skyrocketed 
> since moving the ships here already. We could rent or buy a home at a 
> reasonable amount. Now, our retired military, senior citizens, and low 
> income people can't afford to live. Most places pay minimum wage and it 
is 
> impossible to survive on that. When a ship comes in, it brings its' 
> dependents, who by law get the federal jobs and anything available in the 
> exchange, comissary and other military facilities. They just transfer, 
> which leaves home town personnel out in the cold. Norm Dicks claims to 
be 
> helping the local economy by bringing ships in. True, it does help the 
> business people and the City Fathers, by bringing in more business and 
> taxes to increase their income. The rest of us are left with rising 
costs, 
> and, our retirement income does not go up. Our crime rate, including 
drugs 
> and gangs have increased dramatically since more ships moved in. 
> 
> I am retired Navy and understand the sailors life, but, I also know the 
> impact on the community. Long Beach California was always a good home 
> port. The local economy depended on the Navy. They were built to 
> accomodate the Navy. We do not need any more increases here. Thank you. 
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James J. Watson - 
1.2.1 The Long Beach Naval Facilities was closed by a Congressional decision under 

the Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission recommendations. - 
Therefore, the Long Beach Naval Air Station cannot be considered for 
homeporting CVNs. 

Thank you for your other comments. They are noted and included in the Final 
EIS. 



To: Robert C HexomOCode 5731 
From: "Craig Mangeng" ccmangeng@nwinet.com> 
cc: 
Bcc : 

Subject: Bremerton Homeport 
Attachment: 

Date: 9/14/98 8:16 PM 

This is a multi-part message in MIME format. 

- - - - - - =  NextPart 000 0004-OlBDEOlC.9A68AFAO 
~ o n t e n t y ~ ~ ~ e  : text/piain; 

charset="iso-8859-1" 
Content-Transfer-Encoding: quoted-printable 

Mr. John Coon: 

I have never felt strongly enough about a subject to write or call a = 
state or federal representative until this one came up in the local = 
paper. My name is Craig Mangeng, I am retired navy and have chosen to = 
remain in the Kitsap~County area in the state of Wa. I have chosen this = 
area because of the way people treated me when I was hear serving on = 

active duty and opportunities after I left the service. =20 
I had been to serveral different navy establishments in my career both = 
east and west coast. I have found the Bremerton, Kitsap County area the = 
be the most receptive and affordable for the navy family.=20 
I realize a couple hundred dollars does not sound like a lot to someone = 

dealing in millions, but to a navy family it is. It can be the = 
difference between being proud of being in the Navy and deploring it = 

because you are forced into welfare assistance to make ends meet or to = 
just eat. The basic rental rates in the Everet Home Port area are at = 
least $200 more than the rents in Kitsap county. This can be easily = 
verified using a renter's guide of calling the local housing referal = - - - - 
off ices. 
Based on information published by the Bremerton "SUN" Stationing a = 
carrier in Bremerton would save $47.5 million dollars as well as provide = 
stability in the crews lives. The Everet/Bremerton areas are close = 
enough together that stratigically it would not make any difference to = 
separate them. They would not likely be in at the same time or any = 
major attack would be able to get both anyway. =20 
Bouncing families back and forth after 6-12 month deplopents is not = 
quality of life. As both a tax payer and a family man, please consider = 
the logic of two carriers in Bremerton. Thank you for your time, Craig = 
Mangeng MMl/SS retired. 
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Craig Mangeng - 
1.3.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 



From: "Charles Moore" <chmoore@linknet.kitsap.lib.wa.us>, on 9/15/98 2:08 
AM: 
To: Robert C HexomWode 5731aNAVFAC EFDSWEST 

I think that both carriers should be assinged homeports in Bremerton 
instead of the arrangement that the Navy has now. As a Navy Retiree, I 
have been thru five overhauls on Navy ships, two of which were Carriers 
and I can tell you that the sailors put in many a long day doing the work 
that has been assigned to ships company. If you add 1 1/2 to 2 hours of 
travel each way, then it would be a real hardship on the sailor and 
marriage let alone moral. Thanks for letting me have my say. 

HTC(SW) Charles N. Moore, USN (RET) 
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Charles Moore 

1.4.1 Thank you for your comments, They are noted and included in the Final EIS 



To: Robert C Hexom@Code 5731 
From: ~PPONKDeaol.com> 
Cc: SMTP Mail Gateway@NetSrvcs X[cPPONKD@aol.com>] 
Bcc : 

Subject: Response to navy homeporting 
Attachment: 

Date: 9/18/98 5:58 PM 

As a resident of Snohomish County and a Naval reservist stationed at NAS 
Whidbey Island Washington I have strong beliefs that the navy would be far 
ahead on many fronts to station a carrier in Everett Washinqton and a - 
carrier 
in Bremerton Washington. Quality of life issues are at the forefront. The 
base at Bremerton is antiquated and hardly adequate to handle one carrier 
(in 
rehab) plus the other ships that it currently moors. I was stationed in 
Bremerton in 1975 and have not seen many improvements to the base in 28 
years. 
Habitability for sailors on that base are grim. I have close contact with 
sailors stationed on the both the base and Carl Vinson and have heard one 
good 
thing about the base. Overcrowding is prevalent. The streets are narrow, 
traffic is a pain, and when 2 carriers are in port parking on the base is 
literally nonexistent. Most sailors have to get to the base before 6 AM just 
to get parking. if a sailor is the least bit late, and they have to park in 
town somewhere, they usually get their car towed. Local authorities don't 
appear to have leniency towards the Navy personnel. As a result, sailors in 
Bremerton do not feel welcome to the city. As a Master Chief, I have a lot 
of 
concern for the single sailor, especially what they have available (that is 
affordable) on and around their base. 
On the other hand Everett is 'a breath of fresh air' for sailors. A premier 
base with more room, and a high standard for the sailor's quality of life. 
Much to do on base and off. The Everett community seems to respond with 
acceptance to the sailors (not just wanting to get a hand in the billfold). 
There is lots of building and developing going on in Snohomish County to 
provide for the Navy and the booming economy. in my view a carrier in 
Everett is a good fit for the community and the sailor. Commuting to 
Bremerton 
for sailors will put a burden on the sailors day, knowing that many junior 
sailors put in very hard physically taxing hours. tacking a commute on top 
of . - 
that will not add up to the sailor wanting to stay in for more tours. Our 
sailors hurry up and wait enough, they should not have to contend with long 
ferry lines too. 
Bremerton mav at first seem to be more cost effective for two carriers but 
in 
the long run it does cost the Navy in quality of life issues. The Navy 
expects 
it's personnel to muster on station 'on time,' there is very little latitude 
for the 'late' sailor, - even when it is not their fault. I say we shouldn't 
set 
our sailors and the Navy up for failure. -T;et1s keep the carrier here be it 
the 
Vinson or the Lincoln. We owe it to our hardworking sailors. 

Sincerely, 
Dan Knopp 
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Dan Knopp 

1.5.1 Several improvements have been made in Bremerton to improve the sailor's 
quality of life there. A new parking garage has been completed to solve parking 
problems. A new fleet recreational facility is complete and operational. 
Additional housing has been added in Bremerton. Other recent improvements 
include new ball fields, a new officer's club, new dining facilities, new shopping 
opportunities, and expanded MWR facilities. Thank you for your other 
comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



feel 
rhat i n  r h ~ s  day and age of budget curbacks and 'rlghr-slzrnq' rhs Navy that 
Lt 
makes all roo much sense to me to have t w o  carriers in Rremerron Why I 
suffer 
the extra expense of flgurlng out thou to keep people v ~ r h  rhelr fanlllea I 

Or~ginal t e x t  
From. "kgardn" ~ k g a r d n 9 1 ~ n c o l n n a v y m ~ l ~ .  on 9/24/98 5 : 1 9  PM: 
To. Robert C Hexomlcode S73hYNAVFAC EFDSWEST 

M r .  coon. 

My name l s  Kevln E Gardner and I am an Eleccrlclan's Mate l s r  class 
on 
board USS Abraham Llncoln I llve in Brenerton and have done so since 
arr,v,ng 
on my flrsr ship ln that area Uss N L m r Z  I feel char rlrsrsft carrhers 
should - 

be based in Erenerton. I personally know about comutlng between Evererc a 
Bremerton. The normal workday for me starts a t  3:mA.M. when I gec up to 
get 
ready to catch a bus to rake me to Everetc.  We get to  Everett a t  6 : l S A . M .  
and 
work until 3 : O O P  M. when we lhurry as fast as w e  can ro get to the pier co 
catch 
=he bus back, hoping that everyone on the bus can get out there and gec the 
bus 
moving by 1 : 1 0  - 1 ; L S P . M .  SO w e  can catch the 1 : 5 0 P . M .  ferry to Kingston. 
Normally w e  c a ~ c h  the 4 : 3 O P . M .  ferry which will in eventualicy get me home 
L~~ 

"Y 
6 : O O P  M . That wlll glve  me an hour and a half r o  two hours with my kids 
before 
rhey have co go t o  bed and then a short amount of r i m  with my wife. never 
mind 
if I mght  have things ro do once I do get  home. The commuting between 
these to 
cicler needs t o  be improved or jusr as simply, put cvo carriers i n  
Bremercon. 
The dec~sion #made by the Navy vlll have no effect on me because I vrll be 
aone 
6y then From my personal experience, when the rhlp 1s i n  p o r t  and a 
portlo" of 
che crew has co commute one way or another. I t h m k  ic over taxes rhe 
quality of 
lrfe of any parent tryxng to rabse a family All that b e m g  sald. I also 

when 
che e0l"c.o" I. that  simple. The 1up,,1y 4hlpI do ,tot need ru be 1" 

Bremerton to 
have rhel r  upkeeps and avallab~ilry's done where as a tnuclear powered 
d l r ~ ~ a f r  
carrier has the need t o  be in the shipyard. ~ u s r  because someone so many 
years 
barn ~rornlsed an alrcrafr carr ler  co che ~verect horneporr doesn't mean i t  
was 
rlghc or even makes sense To be honesr I don't belleve rhey had all rhelr 
ducks LII d row when they came up vlrh rhar You ask ]"st about any carrler 
s a l ~ o r  and they would probably tell you rhe same chlng %re i r  will cost I 
money 
Co shift families around ?he righr way, but what d l d  you expect. I f  they 
hadn't 
made the nlstake in the first place they w o u l d n ' t  have LO reshuffle ~ h r  deck I 
50 
LO speak I also feel chat the Erenerton CommunlLy is beccer sulced co Lhe 
carrter sailors than Everett The cost of llvlng I *  a b,C lover 1" Klrsap 
county and if you don't t h m k  SO IYSC buy gas the next tme you have to 
COmmYLe 
and cell me where it's cheaper to llve I appreciate the opporrunlty t o  
express 
my oplnlon I only hope that people w ~ t h  common sense v ~ l l  prevail rn  rhls 
matter Thank You 

Sincerely. 

EM1 Kevin 8 .  Gardner 
kgardnollnca1n.navy.d 
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Kevin B. Gardner 

1.6.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 



TO: Robert C HexomOCode 5731 - From: "kgardn" <kqardn@lincoln.navy.mil> 
cc: 
BCC : 

Subject: No subject given 
Attachment: 

Date: 9/25/98 4:13 PM 

25 September, 1998 
Dear, John Coon 

My name is William Talbert and I'm writing you concerning the 
debate 
oveT moving 2 carriers to the Bremerton area. I think they should have 2 
carriers in Bremerton area due to a lot of factors, accordinq to the news . 
papers 
it would save. the Navy 47.5 million simply moving the USS Abraham Lincoln 
over 
to the Bremerton area and would create much more haooiness for sailors who - 
could 
spend a lot more time at home with there families and also would benefit 
business because it would mean sailors would go out more often to see the 
greater Washington area and bring other family members from out of state to 
visit. In a time when people are thinking of saving money to keep the 
nation 
running smoothly we should be taking advantage of our resourses to secure 
our 
way of life and saving the tax payer more dollars. The money could be used 
t 0 
up grade a large number of things on the base and create more opportunities 
for 
sailors in the Navy and bring the communities together to support the Navy 
and 
the Navy help support them. 

Thank you 

William Talbert 
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Comment 
Number Response 

William Talbert 

1.7.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



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

Carl Henry 

1.8.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



O c t o b e r  5.1998 

J o h n  Coo: 

NAVFCMGCOH; 

A s  s u g g e s t e d  from t h e  e n c l o s e d  l e t t e r ,  a e  a r e  r e s u b a i t t i n g  o u r  

fo rmal  c o m p l a i n t  , aga in  t o  y o u , S i r .  

b e  c o n s i d e r e d  ! 

1.  Think o f  t h e  i m p a c t  on  peop le  whom c a l l  Bremerton t h e i r  home 

a n d  t h e i r  TAXES w i l l  b e  r a i s e d  t o  s u p p o r t  such  a  move, g r a v e  i n j u s t i c e  t o  

o t h e r s .  2. Bremerton i s  t o  s m a l l  f o r  such a nove s t r e e t s  c a n ' t  h a n d l e  i t .  

T h e r e  i s  no form o f  e n t e r t a i n m e n t  , t r a f f i c  i s  a l r e a d y  a t  a  m a x i m  and no 

4. l e  d o n ' t  f e e l  t h e  M i l i t a r y  i s  showing good judgement p l a c i n g  

a l l  t h e s e  c a r r i e r s  and o t h e r s  when t h e  T i d e  i s  o u t  t h e s e  s h i p s  a r e  l o c k e d  

i n  and c a n n o t  move and a r e  s i t t i n g  t a r g e t s ,  which p u t s  t h e  whole a r e a  i n  

L a s t  b u t  n o t  l e a s t  w e  hope t h a t  t h i s  commit tee  w i l l  come f o r t h  w i t h  

good judgement f o r  a l l  concerned.  S i n c e r e l y  fo rmer  U.S. Mar ine  and R e t i r e d  Navy 

Chief.  

1.9.1 

L9.4 

S i n c e r e l y  

M r .  & Mrs. Dennis  Gange 

4718 D a v i s  ST. 

Bremerton,WA. 98312 

p o l i c e  Department t o  h a n d l e  i t  now ! 

3. There  i s  no s h o r e  p a t r o l  h e r e  t o  h a n d l e  t h e  M i l i t a r y  ! 

j e o p a r d y  ! 

5. Znclosed i s  some c l i p p i n g s  from t h e  newspapers  which s h o u l d  I L9,5 



VOLUME 8 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - PSNS BREMERTON RESPONSES TO COMhENTS - 
Comment 
Number Response - 

Mr. and Mrs. Dennis Gange 

L9.1 Please see the response to comment 1.1.3. 

1.9.2 As explained in section 4.14.2.3 and 4.14.2.4, periodic fluctuations in the - 
Bremerton population have occurred. Levels of service provided by the police 
department and other public services would not be reduced below historically 
accepted levels. 

An additional CVN at Bremerton would certainly result in an increase in traffic 
volumes on the street system that provides access to the base for the No Action 
Alternative (one additional CVN) and for the alternative that has one additional 
CVN and the removal of two AOEs. However, the Navy's preferred alternative 
does not cause traffic increases in Bremerton. The quantitative analysis of traffic 
conditions on the study area streets and intersections presented in the Draft EIS 
indicates that the street and roadway network could accommodate an alternative 
that could cause additional project-generated traffic volumes without a 
signhcant impact. 

The Shore Patrol in Bremerton provides services to sailors in the entire 
community. As indicated in section 4.14.1, the PSNS police provide on-base law 
enforcement protection, and this agency is responsible for patrol of PSNS 
Bremerton. 

The restrictions of Rich Passage on the arrivals and departures of a CVN are 
acknowledged in the EIS, Volume 1, paragraph 2.3.2.2 and again in Volume 2, 
Appendix G. Only for Alternative One are two CVNs homeported in PSNS and 
the remainder of the Pacific Fleet carriers confined to two other home ports. For 
all other alternatives, there are at least four different homeports for aircraft 
carriers (in the case of Alternative Five, there are five different homeports). 
Consequently, the risk associated with "putting too many eggs in one basket" is 
minimal. Sufficient time exists to sortie two CVNs from PSNS within Navy 
regulations. 

The Navy does not perceive that homeporting a carrier at PSNS 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 
robustness of a naval vessel designed to withstand combat damage lessens the 
potential impact that such an act might incur. The very nature of military assets 
diminishes its attractiveness as a target for terrorist. Not only is there a constant 
posture of security maintained through tightly controlled access and roving 
patrols, but the ability of the trained "targeted personnel" to react with deadly 
force increases the risk to the terrorist. 

The Navy has never stated that an aircraft carrier could not be moved through 
Rich Passage at low tide in an emergency situation. Depending upon the status 
of the carrier (fully loaded or not loaded), and which carrier (USS NIMITZ draws 



VOLUME 8 CVNHOMEPOR~G EIS - PSNS BREMERTON RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment - Number Response 

less than USS RONALD REAGAN) is in port, transit of Rich Passage is possible 
if the emergency dictates taking additional risk of potential grounding. The 
Navy prefers not to take such risks under peace-time conditions. 

The submitted information will be considered in the decision. 



- - 

o r +  1 7 - Q A  0 5 - S E A  Bethel A n 2 r n a l  Hasp-tal 1  360 876 6 1 4 8  P 0 1  - 

A Morris 
1.6 D Mvers Road 
Rremerton. WA 

I k ~ r  Mr John Coon (Code OSAL JC). 

It  ha$ recently come to my attention that your are holding hearings on the possibility of 
homeporting another aircraft can% in the Puget Sound Region, specifically at Bremenon Naval 
Slip Yard. I feel that this would do the economy of the region a great deal of good, But I also 
feel that the Aircraft camer that should be moved to Bremerton should be the USS Abraham 
Lincoln CVN-72 which is currently homeported at Naval Station Everett. 

As a navy wife for the last 16 years I've moved around with my husband from numerous 
duty stations, including a two year tour in La Maddelena, Italy. I have enjoyed every area that my 
husband has been stationed at, but none as much as the area that we are currently living in. As 
told to me by my husband approximately 314 of the married crew onboard Lincoln lives in 
Bremenon He says that the biggest complaint from the single sailors is there is nothing to do in 
Rremerlon I find that hard to beliwe with the facility that the Naw has on the base at PSNS. 

Thank You; 

A. Maris 

There is also numerous activities available to single &on at   an& Naval Base. 
'The reason that I'm writing isn't just to inform you of the error of some of the information 

Navy Wife 

that is currently being passed around as reasons for the USS Lincoln to stay in Everett. It's also to 
let you know how much it cost my husband and family for my husband to commute from 
Bremerton to Everett and back on a daily basis. The priu for a one way ferry ticket is $8.00 and 

1.10.3 I L'02 

back is also 58.00 (during the summer months we arc rquired to pay more). This makes a total of 
116 00 a day. With an increasing cost of Sl6O.00 every ten days nnd a total of W8O.00 every 
thirtv days and a grand total of $5,824.00 a year not including the wd for gasoline and 
automobile maintenance. Now Kitsap transit off' a cheaper way of travel (provided that my 
husband can get a spot on one of the van pools or bus pool) of approximately 585.00 every 24 
davs plus the cost of ferry tickets every 20 days at a cost of S52.00 which makes a total of 
f I? 5 00 approximately every 22 - 24 days. Now to be honest this would be a chuper way to 
commute. but with the availability of a van w bus pool it's extremely hard for my husband to get 
in one. Thus we are required to spend the extra money for him to get to and from work on a daily 
hasis. While he only gets an extra $350.00 a month (before taxes) Sea duty pay. There are dot of 
other families that live in Bremcrton that would benefit from the USS Lmmln being shifted from 
Everett to Bremenon. 1 feel this would increase the moral factor on the ship with the married 
p w s o ~ e l  and the single personnel. Thank you for your time in reading this letter and 1 appreciate 
the careful thought that you will give the Navy families, due to you saying that you are looking 
out for the families of the American Service Member. 
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Alicia M. Morris 

1.10.1 Thank you for your comments. One of the primary reasons that the Navy is 
considering changmg the homeport location of the CVN presently homeported 
at NAVSTA Everett to PSNS is for the very reason you have identified-the 
sailor's quality of life. As identified in the EIS, a survey of the sailors will be 
accomplished after the first PIA to determine where the sailors would prefer the 
CVN to be homeported. The Navy will take the survey results and other factors 
(see Appendices G and L, Volume 2, in the EIS) into consideration before making 
a final decision. 

The availability of less expensive methods than driving one's privately owned 
vehicle is well documented. At least two buses and seven vans make the 
commute daily using USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN drivers. The expense involved 
in commuting associated with the PIAs will be borne by the Navy and not by the 
individual (please see Volume 1 of the EIS, Table 2-6, footnote 11 for more 
mformation). 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 



TO: Robert C Hexom@Code 5731 
From: "Donald Leonardyn cleonardy@tscnet.com> 
cc: 
Bcc : 

Subject: CVN Homeporting 
Attachment: 

Date: 10/21/98 2:20 PM 

The 20 October Bremerton "Sun" had a front page article entitled "Carriers, 
Homeporting Comments Welcomed". It talks about public hearings which 
admittedly I haven't been able to attend and the Department of Navy EIS. 
"VADM Bowman, COMNAVAIRPAC, is counting on public hearing input to help 
reach the right decision". On 21 October there was another front page 
article "Fast Ferries Could Carry Sailors, Local Officials Suggest". They 
even suggested that the Navy purchase two Chinook class ferries at the cost 
of $20 million to provide transportation between Everett and Bremerton. 

This leads to several pertinent questions: 

Has the Office of the "U. S. Navy Director of Naval Nuclear Propulsion" I 1.11.1 specifically endorsed the EIS, and in particular option 2, to continue with 
the third CVN at Naval Station (NAVSTA) Everett? 

If so what is the plan? 1 1.112 
d Continue to commute PSNS employees between major availabilities; 

i.e., those trained and certified to perform maintenance on Naval Nuclear 
Propulsion? 

The EIS Executive Summary Page 8, on radiological track record is most 
commendable, but it also begs the question, "at what cost?" 

o Train and certify local private contractors on the Everett/Seattle 
side of Puget Sound to perform maintenance work on Naval Nuclear 
Propulsion? This may be a move away from past trends of the "Director of 

The above issues are significant. Recommend they be addressed. 

I.n.3 

Don Leonardy 

Naval Nuclear Propulsion". 
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Donald Leonardy 

1.11.1 The Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Installations and Facilities, acting for all 
parts of the Navy, issued the draft EIS. The Director of the Naval Nuclear 
Propulsion Program concurred with issuance of the Draft EIS. 

1.11.2 As discussed in the EIS, PIA and DPIA maintenance availabilities for the 
carrier(s) homeported at NAVSTA Everett would be performed at ENS. As is 
the case today, maintenance which occurs between major availabilities would 
continue to be conducted by sending E N S  employees to NAVSTA Everett. 
There are no plans to train and qualify local private contractors to accomplish 
this work at Everett. 

See response to comment 1.11.2 

The unique capabilities of nuclear propulsion tremendously enhance the 
effectiveness and flexibility of the U.S. Navy's aircraft carriers. Nuclear-powered 
carriers can travel faster, longer, are more survivable, require fewer support 
ships, and arrive on station with more aviation fuel, ordnance, and qualified 
pilots than conventional carriers. These tactical advantages provide a platform 
that is substantially better at providing peacetime presence, responding to crises, 
and fighting wars. 

A good example of what nuclear power translates to in real world operations is 
the February 1998 transit of US5 JOHN C. STENNIS (CVN 74) from the Virginia 
Capes to the Arabian Gulf in support of preparations for a possible strike on 
Iraq. STENNIS arrived at the Straits of Hormuz after transiting over 8,000 
nautical miles in just over 12 days, an average speed of 26 knots (29 knots not 
counting the necessary delay of the Suez Canal). She arrived on station with her 
aviation fuel capacity at over 71 percent and with 95 percent of her pilots fully 
qualified for night flight operations. For comparison, her gas turbine-powered 
escorts had to leave Norfolk four days earlier to arrive at approximately the 
same time. 

Thus, the Navy considers the added costs to achieve the commendable safety 
record of the NNPP are a worthwhile expenditure in light of the benefits the US. 
receives from the use of nuclear propulsion technology in its warships. 



COMMENT ON DRAFT ElS DATED AUGUST 1998 

I t  i s  apparent to this writer that the proposed sitting of the five CVN's i s  
primarily a political decision. I hl ly understand that California did not do well 
in the base closures. However, to base three CVN's in San Diego, one in 
Everett and one in Bremerton does not reflect a sound military fiscaVpersonnel 
plan The quality of life that the Navy is so desperately pursuing would 
indicate that the more CVN's home ported at a Naval Shipyard, capable of dry 
docking these vessels, would provide this and reduce the time away from it's 
homeport. 

This does have a minor military drawback and that is the distance that the 
CVN's would have to travel to the training operational area in and around the 
Southern California area However, the extra distance also gives the ship time 
to do additional training o f  the ships crew prior to arrival for carrier 
qualifications for the pilot, which i s  the primary function o f  operational 

C( 
training. The carriers need calmer seas of the southern operating area to 

& provide a more stable landing pad to reduce attrition of pilots and crews during 
training. 

1 fully realm that it would not be prudent to attempt to homeport all five 
CVN's in the only west coast nuclear capable yard, the Puget Sound Naval 
Shipyard at Bremerton. However, by transferring all of the support ship, 
currently stationed at PSNS, to the Everett base, this would free up the 
necessary resources once the additional CVN pier was finished, to homeport 
three carriers at PSNS. 

The support ships do not need repair in a nuclear capable shipyard. Thus the 
fifty-fifty split between the private and public repair yards could be 
accomplished. This would reduce change of home porting cost, as these ships 
only need major overhauls once every four to six years, and would help 
improve moral and provide a more stable home life for our Navy Personnel. 

The Navy has invested millions oftaxpayer dollars to improve the facilities at 
PSNS, and to provide for a better quality of life, while not providing the same 
facilities at Everett. The cost of living in Everett it much higher and takes 
longer for the military personnel to travel to Seattle to enjoy what that city 
provides. 

Contrary to the proposed political decision, having a CVN home ported in 
Everett and transporting the crew back and forth to Bremerton while the ship 
is at PSNS; takes at least two or more hours per day that these men will have 
to add onto the already long hours shipboard sailors must spend during any 
overhaul. In  addition the extra tax payer's dollars being spent for this folly, 
just to satisfy political whims, is not sound fiscal practice. 

There is a time when the Military Brass nekds to stand up for the military 

605 N. Cambrian Ave 
Bremerton, WA 
(360)373-1300 
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- Carlos D. Montgomery 

1.12.1 As you have already identified, approximately 24 extra days per two-year 

- deployment cycle are required for transiting to and from the Southern California 
(SOCAL) training areas for aircraft carriers homeported in the Pacific Northwest 
as compared to carriers homeported in San Diego. Not only do the pilots receive 
training while the ship is in SOCAL but so does the entire crew in integrated 
battle group training. Furthermore, the crewmembers of the aircraft train at the 
various ranges located inland in SOCAL. Please refer to Appendix G, page G-1 
for further discussions on training and operations. 

Once the replacement for Pier D (not an "additional CVN pier") is completed, 
PSNS would be able to home port one CVN, the USS CARL VINSON, at a berth 
that meets minimum Navy criteria. With additional expenditures, that pier 
could be modified to home port two CVNs simultaneously. However, there 
would be no other home port berth available for a third CVN. The other two 
piers at PSNS capable of berthing a CVN are for maintenance use (Pier B 
adjacent to Dry-Dock 6,  and Pier Three inside the Controlled Industrial Activity). 
Neither of these two piers offer satisfactory home port berths due to physical 
limitations, quality of life limitations, and shipyard business considerations 
(PIAs and DPIAs are performed at those berths). 

As stated in Chapter 2 of this EIS, the Navy's preferred alternative is to retain a 
CVN homeported at NAVSTA Everett. NAVSTA Everett only recently assumed 
its role as a CVN homeport with the arrival of the USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN 
(LINCOLN) in January 1997. New information developed during this first PIA 
for a CVN homeported at NAVSTA Everett, now scheduled to occur April to 
October 1999, will be carefully reviewed by the Navy, especially information 
necessary to ensure that impacts on quality of life and maintenance work and 
costs have in fact been successfully mitigated. 

Maintenance issues pertaining to AOEs are beyond the scope of this EIS. AOEs 
are generally maintained at Todd Shpyard in Seattle. That practice would not 
be expected to change whether the AOEs were homeported at Everett or 
Bremerton. Nor would shifting AOE homeports be expected to make a 
substantial difference in AOE sailor QOL because they would still need to 
commute to Seattle for maintenance. Homeport changes are not made for AOEs 
undergoing maintenance in Seattle. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



October 28. 1998 

MR JOHN COON 
SOUTHWEST DIVISION (CODE OSALJC) 
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEEIUNG COMMAND 
1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92132-5190 

Dear Mr Coon 

I attended the meeting held in Silverdale Washington on October 20, 1998. After listening to all 1 1.13.1 

of the speakers in the second part of the meeting, I believe there were three of the speakers who 
should be paid close attention to. I worked as a Program Manager for the Navy prior to my 
retirement a few years ago and I know about the shortage of funding. Because of that, 1 question 
the wiliness of your people to waste any funding by keeping a CVN in Everett. 

'The first of these speakers was Mr. Reid who dealt with the available housing in this area. I am a 
landlord who has a number of units which I have in the past rented to Navy families and single 
people. My wife and I have found them to have been some of our best renters. Because of the 
excessive build up of government-owned military housing in this area, we have lost all of these 
renters. I find it hard to believe we have to compete against the Federal Government in what 
should be a private sector function. If two CVNs were stationed at PSNS all of the required 
housing would be available at rates, which would be far below Everett or San Diego. 

The second speaker was the retired CW4 who spoke about the problems Navy families have with 
spending so much time away from home. If Naval personnel have to transit each day between 
PSNS and Everett, they will again will have to waste time away from home. I have seen good 
families break up over this problem. Why continue to promote this cause? How many good 
people has the Navy lost when families wanting to stay together they leave the service? 

The third speaker whom you should consider was the last person to speak. His name was Jim 
Adrian. Of all of the speakers he seems to make the most sense. One thing he did not mention 
was that the Coast Guard also wants to make use of the Everett facility. Between the AOE, s 
being transferred from PSNS to Everett along with the Coast Guard making use of Everett base 
facilities they Ewrett w ~ u l d  ilot be shorted. Ln zk3tion there are two very large transport ships 
which are docked along the water front in Tacoma Washington. These ships are owned by some 
wing of the military transport organization. They are painted navy gray. The facilities where 
they are docked can in no way support their functions. 

I have spent almost my whole life with the US NAVY. I was an enlisted sailor for four years and 
then worked as a civilian for 32 years. When will we be able to do what is right not politically 
correct and station the CVN's where they would best be served at PSNS? 



Comment - Number 

- Joseph Haptas 

L13.1 Costs were only a part of the selection for the preferred alternative. In fact, the 

- preferred alternative is ranked tlurd among six alternatives in regard to costs 
(see Appendix L, Volume 2, in the EIS for more cost dormation). The Home 
Port Analysis for Developing Home Port Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class - Aircraft Carriers in Support of the U S .  Pacific Fleet (DON 1997a) encompassed a 
planning process to determine feasible and practicable locations for the CVNs. 
Fundamental to the development of a listing of alternative locations for - homeporting a CVN was the examination of those factors associated with day- 
to-day CVN operation. In broad terms, those factors can be described in four 
categories: operations and haining; facilities (mfrastructure); maintenance; and - quality of life of the crew. Appendix G, Volume 2, provides a more complete 
analysis. 

Thank you for your additional comments. They are noted and included in the 
Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. One of the primary reasons that the Navy is 
considering changing the home port location from Everett to PSNS is because of 
the issue of "family separation" that you have idenhfied. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



DRAFT EIS COMMENTS 

COMMENTS: 

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. 
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Robert and G.  Stewart 

L14.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



Reprodudion clarity limited by quality of comment letter received. 

DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR 
THREE NIMITZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 

IN SUPPORT OF THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Signature Date . 

Note: This form is supplied for your convenience. You are not required to use this form. 
Comments of any length may be submined 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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Gerald Van Fossen 

1.15.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



3632 - 191" PI. S.W. 
Lynnwood, WA 98036 

Southwest Division (Code OSALJC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Dear Mr. Coon, 

It is absolutely ridiculous to even consider transpaning Lincoln sailors back and forth 
between Everett and Bremerton when Lincoln is in the vard in Bremerton. Whv should 

I welcome the opportunity to voice my opinion regarding leaving the USS Abraham 
Lincoln in Everett, Washmgton or moving it to Bremerton, Washington MOVE IT TO 
BREMERTON!!!!!!!!!!! 

the taxpayers foot the bill for that expense? Any form i f  transportation would de 
burdensome and very expensive. The funds that would be used for transportation would 1 

1.16.1 

be much better utilized for other necessities during the current budget c&ch I 
It is bad enough that the taxpayer has to pay for tnnsportation of Navy personnel 
between Naval Base Evercn and Naval S u m r t  Center Smokev Point Surelv the Naw 
can make decisions based on common sen& and fiscal respo&bility. 

. 
' I  

I appreciate your consideration. 

Respectfully, 

Y,@L?_ \, 
Ronald H. ~k 

Commander USN(Ret.) 
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Ronald H. Cummins 

1.16.1 Costs were only a part of the selection for the preferred alternative. In fact, the 
preferred altemative is ranked third among six alternatives in regard to costs 
(see Appendix L, Volume 2, in the EIS for more cost information). The Home 
Port Analysis for Developing Home Port Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class 
Aircraft Carriers in Support of the US. Pacific Fleet (DON 1997a) encompassed a 
planning process to determine feasible and practicable locations for the CVNs. 
Fundamental to the development of a listing of altemative locations for 
homeporting a CVN was the examination of those factors associated with day- 
to-day CVN operation. In broad terms, those factors can be described in four 
categories: operations and training; facilities (infrastructure); maintenance; and 
quality of life of the crew. Appendix G, Volume 2, provides a more complete 
analysis. 



MI lohn COO" 
SouthwI( DIMI8on (Code O I M  JC) 
Nmd F~IIUIS Eng~mnng Comnand 
1210 PacUlc H@hMy 
%a D~ego. CA 921324190 

DUc Mr. COON. 

mwe lhrir bnuliesto Ihc urna'r lampon. In llr aud USS LINCOLN. lhal w l l  be EYLICI~. Whcn 
lhc LINCOLN will be novcd lo Brrnrnon lot minte~urrc. the Sailors w l l  hrvc  l o m u l e d s i l y  from 

andwrnwmatmn *#I1 k u p f m n l  TI* ~ ,a~na#oonand m n m u u n ~ n l m ~  nqumd ~ o g a  awnd 
@he Pugel h n d  0s r~ lnmely  d w t u  from lhr rest doh Nan I homcpanr i l r rmg lo wmnult wlwr I 

reme$, mr would lhpl lux to ply for c lunpo l  honxpon mover. movtng 01 Shopyard cmplqcss lo I 
Eveml 

Haw6 been a Sldor lor trial of my adult Ink. I con prulrully rrlstc s hear comnsmont, 
loyaiw, 2nd dcvmmn t o w  That IS my pnmav rxvr roralllr lcuer i ~mag ly  kl tcrc m and rvppon I 

C W O d  R ~ l t r d  
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Comment 
Number Response 

Kenneth C. Patton 

1.17.1 Thank you for your comments. One of the primary reasons that the Navy is 
considering changing the home port location from Everett to PSNS is because of 
the issue of "family separation" that you have identified. Costs were only a part . . 
of the selection for the preferred alternative. In fact, the preferred alternative is 
ranked third among six alternatives in regard to costs (see Appendix L, Volume 
2, in the EIS for more cost information). The Home Port Analysis for Developing 
Home Port Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carriers in Support of the 
U.S. Pacific Fleet (DON 1997a) encompassed a planning process to determine 
feasible and practicable locations for the CVNs. Fundamental to the 
development of a listing of alternative locations for homeporting a CVN was the 
examination of those factors associated with day-to-day CVN operation. In 
broad terms, those factors can be described in four categories: operations and 
training; facilities (infrastructure); maintenance; and quality of life of the crew. 
Appendix G, Volume 2, provides a more complete analysis. 
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CAPT. HOLDEN: Good evening, ladies and 

gentlemen. Welcome to this formal hearing on the 

Department of the Navy's Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement for Developing Home Port Facilities for Three 

NIMITZ-Clam Aircraft Carriers in Support of the U.S. 

Pacific Fleet. 

The purpose of this Environmental Impact 

Statement lor EIS) is to analyze the potential impacts 

associated with construction and operation of facilities 

and infrastructure needed to support home ports tor three 

nuclear-powered aircraft carriers at four Naval facility 

concentrations: San Diego, California; Bremerton, 

Washington; Everett, Washington; and Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. 

With me this evening are key members of the team 

who participated in the preparation of the Draft EIS. 

They represent some of the specialized Navy activities 

involved in the project. Speaking tonight will be Capt. 

Deal from Commander Naval Air Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet -- 

they operate the aircraft carriers -- and Mr. McKenzie 

from the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program -- they manage 
nuclear propulsion. 

Tonight's meeting is being held as part of the 

process prescribed under the National Environmental Police 

Act, or NEPA. NEPA is our basic charter for evaluating 

potential environmental effects of federal actions. Under 

ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - (2061 467-6188 
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All oral and written comments on the Draft EIS 

received tonight and throughout the public r e v  iew period 

dill be considered and responded to by the Navy. The 

Draft EIS will then be revised as necessary to produce a 

:omplete and thorough discussion of the potential 

environmental consequences. The revised document, which 

will include responses to all comments received during the 

Comment period, will become the Final EIS. 

Depending on comments received and the effort 

needed to address them, the Final EIS may be completed in 

early 1999. 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 cownents received and will 

sign a Record of Decision, which will document the final 

decisions and will complete the NEPA process. This action 

is expected in the spring of 1999. 

Now, let me explain the procedures for making 

tonight's meeting producting and smooth. I hope that each 

of you picked up one of the blue handouts that are 

available ont he table near the door. It has the agenda 

for tonight's meeting on one side and a summary of the 

ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - 1206) 461-6188 
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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 officials and citizens before decisions are 

made and actions are taken. 

The NEPA process for this project was initiated 

in December 1996. And in February 1997 four public 

scoping meetings were held in Bremerton and Everett, 

Washington: Pearl City, Hawaii: and 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 E1S.a nd to hear your comments about the Draft EIS. 

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

in ~verett and Bremerton, Washington; Honolulu, Hawaii; 

and san Diego and Coronado, California. 

ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - ,1206) 467-6188 
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proposed actions and the enviromental analysis on the 

other side. If you do not have one, you may get one at 

the break; or if you would like one now, please raise your 

hand and we will pass one to you. 

Now, let me explain the procedures for making 

tonight's meeting productive and smooth. I hope that each 

and every one of you have picked up one the these blue 

handouts available on the table by the front door. It has 

the agenda for tonight's meeting on one side and the 

summary of the proposed actions and the environmental 

analysis on the other side. If you do not have one, you 

may get one at the break, or if you would like one right 

now, if you would raise your hand, we will pass one on to 

you. 

Also, please put your name and address on the 

white sign-in sheet on the table near the door if you wish 

to be included on the project mailing list. If you're on 

the mailing list, you'll be able to receive information 

about the project. 

If you wish to speak during the public comment 

portion of tonight's meeting, I hope you have filled out a 

gray speaker request card, also ava i l ab le  on the tahlr hy 

the front door. 

Does anybody need a gray card at this time? 

Raise your hand. 

ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - (2061 467-6188 
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Also available on the table are a green handout, 

which is a fax sheet summarizing the Naval Nuclear 

Propulsion Program and copies of the Navy Nuclear 50th 

Anniversary brochure. Please help yourself to a copy of 

each of these, if you wish. We have extra copies in the 

back. 

And finally, if you wish to submit written 

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

write your comments, please pick up this yellow sheet, and 

you may turn this in at the end of tonight's session. 

There's a box outside that front door in which to place 

your comments. I assure you that written comments will 

get the same attention as oral comments. 

The public comments portion of tonight's hearinq 

is an opportunity for you to present your comments on the 

Draft EIs. we are not going to take up your time tonight 

by trying to respond to each comment. Responses to your 

comments will be in the Final EIS. To ensure that we have 

recorded all of your comments, a transcript of this 

meeting will be prepared by our court reporter. 

NOW, let's get started. First, we are going to 

describe NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers and the need for 

them to have home ports. Then, we will explain what the 

proposed actions are and why they are being considered. 

Next, we will explain the alternatives that are considered 

ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - (206) 467-6188 
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in the Draft EIS. Then we will briefly sununarire the 

results of the environmental analyses. That will be 

followed by a discussion of the nuclear propulsion aspects 

of the NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers. rollowing these 

presentations, which will take about 40 minutes, we will 

take a 10-minute break and then reconvene to receive your 

cements. 

Now, to talk about the NIMITZ-class carriers, 

homeporting, and the proposed actions, I would like to 

introduce Captain Deal from the staff of the Commander 

Naval Air Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet. 

CAPT. DEAL: I chose this photograph of one 

Of Our carriers at sea with part of her air wing overhead, 

to point out that this is what the proposed actions we are 

discussing are really all about. They are about the 

efficient application of military power in support of the 

United States' national interests as established by the 

President and Congress. 

It is my boss who is responsible for support for 

111 of the aircraft and aircraft carriers in the Pacific 

Fleet. That adds up to six aircraft carriers, about 1,600 

3irplanes, and more than 57,000 people who make it all 

Gork. They are out there every single day, carrying out 

:heir mission somewhere in the world's largest ocean. 

I represent the people who fly these airplanes 
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and sail these ships. And it's we who need the homeport 

facilities that we are talking about tonight. 

In this part of our presentation, I'll describe 

NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers, the major Pacific Fleet 

home ports, and some of the principal factors creating the 

framework for the decision of where to homeport these 

aircraft carriers. 

NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers are among the 

largest warships in the world. They are 1,092 feet long 

by 252 feet wide on the flight deck and 134 feet wide at 

the water line. The flight deck encompasses 4.5 acres. 

They are also one of the deepest draft ships in the Navy 

requiring a homeport berth with a depth of 50 feet 

measured at mean lower-low water. The full crew 

complement while in homeport is 3,217 personnel, which is 

is roughly half the full operational crew complement of 

approximately 6,000 when the air wing is embarked at sea. 

The aircraft and air wing personnel do not 

remain on the carrier while it is in home part. When the 

care carrier goes to sea, the wing support personnel and 

material are loaded at pierside. The aircraft fly out to 

meet the air 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 

ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - I2061 467-6188 
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Northwest; the San Diego area in Southern California; 

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii; and Yokosuka, Japan. The naval 

facilities in these areas provide home ports for nearly 

all the ships in the Pacific Fleet. 

What's a homeport? Each ship in the U.S. Navy 

has a homeport where it is based when not deployed. h he 

crews' families generally live there. Maintenance and 

material support are located there. Facilities and 

quality of life infrastructure are provided there. The 

nuclear powered aircraft carriers operate on about a 

24-month cycle. They deploy oversees for six months; they 

undergo maintenance in the homeport area for about six 

months; and they spend the remaining twelve months 

training for the next deployment. About four months of 

that training is spent at sea. So you can see the crews 

get precious little time at home with their families. 

A8 indicated on this slide, the Navy designation 

for a nuclear powered aircraft carrier is CVN. A 

conventionally powered aircraft carrier is called a CV. 

SO when I use term CVN in this presentation, I'm referring 

to a nuclear powered aircraft carrier. 

The Navy's proposed actions, which are the 

subject of this EIS, are to construct and operate the 

facilities and infrastructure needed to support home ports 

for three CVNs. Two of these CVNs will be joining the 

ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - (206) 467-6188 
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Pacific Fleet in 2002 and 2005 to replace two older 

conventionally powered aircraft carriers, CVs. 

Let me emphasize that these two CVNs will 

replace it two CVs and will not increase the number of 

ships in the Pacific Fleet. One of the CVs was 

decommissioned in Septenber of this year. A second CV is 

scheduled to be decommissioned in 2003. 

The third CVN is one homeported at Naval Station 

Everett. The Everett homeport location is being 

re-evaluated in order to assess the potential for 

increased efficiency of support infrastructure and 

maintenance capabilities, and to enhance quality of life 

for the crew. 

The decisions on the CVN home ports could also 

result in the need to relocate up to four fast conbat 

logistics support ships, or ROES currently, homeported at 

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, if an additional CVN is 

homeported there. 

Decisions on facilities development need to be 

made soon. This is important in order to program budgets 

in time to accommodate planned arrival dates of the two 

CVNs that will replace the aging CVs. Currently 

designated CVN home ports are located at three Pacific 

Fleet naval facilities. Two of the home ports are in the 

Pacific Northwest area; Puget Sound Naval Shipyard at 

ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - (206) 467-6188 
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Bremerton, Washington; and Naval Station Everett, at 

Everett, Washington. 

The third designated CVN homepoet is in the San 

Diego area a t  Naval Station North Island in Coronado, 

California. North Island was only recently designated a 

CVN homeport, and just received a nuclear powered aircraft 

carrier in August of this year. 

All three of the currently designated CVN home 

ports are considered in this EIS. In addition, because 

Pearl Harbor is a vital fleet concentration, it is also 

evaluated in this EIS as a potential CVN homeport 

location. 

The Navy determines specific locations for 

homeporting by examining the four existing ports just 

mentioned to determine how well they were capable of 

satisfying the following CVN homeport objectives and 

requirements: 

Operations and training;. 

Support facilities; 

Maintenance facilities; and, 

Quality of life for Navy crew and families. 

As I have stated, three CVNs are presently 

assigned to the Pacific Fleet. One is currently 

homeported at Bremerton, one is at North Island, and one 

is at Everett. Two additional CVNs will be joining the 

ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - (206) 467-6188 
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Pacific Fleet in coming years, bringlng the Pacific Fleet 

total to five CVNs and one CV, the CV being in Yokosuka, 

Japan. The CV homeport at Yokosuka is not affected by any 

decisions in this EIS. 

EIS analysis assumes, number one, at least one 

CVN will continue to be homeported at Bremerton to comply 

with previous actions under the base realignment and 

closure process, referred to as BRAC. 

TWO, at least one CVN will continue to be 

homcported at North Island to comply with previous B M C  

actions. 

And three, the remaining three CVNs will be 

homeported within the four alternative locations under 

cOnsideraLion; Bremerton, Everett, North Island, and/or 

Pearl Harbor. 

Because we are looking at four locations to 

homeport three CVNs with a different range of possible CVN 

berths at each location, a very large number of potential 

combinations were considered. We decided on the five 

combinations that presented a reasonable range of 

alternatives. These five combinations, along with the 

alternative of no action, became the six alternatives 

analyzed in the Draft EIS. The no-action alternative 

evaluates the impacts that would occur if no facllities 

were constructed. 

ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - I2061 467-6188 
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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 CVNs shown here in 

white, and possibly 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 or two CVNs, the 

currently homeported CVN and possibly one additional CVN, 

or possibly minus the currently homeported CVN. 

Pearl Harbor could have either remained without 

a CVN or add one CVN. 

Columns 1 through 5 represent what we will call 

the action alternatives, because they would involve the 

action of facilities construction in order to accommodate 

additional ships at those locations. In each case, the 

column for each alternative totals five CVNs. 

Each alternative also has four AOEs. The AOEs 

are currently homeported at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. 

Under Alternative 1, the two CVNs at Puget Sound Naval 

Shipyard, the four AOEs, would be moved to Naval Station 

Everett. 

Under Alternative 5, also with two CVNs at Puget 

Sound Naval Shipyard, two AOEs would remain at Puget Sound 

Naval Shipyard, and two would be moved to Naval Station 
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Everett. 

The sixth column is the no-action alternative. 

Note that even the no-action alternative has five CVNs. 

This is because 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 then. 

Since NEPA requires that an EIS evaluate a 

no-action alternative, we had to determine where to 

homeport three CVNs if no facilities were constructed. 

Logic dictated that we would not move the CVNs currently 

homeported at North Island, Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, 

and Naval Station Everett. The rest of the aolution was 

to locate one additional CVN at an existing transient 

berth at North Island, locate one additional CVN at Puget 

Sound Naval Shipyard, and keep the AOEs at Puget Sound 

Naval Shipyard. 

The Navy's preferred alternative is 

Alternative 2, 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 homeport 

combination is based on North Island's accessibility to 

the sea, and the training ranges. Pearl Harbor Naval 

Shipyard's inaccessibility to the training ranges and its -- -- - 
ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - (2061 467-6188 
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lack of facilities to support a carrier air wing, and the 

operational and quality of life advantages of the existing 

CVN homeport at Naval Station Everett, and the assumption 

LhaL depot maintenance for Lhe CVN car) be successfully 

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 of Puget Sound Naval 

Shipyard to provide homeport facilities for a total of two 

CVNS and two AOEs. 

TO achieve the necessary water depths, 

approximately 425,000 cubic yards of dredging would be 

required. The two CVN berths on either side of Pier D 

would be dredged. Two other berths would also be dredged 

at Pier B and Pier 3. Dredged material determined to be 

suitable for disposal at designated open water disposal 

site estimated at 308,000 cubic yards, would be disposed 

at Elliot Bay disposal site near Seattle. Unsuitable 

dredged materials estimated at 117,000 cubic yards would 

be disposed of at an appropriately permitted upland 

landfill. 

AS an alternative means for disposal of dredged 

material that is not suitable for unconfined aquatic 

disposal, the Navy is considering construction of a 

confined disposal facility at one or more sites along the 
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shoreline of the shipyard. A confined disposal facility 

would create new land area, or fast land, contiguous with 

existing land. 

The slide shows two sites being considered for 

confined disposal facility construction. The approximate 

areas of these two sites are 2.3 acres at Site 1 and 1.5 

acres at Site 2. 

In addition, the Navy is considering 

construction of a confined aquatic disposal facility in a 

marine area near the southwest boundary of the shipyard, 

shown on the lower left corner of the slide. A confined 

aquatic disposal facility differs from a confined disposal 

facility by being submerged, or aquatic, at its surface. 

Thus, it does not create any new land. The footprint of 

the site would be approximately 10 acres, and its top 

surface would be approximately six acres. The habitat 

value of the site would be enhanced, because deep water 

habitat would be replaced by more productive, shallow 

water habitat, ask because hard bottom habitat would be 

provided by the riprap or similar material that would 

armor the sloped walls of the confined aquatic disposal 

facility. 

All of the unsuitable dredged material generated 

by this project could be acconmodated in some combination 

of these sites. Any excess unsuitable dredged materials 
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could be accommodated by rail or truck transport to a 

permitted upland landfill. In the event that the confined 

disposal facility or confined aquatic disposal proposals 

are not implemented, sufficient capacity exists at 

regional upland landfills for the entire volume of 

unsuitable dredged materials. 

The Pier D would be demolished and rebuilt with 

a new 1,310 foot long, 150 foot wide structure. The pier 

would be supported with pile driven, pre-cast concrete 

panels with either concrete pavement on aggregate base or 

a concrete overlay. The deck would be supported on 

cast-in-place concrete pile caps. 

A variety of utilities associated with Pier D 

would be upgraded. Two 4,160-volt substations would be 

placed at the head of the pier to support two CVNs, one on 

either side of the pier. Note that only one 4,160-volt 

substation would be needed at Pier D to support the one 

CVN under the preferred alternative. 

In addition, two 480-volt substations would 

being located underneath both sides of the deck. The pier 

would provide steam condensate return low pressure 

compressed air, potable water, pure water, saltwater, 

sanitary sewer, oily waste, jet fuel and marine diesel 

fuel. 

In addition to providing CVN support, utility 
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connections on both sides of the pier would provide 

infrastructure for AOEs currently homeported at Puget 

Sound Naval Shipyard. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

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 scoping 

process. Environmental issues that are addressed in the 

Draft EIS include the 17 issues listed on this slide. 

EIS identifies potentially significant 

environmental impacts at some or all of the homeport 

locations for the following issues: Marine biology, 

ground transportation, general services, and utilities. 

This chart smarizes the potentially significant impacts 

at each CVN homeport location. At Naval Air Station North 

Island, dredging and pier replacement which would cause 

marine habitat and eel grass habitat removal would have 

significant but mitigable impacts on marinc biology. 

These impacts would be associated with Alternatives 1, 2. 

3 and 4, and would be mitigated by construction of a 

habitat migration area. 

At Pugel Sound Naval Shipyard, a significant but 

mitigable impacts on marine biology could result from 
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dredging and marine construction during the salmon 

migration season, and from construction of a confined 

disposal facility, if needed. These impacts would be 

associated with all five of the action alternatives. 

Impacts on salmon migration could be mitigated 

by avoiding dredging and marine construction from 

mid-March through 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 no-action alternative 

at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. 

At Naval Station Everett, significant but 

mitigable impacts on marine biology could result from 

dredging and marine construction during the salmon 

out-migration season and during the Dungeness crab molting 

period. These impacts would be associated with 

Alternatives 1 ,  4 and 5 and could be mitigated by avoiding 

dredging and marine construction from mid-March through 

mid-June. 

Under Alternative 4, with two CVNs at Everett. 

increased local commuters would cause a significant but 

mitigable ground transportation impact. This impact could 

be mitigated by providing roadway improvements and by 
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implementation of a trip reduction program. 

At Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, a significant 

but mitigable impact on ground transportation would occur 

with the homeporting of a CVN. This impact would be 

associated with Alternatives 3 and 5 and could be 

mitigated by providing roadway improvements, and by 

implementation of a trip reduction program. 

Now, I would like to introduce Mr. John 

McKenzie, who will discuss our nuclear propulsion program. 

MR. McKENZIE: I was going to try to do 

this without a microphone, but the background noise in 

here is a little high, so I'll do it this way. 

90,000 tons of diplomacy; four-and-a-half acres 

of sovreign territory for the President any time he needs 

it, anywhere he needs it. These are the things that 

aircraft carriers provide the country. Rnd the fleet 

commanders agree that nuclear power enhances these 

capabilities. But the unlimited high speed mobility, 

flexibility and endurance, nuclear powered aircraft 

carriers can get to the world's trouble spots faster, get 

there at a higher state of readiness, and remain longer 

with less logistic support. 

Nuclear power is not new to the Navy. And I 

think it's worth taking a couple minutes to review our 

history. In August, the Navy's nuclear propulsion program 

ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - (2061 467-6188 



Page 21 Page 22 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

5, 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

the facilities that support them have had no significant 

impact on the environment. That conclusion is supported 

by independent monitoring that's been done by the EPA and 

other governmental agencies. 

Naval reactors are different and much more 

robust than their commercial counterparts. The background 

to this slide is a photograph fron the 1907 shock test of 

the Theodore Roosevelt. The plume of water is from the 

detonation of the equivalent of over 50,000 pounds of TNT. 

That test had no impact on the operation of Lhe reactor 

plant. And that's exactly what we expected. 

Naval reactors are designed to withstand the 

rigors of combat. Another design requirement is that the 

reactor has to fit within the confines of the warship. 

Even on a platform as large as the NIHITZ-class, up to 

6,000 sailors live and work every day within 600 feet of 

an operating reactor. These types of design requirements 

result in reactor plans where which are exceptionally 

rugged, resilient, simple and small. These attributes 

enhance the safety to the public and the protection of the 

environment, particularly in port, under the relatively 

benign conditions when the reactors are shut down, or 

normally operated at low power. 

Emergency preparedness is a normal part of 

ongoing Navy operations and training. And the Navy has 

ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - (206) 467-6188 

celebrated its 50th Anniversary. As the Captain mentioned 

earlier in the hallway outside, there are some handouts 

with excerpts from letters that we received fron public 

officials. I hope you'll take some time during the break 

if YOU didn't pick one up on your way in, to go out and 

get one of those. 

Since Nautilus to sea in 1955, the Navy has 

logged about 5,000 reactor years of operation. Naval 

nuclear powered ships have steamed over 115 million miles; 

all that without a reactor accident or a release of 

radioactivity that has had a significant impact on the 

environment. 

That record, and the standards which support it, 

surpass those of any other national or international 

nuclear program. 

One of the ways that we check for compliance 

with our standards is through an extensive environmental 

monitoring program. We check air, water, sediment. and 

marine life for evidence of radioactivity associated with 

our operations. The results of that monitoring program 

are published annually. And those reports have been 

available to the public since the mid-1960s. 

The Navy has operated nuclear powered ships here 

in the Pacific Northwest since 1965. The Navy's 

monitoring program has demonstrated that those ships and 
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risk factors assume that a given dose of radiation to the 

~ublic carries with it a higher risk than the same dose of 

radiation given to workers. That difference accounts for 

sensitive subpopulations that exist in the public, like 

zhildren or the elderly. 

Health effects are summarized in the EIS with 

information on latent fatal cancers -- the potential for 
latent fatal cancer. But the EIS discusses other health 

effects as well, such as non-fatal cancers and genetic 

effects. 

Finally, the EIS also includes environmental 

effects, such as effects to animal life and plant life. 

There are conservative assumptions contained in 

our analyses. For example, we assume that the weather is 

such that it maximizes the dose to the public. We 

overestimated the amount of radiation that's released. If 

these types of conservatisms are removed, the low risk 

that I'm going to show you in just a moment would be even 

lower. 

we also will evaluated cumulative impacts. For 

Puget Sound, what that means is that we assume that the 

carrier located in Everett, as well as the submarines 

located at the Trident Marine facility are located at 

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard for the purposes of doing these 

evaluations. 
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emergency plans that cover a wide range of events, from 

fires to less frequent events like severe weather, to 

highly unlikely events like radiological emergencies. 

Radiological emergency planning starts with highly trained 

and motivated crews who continuously monitor the 

performance of radiological work. It includes detailed 

procedures thought out and tested in advance, to deal with 

abnormalities when they're detected. 

Because of the conservative design of naval 

reactors and their support facilities, the impacts from a 

radiological emergency would be localized, not severe. 

Consequently, the Navy's emergency plans are based on 

Using Navy resources to deal with problems. The plans 

include prompt notification of state and local officials. 

However, special emergency procedures at the state and 

local level are not necessary. Existing emergency plans 

for other events, like severe weather, are sufficient for 

public protection. 

Let's talk now about the analyses in the EIS. 

We did detailed analyses looking at potential impacts to 

air, water and sediment from both routine operations and 

potential accidents. We used internationally-accepted 

models to evaluate the potential impacts to human health. 

Those models include risk factors developed by the 

International Conmission on Radiation Protection. Those 
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We did evaluate potential shipboard accidents. 

The analysis Of shipboard accidents reveals significant 

details about warship design and military capability. 

Consequently, those analyses are documented in a 

classified appendix. That appendix can't be released to 

the public, but it has been given to the EPA for review. 

AII I can tell you about the classified appendix is that 

the impacts and conclusions that are contained there are 

covered by the analysis of the potential facility 

accidents in the unclassified portion of the EIS. 

I also want to mention that the Nuclear 

Regulatory Commission and the Advisory Committee on 

Reactor Safeguards have each done detailed reviews of 

classified analyses of the NIHITZ-class reactor plant, 

including accident analyses. They have each concluded 

that these reactors can be operated safely. Those reviews 

are not required by any law. It's just a normal Part Of 

the Navy's practice of getting outside input on important 

aspects of nuclear work. 

Here are the results of our analyses for 

homeporting in Puyet. For the cumulative effect of normal 

operations in the Bremerton area, the additional annual 

risk to blatant fatal cancer to a member of the public 

within 50 miles of Puyet Sound Naval Shipyard is about one 

in 2.9 billion. For the most severe facility accident. 
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which turned out to be a fire in a radiological work 

facility. the average annual risk is about one in 3.5 

billion. 

Comparable numbers were calculated for the other 

homeporting sites considered in the EIS. This slide shows 

those risks stacked up against other risks that we 

conmonly encounter in everyday life. And you can see that 

the risks that we're talking about here from radiological 

impacts of homeporting are small. 

My boss likes to call this the seal team slide. 

And Ism going to close with that, and our conclusion that 

there are no significant radiological impacts from any of 

the homeporting alternatives analyzed in the EIS. 

CAPT. DEAL.: Before we begin the public 

comment portion of this hearing, we'll take a 10-minute 

break. If you haven't done so already, this would be a 

good time fot you to fill out and turn in a speaker 

request card or pick up copies of handsouts from the table 

by the door. 

Let me remind you, we have three handouts 

available. The handouts are color coded blue information 

sheets, green nuclear power propulsion fact sheets, and a 

yellow written comment form. 

In addition, there are naval nuclear 50th 

Anniversary brochures that you're welcome to take. All 
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these handouts are available on the table near the door. 

Again, please be back in your seats in 10 

minutes so we can begin the public comment phase. And 

just as a reminder, we'll put up here the address for your 

written comments. Thank you. 

(Ten-minute break.) 

CAPT. DEAL: At this time, we'd like to 

provide You the opportunity for comment on the Draft 

Enviromental Impact Statement. While we welcome all your 

comments, we will not be responding to questions tonight. 

Please remember, no homeporting decision has been made or 

will be made until the NEPA process has been completed. 

Your comments will be recorded by our court reporter and 

will become a permanent part of the public record for this 

EIS. 

Out of courtesy to elected officials and 

government agency representatives, speaking on behalf of 

large constituencies, we will be taking their comments 

first. They will be followed by other individuals and 

organizations. If you wish to speak but have not yet 

turned in a gray speaker request card, please do so at 

this time. If you need a speaker request card, please 

hold up your hand and someone will bring one to you. 

After We have gone through all the cards provided us, we 

will ask if anyone else wishes to speak and allow them to 
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the opportunity to do so. 

When your name is called please step up to the 

podium, state your name and spell your name for our court 

reporter. I will also identify the next speaker in 

advance so that he or she Can move to the front of the 

room and be ready to follow the current speaker. 

Out of courtesy Lo others who would like to 

speak, we request that you limit your comments to three 

minutes. We will use this timer on the end of the table 

here to signal you when it's time to close your comments. 

When you have about one minute remaining, the yellow light 

comes on. When your three minutes are ended, the red 

light will come on. That will be your signal to close 

your comments so that the next person may speak. 

If your comments cannot be condensed to three 

minutes, we encourage you Lo submit them in writing. I 

assure you that written coments will be given the same 

attention as oral comments, 

In the event you have coments you wish to enter 

after tonight's meeting, you may submit them in writing by 

mailing them to us. You may use the yellow comment form 

we have provided for that purpose, or you may use your own 

stationery. We can accept written comments through 

November 12tht 1998. 

Now we're ready to begin to hear our comments on 
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the Draft EIS. The first Person to speak will be Paul 

Zellinsky, followed by Mayor Horton. 

MR. ZELLINSKY: Paul Zellinsky, 

2-E-L-L-I-N-S-K-Y, State Representative, 23rd District. 

It's a Pleasu~e to be here this evening and 

participate. And as I think back of the Navy's history il 

Bremerton and what Bremerton means to the United States 

Navy, it's only logical that homeporting be considered in 

our Navy yard. We're proud of it. 

AS a past President of Bremerton Council and 

Navy League, I spent many years associating with the Navy, 

its enlisted people, working for the comunity college 

deferral of in-resident fees for the community colleges. 

We are prepared and ready to accept the Navy and more Nav: 

in our comunity. It's very, very important as we look al 

the downsizing of the Navy, that Navy goes to places wher, 

it will be welcome: Bremerton is one of those ports. And 

we welcome the Navy in any way in the community of 

Bremerton and are prepared to work to make you happy, and 

happy sailors and happy officers. Thank you very. very 

much. 

CAPT. DEAL: Mayor Horton. And on deck is 

Bruce Harlow. 

MAYOR BORTON: Thank you for the 

opportunity to address you this evening. My name is Lynn 
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lorton. I am the Mayor of the City of Bremerton, L-Y-N-N, 

I-0-R-T-0-N. The City of Bremerton and Kitsay County haw 

formed with a contingency of organizations in Kitsap 

:ounty from education to shipyard, unions, environmental 

mtities, labor, business -- across the board -- to come 

:ogether on a united consensus and coalition to form an 

,pinion on the Draft EIS. 

We have analyzed that data; we have discussed 

that data with various individuals in the comunity, with 

state, county and federal representatives, as well as 

local business leaders and the Everett EIS team. We have 

developed a consensus position which has been a draft 

approved in resolution form by the Bremerton City Council 

our County Commissioner and various other entities. 

We feel that the Draft EIS is a well documented 

analysis of the six alternatives. And we are proud of h: 

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and the City of Bremerton and 

Kitsap County have fared in that. 

But we also recognize the Navy operational 

preference to locate the CVNs near the soullrrrn Californi 

operating area. Therefore, we support the Navy's 

Preferred Alternative 2. However, we would like to 

recommend that Alternative 2 of the EIS be modified to 

include the capability to homeport two CVNs at Puget Soul 

Naval Shipyard and two CVNs at Everett, because we think 
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the resultant operational flexibility is essential to 

national security. 

You will hear from members of our technical tea" 

this evening and from our quality of life team, who can 

share with you the rationale in coming to this position. 

Flexibility. we feel, is important because you 

never know what's coming in life. And just as we at local 

governments prepare for various and sundry things that 

come along that are unexpected, we feel that it is in the 

Navy's best future, best possible position, to consider 

the positioning that we are recommending. 

Again, we thank you for allowing us to speak 

this evening, and we hope that you will consider the 

amendment to the EIS. Thank you. 

CAPT. DEAL: Thank you. Bruce Harlow and 

Rick Langstra (phonetic) is next. 

MR. HARLOW: Thank you very much, 

Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Bruce Harlow, H-A-R-L-0-W. And 1, 

too, appreciate the opportunity to speak to this issue. 

believe it's important, not only to the Puget Sound area. 

but to our entire nation. 

In general terms, the coalition has concluded 

the EIS is a well-defined, well drafted document that 

contains a full and fair discussion of the issues and 
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alternatives. The EIS implicitly assumes that five West 

Coast CVN home Ports are sufficient for the five CVNs tha 

are anticipated to be deployed on the West Coast for the 

indefinite future. 

In general terms, the Kitsap Coalition concurs 

with the logic behind the Navy's preferred alternative, 

which is three CVNs in San Diego, one in Bremerton, and 

one in Everett. We consider, however, this alternative 

should prudently be amended to Provide for the 

establishment of a capability to homeport two CVNs in 

Everett and two CVNs in Bremerton. 

In essence, what we're suggesting is the 

capability of seven home ports for the five carriers. Th, 

reason for this is to provide operational and strategic 

flexibility. There's a wide range of scenarios that couh 

justify shifting of home ports. To list a few would be 

the changing of the international threats in the out 

years; a facility failure due to earthquake or other 

natural disaster; terrorist actions. These are just but . 
few examples of a situations that would warrant the need 

to consider a change of homeport. And we consider the 

flexibility that would accrue, based on having the 

capability up here for four carriers. would be well 

worthwhile. 

The EIS examined the possibility of homeporting 
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two carriers in Everett and the possibility of homeporting 

two carriers in Bremerton, alternatively. Therefore, our 

suggestion of a modification of the preferred alternative 

that we consider the possibility of two in Everett and twc 

in Bremerton -- not now, but should future contingencies 
require it -- is fully covered and documented as far as 

the environmental analysis already contained in the EIS. 

SO unless one were to conclude that there would 

be a cumulative environmental impact by having two 

carriers at Everett and simultaneously two in Bremerton, 

unless you're to conclude that's a problem, I believe this 

can be changed without really modifying the EIS. Thank 

you very much. 

CAPT. DEAL: Thank you, sir. Rick 

Langstra, and Representative Schmidt is next. 

17 Langstra. I'm a member of the Kitsap community Coalition 

18 Technical Evaluation Team. 

19 The EIS recognizes that Everett aircraft 

20 carriers must spend over 30 percent of their operating 

21 cycle time in an intense maintenance availability of Puget 

22 Sound Naval shipyard. CVN crews are a critical part of 

23 the plan incremental availability, maintenance process, 

24 and they must be aboard ship to make sure the work gets 

25 done. 
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with current land-bus transportation links, the 

daily commute between Everett and Bremerton typically 

takes five hours of transit and transfer tine. Add to 

that the time eight hours for work. This is too much tin6 

and too much hassle. Commute delays and frustrations will 

have a direct negative impact on shipyard production 

efficiency and, ultimately, cost. 

Moving sailors to Kitsap County under PCS money 

during DPS is also counterproductive. This eliminates thc 

daily compute problem, but disrupts homes and families, 

which creates additional quality of life and retention 

problems, which also will increase costs. 

We appreciate the Navy's efforts to mitigate thf 

transportation problem using existing public and private 

resources. But we are convinced that these measures will 

produce only marginal improvements in transit time and 

will ullinately fail. 

We believe that the only workable solution is t~ 

create a fast ferry link directly between Bremerton and 

Naval Station Everett. In order to do this, and do it in 

one hour, two Chinook-class vessels operating at 37 knot 

cruise speed, can move over 700 sailors from Everett to 

Bremerton in one hour or less. This is sufficient 

capacity and speed to solve the problem in a very 

sailor-friendly way. It rill cost about $20 million to 
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acquire two Chinook-class vessels. This cost will be 

offset by $20 million in PCS cost savings for one DPF 

alone. 

We propose that the federal government fund the 

acquisition of these vessels for subsequent operation and 

maintenance by the Washington State Gerry System as an 

integral part of that system. We propose a federal-state 

partnership and operating agreement to be developed that 

provides priority service in support of U.S. Navy 

requirements within that system. 

We have discussed this proposal with senior 

representatives from the state and federal government 

level, and they have indicated that they are willing to 

proceed to solve this problem now. And these 0ffiCialS 

will discuss their commitment in the next session. Thank 

you very much. 

CAPT. D m :  Thank you, sir. Karen 

Schmidt. 

proposal that has been put before you. The acquisition o 

two additional passenger vessels to transport sailors 

between Everett and Bremerton is enthusiastically 

supported by our state. The obvious benefits to Everett 

and Bremerton are very positive, and we'le very supportiv 

of it. The state is working in a number of areas 

cooperatively to form partnerships, because they are many 

challenges before us that neiter the state nor the federa 

government can solve on their own. But by jointly workin 

together, we believe we can come up with a good solution. 

The proposal before you, the purchase of two 

vessels, to have the sLaLr own and operate the service, 

and that is an exciting opportunity for us. The success 

of our new fast ferry coming to Bremerton. the Chinook, 

has made this proposal a very do-able and pleasant 

opportunity for all of us. The passengers love this new 

boat, as the sailors would love the experience also. The 

Success of the Chinook will now allow us as a state to ad< 

new routes to the existing system. The current routes 

that we will be adding are from Kingston to Seattle and 

from Southworth to Seattle. This would then be an 

additional, new route, that would be'operated. 

This proposal is consistent with our current 

plans and timely with our other plans. And certainly, if 

there are economies of discount, ordering vessels in the 
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MS. SCHMIDT: Thank you, and welcome to 

Kitsap County. I'm Representative Karen Schmidt, 

S-C-H-M-I-D-T. I also, aside from representing this area, 

chair the House Transportation Committee and the 

Legislative Transportation Committee, which is a hybrid of 

both the House and Senate here in the state. 

I 

We're very supportive of this flexibility t 
ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - (206) 467-6188 



Paae 38  Page 37 

immediate future would be very beneficial to all. 

I've discussed this proposal with my fellow 

legislators. YOU met Representative Zellinsky, my 

seatmate. Senator Sheldon is also here from the 35th 

District. ask others who couldn't be here since we are now 

two weeks prior to the election. 

The Washington State Ferry System has also been 

involved in these discussions. They are very supportive 

and anxious to begin working with you on working out the 

actual technical details. 

I've also discussed this with our labor unions, 

who are very important to the success of this kind of an 

operation. And they also join in support of creating this 

new route. 

So we a r e  all supportive and all in agreement 

that this is a win-win for the Navy, the state and the 

communities we serve. And while we still do have to work 

out the details, we believe this is a good step, we're 

eager to take on the challenge, and we know we can develop 

a good solution for you, the sailors, and for our 

comnunities. 

The state is ready when you are to take on this 

task, and we pledge that we are going to work very 

diligently to make sure this is one of the most pleasant 

experiences you've had in dealing with any state. 

Thank you for considering us. lk A 
E 

v 

CAPT. D m :  Thank you. Krt Beckett, with 
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Senator Sheldon on deck. 

MR. BECKETT: Good evening. It's Kurt 

Beckett, B-E-C-K-E-T-T, the District Director for 

Congressman Norm Dicks. Thank you for the time this 

evening. 

I'd like to share on behalf of Congressman Dick: 

his support for the community's proposal that has been 

presented here this evening. Certainly the consensus 

which supported that plan, both in the region and the 

consensus that it surrounded for the Navy in terms of 

supporting the Navy in the spirit of this community -- anc 
I think it's found not only here in Bremerton, but 

certainly across the water in Everett as well. 

Specifically, I'd like to convey Congressman 

Dicks' support and pledge to work with the Navy, with the 

community, certainly with his counterparts in the state 

legislature, to secure the proposal monies to help solve 

the transportation link. In Congressman Dicks' mind, thi: 

is certainly a criLical factor. Regardless of the path 

that the Navy ultimately decides upon, certainly the 

communities are going to support the Navy in its ultimate 

decision. But I know in Congressman Dicks' mind, it's 

important we make sure we deal with both the quality of 
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of the Navy and provide them a fine quality of life with 

affordable cost of living and excellent recreational and 

educational opportunities. The location of Puget Sound 

warrants serious consideration, establishing and 

maintaining the capability of hoaeporting, additional 

carriers in the Bremerton and Everett communities is 

strategically and economically viable. Washington State 

would welcome the opportunity to host additional aircraft 

carriers. 

I encourage the Navy to provide the capability 

of homeporting additional carriers in Puget Sound. 

Sincerely, Governor Gary Locke." 

The second letter begins: 

"We are writing this letter on behalf of the 

Washington State Kitsap County legislative delegation to 

call your attention to our support for a continued and 

enhanced Navy presence in Kitsap County. 

Kitsap County has a long history of hosting the 

Navy and providing a critical strategic role in the 

defense of our country for more then a century. The 

citizens of Kitsap have been pleased to welcome the men 

and women of the Navy into the community, and look forwars 

to continuing to do so well into the future. 

We are very proud of our Navy heritage and 

quality of life in Kitsap County, and enjoy sharing that 
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life issues associated with maintaining a carrier in 

Everett and in Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, and certainly 

the effect that not fixing that link would have on the 

realities of the yard itself in terms of proper 

maintenance in a timely fashion, and making sure we have 

got our folks onboard and ready to work in a fashion that 

they can be mentally prepared for, as opposed to having a 

five-hour commute everyday. 

SO certainly, Congressman Dicks would offer his 

full support in securing those monies. And with that, 

thank you very much. 

CAPT DEAL: Tim Sheldon, followed by Chris 

Anderson. 

MR. SHELWN: Good evening. I'm State 

Senator Tim Sheldon from the 35th District, S-H-E-L-D-0-N 

I'd like to read two letters. 

"I'm writing to express my support for the 

United States Navy presence in the Puget Sound cities of 

Bremerton and Everett. Our state has hosted the Navy for 

more than 100 years. We are proud of this long tradition 

and partnership was has been developed with the Navy in 

our communities. The Navy has ~rovided our citizens with 

good paying jobs and has been a major economic contributa 

supporting our state. 

We have been pleased to host the men and women 
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with our Navy friends and neighbors. We are a very 

Navy-friendly community. The Navy has provided Puget 

Sound residents with good paying jobs and is the economic 

engine that drives the Peninsula, and in particular, 

Kitsap County. Our residents understand and appreciate 

that. 

Kitsap County would welcome the opportunity to 

homeport additional aircraft carriers in our community. 

We would very much like to encourage the Navy to provide 

that capability at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard." 

That's signed: "Sincerely. Senator Bob Oake, 

Senator Betty Sheldon. myself, Tim Sheldon, 

Representatives Ike Myerhoff, Johnson, Lance, Schmidt and 

Zellinsky." 

Finally, I'd like to close, as a citizen 

legislator, I also represent the Economic Development 

Council in Mason County. I am Warren Olsen's counterpart 

in your neighboring community. We also want to express 

our Support for the EIS Alternative No. 2 as modified to 

accommodate an additional carrier at Bremerton. 

We have over five percent of our labor force in 

Mason County that works every day as a civilian in the 

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, and many uncounted enlisted 

men and women that also reside in Mason County and work 

here. 
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We want to express our willingness and our 

eagerness to accommodate your presence here in Puget 

Sound, and in particular, in Bremerton. Thank you. 

CAPT. DEAL: Thank you, sir. 

Chris Endresen, followed by Dick Hayes. 

MS. ENDRESEN: I'm Chris Endresen. I'm 

Chairman of the Board of County Comissioners for Kitsap 

County, C-H-R-IPS, E-N-D-R-E-S-E-N. 

I won't repeat what the previous speakers have 

said. But I will submit to you Resolution 168 in 1998 

that was passed unanimously by the Board of County 

Comissioners, stating our support for Alternative 2 as 

we're proposing it be modified for the extra carrier 

capacity. 

Quality of life for sailors and their families 

is constantly improving in Kitsap County; on base with th, 

new recreational facility, with the Chinook passenger 

ferry that has a 30-minute capacity for Navy personnel to 

be in Seattle and take advantage of all they have to offe 

with the 30-minute trip. We have new businesses coming tl 

the County that will provide jobs for the spouses of the 

Navy personnel. 

We have broad-based cooperation -- not just in 
our county with Bremerton and the other three cities here 

-- but the Board of County Commissioners also serves on 
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PugeL Sound Regional Council. So we have a very collegia. 

relationship with the Mayors of Everett and Edmonds and 

the Snohomish County Council and their Executive, Bob 

Drewell. 

We want to pledge to you that we want to work 

cooperatively within the Puget Sound region to make the 

Navy welcome here and to assist you in your efforts. 

The quality of life team that you'll be hearing 

from are folks that work tirelessly in our county to 

maintain and improve our quality of life here, not only 

for our citizens, but for our valued naval personnel and 

their spouses. Each one will be addressing you on their 

particular area of expertise. Thank you for being here 

this evening. 

CAP?. DEAL: Thank you. Dick Hayes, 

followed by Roger Waid. 

MR. HAYES: Good evening. My name is Dick 

Hayes, H-A-Y-E-S. I'm the Executive Director of Kitsap 

Transit, which is the public transit system that serves 

the greater Kitsap County Connunity. 

We were well represented in the EIS, and I thinl 

the partnership that we have with the Navy which we're 

very proud of has been well documented elsewhere as well. 

We have four improvements to our program that we believe 

should be mentioned, because they will enhance the qualit) 
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of life for Navy personnel in our area. And I'd like to 

list them now. This is our contribution as a cornunity 

representative agency to the quality of life. 

The first, we've had a ship's pass program with 

the ships that come to the homeport for a number of years 

now where the ship contributes a set amount once a month. 

And all the sailors and dependents ride free, just showing 

their ID cards. We have, with board support, offered that 

that program be expanded to include all Navy personnel in 

the County, which would make it very much easier for 

sailors and their dependents to access our service. 

Second, we have budgeted in the ' 9 9  budget for a 

Puget Sound Naval Base route which will provide a basic 

five-minute connection to the new fast passenger ferry. 

and to the downtown transfer center. And we are in 

discussion now with Navy persor~nel to try and establish 

where it would run and get that moving forward so we can 

support the new base as well as we possibly can. It goes 

without saying that that support will work, whether 

there's one carrier or two carriers or whatever number. 

from my vantage paint, the more carriers the more riders. 

So we favor the more riders always. But it will be a 

quality service that will improve the quality of life. 

We'll also offer later hours on the key route t( 

the shopping and theater areas in our community, a requesl 
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1 we heard from the Navy. 

2 Finally, we're Proud of our proactive support, 

3 along with all other transportation-related agencies in 

4 our community, to begin redeveloping downtown, so that 

5 there will be more things for sailors to do in downtown 

6 Bremerton. And we're proud to say that that project is 

7 going well and going to actually start visibly impacting 

8 downtown here in the near future. 

9 So that's what we would like to add in terms of 

10 this community's transit systems contribution for the 

11 quality of life for the Navy. Thank you. 

X l2 CAPT. DEAL: Roger Waid, followed by Jerry 
L 

13 Reid. 

14 MR. WAID: Good evening. My name is Roger 

15 Wade. I'm the Deputy Executive Director of the Kitsap 

16 county Consolidated Housing ~ ~ t h ~ f i t ~ .  ~t's R-0-G-E-R. 

17 W-A-I-D. 

18 The Housing Authority is a municipal corporation 

which are family units, and approximately 200 or so senior 

units. More importantly, however, I think, are the 

variety of affordable home ownership opportunities that we 

can provide to Navy personnel, such as  our condominium 

units, a number of which -- many of which -- we have sold 
to primarily enlisted personnel in the area. 

A lease-to-own program, which provides down 

payment assistance over a period of three years to make 

affordable ownership possible. A mortgage assistance 

program, which provides a direct benefit subsidy to assist 

in downpayment for home ownership. A housing 

rehabilitation program, which homeowners can use to 

maintain the quality of their homes throughout the County. 

And a self-help program. 

All of these programs are available to the lower 

grades of Navy enlisted personnel. And we assure you that 

we would continue to aggressively develop, own and operate 

affordable housing so that it 1s available to all of the 

Citizens of Kitsap County. Thank you very much. 

CAPT. DEAL: Thank you. Jerry Reid. 

Followed by Karl Jonietr. 

19 
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MR. REID: Thank you. I'm Jerry Reid, I ' 

operating in and on behalf of Kitsap county in the 

community cities of Port Orchard and Bainbridge Island. 

We've enjoyed a 20-year relationship with the Navy, which 

has been mutually beneficial, providing affordable housing 

for junior officers and enlisted personnel. 

Presently, we own and operate over 1,500 

affordable rental units throughout the County, 1,300 of 

R-E-I-D, a local real estate broker in the community with 

property management and real state office in Kitsap and 
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I realize in analyzing the homeport situation 

and carriers in the shipyard in the community, you have 

many decisions to reach. Some of those decisions and so. 

of the concerns are obviously more important than others. 

I think quality of life is one of the important things 

that we see in the conununity. In the last few years, I'v 

been asked to attend three pre-deployment affairs in 

California. I've gone down to talk to the sailors, 

officers, and shipmates of men and women that are coming 

up to Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. On that behalf, I was 

asked to speak about affordable housing and the rental 

market. 

We found thast the number one question that 

people ask is: What can I do to about housing when I get 

to Puget Sound. I'd like to speak to you on those issues 

on a separate basis. Number one, I'd like to talk about 

the rental market. 

I'm going to talk to you about the rental marke 

within 30 minutes of Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. That 

does not include all of Kitsap County; it does include a 

little bit of the north end of Mason County. 

At the present time in those areas, there are 

approximately 14,000 units that are available for rent. 

On today's market, there are eight to ten percent 

vacancies in those units. The average rental price of a 
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MR. JONIETZ: Good evening. My name is I 

1 two-bedroom, one-bath home is $505. The apartments, most 

2 of those, which are about 60 percent of that number, are 

3 limited in such that the rental market is so slow for them 

4 that they have basically a $100 or less move-in charge, 

5 and one month free rent. Now, that's today and that isn't 

6 to say when we reach the time frame that you're talking 

7 about. 

8 In the selling market at the present time, 

9 within 30 minutes of Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, w e  have 

10 1,700 units available for sale. In Bremerton, in West 

11 Bremerton, the average list price of those, including 

12 waterfront homes, is $80,000. All of Bremerton, not in 

13 the County but in the city, the average price is $125,000. 

14 There are many homes available for people that want to 

I5 come to our community. 

16 The comnunity welcomes the Navy. But I think 

251 Karl Jonietz, K-A-R-L J-0-N-I-E-T-Z. I'm President of t 
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we, through the years, have been really supportive of Navy 

activities. 

In the event the Navy decides that there is a 

spot for another CVN, Bremerton would like to be 

considered. Thank you very much. 

CAPT. DEAL: Thank you, sir. Karl Jonietz, 

with Rob Schneidler next. 
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1.19 ~ .1 .19  I I  marine system technoIogy. This is as a result of an t l 
A 

Olympic College, end I'm here to speak in favor of your 

preferred alternative. Olympic College is a 

state-sponsored community college which serves more than 

6,000 students per quarter. Many of our students are Navy 

personnel or their dependents. And we e r e  ready, able and 

willing to serve their needs. We have programs based 

throughout the County. We teach in six locations, 

including our principal campus in Bremerton. 

There are two points of consequence for the Navy 

to be mentioned. We are a college with the 

transferability of credits. And the Washington State 

process has US charging resldent tuition to all Navy 

personnel and their dependents from the day they arrive in 

the state. So they are immediately classified for 

resident tuition. 

There are three specific programs I'd like to 

talk with you about this evening which are of interest to 

the c w  community. First is our longstanding partnership 

with the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard in which we provide 

academic and theoretic training to back up their practical 

training in more than 15 areas under the Apprenticeship 

Program operating at the shipyards. 

The second is a partnership which we have with 

the Navy, whereby we take Navy work and provide credit 

toward an associates or Technological Arts degree in v 
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3 

agreement brokered between the Trident training facility 

at the college, and is an example of the types of I 
4 

5 

6 

7 

11 I programs or Masters degree programs once people complete I I 

partnerships that we undertake. 

The third, and possibly the most exciting 

program from the point of view of the CVN community, is a 

partnership we concluded this year with Old Dominion 

8 

9 

10 

12 1 their lower degree education. I I 

University of Virginia. This three-way arrangement has 

Olympic College providing lower division credit, and has 

Old Dominion University providing either Bachelors degree 

Nuclear Power school, generally enlisted personnel, a head I I 
13 

14 

What's particularly important is a program we 

have jointly worked on which gives graduates of the Navy 

2 0 1  should point out that Old Dominion. as well as Our I I 

16 

17 

18 

19 

start on their Bachelors degree. They work with us to 

obtain their Associates degree. They're then given 42 

semester credit hours by Old Dominion in pursuit of a 

Bachelors degree in Mechanical Engineering Technology. I 

21 

22 

college, charges resident tuition for naval personnel. 

I cite these as examples of the extent to which 

23 

2 4  

25 

we are desiring of partnering with the Navy. And we look 

forward to welcoming either the preferred alternative of 

which you speak, or any of the other alternatives where we 
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might be of service. Thank you. 

CAPT DEAL: Rob Schneidler (phonetic), with 

Ruth Enderle on deck. 

MR. SCHNEIDLER: Capts. Holden and Deal, 

Mr. McKenrie, good evening. I'm Robert Schneidler, the 

President of the Kitsap Physicians Service. 

I'm here to speak in support of the Navy's 

choice of EIS Alternative No. 2 as modified by suggestion 

earlier. I'm here also specifically to address the 

medical capabilities of this community in service to the 

Navy. I've given you a typewritten report, and I'd like 

to summarize a few points in there. 

This report reviews the capability of the 

existing medical facilities and the infrastructure in 

Kitsap County to support the forces, mission and personnel 

associated with the Navy, as well as the potential impact: 

on the local medical infrastructure if there is any change 

in the anour~L of miliLary-oriented work in Kitsap County. 

In short, the local medical infrastructure is 

very efficient and has the capacity available which could 

effectively serve a substantially larger population l r  

additional people move to the area. In effect, the 

medical infrastructure, including medical facilities, can 

effectively serve the additional population associated 

with a large scope of Navy activity in Kitsap County. 
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While this community and the Puget Sound region, 

for that matter, has chosen to provide certain tertiary 

services on a regional basis, for example, coronary bypass 

grafts, organ transplats and cancer treatments at the 

world renowned Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research facility in 

Seattle, most other essential services are available right 

here in Kitsap County. Those other services include such 

services as kidney dialysis, lithotripsy, "on-invasive 

coronary treatnents and advanced diagnostics like MRI. 

Both Harrison Memorial Hospital, our local 

hospital, and local physicians have a good working 

relationship to serve both CHRMPUS and Tri-Care Northwest 

Beneficiaries. We continue to seek to work with the 

Commanding Ofticer of the Naval Hospital Bremerton 

regarding actions consistent with the delivery of Tri-Care 

benefits by improving access, quality of services, and 

maintaining cost effectiveness. Harrison Hospital has 

that capacity. We have the physicians supply capability, 

and we have the acute care capabilities at both Harrison 

and Bremerton Naval. 

There is a solid health services system 

presently available in Kitsap County. This system 

provides quality and cost effective care. There is a long 

history of cooperative activities between local, public 

health, civilian health services providers, and 
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has ample capacity to effectively serve a substantially 

larger population. 

Thank you for your patience and attention. And 

I notice the ball is waiving me off. So I have just one 

last comment. Beat Army. Thank you. 

CAPT. DEAL: Thank you. Ruth Enderle, with 

Grant Griffin on deck. 

MS. ENDERLE: Good evening. My name is 

Ruth Enderle, E-N-D-E-R-L-E. I'm the Executive Director 

of the Admiral Theater Foundation. The Admiral Theater ir 

located in downtown Bremerton, a 1942 movie house recentli 

renovated into a fully functioning community performing 

arts center. 

I, too, am representing the Kitsap Community 

Coalition. And we support them in their desire to have 

the EIS reflect the strength of the arts and culture 

emerging now in Kitsap County. We have lots of evidence 

of that, including activities both in downtown Bremerton, 

which is in walking distance of the shipyard, and 

throughout Kitsap County. 

The first Friday of every month we have quite ar 

amazing collection of art galleries which are open for 

gallery walks, and it's been a very popular activity for 

the community. 
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The Admiral Theater, as I mentioned, is recentl! 

renovated and open with 32 professional events each 

season, from country groups to classical music. The 

Evergreen Childrens' Theater is a childrens' theater 

organization. Having been formed six years ago, it 

presents five performances each season, and in addition i: 

about to begin operating a nationally renowned puppet 

museum in the Admiral Theater and does also conduct 

year-around curriculum of childrens' dramatic classes, 

theater classes, puppetry classes. 

Our Bremerton Symphony, which we're very proud 

of, is now in its 57th year, and I know a lot of people ir 

this room recently attended the opening season of the 

Symphony, and really, it was just a thrilling night to 

think that we have such a fine organization in our own 

community. And I can tell you that occasionally, if not 

often, military personnel will perform in our Symphony, 

and are part of that fine organization. 

Kitsap Opera has been in existence for six 

years; we have our own opera company right here in Kitsap 

County. They offer two performances a year. 

We have several dance theaters and several 

community theaters, each of them performing full seasons 

each year. Also, community concerts presents professional 

performances in Kitsap County, I think about five or six 
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Performances a year. from jazz to classical, and has been 

in existence for more than 50 years. 

The Admiral Theater is within walking distance 

of the shipyard, as I said, right in downtown Bremerton. 

750 to 1.000 seats. a very flexible facility which can 

serve as a dinner theater, cabaret, or a movie theater or 

a full performing arts center. 

The beauty of the Admiral Theater is that it 

offers sailors an off-duty entertainment option of 

redeeming value within just a short walk of the shipyard. 

What better escape is there from the often spartan-like 

conditions of shipboard life than a fine dinner out in a 

nostalgic theater with named entertainment. 

At the Admiral, every patron is treated like 

they're wearing five stars on their collar. No Navy 

family ever regrets the red carpet treatment that a night 

at the Admiral offers. 

I thank you for your time, and I've brought you 

a program of the theater. Thank you very much. 

CAPT. DEAL: Thank you. Grant Griffin, 

followed by Randy McGreal. 

MR. GRIFFIN: Good evening. My name is 

Grant Griffin, G-R-I-F-F-I-N. I'm the Executive Director 

of the Kitsap Peninsula Visitor and Convention Bureau. 

And I am also here in support of the Kitsap Community 
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Coalition, representing quality of life. And my two 

subjects are recreation and entertainment. 

So basically, I'm going to be addressing, or 

partially addressing, what happens with any available free 

time. There is a myriad of things that go on or can go on 

at the Kitsap Peninsula area. I\nd I started thinking 

about each one of those and decided I'd put them in an 

alphabetical order, because it's going to be easier to 

address, starting with the recreation side of what we have 

to offer. 

Starting with biking. We have over 500 miles of 

scenic roadways that are graded either novice or 

intermediate, and safe. we have hundreds of miles of 

trail riding for mountain bikes. We have miles of trails 

for motor bikes. We also have repair and sales facilitier 

to back those up. 

Boating. There are 15 boat launches. There is 

more open water in the Puget Sound area that can be 

imagined to cruise, to water ski, to sail, to wind surf, 

to jet ski -- or just float your boat. 
Backpacking. Again, hundreds of areas to hike. 

camp, nature walk, bird watch; or again, whatever your 

abilities night be. 

Diving. We have some of the wo~ld's best scuba 

diving areas right here in our backyard. We're home to 
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the world's largest octopus also. We have instruction, wc 

have equipment, and we have guides for those that are just 

beginning. 

Fishing. Salmon fishing is some of the best in 

the Puget Sound area, at least while it lasts. We also 

have shrimping. clamning and oystering, that are all open 

to the general public on our beaches. 

Golfing. We have a number of top-rated golf 

courses that are public courses open to anybody. And 

within an hour's drive of Bremerton, there are an 

additional fifteen golf courses offering extremely 

reasonable rates. And there's no waiting, which is 

another one. 

Kyaking. We have over 200 miles of 

shoreline to explore. There's rentals and instructions. 

We have hundreds of additional activities that we could go 

through that are offered through our parks and recreation 

organizations. 

Exercising, weight training, dance, 

volleyball, basketball, baseball, yoga, Tai Chi, aerobics 

-- and on and on. And the red ball got me. 

Professional sports. I have to quickly do this 

one. Within a 30-minute ride we have professional 

baseball, professional football: no parking, no hassles. 

It's easier to get to professional football in Seattle 
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than if you lived in Seattle. Not to say anything about 

mentioning basketball, hockey, soccer, etc., etc. 

With that, I thank you very much. There are 

many more to be offered. 

CAPT. DEAL: Randy McGreal, followed by 

Warren Olson. 

MR. MCGRIEL: Thank you for this 

opportunity. My name is Randy McGreal, M-c-G-R-E-A-L. 

I'm one of the members of the Comercial Group. 

The Commercial Group is part of a public-private 

partnership that includes the City of Bremerton, Kitsap 

County, Kitsap Transit, the Port of Bremerton. 

This public-private partnership was created to 

redevelop the waterfront of downtown Bremerton. The 

project includes twelve city hlocks. 1,400 lineal feet 

along the waterfront, virtually all of downtown Bremerton. 

Our public partners have stepped forward with more than 

$65 million to ensure the success of this project. The 

company I represent plans to conunit more than $125 millior 

to the private portions of the project. We are creating z 

shopping and entertainment destination that will change 

the face and image of Bremerton. We've hired the world's 

eighth largest architectural firm to create a distinctive, 

unique city center. When completed in 2001, the project 

will draw people from Seattle and the entire Pacific 
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Northwest. People will come to Bremerton to shop in 

Washington State's largest premium outlet center, to visit 

a unique city center, to stay at the 150-room waterfront 

hotel, to walk along the waterfront esplanade, to eat at a 

restaurant overlooking the marina, or to spend a romantic 

evening dancing at one of the many waterfront nightclubs. 

The Sinclair Landing project will provide the 

key building blocks necessary to transform Bremerton into 

a destination entertainment center. The project includes 

a 14-screen cinema with stadium seats and state-of-the-art 

Dolby sound. The project will include retailers such as 

Nike, Rebok, Quicksilver, Calvin Klein, Polo. Ralph 

Lauren, Liz Claiborne, and DKN6Y. There will be a book 

and music store, a series of open artists' studios, a 

premim Northwest seafood restaurant, 1940s-style soda 

fountain and brew public. 

We haven't forgotten families. There will be a 

drop-off daycare so mother and go shopping or dad and mom 

can go to the Seahawks game in Seattle. There will be an 

interactive history-based attraction for children to 

explore. 

In addition to activities that stimulate the 

mind, we'll have activities for the body. We'll have 

batting cages, virtual golf, mountain clinbinb Walls, even 
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forgotten the single sailor. The project is designed to 

allow many places for interaction, as well as a number of 

activities that appeal to this segment. For instance, th, 

project will include a comedy club, a jazz club, and a 

grand ballroom for swing dancing. 

Sinclair Landing will offer a complete downtown 

experience for the young sailor within walking distance 01 

the base. It will also offer essential services for Navy 

families living in the area. The project includes a 

beauty salon. 

More importantly, Sinclair Landing will anchor 

the community by creating a gathering place that will makr 

the quality of life in Bremerton the equal of any naval 

comunity. 

CAPT. DEAL: Thank you. Warren Olson, 

followed buy Brian Slagle. 

MR. OLSON: My name is Warren Olson, 

W-A-R-R-E-N, 0-L-S-0-N. I'm Executive Director of the 

Development Council at Kitsap County. 

I'd like to make a few points about the impact 

on the economy of the aircraft carriers. And these are 

largely positive, I would note. For one thing, the impact 

in Bremerton is larger than it is in either San Diego or 

Everett. And if you take a look at the chart that we haw 

on the back that is illustrated here, the r~umber of 
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sailors compared force 

as large in Bremerton as it is in San Diego. It's 

approximately three times as large as it is in Everett. 

That means that we have a Substantially larger impact, 

approximately one aircraft carrier would represent 

approximately 2.6 percent of our total jobs in the County. 

Now. it comes and goes overnight. And that has 

an interesting impact if you think about, if we woke up 

tomorrow morning and 2.6 percent of the U.S. employment 

had disappeared, you can bet that the stock market would 

notice that, and it would be the headline news. So a 

substantial impact happens to us frequently here. That 

has an impact on the stability in the economy. And that, 

subsequently, I think, has an impact on the ability of us 

to develop the kind of businesses that will serve young 

sailors. I know that's one of the concerns, the ability 

to serve young sailors. That is already an unrepresented 

group in our population in terns of the age range. And 

when we talk about people coming and going in large 

numbers, it's very difficult for a business to plan and t< 

obtain bank financing and to do the other things 

necessary. 

The argument here being that more would be 

better. And if we could have a second carrier, should 

that happen, and if we prepared for that, we believe that 
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that would in fact have a very beneficial effect on 

allowing us to provide better service to the Navy. 

To make an additional point, and that has to do 

with, again, related to Lhis stability. That as we 

diversify our economy, the continued presence of the Navy 

is vital to us. We have some highly variahle employment 

at the shipyard and highly variable homeporting. The 

results of that oftentimes have made it difficult in terms 

of labor force stability, to attract buaincss to the area. 

We haven't had the kinds of investment that produces large 

private sector economies. We remain heavily dependent 

upon the Navy. 

In trying to work our way out of that, as we are 

with diversification, as we look at trying to find 

facilities, we can only house an additional 1,200 

civilians of any significant size business. And that 

would take us, in groups of about 200 to 300, would take 

US probably three to four years to do that. That means 

that the 2 , 0 0 0  Navy jobs represented on an aircraft 

carrier, the 2,000-plus jobs, are really essential to the 

continued wellbeing of this community. 

We welcome the Navy and the aircraft carriers. 

We believe that they're an extraordinarily important piecl 

of our economy. We support the Navy's preferred 

alternative with the amendment to add the capability of a 
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second port. And when the time comes, know that you have 

a great home for that second carrier here. Thanks. 

CAPT. DERL: Brian Slagle, with Mike 

Shapiro on deck. 

MR. SLAGLE: My name it's Brian Slagle, 

S-L-A-G-L-E. I'd like to welcome you to the Greater 

Paclflc Northwest, and to the Greater Washington. 1.d 

like to address this committee on behalf of our unique 

YMCA, our law cost of living, the Bremerton Council, the 

Navy League, and the Bremerton, Port Orchard and 

Silverdale Chambers of Commerce whose members and 

leadership are represented here this evening. 

Our local Y is different as it's an operating 

branch of the armed services, providing full service to 

the military and their families, including a fully 

functioning facility at Bangor; the budget subsidized by 

the national branch. 

The cost of living index comparison between 

Bremerton and San Diego shows Bremerton to be 18.3 percen 

less expensive in the aggregate, with only one of six 

areas slightly more expensive, and that's healthcare. An' 

I think thatSs understandable, due to the higher 

percentage of people who decide to make the choice to 

retire in our county, because of its superior quality of 

life. 
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The Bremerton Olympic Peninsula Council and the 

Navy League judges our quality of life as second to none. 

providing Navy families affordable lifestyle and provides 

their full support and endorsement, and encourages the 

Navy to provide the base infrastructure capability to 

support two new aircraft carriers in Bremerton and at 

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, and two at Naval Station 

Everett. Signed by President, Julie Goslin. 

Chambers of Commerce. Whereas the residents -- 
this is like the begets -- have a long and rich tradition 
and history of supporting and working with the Navy for 

over 100 years, and the quality of life for the military 

is the best in the nation -- I know that personally -- we 
know, understand, appreciate and welcome the Navy and 

their families and provide a very affordable lifestyle a m  

the most excellent recreational, entertainment, 

educational opportunities, and have the civilian 

infrastructure to support the homeporting of additional 

nuclear carriers. These actions would preserve jobs and 

valuable technical skills to the Navy and to the nation, 

as well as strengthening and stabilizing the local 

economy. 

And this capability at PSNS Bremerton and AFC 

Everett would enhance the strategic needs and posture of 

the Navy and the nation. 
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Be it resolved, that the Bremerton Area Chamber 

of Conmerce provides its full support, endorsement, and 

encourages the Department of the Navy to provide the base 

infrastructure capability to support two nuclear powered 

carriers at the Bremerton Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and 

two at Naval Station Everett. Signed Jim Hamer 

(phonetic), President. 

Be it resolved, the Port Orchard Chamber of 

Commerce board of directors votes unanimously to provide 

their full support and endorsement and encouragement to 

the Department of the Navy to provide the base 

infrastructure capabilities for two nuclear powered 

carriers at Bremerton at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, and 

two at Naval Station Everett. Signed, Melanie Aesop, 

Recording Secretary. 

Be it resolved, the Silverdale Chamber of 

Commerce provides their full support, endorsement and 

encourages the Department of the Navy to provide the base 

infrastructure capabilities to support two nuclear powerec 

aircraft carriers in Bremerton at Puget Sound Naval 

Shipyard, and two at Naval Statlon Everett. Signed, Dr. 

~ o n y  Lang, President on behalf of Silverdale Chamber Of 

Commerce Board of Directors. Thank you. 

CAPT. DEAL: Mike Shapiro, followed by 

2 5  

MR. SHEPARD: Mike Shepherd, 

S-H-E-P-H-E-R-D, representing the Bremerton environmental 

community, and supplementing the Coalition's support of 

Option 2. 

We urge the development of Bremerton as an 

option in the future. In particular, we have evaluated 

and determined there are four significant factors that we 

wish to highlight. 

First, the Navy and the Bremerton environmental 

community have a long and distinctive history of 

partnership. This partnership allows the homeported 

sailor an enhanced connection with their environment that 

is unparalleled. Examples of this partnership include 

sinclair Inlet cleanup, Clean Water Week displays. 

projects involving sailors, tutoring environmental 

subjects in our schools, adopting parks and roads, saving 

birds damaged by oil spilled from commercial tankers, biu 

watching and conservation and restoration of sensitive 

creeks and trails and shorelines. 

The success and participation of the community 

in remedlal action boards in Jackson Park, Fleet 

Industrial Center (phonetic), Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, 

clearly demonstrates the success of the Navy in community 

partnership in Bremerton. 

Second, Puget Sound has a sensitive ecosystem. 
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It has the ability to absorb the minimal adverse effects 

of environmental interactions. Our air quality in 

Bremerton is magnificent, to say the least. And we are 

not dramatically affected by the epidemic of asthma 

experienced in so many metropolitan areas. The traffic 

and air pollution problems, which are significant problems 

in other locations, do not even exist here, Our water 

quality is not seriously degraded, and has potential to 

improve because of our Navy and community partnership. 

Solid and hazardous handling wastes handling are 

well defined processes and in this region is the home of 

the Navy's most prestigious star performers. This is no 

accident. This is a direct result of a well-functioning 

community environmental and Navy relationship. 

Third, Bremerton is a terminal point on the 

Puget Sound and has no other potential industrial actors 

in the Dyes inlet. Therefore, there is no confusion about 

who did what and how it affected the environment. This 

geographic location makes it possible and clear for the 

Navy to identify the actions it needs to take to prevent 

enviromental damage. 

Rnd last, Bremerton has a special knowledge and 

experience that makes it the most desirable environmental 

partner for the Navy in the Future. The Bremerton 

Environmental Cowittee has the thorough knowledge, a higt 
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level of expertise, and many years of experience in 

working with the Navy and with complex environmental 

issues. As its sensitivity of complexity of radiological 

and environmental issues has increased over the years, the 

CDC has developed the technical and intellectual maturity 

to meet the challenges to protect our future, while 

maintaining an active and healthy relationship with the 

Navy. 

Again, we urge you to consider the development 

of Bremerton a s  a potential homeporting option in the 

future. Thank you. 

CAPT. DEAL: Donnie Sprague, followed by 

Tim Gary. 

MR. SPRAGUE: My name is Donnie Sprague, 

D-0-N-N-I-E, S-P-R-A-G-WE. I'm the President of the 

International Federation of Professional Technical 

Engineers, Local 1 2 .  

IFPT Local 12 represents approximately 1,400 

employees in various technical ficlds. Local 12 supports 

the community coalition recommendation, the homeporting 

capability modification to the Alternative 2  of the EIS. 

The additional carrier capabilities meet the demonstrated 

need and the future need of the Navy and the community 

supporting them. 

In addition to the quality of life of the Navy 

ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - (206) 467-6188 



/ I 1 1 I I 

Page 69 

personnel, we are concerned about the quality of life of 

civilian employees in the shipyard and the surrounding 

community. We live in the community. Our children go to 

school here. We're part of an excellent community support 

for the Navy here. The Navy base and the shipyard are the 

economic base of the Kitsap Peninsula and a significant 

factor in the Everett community. Folks who represent an 

engineering and technical fields are high-end living wage 

jobs that provide a major income and capability for 

businesses, schools and communities. 

Maintaining the technical capabilities in the 

federal sector is an essential part of our mission and 

critical to the Navy maintenance and repair programs, and 

good for the community. 

We'd like you to consider these following items: 

We've developed a proven, capable, efficient organization 

of civilian employees that fully supports the Navy's 

needs. In addition to our responsiveness to the 

customer's need, we've been able to apply highly 

specialized skills and technical expertise to meet the 

challenge. Because of projected workloads at PSNS, it's 

critical that we do as much carrier work as possible to 

maintain the core work force and its expertise. 

As the work force shrinks due to downsizing 

pressures, we need to mitigate the danger of losing skill: 
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and and experience and knowledge to do shipboard repair 

and overhaul work through revitalization efforts. That's 

the way we'll build. Having capability to surge carrier 

work into the base here, helps provide an additional 

method for the Navy to meet civilian revitalization needs. 

This should be a strategic concern, but was not addressed 

in the EIS. 

We'd like to see better utilization of the 

shipyard infrastructure in both the industrial and 

homeport side through increased use of nuclear capability. 

This will give a better return on the investment to the 

taxpayer, in building one of the best modern facilitics or 

the west Coast. We have at present the best equipped shiF 

repair overhaul facility on the West Coast with an 

experienced work force and technical expertise that can 

handle any carrier need on a nuclear or non-nuclear level. 

The professional technical employees that 

Local 12 represents desire to meet the Navy's objectives 

and mainlain our current technical work capability to 

support the fleet and the maintenance repair needs into 

the next century. We support the community coalition's 

recommendations to the EIS. We welcome the opportunity t, 

host, homeport, provide engineering and planning support, 

perform all repairs and overhauls on a second CVN carrier 

if the opportunity presents itself. Thank you. 
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CAPT. DEAL: Thank you. Tim Gary, followed 

by Joan Soriano. 

MR. GARY: Good evening, and thank you for 

allowing me this opportunity. My name is Tim Gary, it's 

G-A-R-Y. I'm the President of the Brenerton Metal Trades 

Council, the single largest employee organization at Puget 

Sound Naval Shipyard, Keyport, Indian Island, Fisk, DWPW 

lphoneticl, DISSA (phonetic) and currently Naval Base 

Seattle. I represent 9,000-plus employees. 

I've come here tonight in order to offer our 

support for Initiative 2 and the Navy's plan for the 
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nuclear carrier homeporting. We wish to also encourage 

the Navy to make additional changes to Alternative 2, 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

bring to our area will provide temporary work to the 

community during the modification period. 

Secondly, the modificatioq to the B and D piers 

will how for availability of those appears to handle a 

larger variety of vessels, including deep draft vessels. 

which improves our work capabilities. 

Thirdly, and mosL imporLant to my people, these 

modifications will improve our chances to obtain 

additional work, which will help my people to maintain 

their core work skills. 

Over the past few years, with the reduction of 

force, BRAC's downsizing, regionalization, I've come to 

fear the eventual degrading of core work skills in ship 

repair. We have fine tuned our complex, difficult work of 

recycling nuclear submarines and cruisers, and eventually 

the recycling of the first nuclear carrier. While this i: 

work, it does not appear to compare to ship repair work. 

m d  it is not core work. Without core work, I feel our 

ship repair  skills will begin to degrade. The quality of 

our work is in one of these elements, and keeps us 

competitive with the private sector. 

We support Alternative 2 with the additional 

modifications which will allow for the capability of 

homeporting of two carriers at Everett and Bremerton 

because if gives Lhe capability to enter into the next 
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which will allow the capability for homeporting for two 

carriers here at PSNS and at Everett. We support this 

option, understanding the Navy's need for flexibility and 

responsiveness to the national security issues and to the 

changing world political climates. 

Having the capability in homeporting two 

carriers at Bremerton and Everett allows the Navy to 

strategically deploy carriers for a timely response to 

differing theaters of operation. 

At the local level, we support the modification 

to Altetnative 2 in the interest of our own basis. 

Personally, the additional work these modifications will 
. 
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century prepared to provide the Navy with an alternative 

I '  
H.1.31 

to private Sector contracting. Thank you. 

CAPT. DEAL: Joan Shapiro. 

MS. SORIANO: Soriano. 

CAPT. DEAL: Soriano, I'm sorry. 

MS. SORIANO: And that is spelled 

S-O-R-I-A-N-0. I'm President of the Puget Sound Naval 

Bases Association, speaking to quality of life on behalf 

of the Bremerton Kitsap Community Coalition. 

The Puget Sound Naval Bases Association is a 

nonprofit, nonpartisan organization whose purpose for over 

50 years has been to promote the general welfare of the 

naval installations in the Kitsap and Puget Sound 

comnunities. The governing body of the Puget Sound Naval 

Base Association is composed of neighbors from the Kitsap 

County Chambers of Conunerce and management and employee 

representatives from the naval installations in Kitsap 

:ounty. 

In September of 1998, the PSMBA board voted to 

support the same position as the Bremerton Kitsap County 

:oalition for Alternative 2 in the Navy's Environmental 

)raft Impact Statement. with editorial modifications that 

xovide for the capability of homeporting two nuclear 

:arriers at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and two at Naval 

itation Everett. 
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I 
The Kitsap community has a long history of I 

Jorking with and supporting the men and women of the U.S. 

lavy and their families. Puget Sound Naval Shipyard has 

:elebrated their 100th birthday, and during that time many 

laluable partnership have developed between the military 

m d  civilian communities. There are very, very many, and 

de're proud of every one of then. And I'd like to just 

share a few with you. 

We have a joint effort to maintain clean 

shorelines; cooperative efforts between the military and 

civilian law enforcement agencies; successful partnerships 

in the local cornbined federal campaign and UniLed Way 

drives; the uniqueness of the elementary school adoption 

programs by homeported ships, which provide assistance and 

expertise to staff and students. And we have the largest 

armed forces parade in the nation. 

Our military and community partnerships have 

been afforded much recognition. And again, I want to 

share both of those with you. 

For the city, the 1990 "Money Magazine" Most 

Liveable City Award; the 1996 "Readers Digest" 4th Best 

Small City to Raise Children Award -- and I could have 
some dates wrong here, so I apologize. The 1991 and 1995 

Commander in Chiefs Installation Excellence Award; and, 

the 1995 presentation of the Meritorious Unit 
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Comenda t ion. 

We have watched with pride as PSNS has added to 

the beauty, not only of our own area, but to the beauty of 

their own facility. They have a beautiful 

state-of-the-art fitness center, a multi-purpose athletic 

field. And we enter the city to look at a very, very 

handsome multi-level parking garage. 

Well, in conclusion, Puqet Sound Naval Bases 

Association considers that the Greater Kitsap community 

provides the men and Women of the Navy the best quality of 

life in the nation. This is recognized in part in your 

own Draft Environmental Statement. 

We would welcome the opportunity to homeport 

additional carriers in Kitsap and Puget Sound. And a s  

families over the past hundred years have known, future 

families will know that our quality of life is the reason 

many military families choose to permanently stay here or 

come back and retire. Our community will always be open 

to the Navy. Thank you. 

CAPT. DEAL: Diane Sloan, followed by Phil 

Moncrief. 

MS. SLOW: Good evening, and thank you for 

the opportunity to speak tonight. My name is Diane Sloan, 

S-L-O-A-N. I am the Chairperson for the Coalition for 

bremerton Ferry Commuters. 
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tonight before me sort of set the pace for my 

presentation. And I just want to digress slightly. Yes, 

I represent basically the common everyday commuter; the 

person that has to sit next to a Navy person when they're 

on the ferry. 

Our major concern is the impact on 

transportation. I ' v e  learned a lot here. I've looked at 

the presentation, and Alternative 2 seems to be one very 

popular. And I also say that we support Alternative 

NO. 2, with a request to amend the issue of 

transportation. It seems that on one of our handouts, 

Bremerton was mentioned, impact being biological. We feel 

that the impact on transportation deserves to be addressm 

also. 

In saying that, I would like to go on to say 

that right now is a very volatile time politically and 

socially in Bremerton. The passenqer-only ferry Chinook 

has caused a 2 2 0  percent increase in ridership on that 

line alone, still, leaving commuters on the dock. In 

total, Bremerton has 5,600  commuters daily going back and 

forth. 

AS already mentioned, the Sinclair Landing 

project is very important to Bremerton; passenger-only is 

also very important. The Coalition, which is a group of 
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daily commuters. boaters. and permanent residents, feel 

that we have not addressed the entire picture of this 

impact plan that we have been presented here. We feel 

that not only do we welcome the Navy, and not only do we 

will a150 port the Navy, but we also feel that we need to 

be included in the Navy's plan from a holistic standpoint, 

as to how those of us that are here day to day, those of 

US that get up at 5:00 o'clock in the morning and have to 

get on these ferries are impacted by a large influx of 

people. 

And when you think about it, I think all we're 

asking here is for the Navy to, on the record, address th< 

solution andlor impact transporting a large number of 

personnel back and forth would do to, particularly, the 

Chinook-Bremerton line. 

In saying that, we have also come up with some 

suggestions, but I think there were beLLer suggestions 

made before I got to this point. Of course, we all love 

the passenger-only ferry and we want more. more, more. 

But along with that, we also have to look realistically a! 

things. RllJ there have been many suggestions by the many 

members of the Coalition. This is just an example of in 

one day how many members we are getting by the day. The 

consciousness of Bremerton is changing. People Want to 
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part of an output Chat we have no part in. 

What we're trying to say is that we need to all 

bend and blend and create flexible solutions so that when 

something has to change or some new inpuL or curnmunicaLior 

line has been open, we can address that fairly. And we 

are looking forward to the Navy coming up with a solution 

for transportation that will not only work for our welcomr 

Navy crews, btlt also w o r k  for the permanent residents that 

will be left behind. Thank you. 

CAPT. DEAL: Thank you. Phll Moncrief, 

followed by Gary Vanfossen. 

MR. MONCRIEF: Good evening. It's Phil 

Honcrief, M-O-N-C-R-I-E-F. I'm PEPS IFPE Local 6 

(phonetic). PEPS is the organization that represents the 

planner estimators, and schedulers in the Puget Sound 

area. 

And some of the advantages that we feel for the 

Puget Sound homeporting are the close proximity of 

homeport and repair facilities to each other. There are 

several hundred planner estimators, schedulers, surveyors 

and assistant planners with vast experience in the ship 

overhaul and repair business. We have the no-how to 

continue to provide the Navy with the best service to her 

ships. We have a strong community that supports the 

military personnel and their families. Both Bremerton, 
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Everett and Silverdale are truly Navy towns. 

There's the Comprehensive Regional Support 

Network. And that's been spoken quite a bit about 

tonight. with housing, supply. medical, recreation, 

exchange facilities. 

And PEPS is COmitted to the Navy. For over a 

hundred years. planner estimators, schedulers, surveyors 

and progressmen at PSNS in Everett have led the way in 

planning and executing first-class overhauls for the Navy 

We look forward to continuing our service to the fleet in 

the years to come. 

The decision to base carriers in the Puget Soum 

region will prove to be a wise decision for the Navy. We 

Strongly urge the Navy to choose Puget Sound facilities t< 

homeport their carriers. Thank you. 

CAPT. DEAL: Thank you. Gary Vanfossen, 

followed by Carlos Montgomery. 

MR. VANFOSSEN: Gary Vanfossen, 

V-A-N-F-0-S-S-E-N. And I'm here representing Puget Renta: 

Owners Association. 

And my first statement is: The Navy at Kitsap 

County is viewed both economically and as a part of the 

community. The Navy and Marine Corps personnel are good, 

hard working people who fit into a quality community such 

sa ours. 
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AS a military transplant, I came here 34 years 

ago and never left. The quality of life for families and 

singles is wonderful in Kitsap. The schools are among thi 

best in the state. The opportunities to get involved in 

the community are unlimited. 

There is a large number of vacant rental homes 

in Kitsap County at a more reasonable price than the 

Seattle or Everett area. The Navy has ten times the 

military housing in Kitsap County than they do in the 

entire Seattle-Everett area. 

I commuted to Seattle for ten years -- to 

Seattle and Everett for ten years -- because I wanted a 
better quality of life to live in Kitsap County for both 

my family and I. There were several sailors who commuted 

with me. The sailors who were hoping to get follow-on 

tours to Kitsap Naval Bases. This is another good reason 

to put another carrier at PSNS, follow-on tours at the 

Kitsap County Naval Bases. The commute is murder. Rnd 

when the sailor has duty weekend, he or she cannot 

rejuvenate. We all need them 100 percent combat ready, 

not exhausted from the commute. 

It's much better to have the Navy personnel 

spend as much time as possible with their families, as yo, 

acknowledged to begin with. And both singles and familie: 

can have community involvement in lieu of conmutinq. The 
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naval facilities in Kitsap are great; the commissary, 

exchange. among the best. The Navy and Kitsap County 

customers and Puget Rental Owners Association, we want to 

provide the best quality of life for you and the best 

customer service. Thank you. 

CAPT. DEAL: Carlos Montgomery, followed b) 

Casey Patton. 

MR. MONTGOMERY: Thank you for the 

opportunity to speak. My name is Carlos Monty Montgomery, 

that's M-O-N-T-G-O-M-E-R-Y. 

It appears to this writer that the proposed 

setting of the five CVNs is a primary political decision. 

I fully understand that California did not do well in the 

base closures. However, to base three CVNl in Son Diego, 

one in Everett and one in Bremerton, does not reflect 

sound military fiscal and personnel planning. 

The quality o f  life that the Navy is so 

desparately pursuing would indicate that more CVNs should 

be homeported at a naval shipyard capable of drydocking 

these vessels, and we would provide this and reduce the 

time away from its homeport. This does have a military 

drawback, and that is the distance between the traveling 

areas down in the Southern California area. However, the 

distance also gives ships tine to do additional training 

of the crew prior to arrival for the carrier 
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qualifications for the pilots, which is a primary function 

of operational training with the carriers. The carrier 

needs calmer seas of the southern operating area to 

provide a more stable landing pad to reduce attrition of 

pilots and crews during training. And for those who have 

ever rode a carrier, you know what I mean. 

I fully realize that it would not be prudent to 

attempt to homeport all five CVNs in the only West Coast 

shipyard capable of nuclear repair. The Puget Sound Naval 

shipyard at Bremerton, however, by transferring all the 

support ships currently stationed at PSMS to the Everett 

base, would pre-empt the necessary resources once 

additional CVN pier was finished to homeport three 

carriers in thc PSNS. 

The support ships do not need a nuclear capable 

yard. Thus, a 50-50 split between the private and public 

repair yards could be accomplished. This would reduce 

changes in homeporting costs, as  these ships only need 

major overhauls once every four to six, or maybe more 

years, and would help improve morale and provide a more 

stable home life for our Navy personnel. 

The Navy has invested millions of taxpayer 

dollars to improve the facilities at PSNS and provide for 

a better quality of life, while not  improving the same 

facilities at Everett. The cost of living in Everett is 
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much higher and takes longer for the military personnel to 

travel to Seattle to enjoy what that city provides. 

Contrary to the proposed political decision having a CVN 

homeported in Everett and transporting crews back and 

forth to Bremerton while the ship is at PSNS, takes more 

than two or more hours per day that these men will have to 

add to already long hours shipboards must spend during any 

overhaul. 

In addition, the extra taxpayer dollars spent 

for this folly to satisfy political whims is not sound 

fiscal practice. It is time when the military brass needs 

to stand up for the military personnel needs, and this is 

CAPT. DEAL: Thank you. Casey Patton, 

followed by Frank Sharkey. 

MR. PATTON: Good evening. Casey Patton, 

P-A-T-T-0-N. And I appreciate you and thank you for 

allowing us all to speak tonight. 

I just recently retired after 30 years in the 

service. I wa5 a CWOI. My lest active term onboard 

carriers was aboard the AOEs when they transferred from 

PSNS to   odd Shipyard. And they had to go ahead and make 

the commute from Todd to PSNS where their families were. 

I also support the U.S.S. Lincoln whenever it is stationer 

here, and am part of planning and supporting those 
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families whenever the crews come over here for an overhau 

whenever a ship is being drydocked. And as  a result of a 

lot of the family problems that we incurred, both 

financial, because of the commute problems and the cornmut 

cost to the families whenever they were having to go home 

and as well as being stationed on their duty days. that 

created a lot of hassles and a lot of problems for the 

families. And I've been part of the regionalization 

efforts for the families' service centers as well as some 

of the other programs. 

And because of the efforts to try to help the 

Navy stay within downsizing as far past budget. 

maintenance and everything else, I'm looking more at a 

personal thing for the sailors and their quality of life. 

And in a lot of respects, I think the Navy's best 

interests might more be suited to perhaps have the 

carriers homeported in PSNS and the AOEs homeported in 

Everett. And the reason I'm making that statement is Tod 

Shipyards is the primary contractor that does the overhau 

and maintenance on the AOEs. Whenever they're doing the 

maintenance in Everett, PSNS has to provide a lot of 

maintenance over here, when the families still reside in 

Everett. Then a lot of the families will have to come 

over here to work, and then commute. For those of you wh 

have not been in the area, even though Seattle might be 
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three miles straight across as the crow flies from 

Bremerton, You need a sea gull, you don't need a crow. 

There's a lot of water here, and that has been testified 

to earlier. 

Thank you very much. 

CAPT. DEal: This concludes the list of 

speakers who submitted speaker request cards. Does anyone 

else wish to speak who has not had an opportunity to do 

SO? 

If YOU would state your name for the reporter, 

please. 

MR. ADRIAN: My name is Jim Adrian, 

A-D-R-I-A-N, and I am representing myself. I've been a 

resident of Kitsap County for 25 years and have been 

associated with a couple of shipyards in the Navy Nuclear 

Program. I have two issues I'd like to address, and I 

will follow-up with a written comment. One is the AOE. 

I did spend quite a bit of time reading the EIS. 

And all of the options relative to homeporting carriers in 

Puget kind of revolve around pier space available 

vis-a-vis the AOEs. The EIS seems to indicate that 

something is going to happen to the ROES in the near 

future, but we don't know what it is so we're going to 

kind of ignore it. I don't think the EIS addresses on 

point the future of the AOEs. 
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I think all we have to do is go back for the 

last couple of years and read the newspaper in Bremerton 

to see what some of the options are for the AOEs. The 

Camden and the Sacramento, which do tie up pier space that 

could otherwise be used for carriers, are coming up on 4 0  

years old. That's the normal life of a ship. And the 

conventional wisdom in some of the documents that I've 

seen, indicate that those ships will be dacomed soon. 

We've also seen lots of discussion, not only in our local 

newspapers but in several national magazines, about the 

possibility of having the other two AOEs turned over to hc 

military command. The EIS is silent on both of these 

issues. 

If in fact the AOEs do go away in the short 

period of time, then there is a lot of pier space 

available that will have an impact both on Everett and on 

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. 

I do not feel that the EIS adequate addresses 

those options, and I think that we should look more 

closely at the AOE future, and how that really affects 

homeportinq options. 

The second issue I'd like to address is the CBX. H I 4  I 
The Chief of Naval Operations recently announced that the 

CBX, which is a new class carrier, will be nuclear, for 

all of the reasons Mr. McKenzie indicated. It's not 
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stated on what Post the CVX will be homeported. But 

currently, the Pacific Fleet will consist, by the year 

2005, five carriers on the West Coast and one in Yokuska, 

Japan. 

If in fact the CVX, which is going to be 

nuclear, is going to be stationed on it's Pacific Coast, 

then for obvious political reasons. that would create son 

diplomatic problems with the Japanese. This is probably 

going to occur in the year 2008, 2009. 

If we had the option that was articulated 

earlier, to have capabilities for two carriers at 

Bremerton and two carriers at Naval Station Everett, then 

we would not have to re-address the diplomatic issues of 

Stationing a nuclear carrier in the out years, because 

we'd have the homeport capability right here ready. 

The EIS is also totally silent on this option. 

And I would request that it be revisited. And I will 

submit the same in writing. Thank you. 

CAPT. DEAL: Anyone else? 

Well, thank you very much for your 

participation. A copy of this transcript of the meeting 

dill be available in the Final Environmental Impact 

Statement when published. 

Additionally, you may purchase a copy of the 
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ne 

- transcript from the court reporter. Feel free to speak to 

ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - (206) 467-6188 
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the reporter after the meeting about how to obtain a copy 

of the transcript. 

As we previously mentioned, please send any 

additional coments that you may have to the address shown 

on the slide that we put up earlier, or on the yellow 

information sheet by November 12th of this year. 

Once again, thank you and good evening. 

(EN0 OF PRN'EEDINGS. I 

ACE REPORTING SERVICES, INC. - (2061 467-6188 



- VOLUME 8 CVN H O M E P O R ~ G  EZS - PSNS BREMERTON RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment 

- Number Response 

Bremerton Hearing - 
H.l. l  Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

- H.1.2 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

H.1.3 Please refer to response 0.4.2 and 0.4.5. 

H.1.4 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

H.1.5 Please refer to response H.1.3. 

H.1.6 Please refer to responses 0.4.4,0.4.9,0.4.13, and 0.4.15 for discussions on depot 
level maintenance and cross-sound transportation. 

H.1.7 Please refer to responses 0.4.4,0.4.9,0.4.13, and 0.4.15 for more discussions on 
cross-sound transportation and minimizing the amount of time the Everett- 
based crewmember must be away from his or her family. Additional 
discussions are provided in responses L.1.2, L.1.15, L.1.17, and L.1.20. 

H.1.8 Please refer to the Navy's responses on topics similar to his concerns. These 
responses can be found in 0.4.4, 0.4.9, 0.4.13, and 0.4.15. The Navy continues 
to view quality of life of its sailors and officers as a primary concern and efforts 
to improve that quality are always appreciated. Additional discussions are 
provided in responses L.1.2,1.15,1.17, and 1.20 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

This comment reconfirms the finding stated in the Draft EIS that Kitsap Transit 
has the capacity to accommodate the increased bus ridership that would 
accompany the homeporting of a CVN at PSNS Bremerton or the PIA activity 
associated with a CVN at NAVSTA Everett. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

The Navy assists its personnel with finding affordable housing and appreciates 
that programs such as those identified can provide sources of potential 
affordable housing, particularly for Navy enlisted personnel in lower pay- 
grades. 



Comment 
Number 

H.1.17 

H.1.18 

H.1.19 

H.1.20 

H.1.21 

H.1.22 

H.1.23 

H.1.24 

H.1.25 

H.1.26 

H.1.27 

H.1.28 

H.1.29 

H.1.30 

H.1.31 

VOLUME 8 CVN HOMEPORmG EIS - PSNS BREMERTON RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Response 

The Navy assists its personnel with finding affordable housing and appreciates 
the support of local real estate professionals who provide information about the 
current availability of housing in the area. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Your comments are noted and included in the final EIS. Please refer to responses 
0.4.2 and 0.4.5. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Your comments are noted and included in the Final EIS. Please refer to 
responses 0.4.4, 0.4.9, and 0.4.13 for discussions dealing with maintenance 
performance and quality of life for the Navy crewmembers. Additionally, your 
attention is invited to the EIS, Volume 1, paragraphs 2.3.1.3; 2.3.2.2; 4.8.2.1 and 
Volume 2, Appendix G, paragraph 2.2.3, for additional discussions on shipyard 
capabilities, size of work force, and socioeconomic impacts. 

The ability to ". . . surge carrier work into the base here,. . ." to retain core 
capabilities at PSNS is a concern of the Navy, and is correctly stated by the 
commentor as a strategic issue. Strategic issues related to the project will be 
considered prior to issuing the Record of Decision for this proposed action. 
Strategic issues related to this EIS are identified in Appendix G, including 
maintenance capacity necessary to support carrier homeporting objectives. Also, 
as a general practice when Navy repair work is awarded, the retention of skilled 
worker issues are considered and factored into decisionmaking. 

Please refer to response to H.1.28. 

Please refer to response to H.1.28. 

Please refer to response to comment H.1.28. 
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Comment 

- Number Response 

H.1.32 Please refer to responses 0.4.4 and 0.4.9 through 0.4.13 for discussions 

- concerning the creation of facilities and infrastructure beyond the Navy's needs. 

H.1.33 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

- H.1.34 Section 5.9.2.2.1 indicates that under Alternative Two, approximately 900 crew 
members would need to be transported from Everett to Bremerton during the 
PIAs, which would occur for a 6-month duration twice each 77-month period. 
According to a representative of the Washington State Ferry system, this increase 
could be accommodated by the existing ferry service because the proportional 
increase in ridership would be less than sigruhcant. The transport of 900 CVN 
crew between Everett and Bremerton during the PIA maintenance activities 
would have minimal impact on the current riders of the Washington State 
Femes in the early morning and afternoon commute hours because the Navy 
riders would be moving counter to the predominant commuter patterns, (i.e., they 
would travel east to west in the morning and west to east in the afternoon). 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Future plans for the decommissioning or transfer of AOEs on the west coast of 
the United States is speculative in nature. Currently, there is no money 
budgeted to accomplish any decommissioning or transfer of AOE assets to 
another agency. Consequently, there is no viable plan to accomplish either. 
Please refer to response 0.7.4 for more discussion on this topic and references to 
the appropriate EIS paragraphs for additional information. 

The future homeporting of any CVX-class aircraft caniers is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. Ths EIS deals with the need to develop home port facilities for three 
NIMITZ-class CVNs. 
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Federal Agencies 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY , j  . , I  

~ T C I O N I X  

75 HsMhome Street 
San Francllco. CA 94105.390t 

.MY ; . ;;I 
Caplain 'r hl.  Roothe. Captain 
CEC. US .  Navy. Commander 
A m :  John Cam. code: O5AL.JC 
Southwest Division. Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
Sun Diego. California 9?1;2 

The US. Environmental Protecliou A~encY (EPAI has reviewed the Drak Envirumttrv~lsl IIIIDUC~ 
SI.IICIIICIII t l X l S )  lor DEVELONNC~HOML-PORTFACILI~~ESFOR T H R E E . v ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
CL 4SS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS INSUPPORT OF THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET - - 

" 
Ilwvnu Our comrnenls on the DElS arc provtdcd pursuant to the Natmnal Env~runmcnlal Pultc) 
.\r~ t h t P ~ ~  S c ~ t ~ u n  3119 o l ~ h e  Clean Air Act.and lhc Counc~l on En~mmmrnul  O u a l d s  . . 
NLl1r\ lmpl'~menting Regulations (40 CFR 1560-1508). EPA provided written scaping 
comments on the Notice o f  Intent to prepare the DEIS on March 11, 1997. EPA anended the 
October 28. 1998 public hearing on the DElS held in San Diego. Califomiamd met with Captain 
Tom Baothe. USN. and Navy stafflo discuss lhe project. Our comments have been joinlly 
developed between EPA Regions IX and X, in  coordination with EPA Headquanerr. 

l 'hr  DEIS analyzes potential enviro~lmenul impacts resulting from constructing and operating . . 
thc l~cdmcs and mfroslructure needed to nuppon the homrpon~ng ofthree N l M l  IZ -c l~ , i  
~ux lcwp>uered a~rcraR cantcro (CVNr) wthm the U S Pactfie Flecl at iour al t r rn~lwe 
I i c ~ l w s  I )  Coronado. Cal~forn~a. 2)  Brcmenon. Washmglon. 1, Ewct t ,  Wil.hwtgton. 3nJ 
4) Pearl Harbur. Hawall The Navy propoxs lo conslruct and operate lhc approprlatc iaclllly m J  
~nlrustrurlurc needed to support the homcponing.olthree CVNs in  ths Pacllic Fleet Two C'VNs 
wil l  ioin the US.  Pmific RA. reolacin~ lwo e~nvcntionallv-oowered aircrai? carriers (CVs) . - . . 
humepmled at Naval Air S t ~ t ~ a n  Nonh Island (NASNI). Naval Complex San Docgo. Cnlnfornn~ 
The runen1 lucatlon of a l h ~ d  CV at Naval Slatton (NAVSTA) Evcrclt u d l  also be rcrvalu~lrd 
in  order to increax the elficiencv o fsuo~on inlrastructure. maintenance and re~a i r  cn~nbililies. . .. 
md to cnhaocr cnu quality o f  life. 'The DElS osil)zt:s thc pulcntial c~,~;ru;mnlcntd IITSLII uf 

the proposed action for six alternatives wilh varying levels of CVN homepotling facililies and 
infrastructure (such as dredging) development. A No Aclion Alternative (defined as no new 
infmnrrucrure or facilities) ir also analyzed in the DElS The Navy currently prefers Alternalive 
Two. which would homeDon two additional CVNr at NASNI (for a total o f  three CVNs), and 

Based upon EPA's w l e w  of the DEE, we have rated the document 3s EC-2. Envtronmenlal 
Concerns - In,utlicten~ Informalton. Please refer lo the attached "Summary o l  Rmng 

I "'.' 
Definitions and Follow-Up Action" for a more deta~led explanation of EPA's rating syaent. Wc 
lhavr envirowneaal concerns on several issues at h e  three allemative project oitcs identified as 
pan  ofths "Propored Aaion." including irrues related lo dredging and dredged material 
dirposal; impacts to marine water quality and aquatic biological resuurcer: air quality, pollution 
prevention. and cumulative impacts. We believe that the proposed projecl and Final EIS (FEIS) 

Should the Navy subsequently determine lo homcpon a Nimitz-class carrier in  Hawnni, we 
reserve the authority to submit comments in  that regard since that would be a rubnantial revlston 
of thr  Proposed Action. In panicular, there arc dredging and dredged material disposal Issues 
that would need to be examined by EPA in  any Navy decision to homcpom a Nimitr-class cmw 
at Pearl Harbor. Please r e k r  to our detailed cunullcnts (atlucl!d) for a l w r e  detailed 
presentation o f  EPA's comments on the DEIS. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS Pleilre send w o  copies o i t h r  Final EIS 
(FEIS) to me at the letterhead address (code: CMD-2) when i t  is filed with EPA'r Washington. 
D.C. oflice. If you have any questions, please call me or David Tomsovic of my rlaff at 415- 
744-1 575 

Attachments: 
a) Summary of Rating Definitions and Fol low4p Action 
b) Detailed EPA comments on DElS 
c) CEQ public pmicipation guidance -one page excerpt 

cc: Slte~la Crofut, EPA Region IX. Seattle. Washington 

homcpon a total of two CVNs In the Pac16c Nonhwest (one each at Bremenon and Everett). 
wnh no CVNs at Pearl Harbor 

,~l,"r.,*"I.,.',,J,ipl 



SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS 

"EC" (Environmmlod Concrmr) 
The EPA review has idenli8ed envimnmenwl impacts that rhould be avoided in order to fully protect L c  
envlmnmenl Canective measures may require changes lothc pmfemd a l t e m ~ e  or application of mtigation 
mevrumr that can reduce the envitonmenel impact. EPA would like lo work wilh the lead agency 10 rrducc 
lherc imouce. 

'TO" (Environnmlnl Ob]wionrj 
The EPA cevlcw hrr identified rtgni8canl snvimnmcnlal i m v u  lhal must be avo~ded in wdcr to provide 
adequate protecl~on for the cnrimnmcnl. Comclive mawrrr m y  mquim ~ubstanli~l changes to the prefened 
ahemolive or conridcntion of some mher projea alternative (insluding #he no acdm allernalive a a new 
rltemauve). EPA mends lo work with the lead agency to reduce thcrc impue. 

TO" 1Environmmrally Unsaricfac~orj) 3 The €PA rcvlew has idedfisd adverre enviconrncnlal impacts tha ta~~of  rulficient magnitude that they arc 
unrmrfaetory from the mndpinl of p b k  beabh or wellam orenvimnrnental quolily. EPA intends to work 
wilh the lead agency torcduce thew tmpaels. Uthc polentinlly unmurf~lory isnpaclr u e  nM comcled at lhe 
lid EIS stage. lhir proposal will he mommendcd la rcfenalro the CEQ. 

b e  the reviewer may wggerl the addition of clarifying language or inlormaim 

"Calrgory 2"~hsufJcirnr informarion) 
The draft EIS das nM conwin ruffictml informatton lor EPA to fullv arrerr anwonmental amoscts the should 

. . , .  
be lncluded in the find ElS. 

"Colrgory 3" (lnadequalr) 
EPA d a r  not kl*cve that the d d t  EIS adequalsly wrcrws polentially rlgnificm env~ronmenlal impacts of the 
acloon. or the EPA rewswer has identified new, reamnably availabk ~lkmaiver lhar are outride of the spectrum 
of altemalwcr analyred m the dmfc EIS. whlch should bc analyxd mordcr $0 reduce the potcn1,ally rignifiernl 
envlronmcntal mpacrr. EPA bclirver lhrl the idenllfied addilmml mformalm. dm. malyres. or dlrcvrrioos am 
or such 3. m a p l u d ~  lhnl lHeY should have lull public r w w  a1 a d d  stage. EPA d a r  not believe that thcdrafi 
E1S or adeguillc far lhc purpmloflhc NEPA and/or Srclion IU9~view. nndthvr shouldbe fmal ly  ~ v m d  and 
mrdc available for publtccommcnl in arupplemental or revwddnh EIS. On the barir oflhe potenha1 significant 
lmprclr ~nvolved. this proporal could be r candidme lor refcml lo the CEQ. 

. ~. 
a d  Analyrl, I h n  (SAP) for JrrJgmg arrof~ateJ ul th the N \SUI  humepuntng ~llem:~to\c 1 he 

p r ~ p r c d  SAY m s  ptepared so a, lo be conrlncnt wtln the rcqummenls o f  the p n l  II 'ACurpc 
Tr<tmu M a n d  ~ L w l w l ~ o n  of DrrJucd Matcr~aI, Prupured tar U c e m  Vtrpl,rdI, f'ebrudr) 1991 I ~- - 
EPA believes that the data from this teaing program will be suflicienl on whlch lo base o 
determinolion uisuitability o f  the dredged mater~als for ocean disposal. 

The D t l S  relerenccr rrd~ment d m  collec~cd for prcvluur e\aI~alwnr ul'dreJgcJ ~macruls lor 
San Dnegu Osy. tnrludmg the morccrlcnra\c drcdgmg 3so~t3tcJ nt th !he prr twur IIKI\C 
homeponmd cllon Wh~lc lhcsc dad  arc no1 rpcc~f iudy lor the malcr~ds b m g  runrdcrcd lor 
J reJ~mg ond Jn>poml os pan uf  lhar ac~on, they do scpc s an indaa l~r  01 lhc pucnla.4 t c v r l ~  of 
conlammallon for tnc NASNl Pncr I/K i ltrrndlne and ihc Poet Rravo moltgotlun N e  ior d r d g d  
ntaternls €PA rrwmmendr thal in addatron lo the labul~r summary 01 #he BRAC J m  Iwc 
Vdumc 3.  Sccuon I J,.  all rclcvanl scoimmtanJ b d o g ~ d  lerllng d m  be p r o \ t J ~ J  i n  the FljlS 

~ ~. 
Addilionully. a figure should be prewed which shows the locntion o f  lhesa samplcr relative to 
the proposed action. 

The DElS does not include an extensive dircussion o f  disposal options far the proposed 
dredaed materials. While ~revious testing in the general vicinity of the project provides some " 

mdxouon 01 the polenttal su~labtltly o(1he Jrcdpd maer!a.r (or ocean dtsporal. the l i nd  
suw~ t l t t y  dclcrmmalmn ~ t l l  be made by the U S A n y  Carps o f  Eng~nccrr ntth EPA's 
concurrence. Therefore. the FEIS should include a range of dirporal options, including 
beneficial reuse ( i e .  beach nourishment, backfill &hind the wharfdike) and upland disposal for 
materials not suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal. Standards to be met ibr each oflhcse 
disposal options should also be discussed in  the FEIS. Finally, EPA recommends lhat the FEIS 
dircuss the practicability of using the wharf backfill area for isolation o f  any eonlaminaled 
materials. similar to the Confined Disposal Facility as pan o f  the BRAC homeponing projecl. 

Recent Navy dredging in San Diego Bay highlighted the issue o f  rnililary ordnance in  bay 
sediments. 'The FEIS should discuss how the Navy would survey for ordnance and how .... ~ .... ~~. ~~~~ ~ 

ordnance may sffecl lhc dredging operalion and potentinl disposal nlarnaliver. Any renriaionr 
on dredging operaltons, including measures necessary to ovoid or minim~re mpactr lo threatened - - .  
and endangered species and public safety, rhould be Jetaded tn the FEIS 



* The cumulative mpacls dincussion for thc NASNl (pp. 118.4. 318-6, and 318.7) mentiunr 
two other maim dredging ~roiecls in  San Dieeo Bay and ~o tea ia l  imoacts to manne water . - .  ~ 

quality. A pr i jec~ identilied as .'Central Baybredging" would dred& approximately 3.3million 
cubic yards oiredimenl in  the Sun Diego Central Bay, while a ~ro iec l  called "Bay Drcdcinn" . . - - 
would remove IS mtll,on cubic yards of dredged macrlal (uc presume I~JI  #he conccl ligure .5 

an hut 18 indl~on cub~c )ads rather lhan 1 8 m ~ l l w n  cub~c yards1 According lo the DEIS. the 
Ccnm. D q  Uredymg Prolcct would requesl bedera, hndmg in YJUO, uhdc lhe Bay DrcJgmy 
Project woulJ ,erk iederal approprlallons in 2004 allhuugh 11 lhd, ye1 lo be Jelermmd uhcther 
 he DJ) I)rrdg~ng Ptoject IS In Ihe Fcdcnl lnlcrcrl fhcre IS no dlrcurs~on o f  lhe potenual 
environmental lmpacls of these projects or whether the large volume ofmntenal can be disposed 
o f  in a manner that is fully ConsisIenl with vari0US State and Federal requirements, including 
requiremmtr at the exisling ocean disposal rile. There is also no discussion in  the DEIS of 
future mAintennnce dredcin~ o~eralions needed for the BRAC CVN homewn in~  oroiect. which . ". , . 
~ l l l  hr opermng 31 lhc NASNI by lalc 1998 IVolumc I ,  p 3 18-3) We bel~evc thal luture 
mlmlrnmce Jreagmg far the BRAC CVN homcpontng and lhlr proleel ar well as the b y  
Dredging and 1he~e"lral Bay Dredging ~rojec1s;shouid be elem&; of the NASNl cumuintive 
impacts analysis, including subsequent ocean disposal volumes. unless mainlenance dredging 
volumes prajucted to occur with the BRAC CVN homeponing decision have been incorporated 
in  the current NEPA analysis which does not appear to be the case. 

3 
L 

Lastly. in the context o f  Navy dredging at the NASNl for the BRAC CVN homepomng, we 
nole thal the ocean dumping ofclean sediments no1 suitable for beach nourishment was at times 
conducled in an improper, inappropriate manner. Following an EPA Region I X  investigation 
begun in 1996. EPA filed ancnforcen~cnl action against the Navy'sdredging eoutmrlor in  1997 
alleging numerous violotionr of the Mnrinc Protection. Research and Sanclu~rier Act and 
aaaociated Federal ocean dumping requirements. Thir enforcement action has closed and 
signnticant penalties were collec~ed for the violations. We strongly encourage the Navy to 
exercise a diligent oversight and monitoring o f  ia contractors in their performance o f  dredging - ~ 

and dredged mawrial dis~osal for ~ i m t u & s  homcponmg work at the NASNl anJ ior 
acunmrs in  Wash~nplon Stale 8s well. Thn wtll wrvc lo ensure more rllectwc env~ronmcnldl 
compliance and to avoid or reduce the possibility o f  adverse impacts to water quality and aquatic 
WSOUrCe9. 

I;) Puger Sound Naval Station (PSNS) Bremcrton 

EPA's March 11. 1997 seoping comments notcd that Bremcnon and Everclt harbors are areas 
o f  known contaminated sediments. We recommended that the Navv research the contaminared 1 

~ ~ 

sediment data selr held by stale and federal agencies to determine poleaial conlaminant levels 
and problem areas. for prexnlnlion in the DEIS. The data summarized in Volume 4. Seclion 4.4 
are insufficient to fully, accurately evaluate the sediment quality within the navigalion dredging 
prism. The data depicted are averages o f  delected results only, wilh no indication of lhe rnnge of 
chrmicvl resulls observed for any given chemical ofconcern. or the location oflhe hogh values. 

to detected vnluer in  a"reason-to-believe.' analysis requiring either I'unher chemical I . . 
terling lo conlirm detection limits lower lhan SLs (BTs. etc )or biological lrr lmg lo reach a 
decision. The FElS should provide n bener representation summarl o f  dam previously collected I 

they should be incarporalrd into the discussion in lhr project's Record of Decision. I 

The combined sampling and analysis plan recently rubmined to h e  DblblO agencies should be 
referenced and described more fully in the FEE (see DEIS, p. 4.4-1). We recummend lhut 
pariiculnr ilttcntion should be given to any relation betwren existing data (summarized in  section 
44.1) and the extent and nature o f  the proposed additional testing. 

' Because few '.deep core" sediment chemiary data are available for the sile (p 44-2). Ihere 
appears to be link or no basis to substantiate the Navy's claim that proposed dredgtng ul the 
piers and turning basin areas would result in a decrease in  surface redimen! conlaminallon. 
Subsurlhce sediment chemistry informallon should be provided in  the FElS so as lo demomtrnte 
that the removal of surface sediments will not expore a contaminate11 sediment layer beneath. 
Dennilions o f  "surface." "deep sure."ond"subrurfacc" scdimcnl should olro be provided for 

No sediment chemistry data arc presented lo document the quality o f  sediments that have 
hirlorically accumulated U&J Pier D. Thir information is poniculnrly imponant given that 
srdimrn~s under ihs pier arc typically the rerull of long-term accumulalion and have been 

clarilicution. 

e-nosed to various onminc and historical sources of conlamination. Funhermore. there 

Sufficient loxicity testing has no1 been perlbrmed by lhe Navy on the sedlmentr proposed for 
dredging The Navy has not provided sulficient data in  the current DEIS to support ihe 
conclusion that dredging surface sediments wil l  result in lower conlaminant concentrations. 
Additionally,  he information provided does not c?nclusively demonstrate thal loxicily or 
bioaecumulation wi l l  decrease due l o  dredging or that this project's overall impact l o  rediment 

sedimen~s from und& Pier D. once redeposited. would be similar to the emsting botlom 
sediments in the deposilion areas and that pier construction would have less than rignificsnt 

F.14 

impacts on marine sediment qualily 

quality wil l  be less than significant. 



ll!v D I I S  J,w#neS that Ids  ul prey sperlrr and dlcrdl~ons o f  Denlhac hdbttal arrdilaad alth 
JreJgm,: would be a temporary impact (e g . the benthos would be recolontzcdl and thrrcb) 
cmcsuJcr that 11gmlicm1 lmpacls lo the bluluglcd cummunlttcs at lhe Pugrt Sound NmaI 
%man wmld not oxur i s  o result of prupoxd drcdg.ng But such a conclur~un doer not 
account tbr changes that would likely occur in those areas involving expansion of the dredging 
prism (Pier D. turning basin areas). In there areas construction dredging and future maintenance 
dredgmg would likely result in permanent alteration of the benthic eommunitv. More discussion 
should be prowded in  the FElS on projected or polenlial impacts to the benthic community 
associated with the expansion of Pier D and the turning basins. The FElS should clarify the 
expected licqueney of maintenance dredging at thex areas. Note that i t  mav be oorsible to . . . . 
nlltlg3te for m y  loss or lang.term drgrsdat~on of benlhtc habmt in the desagn 01 shallou.u.ner 
h~btt3t assoc~aled ut th the C'onlmed A q u l ~ c  D~sposal (CAD) s~te The FElS should d~xu,, 
these potential mitigation opponunities. 

'The Navy's ~ r o ~ o s a l  involves loss of 3.5 acres ofdew-water habitat associntcd with the CDF . . .  
(Contined Disposal Facility) and conversion of 10 acres of deep-water soli-bottom habitat to 
shallow-water hard-bonom habitat associated with the CAD(*. 4 5-9) More infnrmntion rhmdd 
be provided in the FElS to rubstmtiate the Navy's asxnion titat new habitat associated with the 2 CAD rite would adequately mitigate for loss ofdeepwater habitat at the CDF sites as well as 
permanent alteration o f  deepwater benthic habitat in  the pier extension and turning basin areas. 

According l o  the DEIS, salmonid impacts are not expected because operations would be 
limttvd to periods outside o f  the salmon outmigration window (p. 4.5-12). The section does not 
include a detailed analvsis o f  drednmn to widenmdex~and channels. I n  such a case the im~ac l r  

Reference should be made to Volume 4: PSNS Brmwr(o S~upplcm~nfal In~ormafion. 
Serrion 4.4. Sediment Qualify In/ormmion, since this valumc is separate from Volume I (main 
text). Volume 4 contains information regarding w,kre sediment samples were collected in  the 
vicinity o f  the planned berthing axis .  

' The DEIS asserts that bioassay toxicily testing results indicate that thesecontaminants may not 
be affectine the biolonical c o m u n i w  and that "Idlrcdninn could result in slinhtlv lower . ,  - - 
concent ra t~n~ o f  t o x i  chemicals in ;here sedments ..." Isee D. 44-51, ~owe;er.lhe DEIS does 

EPt\ Region X should be included inany Future hilbi8.t evaluation m d  CAD deslgn cnbrls 
associated with this project in  Washington Slate. 

Wc nclwre l n ~ l  A l l ~ rn~ l lVe  4 should more properly be tl l lrd Renw,d 1 2 1  f&n l l r l y  t'b V 
I F I 0  d R i m  I l '  I ;  Relosmun dl the l u u  p d e J  <mssde 
frigates (FFGs) beenure of the fast combat logisl~e support ships (AOEs) would nrcrs,tlate 
dredging 50.000 cubic yards of sediment. This information appcm on page 2-30 ofthe DEIS. 
but is not carried over to the affected environment analysis found at page 5.4-3 olVolume I .  No 

Alarnativr 5 should more properly be titled One CW, ,ldd~riun 01 Two AOG om1 Rrlocolion 
o f  Two FFGs. The text discussion in Volume I. p. 1-30 (lines 24 - 26) does not specify two 

' Deposittun o f  dredged materials from all projects as related to Alternatives I - 6 should be E1.7 
analyzed in the FEIS. Only one disposal rile is mentioned. Its capacity to receive cumulative 
dredged material lotnls should be addressed in  the FEIS. Wc recommend that it rcasanilble range 
of disposal sttes and options should be discusred. mcluding m y  opporlunit~es that ~ n ~ y  e i s t  for 
beneficial reuse o f  dredged material associated with dredging a Everett. I 

The Cumulative Impacts Section states that conwructian and operation a f  seven projects in  the 
"region of influence'' could produce discharges that would flow into surface or groundwater 
sources. Discussion is limited to the naament that rcgulatianr would limit impacts from the 
homeponing of one CVN (p. 518.5) The addition of four AOEs and relocation of FFGs is 
proposed under Alternative I .  Two CVNr we proposed under Altemvtive 4. The addition o f  
two AOEs and relocation of f  FGE is proposed under Alternative 5. There ultrrnalives, and the 
indirect and cumulatwe impacts from the seven projeca, rhuuld be addressed in the E l S .  

of  English sole have cancerous tumors on their livers, while in comparison. fish caught in most 
areas o f  Puget Sound are free of such tumors. The FElS should, as appropriate. clarify these 
potential discrepancies 



. . 
DElS ,tales that wdlcr qudtl) lmpaslr would be less than ,$gmfic.~nl uhen c m a d  uut in 
complmcr w ~ h  p e m m  ~ssucd by respons~blc icgulatory apcneler The DEIS reference, 
shipyard maintenance improvement pmjece (P. 4.18-1) scheduled for fiscal year 2002. The 
potential for direct impacts on marine water quality due to in-water work (pier conaruction and 
dredging) in  the same timcliame as arrival Of another CVN (2001-2005) and the same 
geographic area qualifies these actions for a more detailed cumulative analysis in  the FEIS. 

I )  N~tvul Sror,on Evererr 

High levels ofpolychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) have been found in  eagles at Hood Canal. If.l.9 
lllr I EIS should prowde w maly i r  of PCBs and olhcr tovcr in eagle$ & ulhcr u ~ l d l ~ t z  J . I ~  

lu . . rn l~n~nnmJ luod sources m d  uhcthrr the proposed project may aggravate lhlr c ~ J ~ u u n  I 
'" J x p o t  m t s  o h  project I n d r c c t  m l t  n the o h m  1 E l l 0  

I ,ldy) W c t l ~ n d  area should be rrrerred in the FEE. 

GY AND UlBIEBayaUIy 

Volume I (pp. 3.2-6 and 3.2-7) indicates that operations associated with two addit~anal CVNs at 
Nonh lsland would result in an increase in the quantity ofchemicals that are handled. stored and 
dlrpovd o f  At  the home pon lacal#on However, lhls sect~on md~cates that such tmp.wr would 
bu p m l ~ l l y  uflret by deeomm~rs~onmp of hue non.nuclear cmers  at Nonh lsland by 2001 
Because o f  this, impacts are defined as less than significant and "no miti~ation measurer are - - 
rrqulred " We ace concerned rcgnrdlng the potcnl~al mpacts to uater qualoty due to mcrmrcd 
rlurJgc, use and dsposal ofhsrprdous cnrmcals 2nd hazardous mtcnolr at Nonh Irlmd, and 
also concerned that the Navy indicates thal no mit i~at ion measures are reauired to avoid or - 
monmre such adverse impacls We encourage #he Navy to 40pl and mplement a mmgatwm 
measure at Nonh lsland that would lead to a reducl~on in the volume and l o x ~ c ~ t y  ofchcmc4s 
and other substances thal can adverxly affect water quality at this facility, c.g.. substituting lern 
toxic materials that are able to accomplish the mission just as effectively (refer to pollution 
prevention commenls below). 

tr) Puger Sotmd Nova1 S~aoon Brcmerron 

' The DEIS'r analysis o f  potential surtsre and groundwater impacts is insufficient. The DElS 

(0 .  4.2-31. These .'enviromlental issues"ure not rrrecilied or aniculnted in !he DEIS For the 

The DEIS indicates that the proposed project's emission levels at the N,\SNI would be lower 
than the de minimus thresholds set ionh in EPA's general confonity rule - .thus the project 
doer not reqwre a general conform~ty determination (for L n  Diego). Specilically. the DElS 
(Volume I. p. 3 10-9) states that "[r)evtew o f  the data ... shows that emissions would be less than 
the thresholds that trimcr a conformity determination under the 1990 Clean Air Act (100 tons per .- 
)car lor CO JUJ 50 t w s  per )ear far NOx and VOC) " The DElS d~r;uswut~ an at, qual#l! 
unpact, m San Doe*, concluder by statmp that' lr11nr.c mr qtnalzly mpactr from wnnruct~on 3nd 
operation would be insignificant. no mitipatian measures are proposed to reduce project 
emissions at NASNI." (Volumc 1, p. 310-1 I). 

We asknowledce that the emirrions data presented in the DElS suppon the Navy's statement lhvt 
the project fjll;beluw the de minimus thresholds found in EPA's &era1 cunlbrmily rule, and 
that no formal conformity determination is required for the project's construction and operation 
in  San Diego. Nonetheless. EPA classific~ the San Diego Air Basin as a serious ozone 
nonattain&nt area and a moderate carbon monoxide nonattaiment area. In l i ~ h t  of the ~~~~ 

significant air quality problems that continue to characterize the San hego Alr Bastn, we 
strongly encourage the Navy to adopt and implement all reasonable, feasible mitigation measures 
to reduce CO. NOx and VOC emissions associated with the project's construction and operation. 
Although such mitigation measures may not be legally required under the Federal Clean Air Act. 
we believe that adopting such mitigation measures would be consistent with the Navy's 
recognized leadership in environmental stewardship. 

In light of the San Diepa Air  Basin's current nonattainment aalus ibr both ozone and carbon 
monoxide, we recommend that the Navy discuss the adopting of non-regulatory based mitigation 
measure. to reduce oroiect-related emissions to the areatest extent feasible. A variety of 

~~ ~~ . , - 
mitigation mcnrures would help to minimize CO. NOx and VOC emissions fram L s  project's 
eonnmction and operation at the NASNI. One rignifieont mitigation measure la reduce such 
emissions would be to use electric d r e d ~ i n ~  eauipment. a recoanired means to reduce criteria ~ ~~~~ - -  . .  - 
pollutant em~ssoons assoe~ated w t h  dredgmg projects in ozone nunu t~n~ t t rn t  m a r  l c  p .the 
C u m  of En~g~~tccts' 1 . x  Angelrs.Lor Beach Harbors 2020 Dccp DraR Pfojccl, and the Corps' - 
SO.FOOI ~ r e d n i n r  ~ ro iec l  at;he Pon o f  Oakland). Althouah the amount of molerial proposed for - -  . 
dredging under the Nimitz-class homeponing is eokdcrably less than in either the Lor 



Angeler or Oakland dredging and deepning projects. real benefits to San Dego air quality may 
accrue from reducing NOx and VOC emissions associated wilh dredging actiwties. Such a move 
toward electric dredging in Navy projects in Son Diego may also be canied over in other respects 
2s well. cg.. the use ofelectric dredging equipment in future maintenance dredging for this 
project and the BRAC CVN homepomng. 

We nolc that the DElS discusses the use ofmars transit and a ferry system to reduce traffic 
volumes arsoeiated with personnel at Naval Station Everen. We eneouraae the Navy to adopt 
those mitigation memures as pan of the propoxd project. and include apbpriate e~rnmitm;nts 
in that regard in  the FElS and the Record o f  Decision. 

Cumulative impacts from six an.base projects and the offsite Weyerhaucuser Redevelopment 
Project may produce significant noise impacts depending on their scheduling. This should be 

p analyzed in the FEIS, in  the context o f  each action alternative at Everett. 
w 

W GOVERNMENT . TO . GO- 

The Presdcnt signed an Executive Memorandum of  April 29, 1994 regarding "Govemment-to- 
Goventmen1 Relations wilh Native American Tribal Governments." Dacumcnlalion of 
novemmenl-to-covemment consultalian with the Su~uamirh. T u l a l i ~  and Stillaauarnish 
irtber un I~LC;O~ concern for these Tnbcs should b; p#owdcd in  t ie  FEIS, lnciudtng the s t m r  
u f  m) u u t r ~ ~ n d ~ n g  wues o f  concern lo the Tr~bcs that may haw k e n  brought lo the Navy's 
auentlon durlng theNEPA process. We specifically nole the following: 

' Volume I (p. 517-4) refers to the disposal o f  50,WO cubic yards o f  dredged sediment at the 
Pon Gardner open water dispsal sits within the Tulalip Tribe's "Usual and Accustomed" 
fishine oluecs. There is no discussion in the DElS rcnordina novemment~ta-government ". - - -  
cunrullwon that may have already taken plncc betuecn the Navy and the l h h p  Tvhe or ho* 
Ihe drrJ&cJ matcrml d~rporal may affect the Tr~bc'r use 01 the fishery natural rcuurec. *r the 
l r h c  r % leupumt t,n #has maner Thrrc trrucr should be addressed in the FFlS 

Vjlumc I (pdgc 4 17.4) aalcs that dtcdg~ngand dbporal ofJ25,OUUrub~ )ards of molrrml 
uould rerdt an mircawd use olthc wavrs nrar #he hnclaor Inlet and the Suqumnsh Tube s 
"Usual and Accummed" fishing places, but that such impact would bc rhon-term and would not 

..slgnnlicmtly preclude tribal members from rharmg in the economtc benefits o f  the p r o p o d  ( E1.13 
action." Again. however. we nole that there is no indication in the DEIS about whether the Navy 
cnuvyed in; novemrnent-to-government consultation wilh this Tribe regardine ootenrial inrnact; I 

EPA believer that there are significant opportunities for the Navy la tncarpornle pollution 
prevention techniques in the design. construction and opcrslwn of the project at all four naval 
hcilities. In several respects the DElS war prepared with no cons~derut~os given to Erccutivr 
Orders and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance concrrnirlg po l lu tm prevenuun. 
energy efficiency, water consewation. mm~mization of hazardous waste. reduction and recycl~nl: 
ofsolid waste, and decreased use u f  pesticides. Refer lo thr sections below for additional details 

1) Co,vtcil o,t Environn,rnrol Qmliry (CEQJ Pullurion Prrcw,non Gwdmcr I 
The DElS did not address pollution prevenlion features in the project to the extent outlined by 
the CEQ in  the January 29. 1993 -. The Navy's FElS could be strengthened by 
specifically designing. c o n s l ~ ~ l i n g  and operating this project with pollution prevenlion features 
as an integral element. We urge the Navy to ihtegrate a broad rnnge of pollutmn prevenuon 
measures in the project and lo include appropriate pollution prevention commllmeno in the IEIS 
and Record 01' Decision. 

,;) Erecmvc Order 11902 - Energv Ejjiicirncy and IV'rrrr Conrrrvurlun or Fe'hrul Fncddr.r 

A number o f  new structures and buildings would be required under the Proposed Actmn. As one 
exmole. orooored facilities at the NASNI would include a new warehouse. fieel sunnon ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ . , ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~  ~ ~ ~~ . . 
building and equipment laydown building (Volume I. p. 3.7-6). Huwever, the DElS gives no 
indication about whether Executive Order 12902 (dated Much  8. 1994) was cons~dered in lhe 
impdct documentation for the project. Executive Order I2902 has rcvervl poleaiul impltcatiuns 
fur the project. including rcquircmcnts in  Seaion 3 0 1  concerning construction ofncw Federal 
focilitiet. Scetion 306 of Exccutivs Order 12902 specifically provider that for new Federal 
facility connruction. the agency involved in the construction shall "design and CunSlNCl such 
facility to minimize the life cycle cost o f  the facility by utilizing energy eficiency. water - - 

rolaekatlon, or solx or othc; rcneuablc cnetg) tcchn~~ucr '"and "ut111ze paswe d a t  Jcsyn 
~ n d  adopt x t w e  rolsr teehntqucr where they are con.eflcrtw " The FElS should nUxc,, how 
the Navy would ensure that the proposed project meeu the applicable requirements o f  Execut~ve 
Order I2902 Approprlnle commitments regardmg energy elficlency and water conservation 
should be rellected in  the FElS and !he Record of Decision. 



As wnh Executive Ordcr 12902. the DElS does not acknowledne the vartoa.; rcaohrmrnts oi 

1986) The preface o f  Executwe Order 12856 references a requtremenl a f ih r  Pollut~on 
Prcvcntmn Act of  I990 that 

"it i r  the national policy of the United Staes that whenever feqsible, pollution 
rhould be prevented or reduced at the source. that ~ol lut ion that cannot be 

manncr; and that disposal or other release into the environment should be employed 
only 3s a last reso rt..." 

We recommend that the FElS address the applicability o f  Eaecutivc Order 12856 to the propored 
project, both in  terms o f  the Executive Order's pl lut ion prevention requirements and its toxic 
release inventory reponing requirements for covered facilities. 

hazardous wasa." 1 his mxe goes on to describe milieation measures tha the Navv has in dace 1 . . .  - 
a1 N A W I  lur ~ u z ~ d u u ,  waste uwdentr In terms ol mmgatton measurer, page 1 15.8 md~c.tter 
l l l ~ t  'Inldlle or the 1~c1l t tm and ~nfrastructure requmd to w p p n  addttlonal CVNs l NASNI I 
would result in  smilicant im~acts to health and iafetv. ~h&fore. nu miti~ation measurer are 1 - 
proposed " S l m m  rtatcmcnts conccrnmg no mtttgatlon measures bemg proporcd at Pugst 
Suund N J I ~  Stal~un. Nabal Slauon Evrrctl. and Pearl Harbor can be found. rcrpcctnely. JI p g r  
J 11-7. 5 15.8. a d  6 15.6 We arc concerned tha the Navy may be l'oreclusmg opportun~l~cs to I 
funher advance hazardous waste minimization at NASNI i d  other facilities an&d in the I 
DElS with the statement that no mitigation measures are proposed. We believe that the Navy 
should determine whether opportunities lo further reduce the use of hazardous materials and the I 
consequent generation o f  hazardous waste may be available as pan o f  the proposed action. I f  
such opponunilicr are indeed available, then they are reasonable mttngatmn mearurer lhvt should 
be adopted by the Nvvy in  Le FElS and included as mitigation commitments in the Record of  
Decision for the project. 

I Ihr IlClS ducs nut m m t e  uhclher p%lklJc,, hcrbtcldc, ur uhcr r n ~ ~ c r u l r  rcgulmd mdcr ihc 
Fcderdl Inrectoc~de, runglildc and Hudcn~~.de Act would be urcd n ionncr~~un uolh the 
proposed project. We have reviewed other Navy ElSs that have refened to #he use don-xoine - - 
use of wsticider at naval air stations and facilitv pert mvnaeement olanr that roeci f~ the .wen to . . - , , 
be treuled. the frequency ofapplication, pesticide product name and EPA regmation number. 
miring cuncentrallons. ilnd sprciol precautions that are needed. To the extent that the Navy 
envirions thot thc usc of pcrticidcs or hcrbicidcr may be an isagral elcmcnt of the proposed 
projecl, that should be addressed in h e  FElS The DElS gives no indicatmn as to what types of 
perticider may be currently used at the four lacllilicr, quantities applied on annual basbr. and 
perhaps most importantly, whelher alternatives lo the use of pesticides or herbicides are 
available. cspecially for highly toxic pesticides. We recommend that the F E E  provide addttional 
dircurs~on repsrdmp the current use of pesticides at the facilities. whether the use o f  ncstmdrs i r  - - 
rwlcmpl~ led ~nde r  the proposed prqcct, uhclhcr pcrllc der not cuncnll) on JIE $ruutd be 
cmploycd under the proposed pru~ccl. m d  11 Ihe Nat) har cvduatrd an i l tvrnr l~\c 1,) r cd~ rs  m J  
minimize such use under the proposed action. The FElS should discuss whether an nltemativc 

~ ~ 

that minimizes and reduces the use of pesticides constiturer a rearonnble illlernvtivc lor purposes 
of NEPA analysis. We recommend an altemalive ibcusing on Integrated Pert Management 
(IPbl), at approach emphasizing biological and non-chemical pest controls with r sclcctiw use 
ofchemicol pesticides only when IPM apurorches are not adequate in  conmlline the probl~.m. . . - .  
Should chemical controls prove necessary, we encourage the Navy to use the lean-toxic pesticide 
available to control the problem. If "re of  perticider or herbicides is proposed. the FElS should 
discuss miligation measures to avoid and minimize adverse health-related impacts to base 
personnel and dependents, and whether the Navy has evaluated an alternative to avoid pesticides 
use as much as possible andor an alternative that employs less toxic substances. We arc 
plnicularly concerned that children of militaly personnel may be exposed to chemical pesttcides 
at base facilities (schoals, childcare centers. base housing), as well as the cumulative e x p u r e  
risks to children from pesticides used at various loeaianr an the bases where children spend 
significant amounts o f  time each day. 

Section 7.4.4.2 (Air Monitoring) describes the Navy's activities related to 40 CFR Pan 61. 
Subpart I. the radionuclide NESHAP. I n  1997. alter extensive testing and review by EPA 
reaionr and EPA headsuarterr. Ule Navy received oermisrmn to use altemalive methods for - 
demonstrating compliance with Subpart I. EPA determined that the Navy oper~tions do not 
exceed the NESHAP standard and that methods detailed in  the rule could be modntied to suit the 
special condttionr found in  ccnain shipboard situations. Section 7.4.4.4 (Independent Agency 
Monimring) described the harbor ruwiys conducted by the EPA National Air and Radialion 
Environmental Laboratory (NAREL). These surveys have demonstrated that Nvvy operilltons 
have not significantly contributed to levels of rodioaclivity in  homepon harbors. 



LPA ,, 4ib.tre tnJl a number uf  lssucs and concrmr repud~ng entzronmental lu,~,rr 
run,dcruhm, lute k e n  rn~sed in regard lo the proposed homcpon~ng act~ut~. eroce~~tlv in s ~ n  

~ - . , 
Dicgo. We arc aware of various concerns raised by lucal organiw~ions in  San Dlegu regarding 
the scope and cffeelivcnrrs of public paniciparion in the NEPA review prucrss by p e n ~ i a l l y  
affected communilier, in particular low-income and minority camrnunitics. The Enviranmen~al 
Heallh Coalilion in San Diego, in  a leuer lo the Navy. swcificallv requested lhat the Navv 
prcp.m 3 \panash Iuguagc translatwn oflhe DElS In Its September 10. 1998 re,ponw to the 
En\ ~runrnenul l l c ~ l l h  Coal116on. the Navy mdacalnl that at or "commttled 10 c n ~ r ~ n g  oh21 lo* 
tnrome .md mmortty populmuns have the opponurury lo fully pmctpaa in ihc NFPAI  
process" bul that. in the Navy'sjudgmenl, lranslaling the ~ ~ l ~ i n t o  Spanish i s  n i t  needgd lo 
achieve lhol goal. 

EPA nabsequenlly had phone discussions wilh lhe Navy (David Tomrovic. EPA. and Caotais 
Rubcn Wcmcrg and Bob tlexom. Nav)) regwdmg the CEQ's pudance memurmum la Fcdcral 
dgcncrs rey~rd~ng mechan~rms by uhlch Federal agenclcr can mcrcasc m d  mprove public 
panlclpmun in NEPA dcosronmJJttnR EPA r w l l ( R u ~ m g  Gmrr) me1 in Sm h q o  on 

y Ocmbur ?&?V wtn LC Nas y regudmg the level and adequacy ofpubl~r panupa lm  lor the 
+ propu,cJ prqec~ I n  lermr at enhanced publc pantapatton in  the NEPA prxcrs. 

CFV h ~ ,  w t l e ~ ~  Out 'early and meanmgful pubhc panlcptton in the federal ~gcncy Jec~s~on 
n u h g  yrurr,, 15 r paramount goal of NEPA " CEQ's NEPA lmplcmcnttng Ksgu.st~ons requore 
lcdcrd agc!..lr, lu u l d c  dhgmt  elfuns lo lnvolre h e  publtc lhroughovt the NEPA procerr 
P a r t ~ i 6 p . w ~  oi Io*.~ncomc. mnnorlly ur tribal populamn mdy ' ' rqu~re  aJdpl~rc or mnokmre 
approaches to overcome linguistic. institu~ionsl, c&ural ... or a~her b k r r  tde~ectwe . ~ ~ 

pdnlcopdlm in #he dccwon-mahg processes of Fcdeml agenmen under eurtomv~ NFPA 
pru~euurr, " In order lo overcome vartour h t e r c  la public panwpauon in the hEPA proies. 

~JcntlC.eJ A n r m k  of steps lhal may be considered, as appraprlalc in de\clopmy an . 
n!lnor.!lt\c wargy for ellecllve publlc pantc~patton For your reference we hasc attachcd the 
rcrllun lrdm CI V , guldancc memurandum on pubhc panteqmon in the NtPA procerr. u h ~ h  
uutlw, nmr ,trpr that Federal apenucs may cons~dcr The CtQ's pusdance mcmomdum 
references several important s p a  ofthe Executive Order on ~nvir&mcnlal  Justice and the 
ilccompmying preridential memorandum which have a bearin. on the orow~ed orniect. . . - ~ ~ 7 ~ ~ .  . . 
S p t l i i a l l ) .  the Exccul~vc Order q n t n s  Federal agcnctes to work to ensure elfecuve pubw 
partupalwn md occcss lo 8nfurmsllon in the NEPA process Thus. w m n  ilr NCPA proces onJ 
lhrough other appropriate mechanisms. each Federal agency shall. '%henever ~ ra f t i e~b le  and 
Jppruprtae, l!anrlJlc cruclal publlc documents. nolms and hcanngs. re.almg lo humdn hcrllh or 
the e m  tr.,nmcnl lor l m l c d  Englash ,pcdkmg populauonr " (CEQ humcpgc. Ennrvnmmrd 
J u m ~  lmdtr the Nuroow~ E w r v n m m r d  Pvlrry Asr. December 10. 1991. a lp  4. found on 
worldwide web) 

Based on discursians which EPA (Running Ora.ss) had with the Navy in Sun Diego on Oclobcr 
28-29. we understand that the Navy expressed an interest in various ruggertions for enhanced 

~ , ' , ~ m n . " , . , n " l r r I * , l I , " r m ~ " ~ w ~ ~ !  . . ,  0, m c c  V,MT7.C!4,> 

-ow Y ..N,,rm,hr l' IYVX. .Fn&l  

E1'20 public pmicipuion r a w d  by EPA. and found in the CEQ.5 gudnnce memorandum. lo improve 
m d  enhance public panicipal~on in the NEPA process for this project. Specific measures wh~ch 
the Navv erorerrcd interest in include a Spanish language lranslatm of the executive summary ~... ~ - , ~ -  . - 

(31 FFIS jlapej. .. Spmtsh Impuagc %artnun of the publc nollcr muunclnp 11xI.md~ly 01 I IIC 
FEIS, prwwon ul jpmt,h Ihguagc t ~ ~ n r l m o n  n puDili hcdrmg, ull lhc prolc;t. atd i n . r i . ~ J  
m m l i c ~ l ~ u n  uithc publtc v m  ihc Spamrh Imp~age m c J l ~  in the Sm Ikg, area lprei,, r ~ d l o  
televician\ We believe #hat the Navy's adoption ofthere provisions would help lo r~gntficantly 

~ ~ ~~ ~ 

Imprdsc pubhi pdnupatwn in lhc NkPA prorcrr fur lnl, projc;~ md  n a w  ellcclncl) cog.l&e 
thc p lcn t~a l ly  ?lfcrted publlc Wc ~l,o commend thc Nm ) tbr prmlJmg bpdnlsh language 
oouom on its lollfrcc number lor the puhlnc la o b l m  du rmmon  on the pwlect (31 8%-4%. 
6440) U c b e l w r  that lhm mahod should be cawed furwnrd in lhr F t lS  p<lbl#c annomrmenl 
narc ns wll l u  the evanl ah21 ~ h c  Nar) can increase 2nd mprove publ~c x c w .  3nJ 1t1.1) - 
meaningful panicipation, in  i lr NEPA decision-maklng far olher affecled eommunilics (not onl) 
in  California but in Washington Stale and Hawaii as well). we recommend that rimilvr provision 
be adopted. We recommend lhvt the Navy address these issues in the FEIS. - 
' Volume I (p. A-6) dineusxr voriour requirements under the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), 
This section in the FEN should be modified to note that the Federal CAI\ also regulates ~ ~~ 

hazardous air pollulantr under the EPA regulatory program for "National Emission Slandvrds for 
Hazardour Air Pollutants" (NESHAPS), including radionuclides and asbestos. 1 

Volume I (Appendix A: Relevanl Federal, State and Local Staates. Regulalions and F.l.22 
Guidelines) discurres Federal laws on public health and safety. Wc could Bnd no reference lo a 
Federal law which may have bearing on the propored project: the Federal Insecticide. Fungicide 
and Rodcnlicide Act, which rcgulaleo use of  pesticides and herbicides. 

Vulun~c I (AppcnJtr A )  ,hould rccogntzc thc 2 p p l ~ r a b ~ l ~ ~ y  lo the propied project c,l three F I  23 
rcccnl yutdrnie documcntr mueJ by the Pres~dcnt'n Councd on Enwammcnlxl Ouallly . . lhcrr 
are ihc CEQ gunlmce dorummtr to tcdcral agcnener cuncrrnlng pollullun prc\cnllon I . . 
environmental justice and cumulative impacts. I 

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard war listed as a Federal Superfund site on EPA's Nallonal Prlorlly 
List (NPL) in  1994 due to eontammalion from PCBs. heavy metals, and other organic 
compounds found in soil, sedimena, and groundwater at various arcas of the rile. The fncilily's 
NPL slatus should be acknowledged in the FEIS. 

Cuts UI Iebn than one fiwl are no1 lyp~cally conr~Jcred dredgable usmg a hyJra~ lc  or clamshell 
Jrcdgc(pg 2-25! ihe I FIS shouMexplam how m d  uhy lhlr dmlgmguould bc performed 

I "" 

Altemvlives are presented out of conseculw order ( a I - 6 sequence), fhir causes confusion 
within the teal oflhe DElS. I F.125 

I I I 



2. Public Parllelprtian - 

ppulatiom, minority populations, or tribal populations may require adaptivc or innovalive 
approaches l o  overcome linguistic, insliNtional, cultural, economic, hirloncal, or olha 
potential baniers to cffectivc pdcipal ion in  Ule dccirion-m&ng processes of Fcderl 
agencies under cuslomary NEPA pmedurcs. The% banicrs may range from agency failurc 
lo provide umlationofdoeumena to the scheduling of mcctingr at times and in  places that 
we not convenient lo working families. 

Coordination viih indiridurls. inninniom. m mgmilrtiom in ihc affected communiry lo oducalc d 
public about potential kd~handcnrironmnul impmu indcnhmrc pbhc mrolromoa: 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

F.l.l Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

F.1.2 This comment is relevant to the E N S  home port, and it is not applicable to 
NAVSTA Everett. 

F.1.3 This comment is relevant to the E N S  home port, and it is not applicable to 
NAVSTA Everett. 

F.1.4 This comment applies only to PSNS and is not responded to here. 

F.1.5 The CVN homeporting alternatives do not include the FFGs because they would 
not be relocated to another port. The AOEs would be relocated from E N S  to 
NAVSTA Everett, and therefore are included in the CVN homeporting 
alternatives titles. Section 5.5.2.4 defines the impacts associated with Alternative 
Four to include dredging, utilities and structural repairs at North Wharf, 
associated with movement of the FFGs. Discussion of dredging at North Wharf 
is included in this section. The cumulative effects of this dredging for 
Alternative Four are addressed in section 5.18.3. 

The CVN homeporting alternatives do not include the FFGs because they would 
not be relocated to another port. The AOEs would be relocated from PSNS to 
NAVSTA Everett, and therefore are included in the CVN homeporting 
alternatives titles. Section 5.5.2.5 defines the impacts associated with Alternative 
Five to include dredging, utilities and structural repairs at North Wharf, 
associated with movement of the FFGs. Discussion of dredgmg at North Wharf 
is included in this section. The cumulative effects of this dredging for 
Alternative Five are addressed in section 5.18.3. 

The 15-year (1985-2000) projection for disposal volume at the Port Gardner 
PSDDA site was approximately 8.2 million cubic yards, and approximately 1.7 
million cubic yards of dredged material have been disposed of at the site to date 
(DMMP 1998). It is projected that it will take another 47 years to reach the 
projected disposal volume for the site (DMMP 1998). Therefore, disposal of a 
maximum of 105,000 cubic yards of dredged material from NAVSTA Everett 
would not have a sigruficant impact on disposal capacity at this site. Alternative 
disposal sites for clean dredged material from NAVSTA Everett include 
beneficial uses such as wetland enhancement (through elevation change) at 
site(s) within the Snohornish River estuary. Should dredging at NAVSTA 
Everett be proposed as part of the CVN homeporting project (this is not 
identified in the preferred alternative), options for beneficial reuse of dredged 
material would be evaluated in detail. The environmental impacts of use of this 
material for wetlands enhancement would include minor water quality impacts 
due to transport of the material by barge, and temporary adverse impacts to 
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water quality and site biota due to material placement. Long-term benefits 
would include those of expanded and more productive wetland habitat. If the 
material were re-used at an upland site, transportation by truck would result in 
temporary adverse impacts to traffic and air quality. The long-term benefits of 
the particular reuse would also occur. 

The cumulative impact analysis in the EIS evaluates the cumulative impacts of 
the worst-case altemative, (in the case of NAVSTA Everett, it is the addition of 
one CVN) or the altemative with the greatest potential to contribute to adverse 
cumulative impacts. 

The proposed project would not contribute to the bioaccumulation of toxic 
chemicals in birds and other wildlife. As described in the response to comment 
F.3.7 in Volume 8 of the Final EIS (PSNS Bremerton), various measures would be 
used during dredging and pier construction to limit the resuspension of 
sediments in time and space. As a result, no extensive increase in the exposure 
of biota to toxic chemicals is expected. Foragmg eagles and other wildlife are 
expected to avoid the immediate dredging and construction areas. Considering 
the large foraging range of these species, it is very unlikely that the project 
would increase their overall exposure to toxic chemicals sigmficantly. In the 
long run, dredgmg is expected to improve sediment quality, reducing the 
exposure of biota to toxic chemicals. Thank you for your comments. They are 
noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Section 5.5.2.3 of the Draft EIS addressed the impacts of the proposed project on 
eelgrass beds located northwest of Jetty Island, which is north of NAVSTA 
Everett. The next closest part of the Snohomish Estuary wetlands, which are 
extensive, is located approximately 3 miles north and upriver of NAVSTA 
Everett. This is too far for these wetlands to be affected by the actions proposed 
at NAVSTA Everett. 

For a detailed discussion on the Navy's plans vis-a-vis cross-sound 
transportation for the crew of the USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN during its 1999 
PIA, please see responses to comments L.1.2 and L.1.15 in Volume 9, and 0.4.9 in 
Volume 8. 

The only reasonably foreseeable projects that would be located within the region 
of influence for noise impacts are the six on-base projects. The off-base 
Weyerhaeuser Redevelopment project is approximately 3 miles away to the 
northeast on the other side of the city, too far to have any cumulative noise 
impact with proposed CVN homeporting actions at NAVSTA Everett. 

Cumulative construction noise impacts could occur if any of the other on-base 
projects were under construction at the same time as the proposed CVN 
homeporting actions. However, the Family Welcome Center construction was 
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completed in 1998; the BEQ construction will be complete in early 1999; and the 
Medical Center construction will begin in 1999 and will be complete before mid- 
2001. These construction projects will be complete before any of the proposed 
CVN homeporting construction would begm in 2003. Construction of the Shore 
Intermediate Maintenance Activity (SIMA) and the Tactical Aquatic Training 
Facility are not yet programmed, but it has been projected that SIMA 
construction could b e p  in 2001 and not be completed until 2003. If so, its 
construction could overlap with construction of the proposed CVN homeporting 
actions. SIMA construction, however, would occur mostly inside an existing 
facility and would not require any pile driving. Hence, noise impacts would be 
minimal and short term. Furthermore, since no sensitive receptors are located 
between the SIMA site and the proposed CVN homeporting actions, no 
sigruficant cumulative construction noise impact is anticipated. Section 5.18.11 
has been revised to incorporate this response. 

F.1.13 Consistent with the DOD American Indian and Alaska Native Policy of 20 
October 1998, the Navy has made government-to-government contact with the 
Suquamish and Tulalip tribes, providing the opportunity to individually brief 
tribal representatives and to provide comment on the proposed actions. The 
Tulalip and Suquamish Tribes were individually briefed during the scoping for 
this EIS. The Navy has invited the Native American Tribes to become involved 
in the decision making process and to take part in commenting on the NEPA 
process during scoping and the Draft EIS review. For the projects identified at 
PSNS Bremerton, the Navy is working with the Suquamish Tribe to identify 
Tribal interests that can be included in project design and execution. Since the 
projects identified for Naval Station Everett are not among the preferred 
alternatives and have not been programmed, there has been only minimal 
response from the Tulalip Tribe. Important points of communication with the 
Suquamish Tribe occurred on the following dates: 

January 30,1997, EIS Scoping Meeting; 

June 10,1998, briefing of the Tribal Council on EIS status; 

June 24,1998, briefing of the Tribal Council; 

June 29,1998, meeting with State Agencies and Suquamish Tribe; 
4 

July 13,1998, letter re: Navy Regulatory Approach; 

October 5, 1998, request for Tribal Council involvement in decisionmaking; 
and - 
December 9, 1998, follow-up from a November 17 meeting with mid-level 
agency managers to request involvement in decisionmaking that Tribal - 
representative was not able to attend. 



VOLUME 9 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NAVSTA EVERETTRESPONSES TO COMMENTS - 
Comment 
Number Response 

The Draft EIS evaluated the net change in the number of ships in the Sinclair 
Inlet to determine if there would be a long term increase in the use of waters of 
the Suquamish Tribe's Usual and Accustomed Fishing Places. Under all 
alternatives, there would be a net decrease in the number of ships using these 
waters. This results from the future baseline condition that includes the 
decommissioning of two CGN, as well as the removal of AOEs under both 
Alternatives One and Five. 

The Tulalip tribe was contacted as part of EIS scoping activity on 11 April 1997 
and provided information on the proposed action and invited to provide their 
input. The Stillaguamish Tribe Usual and Accustomed Fishing Places are not 
within the waters that would be affected by any of the proposed action 
alternatives. 

These Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance documents have been 
considered in developing the EIS analysis. Sections 5.2.1, 5.17, and 5.18 have 
been revised to include reference to the CEQ Guidelines concerning pollution 
prevention, environmental justice, and cumulative impacts, respectively. 
However, since they are guidance documents, rather than federal, state, and 
local statutes, regulations, or guidelines, they are not included in section 1.5. 

Current operations at potential homeporting locations in regard to their 
management of hazardous waste minimization, pesticides, and herbicides is a 
component of the affected environment. The EIS is responsible for addressing 
the net change between the existing baseline and the proposed action's 
contribution to generation and management of hazardous waste, pesticides, and 
herbicides. The EIS discusses how these changes would affect the current 
management of these materials. 

Section 5.15.2 has been revised to state that the Navy has implemented a strict 
Hazardous Material Control and Management Program and a Hazardous Waste 
Minimization Program for all of its facilities. The Navy continuously monitors 
its operations to find ways to minimize the use of hazardous materials and to 
reduce the generation of hazardous wastes. For example, nonhazardous 
materials are substituted for hazardous materials wherever practicable, 
processes are changed to ones that do not employ hazardous materials, and care 
is taken to avoid contaminating nonhazardous materials with hazardous 
materials. Compliance with existing programs is not considered to be 
mitigation, since it is not over and above a current requirement. Please note that 
it is because of the Navy's compliance with its existing programs that the EIS 
conclusion is drawn that no additional mitigation is necessary to address 
impacts associated with the proposed action. Section 5.15.2 of the Final EIS has 
been revised to reflect the programs currently implemented that would apply to 
the proposed action. 
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The proposed action would incorporate pollution prevention features in the 
design, construction and operation of the proposed facilities, as outlined by the 
Council on Environmental Quality in the January 29, 1993 Federal Register. 
Pollution prevention measures would be integrated in the project through 
contracts for design, construction and base operations. 

F.1.15 Executive Order 12902, Energy Efficiency and Water Conservation at Federal 
Facilities, has been included in a new section 1.5.9, Ubhties. The proposed action 
design would comply with the order. 

Section 5.16.2 has been revised to state that the facilities associated with the 
proposed project would be designed, constructed, and operated to meet the 
requirements of Section 306 of Executive Order 12902 to minimize the life cycle 
cost of the facilities by utilizing energy efficiency, water conservation, or solar or 
other renewable energy techniques when they are cost effective. These 
considerations are contained in all contractual documents for the design, 
construction, and operation of naval facilities. 

F.1.16 Section 5.15.2 has been revised to state that the facilities associated with the 
proposed action would be designed, constructed, and operated to meet the 
requirements of Executive Order 12856 to ensure whenever feasible that 
pollution would be prevented or reduced at the source, that pollution that 
cannot be prevented would be recycled in an environmentally safe manner; that 
pollution that cannot be prevented or recycled would be treated in an 
environmentally safe manner; and that disposal or other releases to the 
environment would be employed as a last resort. These requirements would be 
contained in all contractual documents for the design, construction, and 
operation of the proposed facilities. 

F.1.17 Section 5.15.2 has been revised to state that the Naw has irn~lemented a strict 
Hazardous Material Control and Management Program and a Hazardous Waste 
Minimization Program for all of its facilities. The Navy continuously monitors - 
its operations to find ways to minimize the use of hazardous materials and to 
reduce the generation of hazardous wastes. For example, nonhazardous 
materials are substituted for hazardous materials wherever ~racticable. 
processes are changed to ones that do not employ hazardous materials, and care 
is taken to avoid contaminating nonhazardous materials with hazardous 
materials. Compliance with existing programs is not considered to be 
mitigation, since it is not over and above a current requirement. Please note that 
it is because of the Navy's compliance with its existing programs that the EIS 
conclusion is drawn that no mitigation is necessary. 

F.1.18 Section 5.15.2 has been revised to state that the Navy requires that its contractors 
will minimize the use of pesticides, herbicides, or other materials regulated 
under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act in connection with 
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the proposed action. Considerations to use other methods of pest and vector 
control are contained in all contractual documents for the design, construction, 
and operation of Naval facilities. 

The Navy requires that its contractors will minimize the use of pesticides, 
herbicides, or other materials regulated under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, 
and Rodenticide Act in connection with the proposed project. Considerations to 
use other method of pest and vector control are contained in all contractual 
documents for the design, construction, and operation of Navy facilities. 

The Navy Pesticide Compliance Ashore Program is established by OPNAVINST 
5090.8 series Chapter 13. This chapter provides safety and compliance 
requirements and policy relative to the legal use of pesticides at Navy shore 
facilities. The requirements apply within the United States, possessions, and 
trust territories. 

The use of pesticides applied to property under Navy stewardship is controlled. 
OPNAVINST 6250.4A, Pest Management Program (NOTAL) assigns Navy 
policy for pesticides applied to property under Navy stewardship to the Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command, and jointly with the BUMED for disease vector 
surveillance and control, and safety matters. More detailed requirements and 
responsibilities relative to the application and regulation of pesticides at Navy 
installations are included in this instruction. It also discusses other topics 
pertinent to pesticides including prevention of pollutants in wastewater, spill 
prevention and management (Chapter lo), and management of hazardous waste 
(HW) (Chapter 12). 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Limited English speaking populations are primarily a concern in San Diego. 
Therefore, public participation in Everett is unrelated to the need for Spanish 
translation of any portions of the EIS. 

The discussion of the Clean Air Act in Appendix A has been revised to include 
the information provided in h s  comment. 

Section 1.5 and Appendix A have been revised to reference the Federal 
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act. Section 5.15.2 has been revised to 
indicate that the Navy requires that its contractors will minimize the use of 
pesticides, herbicides, or other materials regulated under the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungcide, and Rodenticide Act in connection with the proposed action. 
Considerations to use other methods of pest and vector control are contained in 
all conhactual documents for the design, construction, and operation of Naval 
facilities. 
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F.1.23 These Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance documents have been 

utilized in developing the EIS analysis. Sections 5.2.1, 5.17, and 5.18 have been 
revised to include reference to the CEQ Guidelines concerning pollution - 
prevention, environmental justice, and cumulative impacts, respectively. 
However, since they are guidance documents, rather than federal, state, and 
local statutes, regulations, or guidelines, they are not included in this section 1.5. 

F.1.24 The proposed CVN homeporting berthing and turning locations to be dredged 
discussed in Section 2.4 are described in terms of their current average depth. 
These elevations are not uniform, because some areas withm the proposed 
dredge footprint already are at the required depth. The same type of dredge 
equipment would be used throughout all the dredge footprint. Section 2.4 has 
been revised to refer to average existing depths of proposed CVN homeporting 
berthing and turning locations. 

F.1.25 Section 2.3.3 explains the rationale for the alternatives presentation order. The 
homeporting facilities needed to support CVNs and relocated AOEs for each 
location are discussed beginning with the action requiring the least amount of 
improvements, through those with the most improvements. The Navy did 
consider addressing each alternative in sequential order, but it was determined 
that it would be more confusing because of the extensive cross-referencing 
needed. 



Slate Agencies 



October 9, 1998 

WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENTOF 

Natural Resources JENNIFER M. BELCHER 
Commissioner of Public Lands 

Department of the Navy 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

RE: NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carriers at Everett 

Dear Sir: 

Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has reviewed the draft EIS for the 
proposes changes at the Naval Base in Everett, Washngton. Washington State asserted 
ownership (through article XVJJ of the state constitution) to the "beds and shores of all navigable 
waters in the state . . .," except those sold according to law. The State of Washington owns its 
aquatic lands in fee, and abutting owners and others wishing to use state-owned aquatic lands 
must obtain prior authorization for use of the land fiom the state. DNR is concerned with any 
and all contamination or possible contamination that could affect this ownership. 

DNR has the following comments: 

General Comments: 

1 .  As long as the footprint of the Naval Base in Everett stays the same, the 
Department has no comment on any changes. 

2. All dredged material needs to be disposed of within the regulator permit and 
approved by PSDDA. 

Please call me at 360-856-3500 if you have any questions. 

. Sincerely. ,, 

/ 
%Ann E. Gustafson 
Land Manager Snohornish and Island Counties 
Northwest Region 

c: Ted Benson, Aquatics 

NORTHWEST REGION 1 919 N TOWNSHIP ST I SEDRO-WOOLLEY. WA 98284-9395 
F A X  (3601 856-2150 1 7lY: (3601 856-1371 1 TEL 13601 856-3500 - ,-*I Equal OpportunitylAffmnative Action Employer 
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Washington State Department of Natural Resources 

S.l.l The proposed project would not change the footprint or boundaries of NAVSTA -- 
Everett. All dredging and dredged material would be done in accordance with 
applicable permits and other regulatory requirements, including FSDDA, now 
called the DMMP (Dredged Material Management Program). 



STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
PO. Bor 47600 Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

(360) 407-6000 TDD Onlv (Hearing impaired) (360) 407-6006 

November 9, 1998 

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

Dear Mr. Coon: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement 
(EIS) for developing home port facilities for three NIMTZ-Class aircraft caniers. We 
have reviewed the draft EIS and have the following comments. 

The EIS recognized the necessity for increased hazardous waste management for one 
additional carrier to be located at Everett (Alternative 4). but failed to identify any 
incresed need if rwo additional AOE ships are located at the Everett base (Alternative 

Of the action options (excluding Alternative 6. No-action) presented in the draft EIS, we 
strongly support the choice of Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative. We believe t h s  
option would not only have the least environmental impact within the State of 
Washington, but the least overall environmental impact. 

5.2.1 

Possibilities for pollution prevention and source reduction should be analyzed whenever 
major construction o r  new sources of hazardous waste is being planned. The EIS should 
include this type of analysis. 

If you have any questions, please call Mr. Elliott Zimmeman with our Hazardous Waste 
and Toxics Reduction Program at (425) 649-7072. 

5). This needs to explained. 

~ 2 . 2  

Sincerely, 

Rebecca I .  1nmX 
Environmental Coordination Section 

RI:EIS#9855 12 
cc: Janet Thompson / Julie Sellick / Elliott Zimmerman. NWRO 
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Washington State Department of Ecology 

S.2.1 The addition of two AOEs at NAVSTA Everett would require the expansion of 
the Hazardous Waste Facility in the form of additional bays. The oily 
wastewater collection system would be upgraded by constructing two additional 
Load Equalization Tanks. Health and Safety Section 5.15.2.5, Operations, has 
been revised to address this comment. 

The facilities described in this project would be designed, constructed, and 
operated to meet the requirements of Executive Order 12856 to ensure whenever 
feasible that pollution would be prevented or reduced at the source. The 
pollution that cannot be prevented would be recycled in an environmentally safe 
manner. The pollution that cannot be prevented or recycled would be treated in 
an environmentally safe manner; and disposal or other releases to the 
environment would be employed as a last resort. These requirements would be 
contained in all contractual documents for the design, construction, and 
operation of the proposed facilities. 

Section 5.15.2 has been revised to state that the Navy has implemented a strict 
Hazardous Material Control and Management Program and a Hazardous Waste 
Minimization Program for all of its facilities. The Navy continuously monitors 
its operations to find ways to minimize the use of hazardous materials and to 
reduce the generation of hazardous wastes. For example, nonhazardous 
materials are substituted for hazardous materials wherever practicable, 
processes are changed to ones that do not employ hazardous materials, and care 
is taken to avoid contaminating nonhazardous materials with hazardous 
materials. Compliance with existing programs is not considered to be 
mitigation, since it is not over and above a current requirement. Please note that 
it is because of the Navy's compliance with its existing programs that the EIS 
conclusion is drawn that no mitigation is necessary. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 
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p .,.+ E.. , . . ?  . . .  , I. ,I.). Snohomish County 

November 12. 1998 

Mr John Coon 
Southwest Division (Code OSALJC) 
Naval Facilities Engineen~tg Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

Snohomish Countv. #he Citv o f  Everen and the Pon o f  Everen surr~oned the original CVN homc I L.1.1 . . 
punmg in Li\erctt and the cunrtrvclmn of NAVSTA Ererrrt Wc haw eunrtrtently worked wnh 

!- Navy tu Jetelup proactwc rolul~onr lo lrrucr dunng the Navy's prevnce in tvcren, rerulllng in 
h ~ g h  w ld r  q u a l q  of hie and a prefcrcncr to be rl~tooned at the Evcren homc p n  

Enclosed is a repon containing o w  joint analysis of and comments on the Navy's Draft 
linvwonmental Impact Statement for Developing Home Pon Facilities for Three Nimitr.Cln~s 
Atrcrnli Crnicrs in S u p n  of the US. Pacific Fleet (the DEIS). The executive summary of the 
repon highlights and summarizer ow analysis and cornmeas. 

We believe that the continued home poning of a CVN is the highest and hest use of NAVSTA 
Everett. The economic efficiencies of NAVSTA Everen argue strongly for continuing to home 
pon a8 least one CVN in Everen. 

Major impwrementr lo transpanallon nervtcrr now bcmg lmplernenled in our regoon wall ensure 
that rdllur qualll) o f  lofr wll not be r~pn~ficantl) aflectrd dunng the PlAr fa Ihc USS Abraham 
I . ~ ~ c u l n  We ,uonnlv runncrt lhst s final drctr~on on CVN home panmg a NAVSTA tvcr rn  -. -- 
should be delayed until aAer the second PIA of the Lincoln to eve.~-~ate how cross sound transit 
roludons meet Navy objectives when these transpotintion improvements have been completed. 

NAVSTA Everen also offers major rlralegie advantages over PSNS due to tidal constraints and 
the n m w  channel and environmentally sensitive waterfronts in Rich Passage entering PSNS. 
These advantages ruppon continued homc poning o f  s CVN at NAVSTA Evercn. 

Snohomish County, #he Cily ol  Everen and the Pod of Evercn svongly suppan Alternalive Two. 
Ow analyrlr o l the ELS demonrlreer thal Alternative Two. the Prefened Alternative, is the only 
alternative wilh an overall GREEN rating and is clcarly the bea, low-cost alternative. 

Mr. John Coon 
November 12. 1998 
Page Two 

Snuhomirh County and thc Cily of Everett have robust, dwers~fied and stable cconomm and wtll 
continue to suppun the presence o f  the Navy in Everen over the lung term. The City of Evercn 
has more jobs than population and Snohomish County as a whole has a strong job market that 
wil l  continue to benefit Navy spouses. Snohomirh County, as well as nearby Skagil. Whatcom 
and lrland Counties are committed lo higher education. with several four year university 

Snohomish County, the City of Evcrcn and the Pon of Eversn look forward to continuing our 
positive relationship with the Navy into the future. 

L.1.5 

We also ruppon Altemativc Six as well as s variation that would home pon two CVNr at 
NAVSTA Everen. Alternative Six, although i t  requires some facility and infrastructure 
compromms by the Navy, is the lowest caa option. has the least enwronmental impacts and best 
responds to the public testimony at the D E E  hearings in the affected communities. 

Bob Urewel. County Executive 
Snohomish County. Washington 

campuses. 

L.1.6 

Ed Hanxn. Mayor 
City o f  Evercn, Washmgton 

Don Hopkinr. Commission President 
Porl of  Everen. Washington 
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SUPPORTING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE TWO 

November  1998 

S T A T E M E N T  IN S U P P O R T  OF THE P R E F E R R E D  A L T E R N A T I V E ' l ' W O  

The Cily o f  Evrrctt. Snuhomish Cowly and the Pon of Everett strongly suppon Allemalive luo .  !he L.1.7 
Preferred Allernalive in thc drali Env~romnenval lmpacl Slalemcnt (DEIS): I 

The City of Eberett. Snohomirh Counly and the Pan of Everett supponed the original CVN home 
poning in Everell and have con~~stenlly worked with the Navy lo develop pruuclive ~olulionr lo meel 
the needs o f  lhs Navy nnd its personnel, . Continued home poning of lhe lJSS Abraham 1.inculn a NAVS TA Evml t  i s  the Ihighes ;and berr urc 
oilhe state o f  lhe a n  CVN base in Everett. I . NAVSTA Everett sailors and families enjoy a high qualily o f  life. Snohomish Counly has a greater 
economic growth, has lower unemployment (resulting in jobs for Navy spouses) and has higher 
income per capita (resulung in hogher incomes for Navy spouses) than Ki lwp Cotmly and lhe Cily o f  
Everett has a lower cosl o f  living than #hat o f  the Cily of Bremenon 

. A tinal decision on CVN home poning at NAVSTA Everett should k delayed until aAer the second L.1.9 
PIA of the USS Abraham 1.incoln lo evaluate how regional transit solutions now being mplemenled 
wil l  meet the Navy objectives for ~ransponaziun and qualily o i l i le  lor smlors. 1 

. Snohomirh Caunly is implemenling major improvemenlr to tramponation rcrvicer, Improvements to 
the highway system will reduce conpenion and increase capacily, allenlalive modes o i  transponalion 
(commulcr rail and Regional Express bus) have k e n  funded and $ore k i n g  implemented and regional 
solutions lo improve freight mobilily will reduce rail and highway traffic cunfliclr in Evcrett and case 

Cunenr enimaled costs for NAVSTA Everett cros-suund lransp+rlauon are estimated lo be aver $ I  L1 10 
million less than slated i n  the D E B  over the 30-year life cycle. I . 

L.1.8 

. The Navy should investigate mvesling in  fasl. low wakc, passenger only ferries as a cosl-elfeelive 
soblion lo cross-sound lranspcnation. I 

lraffic congerlion. 

Exclusion of the cosls o f  dredging bolh sides of (he CVN pier at PSNS presupposes a decision on L111 
PSNS as a location for u second CVN. These dredging costs, revised to reflecl the recenl lining of ( ' 

Pugel Sound salmon as an endangered species, should be included in  the approprmle allemnlivcr. I 

. The operating cfficienc!er of NAVSTA Evcrelt as a CVN home pod are unlikely to be reproduced ill L1 12 
PSNS as has been arsamed in the baseline cost anvlyris I 



Cnly of  livcrcl!. Snohurntsh Counly and the l'on or tvurclt sepponed the ar lg i~~al  CVN home puning in 
Whcn the rcduced l i fe cycle cross-sound tmnsponalion cosls for NAVSTA Everell 2nd inilia1 and Lvcreu and haw continued to conrirlrnlly r upwn  the Navy. Cunlmuni~y groups haw bees very involved 
mamlcnancu dredging an the second side of !he PSNS CVN pier are included. I\llrrnative l'wo is in developing solutiesr in anricipation o f  the nerds a f  the Navy and i m  per,omcl, lltcse proactive 
clcarlv thc be% low-coa allernolivc. ro latmr have conlinued ihrounhoul the ocrood o f  the Nuvv'r vtexnce in Ilveree I h c  coal of liere " . . - ~~. 

rululionr has dwayo bcen to betlrr accommodate the Navy and la personnel and improve the scr\,~rcr the 
commumly provider lo the Navy. 

NAVSTA Everel! war drtigued spec#tically will, the purpose of  rupponing llw home ponmg o i  a CVN. 
This design included adequate picr facililier, drrdging work ilnd suppon facilities. l h e  loenl yuvemn>rntr 
and comtnunilirr have worked toyelher provid~ng other infruslruclure such us lran~portation, housing and 
rduc;sion racililies. Some of  this inliarlrufrure in still being dwclopcd The communily is aclively 
moving fonvard wilh ihe presence of  a CVN nr an imponant piece in both r lwn-tmn and long-trmm 
infraslruclure planning. 

NAVSl'A Eurreu ofierr i l r  sailors a new, modem iacllily located cenlnlly in the Everett comnluntly 
Everett has a quality employment base which ran be enjoyed by the sailors wllh iamilicr dcsiring dual 
income rtalur'Thc unempluymmt rate experienced in Snobomish County har been low, rerulhg in hi811 
wage jobs k i n g  vvailvblc. The combinolion of low unemploymenl, high wages and prorimily lc 
rhopplq. entenainmmt and recreauon rerulrs in a htgh qudtly of l i fe i n  Snohomirh County for Navy 
personnel. 

An analysis ofvariour quality of life famorr, and a comparison of Kilrap County and Snuliominh Count) 
demagmphier are detailed in S,rpplemr,mlNorr I- L)tmlrryo/Li/e Isnen. 

Snohomlsh County r m d s  in the forefront of Puccl Sound cammunmcn lhal are plamlny. lhet 
transponalion fuaic, imavating rnelhods of  funding and implementing nclual projecls ~ i t k n s .  busilter 
and govemenl  conllnue lo work logelher to match lranrpanalion needs wnh land use planning to rnsun 
that fulure infranruslurr promoles qualily or life rather than delracling from it. Fuurre plans in 1111 
Caunly are mclding well w l h  regional, slule and federal programs, forming u cohesive vision of who 
should happen and wha wall happen. Acco!mnudrting the needs of the Navy lhsr sloud as n key p rm l :  
in lhir planntng elfort. 



Tinwlahlr for decision. The local communilies and the Navy have been working'diligemly to providc 
r workable cross-sound trampartalion mlutionr for NAVSTA Evcrctr personnel. However, some of lhe 
r transponation rolulions being developed will not he fully operational, or no1 available at all dwng the 

USS Abraham Lincoln's (Lincoln) first PIA. As an example. Sound Transit (formerlv known as the 

The lolluwing are qurrlions sve feel shuuM be addressed in the final environmental impacl slalcmen~: ~ , 1 , ~ ~  U 9 n p  lhc r w w d  lmnspodrtion corl of $I  1.b7O.LIU. lhe oberall Wyem lile cycle corl of Allemuliver 

I fwo ir reduced lo 6184,754.395 from 1185.787.?1Z 
I .  W h y  have list, low wake. passenger only fernier nor k e n  considered in Allernauve'Two'~ 

I 

Regional Transit Aulhorily) has bolh commuler rail and lighl rail transponali& solulionr funded and 
under development. Commuler nil and express lransil solutions will be in place during the Lincoln's 
second PIA. Wanting to h l l y  evaluate the adequacy of cross-wund lrans~onation rolutionr until ahcr !he 

2 i f  fort. low wake, passenger only fcnier cannot be eonridered, why was dredging two of  ~1 16 NUW invertmen1 in lrmsporlalion. The most uppropram tranrpuwlim melhud hwreen NAVSTA 
PSNS CVN pier considered9 I . ' Cvrreu and PSNSY inppem to be a fan, low wnkc, panrcngcr only lerry Two ienics wuuld probnbly 

1 Could !be Navy evaluate the oplion of pannering with Washinplon Slate Fcnier or pnvnlep,,blic L 1 17 "red lo be purchased lo move !he sailors durmg the daily morning and wenlng commules throuyhnut the I . .  . 
venture to acquire fast. low wake, passenger only femes? s~x.manth PlAs When not in use by the Navy. 1hc uperaling corl o l  the fenlcr could be o i f w  by other 

4. What are the future o f  AOEs. and why are they included in  the DEB? I L.1.18 ure in the region. Suppon by the conimunily for this allernative is high. 
5. What is the cosl eslimale for dredging lhe second side of PSNS CVN pier in hghl of ihc Puget L 119 

Sound salmon lirling as an endangered species? I ' ' Dredging i~.iWr. 'I he DElS vnvlyrir has ar its premire tho1 none o f  h e  allcrnvliver is gmven n prejudicial 
advantage. Homcponing of the Lincoln ut NAVSTA Everett would clearly be efficiently itccomplirhed 11 
a fasl, low wake, passenger only ferry allernalive was considered App8renlly including llw L.OSI analysis 
ofthe brier was considered u prcsupporixion lhal Altcrnnlivc Two would be chosen. 

second PIA wdl allow l m c  for the regm lo place lransponal~on allernatwcr on lm  lo meet the Navy's 
expcslatnonr 

L.1.22 

~,1,23 

Funhermore, it i r  unlikely that drcdging l o  enable PSNS to lofate a second CVN will he compleled prior 
lo #he xcond PIA for the Lincoln. The permining and complelion o f  the dredging will likely take more 
lime than cunenlly projected for readying PSNS This also argues for wailing unlil aRer the second PIA 
to cvulwle cross-round lranrponalion roiuliom. 

Reduced earls tor NAVSTA Everett cross-sound transparlation. The DElS cost anrlyrir (Appendix 
L) erlmater lhe coa lo provide budTerry tranrponortslion for lhc crew of Lincoln lo PSNS S2.300.000 
F r  PIA. With Iwo PIAs every 77 months. ,he annualized cross-sound lranrponrtion costs wodd be 
$716.883. witha 30-year life cycle cop1 afS12,703.U27. 

Cap1 Thomson. working wilh local commua~ies, has developad a cost estimale for the cross-sound 
lranroonalian olan for ihe crew o f  the Lincoln The eunmt crlimaw for the first PIA ir 12.1 13.000 which .. .. . 
inclubes coslsior busses, ferry tickets and passenger-only fast ferry (POFF). The actual PIA o r 1  will be 
dearmined by linal conlracl negalialionr and the aclual number of sailors tranrponcd during the PIA. 
The amusliled cost ofcrorr-round transponation, bared on lhc current estlmale, will be 1658.591. This 

.I20 
We obncrvc that the DEE doer, however, tnrlude a prcsupporilion regarding dredging r w r l s .  The DElS 
cunendy assumes that PSNS will incur dredging on W sides of lhelr CVN pier lo lacdilale two CVN'r. 
NAVSTA Everett already has suficient dredging completed lo facililale one CVN. Providing for 
dredging on bulb sides of PSNS seems to wesunnose a dec~sian on PSNS as .I localion lor a second . .. 
homeponcd CVN. In addition, significanlly greater maintenance dredging will be requwed a1 PSNS. 
compared to NAVSTA Everell, to matmain clear turning basins and pier benhing. I 
Wc qucrlion whelhcr this analysis of dredging. and 1 1 ~  lack uf analysis u I  a lwy o p w n  creates an 
inconsistency in the DEiS. I 
We nlso queslion the cosl eslimates lo compiele dredging on both sdes o f  the PSNS CVN pier. 
Subscquea to lhc initial cosl eslimale, the Endangered Species Acl (ESA) has become significant in 
Pugel Sound with ihe lirling of Puget Sound salmon as an endangered species. NAVSTA Everclt ir the 
only Naval Bare which doesn't require rignificanl dredging, and is lheteforr anafleclcd by CSA. PSNS. 
~ O W C Y C ~ ,  wdl be signifieanlly affected by ESA in light ofthr extca ofdredgmg required. 

NAVSTA Everett dirirncies. When comparing opcrrtong corlr bclwccn NAVSIA Evcrrtt ;d PSNS in 
Allumalivrr One and Two, lhc DEB usrumel h e  operaling eflicicncicr in Everell will be duplicvled at 
PSNS NAVSTA Everett i r  new and in located in a larger community. The CVN pulr l r r r  prcrrwe on 
Snohomirh Counly resources and, thus, should provide more reliabdiry and hetrer compc~ition for services 
and products needed. In any event. the operating costs klween llle two fac!l!tier will cnol be r q w l  'The 
base mainlenance and oprrnlmg cost advantage is s~gnificanlly in favor of NAVSTA Evcretl. 

L.1.24 



In Appendix G. Tables I through G.16. eaeh home port rile war mtrd on a vmety of factors in four 
categories: Operations and Training, Facilities. Maintenance and QOL (Quality of Life). For each factor 
tn the comparison tables, a rite war rated for c x h  alternative as follows: 

Green: Satirlirs homepning objectives 
Yellow: Satisfies horncpning objectives with moderate sflon 
Red: Satisfies homepning objectives only with extensive efioon/eannot satisfy. 

The last rating for each category of factors represenled an Overall Rating for thatcategory. 

m y  mnig;mon or repair to Rich Parrzgc waleriront propenncr and the rtrntcgic dir.aduimt.tger u i  loc;a~ny L.1.25 t '  L.1.28 
tno CVNr bchmd Klch Passaqe durmg certain condittonr should be considered by the Navy. 

The attached Revised Table. G-9 through GI2  show the NAVSTA Everett Overall Ratings lot 
Ma!nlcnonee Factors category (Revised Table G.1 1) become Green far all alternatives rated i f  cross- 
sound lranrponation meets Navy objeclivcr. Also. NAVSTA Everett ratings for the Family separalior 
factor and Overall Ratings for @he Quality of Life category (Reviud Table G-12) become Yellow for al: 
allernalive$ rilled iccrosr-sound tranqonalon msse Navy obje~tives. 

CVN quorlionnrires. We have not had access lo lllr urrloas qucrtmnnawer of the sailors on the Lincoln 
Ilowevcr. 11 ir our wderrtandmg that the sallors have reqllesled NAVSI'A Everett over PSNS for their 
honw port If1hb is the care. providmg better transponauon rolutionr will only tncreare the drsirabtltty 01 
NAVS I A  Cvcrclt. 

Evaluslion of slternaliurr. In Appendix G of the DCIS, a comparison of CVN home pon rite 
altcrnatires is shown in ralor.coded tables. 'The colared representation$ o f  rntmgr for NAVSTA Everett 
in Appendix C reflect an assumption that NAVSI'A Everett wiJ rn bc succrsrhtl in solving cross-sound 
tranrponmon issuer durmg CVN PIAs. On the contrary. the information prerenled above indicates that 
the crorr-round lranrponalion ~olulions being developed ?1?U meet the objectivcsof the Navy and thus the 
rcvissd # r t i ng  and graphic representations discussed below support even more nrongly the prrkned 
Alternative Two. Funhermore. the eoar armcialed with cross-round tramoonatton rolwonr are already 
included in the cost enalvsir in the DEW 

Thc Overall Ratings for each oflhe four factor categories for eaeh home port rile were then ponrayed ir 
'Table G-17 o f  the draft EIS for the number of CVNr considered for each site. In this table. for a rpecifir. 
number ofCVNs at each homs pon, the factor category overall ratings were combined into a new Overall 
Katmg. Ifcrosr-round tranrpnation mcea Navy objectives, Le NAVSTA Everett Overall Rating fur the 
four calrgorisr becomes Green for one CVN and Yrllow for two CVNs as shown in the attached Kevlser 
Trbls G.17. 

L.1.26 

~,1,27 I 
5. 
B 

L.1.28 

The Overall Ratings from Table G-17 in  the DElS are shown. by home port sis, for each ahemalive ir 
'Table G-18. I f  crorr-round trunrportation meets Navy objectives. the Overall Rating for NAVSTP 
Everett becomes Green for Alternative Two and Yellow fa Alternaive Four as shown In the attarha 
Krvircd 'Table t i - I 8  Alternative l'wo,lbeNavv orefencd alternative. bccomer the onlv allrrnative wtlh : 
Green rat#"& 
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SUPPLEMENTAL NOTES 

Conclurionr 

S ~ ~ p p 1 ~ ~ 1 1 w t d  iVnlr I -  Qaalify of Li / r  iwm 

I Peranal income conrirlr of all lypcr of income including wager, rulnner. government lranrlcr payments. 
When the factor ratings are revised and colored assuming ihe Navy objectives will be me1 (us shown on retirement income, farm income, self-employed income, proprietors' income, inlerert, dividends md  rml. 

+ the nmched pager), Alternative Two i r  !he onlv allernalive with a GREEN r a l i n ~  When the reduced 30- It does. however. exclude business and cornorale income. The table below showr lolal oerronvl income 

The C q  of Evcrnl. Snohomirh County and !he Pun of Erereu strongly napport Alternatnc Two (Ihe 
I'referred Alternalive) in the DElS The local comnlunllicr believe that all lranrportalw and housmg 
issuer noad in lhr DEIS. panicularly the crowsound lrnnsponation irruer, wdl be solved to the 
sansPaclion ol the rallors a1 NAVSfA Evcrell and will meel the objectivcr of the Navy for railor qualny 

In sclccl~ng Allernalive Two as lhc Preferred Allernalive. the DElS has made the arruniplion that "depol 
maintenance f i r  (hat CVN (the Lincoln) e m  be ruceersfully completed wilhnut a rignifirunl adverse 
impacl on crew qualily o f  life or mainlenance schedules and cons". However. the tables in Appendix G .  
Comparison d C V N  Home Pon Site Altemalivcr, appear lo have been rated and colored bared on "worn 
care" arrumplmr that family reparalion (cross-sound lransponalion) and hourmg objeclwer for 
NAVSTA Everell will a be met. On the conltnry. bared on the factorsdireurncd in this study, we firmly 
believe lhvt the arsumplion should be made that the Navy's objectives for family reparation and housing 
will be tnat, bused an the collabomtivc eiTonr bctwecn the Navy and local conunwtilicr to dale. 
paniculrrly for the second and wbxquenl PlAr fur the Lincoln. 

year l i fe cy& &IS if cro&sound lranrponalion far Allemalive Two and dredging corto for PSNS in for each respeclive co~mly in millions ofdollarr. AILuugh the increases in lolal personal income for bolh 
other al~erna~iver are included in the comparison o f  allernalives, fi i s  clear thal Allernalive Two i s  iht  I counlies are promising over lime, the measure foils to relale the growth lo the population. 

L.1.29 
In ~EIFIII~~ ihe q l i d ~ y  ol'lil> III Everen and Snohom14~ Couey as a whole. ple'tre conrdcr rume key 
economic indicalorr including poph ion.  job growth, permml income. cust of liwng and uncmpluymcnt. 
There rtolislicr represent no1 only a region's economic performance bul the vitalily illat is crc~ted an a 

L.1.30 Economic growth i s  ianponant because it provder insight inlo horv an ecorlumt>y has pemfvrt~d over lime, 
us well ar how i t  will fare into the huure. In genernl, people tcnd to tnngrvlr wvardr regsonr lhal uller 
ceonomic oppommilies. In !he data provided, il i r  widen1 lhnl the population of Snohomtsh Counly has 
grown significantly over the past few year3 and will eommue to do so well into the lulure. Ar an 
economy prospers. ro does the number of jobs. Although boll, Snohomwh and Kilsop counl~rr have 
enjoyed positive job growlh in the part. Snohomirh County i r  prujeeling a stronger annual growth rate in 
the future. 

Anolher significant indcalor w l~~ch  measures a region's economic prosprlty is prrrund incamc. 

ofl i fe re,uIt. 

Thir relalionnhip o f  total income lo growth i% better measured by the income per capita indicnlor. whicb 
measures how perronal income ir growing relative lo the m m h r  of people in n region, Income pe~ 
capilu, calcelaled by dividmg total personal income by the populalms, is a urdul tool when conlrarling 
dimrent economic regions among different time frames. In the table below, i t  is evident that lhc incomt 
per person is greater in  Snohomirh Counly lhan in Kilrap The annual growth rvlr has been inearly lwm 
tha o f  Kitrap County since 1970 and is expected lo accclcrvle over the men1 few years. 

Snohomirh 215 216 295 140 120 485 
K w p  98 I06 119 111 160 181 

P",on.l inram* (million, I) 
Snohomi$h 9.418 11,VOJ 14.421 11.682 21.918 12.%0 
K " s q  1.111 4,JW 5.280 6.416 9.101 12.136 

4 1 3 2  1 8  
1 3  2 1 16  

4 9 4 i 3 2  
4 I I I I? 



I n  addmun to income per capita, nncunw per lmsrchold and average enrnmgr per job can bc arctul 

mensurer \\hen compvrlng two dirtinel rcglons over n pcriod of  lime. Tltu,e hvo ligarrs, cspcc~ally 
income per houiehold ore ~ n h y  becvurr l lwy ewe a beaer understanding of  how #"come ir dbstributed 
among the populxios. And again, \\hen there figurer for each county arc compared, thc incolncr in 
Sc~uhurn~sh Cowlly arc s~gntlicnntly hagher than Kitsap's with a favorable a ~ u v l  growth rate wll the 
litlure 

Allhough the g rowh  figures for a county's population, jobs, and personal income arc rignilicant i n  
gauging economic prosperity, another factor must be considered ao well, the con to live i n  that region. 

? According l o  the Economic Research Inmilule. the costs o f  l iv ing i n  Everett, allhaugh higher than the 
national average, are lower than thal ofBremenon. This is a significant factor i n  a region's quality o f  l ife 
when coupled w ~ h  a high personal income and job growlh. 

I990 1996 2000 2W1 201s 1 
Income prr Csplt. (dollar$) 

Snohomtrh 20.016 21.761 21.872 26.155 30.151 33.894 
Kasrp 111.617 9 20.421 22.069 25.411 211.116 

Incomr per llovlrhald ldoll.r~l 
LwhomirD 14.862 59.039 63.926 68.114 77.577 84.989 
Kmrp 11.160 1I.912 11.219 11170 61727 7 2 2  

'\rer.g' Earnlngl per Jab (dol1.n) 
Snohomirh 21.666 28.044 29,121 31.124 14.115 38,106 
t a m p  21.310 24.401 25.411 27.029 30.459 14.040 

The cvilluiltion of  a county's economic prosperity would no1 be complcle wlthoa considering 
~mempluyment rates. The unemployment rale is ihe perccnlage o f  the lolal labor force who are not 
currently working but who are looking for work. Theses figures are included for both counties in the 
lbllowing lvbles based on data gathered by lhe U.S. Depenrnent of Labor. Although Snohomish County's 
unemploymenl rate war slightly higher than Kitsap's i n  the early 1990's. Snohomirh hur c~tjuycd 
r ignif icaaly lower rates rincc 1995. 

1996 2001 2U2 

20 2 1  1.1 
1 1 I 7 I I 

1 3  17 1 1 
0 6  1 1  10 

0 1 12 I 0  
(0 1 )  I I 1 2  

l laving examined a number ofeconomic indicators which measure a region's part m d  potential growwb, i t  

is evident (ha, Snohomirh County has enjoyed and w i l l  continue l o  enjoy economic prosperrly. and lhence 

When. tn the early 1980s. plans were first uM0uKed for 3 ponrtble llomepon locrlion in Everett, n key 
tlem o l  discurnon was trmnponalmn t low would thc rngmtieant influx o f  lranic be earrwd iron, 
Interrtrle 5 eo% arrusr Evercu to ihc ihorbur'' I he movenwnt o l  psople and goods acrusb town had long 
been a concern for conmuni!y leudcrr, ercn befors the advent o i t hc  Navy. SIIII, lhc silmg u l  thc ncw 
Naval Station oo Ihc Everett walerfronl poinled up t l x  need to develop workablc solutionr to 
lrvnrportation in Everett. 

'The% sululiosr tcwulved itmensing htghway capacity for nulamubiler. itlcm6ymy allcnutiues to thc 
aulomob~le lo  avotd congested areas and providing for improved m o v m m t  01' ireigh~. 

Highwny Cnpacity: Freeway cnpoeity nonh o f  Cvcrclt rcmainr adequate. The opening oI'il,s 88" Strec! 
interchange on Interstate 5 provider relief i n  the vicinily o f  the Navy's ruppon facility ih nonh 
Maryrville. lmprovernentr continue on SK 529 between Everett m d  Malyrril le, provtdwg direct access 
between Interslate 5 and Marine View Drive. a principal route lo  NAVSTA Evrret~. 

Traf ic  movement lo  and from the south is a priority for local leaders. High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 
lanes between Seattle and South Everell are now complete. E l lonr  to fund the HOV system lo  SR Z are 
underway. SR 525 from Paine Field lo  lnlcrslate 5 i n  Lynnwood is partially under construtction and 
funding has been identified for completion. Thir improvement wi l l  signilicuntly reduce conger~ion for 
bothcommuters and freight movers. 

Allemolivr Modes: There is a widely held believe i n  the Everett-Sealllc-Taconlr region that he 
movement o f  psoplc must involve alternatives lo the automobile. Several elfuns are underway lo 
accomplish this even while capacity ir added lo  the road rynem. The $3.9 b~ l l i on  Sound Transit program. 
formerly known ar the Regional Transit Aulhority or RTA, wi l l  bring commulur rad from Seattle to 
Everen by 2001. Regional Expresr wi l l  begin i n  1999, providing direct bur service from Everett to 
Seattle. Bellewe and Tacoma. A n  ~xlensive Park and Ride system i r  bring developed thal includer 
conslruclion of direct access ramps l o  the t IOV system. A new tvcretl l'ranrll Cenlcr. the hub o f  the 
commuler rail, local tranril and Regional Express network, wd l  be conntructed on Pacific hvcnw cart ol 
Broadway. Everett Transit w i l l  provide local ~erv ice between the Transit Center and NAVSTA Evrrelt. 

The goal and the reality of Sound Transit is that by 2002. Navy pcrronnel wi l l  havr efficient and user. 
ftiendly lranrprnvtion services an an alternative lo  the freeway congcrtiun 

Frrig1,r Mobility: Countler along the eastern shore Pugel Sound have worked toged,rr on a lieight 
mubility project cvllcd FAST Conidor. Thir projccl recognizes that with increasing growth, there is u 
nesd to cnsure lhvt ihc movcrnent o f  goodr remains unimpcdcd The Navy alone parchasrd $3.2 cntll~on 
in goods and rcrviccr fronl rmal l  burincrs in Washington Slvlc. Wllh an crlimvtcd 90 mil l ion tons 01 
freight annually crpeelcd l o  move through Everett by 2005. a duubling oftrain traffic along ,he waterironl 
ir erpecwd. This presents challenges lor the free f low o f  trains and cars in the ares I f  comrnuniticr can 

Contmr~s on rbr Dm/! E,wro,an~r,ml Impcr .Sioa,nr,$r I 3  



work proactivcly to lmprovc the rail Eyrlcm over the commg decade in concen with road. So!tnd 1 ras,lt 
and othcr iumal!ren. the freight mobility mrsue can be remlved wid, rcsulhg benct~~tr tu traltic movelnent 
along local roads. 

h e  FAST Conidor project will include road bbidming along East Marms V~ew Drive aroutld downtown 
Everett to ease traffic congestion through the central burinerr dintrm Thts will have direct knefitr for 
the nunn comlsuter route to the NAVSTA Everett. Rail overpasser would olro be conrtrucwd us 
California Avenue and along the Snohomirh River to further relieve traffic conflicts with rail. 

On u broader regional wale. work continuer on the Carcadia Project, an effon to connect the gateways 
and trade conidorr through Everen from Vancouver B.C. to Eugene. Oregon. A j o m  elfon of the British 
Columbia govcmment. WSDOT, local governments and pon authoritier. the goal of  the Carcadia Project 
is to develop a long term plan that increaser he region's ability to compte in the global economy by 
incresnmg the mubdity o f  people and freight. 

These initmtivsr to improve roads, rail and mars aanrit, will casc the impacts of a carrier iocaion in 
Everett. 1 he community has experienced Lc traflic impacts already, so it knows what has to be done to 
funher accommodate the Navy's needs. These needo have been very much a pan of the tranrponation 
stralesy developed over the part fifteen year. 

The Navy mkght well ask ifthere is acoutuywide consensuson this strategy and how well coordinated the 
effon is to ~mpletnent it. It is one thing to know what needs to be done; it is another to make it happen. 
Snohomish County business, labor and govemmenl have a long history of collaboration on transponation 
issues. In the mid 1980s a transpanation public interest group war formed - the Snohomirh County 
Comm~llce for Improved Tranrponation (SCCIT). Comprised mostly of private citizens and burinerse~. 
SCCIT also invited panicipation by local governmelo. The stated goal of SCClT was to promote 
cooperative plrming for the County's transponation and to arniol local governments in their cffonr lo 
secure funds for improvements to the road system.. The SCClT board meea twice a month and the 
general mcmhrship meets every two months. SCClT also maintains a suong presence in Olympia during 
the legislative session to work with Snohomirh County gavcmcnto an key lranrpomtion bills. There is 
a high level o f  cooperation b a w n  the public and private sectors in implementing a shared 
tranrponation virion. 

Pasrage o f  the Washington Growh Management Act in the early 1990s required major cities and counties 
to develop coordinated approaches to infrastructure development. I n  Snohomirh County. an oversight 
panel. the Growh Managcmcnt Steering Cornminee, was established, comprised of local elected oflicialr. 
A spirit of intergovernmental cooporstion war fostered, resulting in sansportation, land use and olher 
plans that are internally conswent and that set a clear and firm direction for the countywide community. 
This plan, and the community plans based upon ie.  conlain extenrive aanrponation policier and slraagier. 
Building on these foundauonr. Snohomirh County. the City of Everen, local communities and busincsr 
have been able lo respond in  coordinated manner to other initiatives mean1 to enhance the area's 
tranrponation system. 

In 1997. burinesr. government. labor and citizens again met to chan a funding package for presentation to 
the voters addressing key tranrponation. park and utilay needs for the coming decade. ASCENT 21 
contn~nr two tmnrponation measurer totaling $405 million which will use propeny tnx and gar lax 
increases for hmding. The issuer will be decided by voters in November. I998 
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Mr. John Coon 
Sodhwcst Division (code OSAL JC) 
Naval Facilnies Engineering Command 
I220 Pacific Highway 
San Duego. CA 92132-5190 

Dear Mr. Coon: 
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In  CeSponK to the Depmmcnt oflhe Navy's Brah EnvironmLn)PUmpBO Statement for D c v c l o ~  
. . . . eon Three N I M 1 T Z . P  (the DEW. 

interested community groups and communily leaders have pmieipued in numerous meetings. The 
purpose o f  these meetings has been lo explore the rcgion'r position with respect to the D E N  
Significantly, the gmups and leaden involved in  these discussions h v c  been in agrecmcnt in heir suppon 
of lhc Navy's presence in  Everett and Navy's selection of the -. 

I n  order to rucccrsfully communicate the suppon o f  the community. the Pon of Evercn. Snohomirh 
County and the City of Evcnn engaged Moss Adnms LLP. s Cenifnrd Public Accounting Firm. to 
complete this rcpon. The comments in this repon arc a summary of the views of these groups, and also 
reflect the views of many community leaders who havc also been involved in these meetings. 

!- 
r 

The Pon o f  Everen, Snohomish County and the City of Everen havc enjoyed a goad relalionship wilh the 
Navy, and look forward to a succcuful f u M  together. 

L.1.32 

Rerpeafully. 
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Snohomish County, City of Everett, and Port of Everett 

L.l.l Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 

L.1.2 Regarding your suggestion that the Navy delay its decision regarding the 
homeporting of the USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN, the Navy believes that an 
informed decision will be possible following the first PIA. 

The improvements to the east side of the Puget Sound transportation services are 
acknowledged. However, current information indicates that these 
improvements make up a 10-year plan. Light rail transportation is not 
scheduled to be completed until the year 2006 and at this time is only funded as 
far north as the University District. System expansion farther north to 
Northgate, but far short of Everett, is pending further funding. Express Bus 
service will be available for the 2001 PIA but that service and the use of HOV 
lanes matches bus service the Navy has already contracted to support the 1999 
PIA. HOV lane improvements now reach north to 4 miles short of Everett along 
the 1-5 corridor. Further HOV lane extension to the north is planned but 
unfunded for design and construction. Heavy rail, "Sounder Commuter Rail" 
using present AMTRAK rail is scheduled to begm operating in mid 2001, half 
way into the 2001 PIA. This service offers the most potential for near-term 
improved transportation from Everett to Seattle although the time en route from 
Everett to Seattle is not expected to be less than direct bus service. All things 
considered, although the transportation infrastructure in the repon is certain to 
improve over the next 10 years, the advantages would not be seen in time to 
justify delaying a decision past the 1999 PIA. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

The major transportation improvements being implemented in Snohomish 
County will enhance the access opportunities for NAVSTA Everett by increasing 
capacity and reducing congestion on the highway system, by providing 
alternative modes of transportation (commuter rail and express bus), and by 
improving freight mobility. The improvements will also increase the options 
available to the Navy for transporting CVN personnel between Everett and 
E N S  during the PIA maintenance periods. 



Comment 
Number 

VOLUME 9 CVN HOMEPOR~NG EIS - NAVSTA EVERE'ITRESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

L.1.9 Please refer to response L.1.2. 

L.1.10 The Draft EIS indicates that approximately 900 members of the CVN crew would 
have to be transported daily between NAVSTA Everett and E N S  during the six- 
month PIA period. It also indicates that the Navy is committed to providing one 
or more of several transport options, including a direct passenger ferry and 
several combinations of buses and ferries. The costs are estimated at $2,080,000. 

Dredging both sides of Pier D is not being done to "presuppose" a decision to 
locate two CVNs at ENS. Rather, dredging both sides is desired to (1) save 
money, and (2) provide PSNS the facilities to ensure the flexibility to perform its 
dual mission of homeporting and maintaining ships. The cost of making Pier D 
capable of supporting two CVNs is accounted for in Tables 2-5 through 2-10 of 
the EIS. Specifically, this cost is identified as "Second CVN ElectTical 
Transformer" in the altematives that homeport a total of two CVNs at PSNS. 
Those altematives that would only homeport one CVN at PSNS would not 
install t h ~ ~  transformer. Without the transformer, PSNS could not support two 
CVNs at Pier D. Therefore, the Navy does not "presuppose" a decision on 
making E N S  a homeporting location for a second CVN within this EIS. 

In section 2.3.2.2 of the EIS the Navy states, "Dredging both sides of Pier D is 
desired by E N S  for increased flexibihty to accommodate current berthing 
needs. Dredging both sides of Pier D would be required if a second CVN were 
to be homeported at ENS." 

Berthing flexibility is a serious issue at E N S  as both homeporting and 
maintenance functions co-exist at the same location. In the future E N S  will, for 
all intents and purposes, lose a CVN home port berth at Pier B because the Pier 
will be occupied five out of every six years to support CVN DPIAs. This action 
will force the CVN now homeported at Pier B to use what is now the back-up 
CVN berth at Pier D as its primary berth, and to share that Pier with four AOEs. 
Obviously, h s  will lead to a crowded situation at Pier D, as well as a loss of 
flexibility for CVN home port berthing at ENS. Without dredgmg both sides of 
Pier D, the CVN would only be able to use one side, forcing the Navy to "dead 
stick move AOEs from the CVN capable side of Pier D to elsewhere in the 
shipyard. AOE "dead stick moves can cost tens of thousands of dollars per 
move, and are extremely disruptive to the mission of the Navy at E N S  and to 
the crews of the ships affected. This situation could occur multiple times per 
year, potentially costing the taxpayer millions of dollars over the long term. 

Because Pier D is to be widened, both sides of this pier will need to be dredged 
under the preferred alternative to support the four AOEs and the one CVN 
homeported at ENS. Therefore, if Pier D is to have only one side of this pier 
CVN-capable, the other side would still need to be dredged to support the AOEs. 
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- Comment 
Number Response 

The difference between dredgmg for an AOE and a CVN at this location is 
estimated to be less than $1,000,000. 

The cost of the dredging project reflects the Navy's best estimate to accomplish 
all facets of the project including dredgmg, dredge material disposal, and any 
potential mitigation that could be required. The EIS discusses impacts to 
endangered species for PSNS and Everett in sections 4.6.2 and 5.6.2, respectively, 
in this EIS. 

The deep water immediately adjacent to the carrier pier at NAVSTA Everett is 
advantageous to unrest~icted departures and safe returns. You are correct that 
physical conditions in Rich Passage restrict CVN transit. The combination of 
water depth and current speed at Rich Passage is discussed in the EIS, Volume 1, 
paragraph 2.3.2.2. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Presently, there does not exist a fast, low wake, passenger-only ferry service 
from Everett to PSNS; therefore, such service was not considered. However, the 
Navy has contracted for such service during the 1999 PIA to serve as a 
demonstration of what is believed wiIl be the most preferred method of 
transportation for the ship's crew during any future PIAs at the Puget Sound 
Naval Shipyard for the Everett-based aircraft carrier. 

As stated in section 5.9.1.2 of the Draft EIS, the Navy is considering various 
options for transporting the CVN crew daily between NAVSTA Everett and 
E N S  for the PIA activities for Alternative Two, including direct passenger-only 
fast ferries as well as several combinations of buses and ferries. 

Please refer to response L.l.11 for a discussion on dredging both sides of Pier D 
at PSNS and L.1.15 and L.1.17 for a discussion on fast ferries. 

The Navy intends to participate with other agencies, both federal and state, in 
exploring with the State of Washmgton's Department of Transportation, the 
possibility of acquiring passenger only fast ferries operated by the Washington 
State Ferry system for the exclusive use of the Navy in support of any future 
Everett-based ship PIAs or maintenance availability at Puget Sound Naval 
Shipyard. Preliminary discussions to this effect have already been initiated. 

The Navy is considering various options for transporting the CVN crew daily 
between NAVSTA Everett and E N S  for Alternative Two, including direct 
passenger-only fast ferries as well as several combinations of buses and ferries. 
The option of partnering with Washington State Ferries and/or a private-public 
venture to acquire fast, passenger-only ferries has been and will continue to be 
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Comment 
Number Response 

pursued by the Navy while exploring the options available. In fact, the Navy 
has contracted with Clipper Navigation to operate a 237-person ferry between 
PSNS and Everett on a trial basis for the USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN first PIA 
activity. 

L.1.18 The presence of AOEs in the Pacific Northwest and discussions relevant to 
inclusion of AOEs in this EIS can be found in Volume 1, paragraphs 1.4 and 
2.3.2.3 and Volume 2, Appendix G, paragraph 2.2.2. Because there is no viable 
Navy plan to decommission AOEs at the writing of this EIS, they must be 
included in the base loading both at E N S  and at NAVSTA Everett. The Navy 
understands that many press reports postulating the potential future of the 
AOEs have been issued, but the Navy's position is that status of the AOEs will 
remain unchanged in the future, and that they are still needed to fulfill Navy 
operational objectives. Therefore, alternatives considering the decommissioning 
of the AOEs is not considered reasonable at this time. 

L.1.19 Please see response to comment L.l.ll for a discussion of dredging at Pier D in 
ENS.  

L.1.20 Three basic presumptions are involved in formulating the Navy's Preferred 
Alternative (please refer to the EIS, Volume 1, paragraph 2.1). If the Record of 
Decision selects the Preferred Altemative, those presumptions would be 
analyzed for correctness following the LINCOLN'S PIA scheduled to commence 
in April 1999. It is anticipated that Commander in Chief, US. Pacific Fleet, will 
render a decision on the impact. Part of his decision process will include 
examination of potential improvements to the transportation system around 
Puget Sound that might lessen the impact on Quality of Life. Those 
enhancements to the transportation system that may be available in the year 
2001 that were not available in 1999 will be included in the examination, e.g., 
rapid light rail from Everett to Seattle, possible acquisition of passenger-only fast 
ferries, etc. 

Should the USS LINCOLN'S FY 1999 PIA result in an invalidation of the Navy's 
preferred alternative assumptions, the Navy would assess many issues before 
making a decision to change the LINCOLN'S home port. These issues include 
but are not necessarily limited to the following: 

(1) Assessing any potential additional NEPA obligations; 

(2) How ship schedules integrate at PSNS while dredging and pier construction 
is underway (i.e., can the two CVN's schedules accommodate sharing Pier B 
with minimal impact to sailor quality of life during construction?); 

(3) Are there other existing home ports other than E N S  that could 
accommodate the USS LINCOLN in 2001 either on a temporary or 
permanent basis; 
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(4) Are there adjustments to CVN home port assignments that could 
accommodate (3) above (such as homeporting the fifth CVN at PSNS in 
2005); and 

(5) What are the comparative costs and impacts to sailor quality of life of each 
option. 

L.1.21 The Navy concurs with the premise that the cost of cross-sound transportation 
has decreased. Since the writing of the Draft EIS, the Navy's estimate has 
decreased from $2,300,000 to $2,080,000. This estimate is based on actual 
contracted service moving 900 sailors each day and may increase or decrease 
depending on the final average number of sailors commuting. Adjustments 
have been made to those tables showing Life Cycle Costs in Appendix L and in 
Volume 1 of the Final EIS. 

L.1.22 The Navy supports continued exploration of this concept. As stated in section 
5.9.1.2 of the Draft EIS, the Navy is considering various options for transporting 
the CVN crew daily between NAVSTA Everett and PSNS for the PIA activities, 
including direct passenger-only fast ferries as well as several combinations of 
buses and ferries. In fact, the Navy has contracted with Clipper Navigation to 
operate a 237-person ferry between PSNS and Everett on a trial basis for the US5 
ABRAHAM LINCOLN'S first PIA activity. The Navy has also evaluated the 
feasibility of using such ferries for other uses when the vessels are not in use. 

Please see response L.l.ll. The statement about maintenance dredging 
requirements at PSNS being more than that of NAVSTA Everett is incorrect. The 
frequency at whch maintenance dredging is performed is a function of the 
sedimentation rate of a specific harbor. As discussed in section 4.4.1, the 
sedimentation rate in Sinclair inlet is approximately 1 cm/year. Section 5.4.1 
states the sedimentation rate at NAVSTA Everett is approximately 4-5 cm per 
year. Both of these sedimentation rates are considered low. 

Sailor QOL facilities at E N S  are as new as, or in some cases, even newer than 
comparable facilities at NAVSTA Everett. For example, in the past three years 
several new sailor QOL construction projects have been completed at ENS: two 
new multi-use play fields, a new recreational center complete with a pool, a 
McDonalds restaurant, a new sailor-only multi-level parking garage, a new 
dining reception center (to replace the old Officers' Club that burned down), 
1775 BEQ rooms either newly constructed or renovated, and major renovations 
to shopping, dining, and entertainment facilities. The differential operating 
costs of these two facilities do not sigtuficantly favor one facility over another as 
the cornmentor has identified. 
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As for the size of the community, Navy sailors are often products of their 
formative environment. Some prefer more rural settings such as Kitsap County, 
whereas others prefer the more urban settings of Snohornish and King Counties. 

Arguments can be made that Kitsap County has a lower cost of living and 
business overhead than Snohomish County that outweighs any efficiencies 
gained by larger competition. With recent regonalization efforts, many of the 
service providers at E N S  and Everett Naval facilities are the same. For the 
purpose of the cost analysis, the Navy considers the elements discussed in the 
comment to be of equal magnitude. Please also note that if  the Navy were 
basing its decision solely on the cost analysis, it would have selected Alternative 
1 instead of Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative. 

L.1.25 The Navy agrees that there are differences between Everett and E N S  in access 
to the sea, and has addressed that issue in Appendix G by assigrung PSNS a 
yellow rating in h s  category while assigning Everett a green rating. However, 
the operational restrictions imposed by Rich Passage are not considered 
sigruficant enough by the Navy to warrant exclusion of &us alternative in the 
EIS. 

The commentor refers to the environmentally sensitive nature of Rich Passage in 
terms of beach erosion. This has been an issue for large high-speed vessels that 
generate a considerable wake through this area, such as auto ferries and some 
passenger ferries. Naval ships transit Rich Passage slowly with virtually no 
wake and transit the area on a much more infrequent basis than the ferries. 
Because of these reasons, and the fact that the number of Naval ship movements 
through Rich Passage is expected to neither increase or decrease appreciably as a 
result of the proposed action, there would be no basis to expect sigruficant 
environmental impact. 

The Navy has begun to survey all sailors' desire to live in either Everett or 
Bremerton, but until the crew experiences the actual daily commute, adequate 
data will not be available leading to a final decision. Minimizing the time the 
crewmembers are away from their home port of Everett should increase the 
desirability to remain in Everett, if that is where the crew prefers to live. The 
issue of transportation only impacts the married sailors (one third of the crew) 
who choose to keep their dependents in Everett. The single sailors will move 
with the ship. 

The Navy's preferred alternative keeps the USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN at 
NAVSTA Everett assuming ". . . that depot maintenance for that CVN can be 
successfully completed without a sigruficant adverse impact on crew quality of 
life or maintenance schedules and costs." 
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The text regarding the preferred alternative states, "This assumption is based 
upon the expectation that the Department of the Navy or Washington 
State/local governments will be able to develop programs to: 

(1) Minimize quality of life impacts including commuting times, 
PERSTEMPO, and availability of housing, for the Everett ship's crew and 
their families: and 

(2) Avoid unacceptable impacts on shipyard and ship's force maintenance 
work and costs associated with that work, during the Everett carrier's PIA 
and pre- and post-PIA upkeeps." 

Consequently, commuting time is only one part of the assumption keeping the 
USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN in Everett. Many factors will go into attaining the 
goal of minimizing the amount of time the crew is away from their homes while 
the CVN is undergoing its PIAs. Shrinking the commute time to an absolute 
minimum will be helpful in achieving that goal. Other factors will be part of the 
equation, such as number of work days per week, length of work day, size of the 
ship's force work package, size of the PIA work package, etc. 

The evaluations displayed in the color tables found in Appendix G reflect 
existing conditions (with the exception of the wharf construction at NASNI that 
is now complete). The fact that efforts were underway to minimize the time the 
crewmembers of USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN would have to be away from their 
families during PIAs conducted in E N S  is reflected in the EIS, Volume 1, 
paragraph 2.3.3 under the "maintenance" discussion, and in paragraph 2.3.4 
under the "quality of life" discussion. Furthermore, the footnotes at the bottom 
of Table G-12 indicate that the ratings would change color if solutions were 
found. At the time the table was developed for the Draft EIS, solutions had not 
been found. In fact, the Preferred Alternative clearly states that the assumptions 
upon which the Preferred Alternative was based would be the subject of 
continued Navy updating and that, "New information developed during the 
first PIA for a CVN homeported at NAVSTA Everett will be carefully reviewed 
by the Navy, especially information necessary to ensure that impacts on quality 
of life and maintenance work and costs have in fact been successfully mitigated." 
From this it is clear that quality of life is only one of three assumptions that must 
be verified through the actual performance of a PIA. 

The steps taken by the commentor in revising the ratings displayed in Tables G- 
11, G-12, G-17, and G-18 are understood. It must be remembered, however, that 
the supposition is clear (as stated by the commentor): "if cross-sound 
transportation meets Navy objectiws." Please refer to response L.1.27 for an 
expanded discussion of the Navy's intention to verify the commentor's 
supposition, not just from a quality of life viewpoint, but also from a 
maintenance perspective. The Navy's Preferred Alternative addresses this topic. 
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L.1.29 

Response 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Please refer to responses L.1.27 and L.1.28. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



Joint !&aolution 5'&. 98-019 

Uv@ the Continued Basing of the 
USS. a6raharn Lincoln in ~nohomish County 

w, the US. N a y  is cumidiring moving the aircraft carrier a6raham Lincoln 
(Cr/-72)from its current Everett - S n o h i s h  County fiomport to Bremerton in 
cm&ration qfthe ships needfor periodic overfiaulr, a d  
TlMEQ3S, the 4 i d w r u e p t  forqavaf.$tntion Everett as a carrier-6aredfacifity 
wus presentedto the Snobmid County community as a siynr+t nathdstrategic 
m e t  that recognized the advantagac crf the ~ounty~grn&iuathcation, a d  

WHZ%JiX.s, Snohomish C O U ~  tyk# &ong rommu~itynrppurtfor %!i(wdStation 
Everett is an rmpartant elkment in promotie the umtinuing needfor a strag n d o d  
dkfense, and 1 

UBi%R€S, the ships crew h a  dread$ votedfm the carriers wntinuedpence in 
~ n o l i o ~ l i ~ ~ o u n  ty 6y their tremencibus inv&nt in hcdliousing, sclioolc and 
community b$, mnflkcting andaddkg to the high q d t y  qfb+ in Snohnih  Coun ty. 

9@wj ~ F O ! . J C E ,  BE II!@SOL%?EB, that the Snoh i sh  County Executive 
andCouncilrio jointCy andstragly e;\press their suppart for the umtinuedbacing ofthe 
USS. A6raham L i d n  at NavdStation Evetvtt; 
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v 
Comment 
Number Response 

- 
Snohomish County Executive Snohomish County Council 

L.2.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 
4 



Organizations 



DOWNTOWN EVERETT BUSINESS ASSOCIATION 
PO. Box 1264. Everen. WA 98206 

Hearing Officer 
Department of the Navy 
Southwest Division 
Naval Fac~lities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

October 19.1998 

Dear Sir or Madam. 

On behalf of the Downtown Everett Business Association, I would like to express the 
sentiments of the business community regarding the Home Port for the Aircraft Carrier Abraham 
Lincoln. 

Naval Station Everett is ideally situated for the Home Port. The business community and 
indeed, the community at large support the Sailors, Marines and the family members that the Naval 
Station and the Abraham Lincoln bring in. They have become an integral part of this community. 
bringing with them a variety of cultures and enriching this area. Many family members work in the 
community and some service members work part-time during their non-duty hours. Employers seek 
out service members once they leave the service due to their highly technical job skills. One Navy 
family has established a sign-making company in our downtown area. 

As a retired Army officer, having served 25 years in the military. I have not encountered the 
warm reception with which this local community has given the Naval and Marme personnel, 
anywhere else in the world. Everett has made a name for itself as the Home Port of the Abraham 
Lincoln. I understand that Naval Station Everett is the most sought after assignment in the 
contiguous United States. I can believe this to be true since the Naval Station is first rate, the 
community embraces the military personnel, and Everett is at the hub of numerous recreational 
areas. 

There is no "strip" outside the gates of Naval Station Everett, the service personnel are 
disc~plined and the family members are part of this vibrant community. All of this makes for a 
seamless match of both the military and civilian communities, a match which is rarely, if ever. 
encountered outside of most military bases. 

The City of Everett and the County of Snohomish are aggressively pursuing options which 
will assist the Navy in making maintenance of the Aircraft Carrier as cost effective as possible. Both 
the public and the private sectors display extremely high support for maintaining the Abraham 
Lmcoln in Everett. 

The Downtown Everett Business Association Board of Directors voted unanimously to 
endorse any decision which maintains the Abraham Lincoln in Everett. 

Sincerely. n 

William C. Quistorf *cw 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Downtown Everett Business Association 

0.1.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and 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 

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 

Everett Community College, Patrick J. McClain 

0.2.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 

Home port changes have normally been executed during deployments to a 
shipyard for accomplishment of the complex overhaul. An official home port 
change allows a Navy family to relocate to the ship's "interim" shipyard home 
port at government expense, thus minimizing family separation. For example, a 
CVN homeported at NASNI would execute a home port change for 
accomplishment of a 10- to 11-month dry-docking availability at ENS. Another 
home port change back to NASNI would be executed following the availability. 



GARFIELD ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
23rd and Pine 

Everett, WA 98201 
(425) 339-4330 FW (425) 339-4648 

2 Success For All School' Bey J. Cobbs, Prin~lpal 

October 19, 1998 

My name is Betty J. Cobbs and I have been a resident of Everett for over 
26 years. This is my 26th year with the Everett School District with these 
last 16 ears being spent as an Elementary Principal. I have been very 
plea d with the presence of the U.S. Navy in our community. With the 
ships based in Everett we have enjoyed the partnerships that have taken 
place in the schools and in our community. 

As we work to prepare children for the transition from school to work, we 
recognize that we (the schools) can not do it alone. We need the solid 
support of the parents, business and community members. The Navy 
has provided support through partnerships with schools which allowed 
mentoring and tutorlng opportunities. Garfield was partnered with the 
USS lngraham and even had an opportunity for students to go out on a 
short cruise. Our focus of support was in the area of reading and 
mentorin for student self esteem. My only regret is that they are in the 
Persian 8 ulf so much that we don't get to see them as much as we would 
like. Hawthorne Elementary is partnered with the USS Abraham Lincoln 
and has benefited by the generous volunteer and mentorlng contracts 
for students at their school. The spouses of the Navy personnel have 
also volunteered in our schools to support student learning. 

This type of partnership allows students to meet and interact positively 
with people from all over the country. Working with children in the 
schoais is a wonderful way for the Navy to reach out into the community. 

Do I support the Navy maintaining the port for the USS Abraham Lincoln, 
absolutely!! We very much appreciate their presence in our community 
as well as in our school. 

Betty J. Cobbs, Principal 
Garfleld Elementary School 
23rd and Pine Street 
Everett, WA 98201 

TOTAL P.B2 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Garfield Elementary School 

0.3 .1  Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 



33.E?;IEXTOP! ?iIET,.IL ' X i B E S  COLZ'JCIL, .WL-CZO 
P O  Box 448 . Bremenon. Washington 98337 . Telephone (360) 377-0811 

THOMAS G GARY, Preslasnl October *'. 1998 
Bremenon Meta Trades Council - 
MICHAEL T. KELLY. Vice Prestdenl 
aremenon Mela Traaes Counc~l 

Amencan Federahon 01 
Governmenl Employees 
Local 48 

Intemmonal Assoc~at~on 
of Heat and Frosl 
Insulators and Asbeslos 
Workers 
Local 62 

Sheet Meed Worker3 
lntemanonal Asuxtatlon 
Locat 66 

lntemahonal Molders and 
Foundry Womers Umon 
Locd 139 

Internahonat Asscaatm 
01 Mach~ntas and 
Aemrpaca Wol*em 
NIPX Loage 282 

lntemahonal Umon 01 
Operating Englneen 
Local 286 

Internabonat Brothemma 
ol Bo~lermakerr Iron Shtp 
Budders. EIaCksmflnS. 
Forgers and Helpers 
Local 290 

Intemahona Brothemma 
of Eiectrtcal Wohers 
Local 574 

Unlted AssocraOon ol 
Joumepen and Apprenncer 
01 the Plumbmg and 
Pmehnmnu InduslN 

(FISC) (PORT HADLOCK) 

SER 98263 

Dear Sirs: 
M y  Name is T im Gary and I'm the President ofthe Bremenon Metal Trades Counc~l: the 

single largest employee organization at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Keypon. lnd~an Island. FISC. 
DDPW. DISA, and currently NAVBASE Seanle. I represent 9.000 plus employees. 

I've come here tonisht in order to offer our suppon for Alternative 2 o f  the Navy's plan 
iur Nuciear Lamer ilomeponlng. we wlsh to also encourage the Navy to make ed~rorial changes tc 
Alternauve 2 which wi l l  allow for the capability o f  homeponing two carrrers here ar PSNS and at 
Everen. 

We suppon this option understanding the Navy's need for flexibility due to 
responsiveness to national security Issues and the changmg world political climate. Having the 
capability in homeponmg two carrlers at Bremenon and Everen allows the Navy to srrateg~cally 
deploy carriers for timely responses in differing theaters o f  operation. 

At  a local level, we suppon the modification to Alternate 2 in the interests of o w  own 
bases. 

Firstly, the additional work these modification w i l l  bring to our area wi l l  provide 
temporary work in the community during the modification period. 

Secondly, the modifications to Bravo and Delta piers wi l l  allow for availability o f  those 
piers to handle a larger variety o f  vessels. including deep drat? vessels which improves our work 
capabilities. 

Thirdly, and most imponantly to my people, these modifications wil l  improve our chances 
o f  obtaining additional work which wil l  help my people lo  maintain theu own core work skills. 

Over the past few years, with the Reduction in Forces. BRACCs, downsizings, and 
regionalizations. I've come to fear the eventual degegation of o w  core work sk~l ls in ship repair. 
We have fme-tuned the complex, and difficult work o f  recycling nuclear submarmes and crulsers 
and eventually, the recycling ofour first nuclear carrier. 

While this i s  work. 11 does not compare to ship repair work. and it is nor core work 
Without core work I feel our shlp repair skills will begin to degade. The qualit?. of our work is one 
o f  those elements that keep us competitive with the private sector. 

9,). . ..--,- rn-.:..-q .,.:. : ' 8 ,  .II... . C--.L- .. . .-,,.. r ' .... -.... - . ..L ".. --.. r..r. ... .," .... d l " I 1 .  .\..,...I .,I.. * 1.1 .". .l.. 

capability of homeponing two carriers at Everen and at Bremenon because it gives us the 
capability to enter the next century prepared and able to provide the Navy with altcrnaltves to 
private sector conwcting. 

Respectfully Submined. 

Local 63; 

tntemasoa Bromemooa Bremenon Metal Trades Counc~l 
01 Pamlem and AILed 
Traaes 
L ~ l 1 2 0 8  

Unlted aromemoca 01 
Carpenten and Jointers 
Local 1597 

Unlled Bromerhwd of 
Carpenters and Jamten 
Local 231 7 

'In Unwn Then I s  Strength' 

0 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Bremerton Metal Trades Council, AFL-CIO 

0.4.1 The Bremerton-Kitsap Community Coalition (BKCC) recommendation to modify 
the Preferred Alternative so as to provide the Navy the capability to homeport 
two CVNs at both NAVSTA Everett and Puget Sound Naval Shipyard would 
require the Navy to construct and operate the facilities and infrastructure 
associated with homeporting those CVNs. While this would achieve a great deal 
of flexibility for the current Navy mission, it is contrary to one of the basic 
premises used in selecting candidate homeports, i.e., remaining consistent with 
the fundamental philosophy of the Base Realignment and Closure Act, i.e., not 
creating or maintaining excess capacity. Please refer to Volume 1, paragraphs 
2.3,2.7.2, and 2.7.3. 



ECONOMIC DNELOPMEN~COUNCIL 
S N O H O M I S H  C O U N T Y  

November 5 ,  1998 

Mr. John Coon 
Southwest Division (Code OSALJC.) 
Naval Facilities Enaineerin~ Command - 
1220 Pacific I3igh%y 
San Diego, CA 92132 

Dear Mr. Coon, 

The Economic Development Council of Snohomish County, Inc. (EDC) has been a supporter of the U.S 
Navy Homeport in Everett, WA Our Board of Directors has representation from nearly every sector of 
our local economy, social service providers and public o5cials. W e  are, and have been unanimous in 
our suppon for the establishment and continued utilization of the U.S Navy's Everett facilities as a 
carrier homeport. 

Our community has welcomed the presence of the Navy and is anxious to keep the relationship intact 
with the carrier. Our area offers an abundance of recreation, part time and 1 1 1  time employment 
oooormnities for sailors and denendents excellent schools. a varietv of cultural o~~otarnities and about 
2bb,000 housing units in this &unty alone. Snohomish &unty his total popd&on of approximately 
570,000, and accordingly the impact of the Navy population to the total is minimal. 

In response to the Navy's DraA Environmental Im~act Sratanent for Develooina Home Port Facilities 
r Thr 

. . 
i h . P 'f I we support the Navy's 
presence in Everett and the P r c f d  ~lternati& Two. It is an honor for this community to be linked 
with the homeport and we filly intend to demonmate this distinction by our support. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this very important issue 

k h 4 @ @ h  Deborah Knutson 

President 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Economic Development Council of Snohomish County 

0 .5 .1  Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



Individuals 



Reproduction clarity limited by quality of comment letter received. 
, A 



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

James Delaney 

- 1.1.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 

1.1.2 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



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

Carl Henry 

1.2.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 
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Comment 
Number Response 

"A Concerned Civilian Employee" 

1.3.1 The EIS has evaluated a wide variety of postulated radiologcal accidents at 
NAVSTA Everett and has determined that the radiologcal risks are not 
sigruficant. A summary of the radiological risks is contained in section 7.6 of the 
EIS. 

As discussed in section 7.5 of the EIS, due to the extent and nature of activities at 
Naval bases, emergency preparedness is part of on-going planning and training. 
Emergency preparedness includes provisions for immediate response to any 
emergency at Naval bases (including fires, hazardous material spills, natural 
disasters, and other accidents), identification of the accident conditions, and 
prompt communications with civil authorities. Naval shps  are manned with 
personnel trained to adequately handle emergency situations. This includes 
personnel that are qualified to respond to radiolopcal spills and incidents. The 
presence or absence of civilian radiological control personnel does not affect the 
ability of the ship to deal with emergency situations effectively. 



To: Robert C HexomOCode 5731 
From: cPPONKDOaol.com> - 
Cc: SMTP Mail GatewayONetSrvcs X[cPPONKD@aol.com>] 
BCC : 

Subject: Response to navy homeporting 
Attachment: - 

Date: 9/18/98 5:58 PM 
. . 

AS a resident of Snohomish County and a Naval reservist stationed at NAS 
Whidbey Island Washington I have strong beliefs that the navy would be far 
ahead on many fronts to station a carrier in Everett Washington and a - 
carrier 
in Bremerton Washington. Quality of life issues are at the forefront. The 
base at Bremerton is antiquated and hardly adequate to handle one carrier 
(in 
rehab) plus the other ships that it currently moors. I was stationed in 
Bremerton in 1975 and have not seen many improvements to the base in 28 
years. 
Habitability for sailors on that base are grim. I have close contact with 
sailors stationed on the both the base and Carl Vinson and have heard one 
good 
thing about the base. Overcrowding is prevalent. The streets are narrow, 
traffic is a pain, and when 2 carriers are in port parking on the base is 
literally nonexistent. Most sailors have to get to the base before 6 AM just 
to get parking. if a sailor is the least bit late, and they have to park in 
town somewhere, they usually get their car towed. Local authorities don't 
appear to have leniency towards the Navy personnel. As a result, sailors in 
Bremerton do not feel welcome to the city. As a Master Chief, I have a lot 
of 
concern for the single sailor, especially what they have available (that is 
affordable) on and around-their base. 
On the other hand Everett is 'a breath of fresh air' for sailors. A premier 
base with more room, and a high standard for the sailor's quality of life. 
Much to do on base and off. The Everett community seems to respond with 
acceptance to the sailors (not just wanting to get a hand in the billfold). 
There is lots of building and developing going on in Snohomish County to 
provide for the Navy and the booming economy. in my view a carrier in 
Everett is a good fit for the community and the sailor. Commuting to 
Bremerton 
for sailors will put a burden on the sailors day, knowing that many junior 
sailors put in very hard physically taxing hours. tacking a commute on top 
of 
that will not add up to the sailor wanting to stay in for more tours. Our 
sailors hcrry up and wait enough, they should not have to contend with long 
ferry lines too. 
Bremerton may at first seem to be more cost effective for two carriers but 
in 
the long run it does cost the Navy in quality of life issues. The Navy 
expects 
it's personnel to muster on station 'on time,' there is very little latitude 
for the 'late' sailor, - even when it is not their fault. I say we shouldn't 
set 
our sailors and the Navy up for failure. W t ' s  keep the carrier here be it . . 
the 
Vinson or the Lincoln. We owe it to our hardworking sailors. 

Sincerely, 
Dan Knopp 
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Dan Knopp 

1.4.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



STATEMENT CONCERNING A CVN IIOMEPWTED IN EVE= 

DA1.E H. MOSES 
10306 40" Avenue SE 
Evcrell. WA 98608 
(425) 316-8318 

My name ir Dale Mores. I h e  a1 10306 40a Avenue SE. Everell. Wa. 98208 1 am a local 
Evercll bwnessman. I am also a retired Navy oficer. I war anioned here as lhc Commanding 
Onicrr olNavill Slnlion Everett for my final lour in the Navy. 

I would like lo make lwo poinlr in suppon of USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN remanning 
ha!ncponed in Everea: 

First The grealer Evercll communtly has been very rlrong and aclive in rupponing a Navy pj1 
prercncc and a camer homepond III Everett. There have been many groups worktng hard for 
yews to promole the sxcellenl working relalionships Ilul exirl today helween #he Navy and our 
communlly In my judgemca. Ihe ruppon for Iho Navy , r b  cltsrflhene olher m 

. . I~onlcnons whcre I have been a a l i o d  in my Navy career. This is one o f  lhe main reasons that I 
F chuse lo lwe here aner retltemenl ~ h n s  communny wanlo the Navy here, and it ir w~lltng lo go 

to consderdble lengths lo keep ABRAHAM LINCOLN homeponcd here as lhc cenlerpme of 
lhc Everell fleet' I 
Second. As pan of lhis slrong suppon for the Navy in Everell, our communily quickly realzed 
lhal cross-sound lrvnrponalion dunng LINCOLN'S PIA war lo be a r$gnificanl factor in laking 
proper care o f  her rollars and hmilies. Accordingly, a group or key eommunily leaderr. 
transpunallon expcnr, elecled oficials, and Navy leaden slalcd meeling in January 1997. The 
yroup has had lncetingr nearly every month since then, and has conducled a number o f  smaller 
rubamtwtee meetings as wcll. A number ofoptions have been explored for moving nearly a 
Ihourand rvllors back and fonh 10 Bremenon for a CVN PIA. Sincc the lark group had 
assembled all the right kind of people lo help derive lhe optimal solulions and provide imponant 
~nrightr. Ihe work wen1 smoothly. Now. ne~r ly two years later. Ihe options for lhc first PIA ncrl 
sprmg ltvve been proposed, coordinated. ananged, coned. and morl of the elements are in place. 
With this extcnrivc network ofcommunes~~on, insighl, and cooperalion by so many o f  lhc right 
people in our communily. Ihe group fecls ceriain lhal LINCOLN'S sailors will find lhelr 
commuter lo be routine and comfonable. work and work well! 
W11h an erlimaled price lag of approximately two million dollars for lransponalion dunng lhir 
l irr l  r w  month overhaul (far less than e~limalrd it, the EIS. I might add) all the other allcrnatwcr 
appear morc dtrmptwe lo lhc sallor and mare costly lo ihe Navy. 

brms rilnlorr back md fonh lo t lrrmedo~~. In addmon,  hers fenicn will b rhg a11 cxc#llny and 1.5.3 
vahsble rervqce lo ihc commun~ly ar well ar the Nary. 1 
nexl rpriag. and work ercn heller in subsequent years. 

W ~ l h  continuing inlprovemcnlr to lhc grcaler Pugel Sound lranrponalion infrarlruclurc comulg 1.5.3 
bra Sound Transit and other Inilialiver, our lark group is conliden1 that rubrequcnl PIA 
trnnrponrlm will be lhan dunng lhir firs1 round. There i r  a high lcvcl of ruppon on 
many fronlr for fund~ng and using high-speed, low-wake. parrcngcr-only ferner lo comfonably 1 
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Comment 
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Dale H. Moses 

1.5.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 

1.5.2 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 
The cost analysis, Appendix L, has been amended to show the contracted 
amount of $2.08 nullion for cross-sound transportation costs. 

1.5.3 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 
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There is no comment letter associated with the code 1.6 



DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR 
THREE NIMITZ-CLASS AlRCRAFT CARRIERS 

IN SUPPORT OF THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET 

DRAFT ENVIRO 

- 
DRAFT EIS COMMENTS 

Name: .TOS& A .  Pattnn 
7210 W. Country Club Dr. 

Address: Arlington, Wa. 98223-5951 

COMMENTS: i 

I suwnort the Navv's!4~te~native fl2 for . . 'er 
b 

or even two (2) of them in the Port of Everett. The Navy has 

swent a tremendous amount of monev to construct a modern UP- 

to-date base and it would be foolish not to use it as it was 

designed for. The sailors like it here and the community 

wants a carrier to be located here. 

Any vroblems (trans~ortation or otherwise) can be made to work 

with a little effort and co-operation between the Federal, State 

County and Citv Governments. 

Slaving the Maval personnel in the community is a "PLUS" for 

the ?&ate 

g ole: 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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Joseph A. Patton 

1.7.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS, 



A Morris 
56 D Mvers Road 
Rrcmenon. WA 

I k a r  Mr John Coon (Code 05AL JC); 

It has recently come to my attention that your are holding hearings on  the possibility of 
tawneporting another aircraft carrier in the Puget Sound Region, specifically at Brcmenon Naval 
I Y d  I feel that this would do the economy of the region a great deal of good, But 1 dso 
feel that the Aircraft carrier that should be moved to Bremerton should be the USS Abraham 
Lit~coln CVN-72 which is currently homeported at Naval Station Everen. 

As r navy wife for the last 16 years I've moved around with my husband from numerous 
duty stations, including a two year tour in La Maddelena. Italy. I have eyoyed every area that my 
husband has been stationed at, but none as much as the area that we are c ~ m t l y  living in. As 
told to me by my husband approximately 314 of the married crew onboard Lincoln lives in 
Brernenon He says that the biggest complaint from the single sailors is there is nothing to d o  in 
Rretnerton I find that hard to believe with the facility that the Navy has on the base at PSNS. 
There is also numerous activities available to sinale sailors at Bannor Naval Base 

The reason that I'm writing isn't jusl to ;forin you of the#ror of some of the information 1 
that is currently being passed around as reasons for I ~ ~ U S S  Lincoln to nay in Everett. It's also to I 
let you know how much it cost my husband and family for my busbad to commute from 
Bremerton to Everett and back on a daily basis. The price for a one way feny ticket is 58.00 and 
back is also S8.00 (during the summer months we are rquircd to pay more). This makes a total of 
11 6 00 a day With an increasing cost of S160.00 every ten days and a total of 5480.00 every 
thirtv days and a grand total of $5,824.00 a year not including the con for gasoline and 
automobile maintenance. Now Kitsap transit offers a cheaper way of travel (provided that my 
Ilusbnnd can get a spot on one of the van pools o r  bus pool) of approximately 585.00 every 24 
davs plus the cost of feny tickas every 20 days at a cost of SS2.00 which makes a total of 
f I ? 00 approximately every 22 - 24 days. Now to  be honest this would be a cheaper way t o  
commute, bur with the availability of a van or bus pool it's extranely hard for my husband to gU 
in one. Thus we are required to spend the extra money for him to  gU to and from work on a daily 
has~s. While he only g a s  an extra $350.00 a month (before taxes) Sea duty pay. Thm are dot of 
other families that live in Bremerton that would benefit from the USS L i i l n  being ~ h f k d  from 
Everen to Bremenon. I feel this would increase the moral factor on  the ship with the married 
personnel and the single personnel. Thank you for your time in reading this letter and 1 appreciate 
the  careful thought that you will give the Navy f a d e s ,  due to you saying that you are looking 
out for the families of the American Service Member. 

Navy Wife 



VOLUME 9 C W  HOMEPORTING EIS - NAVSTA EVER~RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Alicia Morris 

1.8.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

1.8.2 The decision to remain on the Bremerton side of the Sound when the USS 
ABRAHAM LINCOLN moved to NAVSTA Everett was one of personal choice. 
Thus the expense associated with commuting daily is a consequence of that 
choice. The availability of less expensive methods than driving one's privately 
owned vehicle is well documented. At least two buses and seven vans make the 
commute daily using USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN drivers. The expense involved 
in commuting associated with the PIAs will be borne by the Navy and not by the 
individual (please see Volume 1 of the EIS, Table 2-6, footnote 11 for more 
information). 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



5 109 West Highland Road 
Everett. WA 98203 
October 13. 1998 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Southwest Division (Code OSALJC) 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego. CA 92 132-5 190 

SUBJECT: Continued presence of USS Abraham Lincoln in EvereR Washington. 

Several years ago former Senator H e w  M. Jackson. now deceased, envisioned a navy facility in his 
hometown of Everett, Washington. At the encouragement of the local Navy League, the local Chamber of 
Commerce, local businesspersons, and John Lehmw former Secretary of the Navy, proposed a navy 
homepon in Everett. The highlight vessel was proposed to be a Nimih class nuclear powered a i d  
carrier. After several years of local bickering the homepon proponents tinally acquired enough favor to 
encourage the navy to build a facility in Everett h g e  enough to berth an aim& carrier and several suppon 
vessels. 

The base was eventually built and the USS Abraham Lincoln and its' crew arrived in Everett Most ofthe 
Everett Citizens are pmud of the L inco l~  like they would be pmud of a famous Everett born sports hero. 
The Lincoln is symbolic of the navy's presence in Everen Just as Bremenon fought to retam the 
Battleship Missouri as a symbol and public amaction of that city, for the same reasons that Honolulu. 
Hawaii out bid Bremenon to acquire the USS Missouri as symbolic of their city. 

We are now being told that every couple of years the Lincoln must undergo several months of maintenance 
and repair at a naval facility hke Bremenon. Also. that it might be more e q d e n t  to base the Lincoln in 
Bremenon to prevent undue inconvenience for crewmen who could be &splaced from their homes and 
families in Everen while having to work on their ship during repair periods. It seems i n d b l e  that neilhel 
the Navy League nor the US. Navy had the forethought to envision how something as basic as mutine 
scheduled maintenance and repair would be carried out on a nuclear carrier once it was stationed in Everen 

We local residents. taxpayers and business people are now being told that if the USS Lincoln is moved to 
Bremenon that four cargo ships would take its place at the Everett Homepon. Let me put this proposal in 
perspective. If homeporting four cargo ships (instead of a Nimia class carrier) had been proposed a few 
years ago, here wouldn't have been enough local suppon to build the present Everett Homepon. The U.S. 
Navy seems to be guilty of promoting "bait and switch" tactics. "You" promise Everett and Snohomish 
County residents something of value to aquire our suppon for a homepon and now propose to switch us to 
something of less value than was ori@y promised. 

In summary, do what your Commander in Chief would do. Cover-up for past poor prior planning and 
judgment but keep the USS Lincoln homeported in Everett 

Sincerely. 



VOLUME 9 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NAVSTA EvERE7TRESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Glenn C. Humann 

1.9.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 





VOLUME 9 CVN HOMEPORTTNG EIS - NAVSTA EVERETTRESPONSES T O  COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Henry J. Terech, Sr. 

1.10.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 





VOLUME 9 CVN H O M E P O R ~ N C  EIS - NAVSTA EVEREITRESPONSES TO C O M M E ~ S  

Comment 
Number Response 

Bernie J.M.W. Fleming 

1.11.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 



- 
VOLUME 9 CVN HOMEPORTJNG EIS - NAVSTA EVERETTRESPONSES T O  COMME~TS 

Comment 
Number Response 

There is no comment letter associated with the code 1.12 
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%.Seattle Post-lntelligencer Friday, September 11, 1998 
- - 
Admiral sees test as economic 

P I M u u r r ~  

pite nuclear tens by India 

~sia.hcific basin remains relatively 
pea qful and the region's biggest 
prohems are economic, the senior 
U.Si military commander in the 
Pac ic s a ~ d  here last nighl. & an'address lo the Washington 

la htnge more on how the 
nat$is suc&d in recovering fmm 
the (year4ong eeonomic slump that 
has :qused m r d  unemployment in 
Jaqn,  brought Indonesia to the brink 
of cbllapse and weakened other 
nali~os from Malavsia to the Philiw 
pin&: 

pcmmting his meetings with 
other. defense chiefs in the area 
Prueher said. "Two 
conv-tions were aEY(A%ta% Mm. Joseph Prueher 
modernization. There was a t r s d  

. .- --. -. .. . . -. . .- . . . -. .. 
as a %suit of worsening econonhc 
trends, he said. 

Neher, who as head of the 
mut&-service U.S. Pacific Command 
is rerporuible for military operations 
in rhe Pacific and Indian m a w .  
said' his Hawaii-based headquarters 
is engaged in a number of long.tenn 
effoits tq promote military nabilily in , , . . 

is the mast important issue since 
stability in Asia has stemmed hum 
thal relationship for s hdf-~entluy. 

The United States is hying with 
varying d e g m  of progress to build 
solid military-tomilitary relations 
with China, Indonesia and lndia but 
all w i U  take decndes lo mature, he 
said. . 

The Korean peninsula remain. 
tense with the m n t  lest-firing of t  
multi-sage North Korean balliitc 
missile that ovemew Japan, bu 
Prueher said the more importan 
trend is South Korea's emphasis 08 

attempting to establish a dialogut 
with the communist regime despia 
such incidents. Prueher dexribed tht 
missile shot as more of a politica 
gesture than a true military threat. 

"With a solid military underpin 
ning .(the U.S.South Korean alli 
a m ) .  we can afford to reach out tc 
M h  Kona." he said 

W~th respct to China, Pruehel 
wss relative)l optimistic that perenni 
al s o u r n  o fncilon will be reducec 
as both nations work to improve 
their militPrv as well as politica 
cantads. 

"We've been in quite a hurry" B 
own a d i i e  and maintain cum. 
niunicatiow -wiUI the Chinese mili- 
taw s i m  the 1995 Taiwan Strait! 
c r i h  when mainknd missile test 
hrings pmmpted the United States tc 
rush two aimaft canier gmups a 
the region, he said. 

Pmeher said there has beer 
considerable mgns slnce them bul 
it will be we into the nut centur, 
before the cumnt relarimhip mighl 
imnmve into a tnle "sttat& Dart. - .  
nekhip." . 

"Working on China is something 
that is oing to take a long time.",hr 
said. "&r children will be worlung 
on this." 

Mi& Agni 
wmhead%2 
RaOe 1.250 miles 
~ A g d f o N o w - G n ~  
w a M s : 2  
Rng.: 1.250+ miles 

.. . 
M&leOhau( 
w a M r 1  
Rng.: 7 m  miles 
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Nations see missiles as ticket to globald 
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- 
b v y  weighs where to put aircraft carriers 
Public hearings set in Everett and Silverdale 



VOLUME 9 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NAVSTA EYERETTRESPONSES TO COMMENTS - 
Comment 
Number Response 

Raymond Smith 

- 1.13.1 The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 requires that any proposed 
federal action with potentially sigmficant environmental impacts must have an 
EIS published and comments solicited from the public before a decision can be 
made whether or not to proceed with that action. Your other comments are 
noted and are included in the Final EIS. 

1.13.2 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. Please see sections 
1.2 and 1.3 in Volume 1 for the purpose and need for the proposed action and the 
scope of this EIS. Your comments are beyond the scope of this EIS. 

1.13.3 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



3632 - 191R PI. S.W. 
Lynnwood, WA 98036 

Southwest Division (Code OSAWC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Dear Mr. Coon, 

I welcome the opportunity to voice my opinion regarding leaving the USS Abraham 
Lincoln in Everett, Washington or moving it to Bremerton, Waslungton MOVE IT TO 
BREMERTON!!!!!!!!!!! 

~14.1 - 

It is absolutely ridiculous to even consider transporting Lincoln sailors back and forth 
between Everett and Bremerton when Lincoln is in the yard in Bremerton. Why should 

It is bad enough that the taxpayer has to pay for aansportation of Navy personnel 
between Naval Base Everett and Naval Support Center Smokey Point. Sunly the Navy 
can make decisions based on common sense and fiscal responsibility. 

# 

the taxpayers foot the bill for that expense? Any form oitransportation would be 
burdensome and very expensive. The funds that would be used for transportation would 
be much better utilized for other necessities during the cumnt budget crunch 

I appreciate your consideration 

- 

Ronald H C& 

Commander USN(Ret.) 



VOLUME 9 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NAVSTA E ~ E R ~ R E S P O N S E S  TO COMMENTS 
-. 

Comment 
Number Res~onse 

Ronald H. Curnrnins 

- 1.14.1 Costs were only a part of the selection for the preferred alternative. In fact, the 
preferred alternative is ranked third among six alternatives in regard to costs 
(see Appendix L in Volume 2 for more cost mformation). The Home Port 
Analysis for Developing Home Port Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft 
Carriers in Support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet (DON 1997a) encompassed a 
planning process to determine feasible and practicable locations for the CVNs. 
Fundamental to the development of a listing of alternative locations for 
homeporting a CVN was the examination of those factors associated with day- 
to-day CVN operation. In broad terms, those factors can be described in four 
categories: operations and training; facilities (infrashucture); maintenance; and 
quality of life of the crew. Appendix G provides a more complete analysis of 
these criteria. 



Henry M. Robinett 
1429 Broadway 

Everett, Wa. 98201 
(425) 252-1 166Ifax (425) 252-1 162 

November 4, 1998 

Mr. John Coon 
(Code OSALJC) 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, Ca. 92132 

Dear Mr. Coon, 

Our area offers an abundance of recreation, part time and full time jobs for sailors and 
dependents, excellent schools, a variety of cultural opportunities and about 200,000 housing units 
in Snohomish County alone. With a population base in Snohomish County now exceeding 
570,000 the impact of the Navy to the total population is minimal. 

I was an early supporter of Everett as a homeport for a carrier battle group and still am. Everett 
meets all five homeporting criteria - Dispersal, Integrity, Industrial Base, Logistics Support and 
Environment. The base location was chosen over Bremerton because of open water one carrier 
length from the carrier pier and minimal dredging requirements every 10 years or longer. 
Bremerton with a narrow waterway access @ch passage) and critical tides is no place for a 
major capital ship let alone two. Over $70 million was invested in the finest carrier pier in the 
Navy and it should continue to be used as a carrier pier. 

A most important factor is the citizen of Snohomish County like the Navy and they like us. 
An aircraft carrier homeported in Everett is an honor. Let us keep that honor. I 

1.15.1 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

7 & 
Henry M. Robinett 

HENRY M. "HANK" ROBINETT 
NAT.TIOP(AL DIRECTOR 

NAVY LEAGUE OF THE UNITED STATES - 
8 12061 252-1 166 

1429 BrlOADWnr FAX 12C61 252.1 162 

EVERETT WA 98201 H 12061 568-6864 - 
1.15 



Comment 
Number Response 

Henry M. Robinett 

1.15.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



Dear Mr Cmnr, 
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V O L U M E  9 CVN H O M E P O R n N G  EIS - NAVSTA E V E R E T T R E S P O N S E S  TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Kenneth C. Patton 

1.16.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 
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ACE REPORTING 
(206) 467-6188 

ORIGINAL 
PUBLIC HEARING 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

for 

DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR 

THREE NIMITZ-CLASS AIRCPAFT CARRIERS 

IN SUPPORT OF THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET 

Location: 

North Middle School 

2514 Rainier, 

Everett, Washington 98201 

October 19, 1998 

7:00 P.M. 

Reported by: 

Debby Enfield, CCR 

2 
CAPTAIN BUIKE: Good evening ladies and 

gentlemen. My name ia Captain BuiKe. I am the 

commanding officer of Navy Station Everett. Welcome to 

the formal hearing on the Department of the Navy 

Environmental Impact statement for Developing Home Port 

Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carriers in 

support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet. 

The purpose of this Environmental Impact 

Statement or EIS is to analyze the potential impacts 

associated with construction and operation of facilitie 

and infrastructure needed to support home ports for 

three nuclear-powered aircraft carriers at four Naval 

facility concentrations. San Diego, California; 

Bremerton, Washington; Everett, Washington; and Pearl 

Karbor, Hawaii. 

With me this evening are key members of the team 

who participated in preparation of the draft EIS. They 

represent some of the specialized Navy activities 

involved in the project. Speaking tonight will be 

Captain Deal from Commander Naval Air Force, U.S. 

PaciPic Fleet (they operate the aircraft carriers) and 

Mr. McKenzie from the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program 

(they manage nuclear propulsion). 

Tonight's meeting is being held as part of the 

process prescribed under the National Environmental 

ACE REPORTING 
(206) 467-6188 



3 
Policy Act or NEPA. NEPA is our basic charter for 

evaluating potential environmental impact or effects 01 

federal actions. under NEPA, federal agencies (in this 

case the Navy,) must prepare an EIS for any major aotic 

that may significantly affect the quality of the human 

environment. NEPA procedures are designed to make 

environmental information available to public officials 

and citizens before decisions are made and actions are 

taken. 

The NEPA process for this project was initiated 

in December of 1996; and in February of 1997 four pub11 

scoping meetings were held in Bremerton and Everett, 

Washington; Pearl City, Hawaii; and Coronado, 

California. since then we have been busy preparing ths 

Draft EIS. 

on August 28th of this year, the Draft EIS was 

issued for public review. The availability of the Draf 

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 dascrit 

the propoaed actions and alternatives, to present the 

results of the environmental analyses contained in the 

Draft EIS, and to hear your comments about the Draft 

ACE REPORTING 
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4 
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. 

~ l l  oral and written comments on the Draft EIS 

received tonight and throughout the public review periol 

will be considered and responded to by the Navy. The 

Draft EIS will then be revised as necessary to produce , 

complete and thorough disousrion of the potential 

environmental consequences. The revised document, whic 

will include responses to all comments received during 

the comment period, will become the final EIS. 

Depending on comments received and the effort 

needed to address them, the Final EIS may be completed 

in early 1999. 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 perlod, the ueputy Assistant 

Secretary of the Navy will consider any comments 

received and will sign a Record of Decision, which will 

document the final decisions and will complete the NEPA 

process. This action is expected in the spring of 1994 

Now, let me explain the procedures for making 

ACE REPORTING 
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5 
tonight's meeting productive and smooth. I hope that 

each of you picked up one of the blue handouts that are 

available on the table near the door. It has the agend 

for tonight's meeting on one side and a summary of the 

proposed actions and environmental analysis on the othe 

side. If you do not have one, you may get one at the 

break, or if you would like one now, please raise your 

hand and we will pass one to you. If you need one raise 

your hand. Hold your hand up and staff will get one to 

you. 

Also, please put your name and address on the 

white sign-in sheet on the table near the door in the 

back if you wish to be included on the project mailing 

list. If you're on the mailing list, you will be able 

to receive information about the project. 

If you wish to speak during the public comment 

portion of tonight's meeting, I hope you have filled ou 

a gray speaker request card also available on the table 

near the door. 

Also available on the table are a green handout, 

which is a fact sheet summarizing the Naval Nuclear 

Propulsion Program, and copies of the Naval Nuclear 50t 

Anniversary brochure. Please help yourself to a copy c 

each of those, if you wish 

And finally, if you wish to submit written 

ACE REPORTING 
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comments and would like to have a handy form on which t 

write your comments, please pick up one of the yellow 

comment sheets. You may turn in your written comments 

tonight by placing them in the comment box on the table 

near the door, or you may mail your comments to the 

address indicated on the back of the comment sheet but 

do so before November 12. 1 assure you that written 

comments will get the same attention as oral comment. 

The public comment portion of tonight's hearing 

ie 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 t 

your comments will be in the final EIS. To ensure that 

we have recorded all of your comments a transcript of 

this meeting will be prepared by our court reporter. 

Now let's get started. First we will describe 

NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers and the need for them tr 

have home ports. Then, we will explain what the 

proposed actions are and why they are being considered 

Next, we will explain the alternative that are 

considered in m e  Draft EIS. Then we will briefly 

sumarize the results of the environmental analyses. 

That will be followed by a discussion of the nuclear 

propulsion aspects of NIMITZ-class aircraft oarriers. 

Following the presentation, which will take about 40 

ACE REPORTING 
(206) 067-6188 



7 
minutes, we will take a 10-minute break and then 

reconvene to receive your comments. 

NOW, to talk about NIMITZ-class aircraft 

carriers, homeporting and the proposed actions, I would 

like to introduce Captain Deal from the staff of 

Commander Naval Air Force U.S. Pacific Fleet. 

CAPTAIN DEAL: I Chose this photograph Of one Of 

our carriers at sea with part of her air wing overhead, 

to point out this is what the proposed actions we are 

discussing are really about. They are about the 

efficient application of military power in support of 

the United States national interests established by the 

President and Congress. 

It is my boss who is responsible for support for 

all the aircraft and aircraft carriers in the Pacific 

Fleet. That adds up to six aircraft carriers, about 

1,600 airplanes, and more than 57,000 people who make i 

all work. They are out there, every single day, carryin 

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 por 

facilities that we are talking about tonight. 

In this part of our presentation, I'll describe 

NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers, the major Pacific Fleet 

ACE REPORTING 
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hone ports, and some of the principal factors creating 

the framework for the decision on where to homeport 

aircraft carriers. 

NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers are among the 

largest warships in the word. They are 1,092 feet long 

by 252 feet wide on the flight deck and 134 feet wide a' 

the water line. The flight deck encompasses 4.5 acres. 

They are also one of the deepest draft ships in the 

Navy, requiring a homa 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 fall operational crew of 

approximately 6,000 when the air wing is embarked at 

see. 

The aircraft and air wing personnel do not remai 

on the carrier while it is in homa port. The air wing i 

typically based several different Naval Air Stations 

When the carrier goes to sea, the wing support personne 

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; the San Diego area in southern 

California; Pearl Harbor. Hawaii; and Yokosuka, Japan. 

ACE REPORTING 
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The naval facilities in those 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 port where it is based when not deployed. 

The crew's families generally live there; maintenance 

and material support are located there; facilities and 

quality of life infrastruature are provided there. 

The nuclear-powered aircraft carriers operate on 

about a 24-month cycle: They deploy overseas for 6 

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 4 months 

of that training is spent at sea, so you can sea Chat 

tne crews qets precious little time in home port with 

m e r e  families. 

Ae indicated on the elide, the Navy designation 

for a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier is called is 

~'CVN". A conventionally powered aircraft carrier is 

called a "CV". So when I use the term "CVN" in this 

presentation I am referring to a nuclear-powered 

aircraft carrier. 

The Navy proposed's actions, which are the 

subject of this EIS are to construct and operate the 

facilities and infrastructure needed to support home 

ports for three CVN's. 

ACE REPORTING 
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TWO of those cVNs will be joining the pacific 

Fleet in 2002 and 2005 to replace two older 

conventially-powered aircraft carriers (CV's). Let me 

emphasize that these two CVNs Will replace two CVs and 

will not increase the number of ships in the Pacific 

Fleet. One of the CVs was decommissioned in September 

of this year; a second CV is scheduled to be 

decommissioned in 2003. 

The third CVN is the one homeported at Naval 

Station Everett. The Everett home port location is 

being reevaluated in order to assess the potential to 

increase sufficiency of support infrastructure and 

maintenance capabilities and to enhance quality of life 

for the crew. 

The decisions on CVN home ports could also resul 

in the need to relocate up to four Fast Combat Support 

Ships (or AOE's) currently homeported at Puget Sound 

Naval Shipyard if an additional CVN is homeported thert 

Decisions on facilities development need to be 

made soon. This is important in order to program 

budgets in time to accommodate planned arrival dates ol 

the two CVN's that will be replacing the aging CVs. 

Currently designated CVN home ports are located 

at three Pacific Fleet Naval facilities. Two of the 

home ports are in the Pacific Northwest area: Puget 

ACE REPORTING 
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Sound Naval Shipyard at Bremerton, Washington; and Nava 

station Everett at Everett, Washington. 

The third designated CVN home port 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 or 1998. 

A11 three of the currently designated CVN home 

ports are considered in this Environmental Impact 

Statement. In addition, because Pearl Harbor is a vita 

fleet concentration, it is also evaluated in this EIS 

a8 a potential CVN home port location. 

The Navy determined specific locations for 

honeporting by examining the four existing ports just 

mentioned, to determine how well they ware capable of 

satisfying the following CVN Home Port Objectives and 

Requirements. Operations and training; support 

facilities, maintenance facilities; and quality of life 

for Navy crew and family. 

As I stated, three CVNs are presently assigned I 

the Pacific Fleet. One is currently homeported at 

Bremerton, one at North Island, end one is at Everett. 

Two additional CVNs will be joining the Pacific Fleet 

coming years, bringing the Pacific Fleet total to five 

CVNS and one CV; the CV being in Yokosuka, Japan. The 
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CV home port in Yokosuka is not affected by any 

decisions in this EIS. 

The EIS analysis assumes: I), at least one CVN 

will Continue to be homeported in Bremerton to comply 

with previous actions under the Base Realignment and 

closure process (referred to as BRAC); 2) at least one 

CVN will Continue to be homported at North Island to 

comply with Previous BRAC actions and; 3) the remaining 

three CVNs will be homeported within the four 

alternative locations under consideration: Bremerton, 

Everett, North Island and/or Pearl Harbor. 

Because we were looking at four locations to hom 

Port three CVNs, with a different range of possible CVN 

berths at each location, a very large number of 

potential combinations were considered. We decided on 

the five combinations that presented a reasonable range 

of alternatives. These five combinations along with th, 

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 

facilities were constructed. 

If you will look at the rows on this chart, you 

will see that North Island could have a total of one to 

three CVNs. (The currently homeported CVN, shown here ij 

white; and possibly one or two additional CVNs shown in 
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blue). ~ u g e t  Sound Naval Shipyard could have one or tur 

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" alternatives, because they would involve 

the action of facilities construction in order to 

accommodate additional ships at those locations. In 

each case, the column for each alternative totals five 

CVNS . 
Each alternative also has four AOEs. The AOES 

are currently homaported st Puqet Sound Naval Shipyard. 

Under alternative 1, with two CVNs at Puqat Sound Naval 

shipyard the four AOEs would be moved to Naval Station 

Everett. Under Alternative 5, also with two CVNs at 

Puget Sound Naval shipyard two AOEs would remain at 

Puqet sound Shipyard and two moved to Naval Station 

Everett. 

The sixth column is the MNo-Action Alternative". 

Note that even the No-~ction Alternative has five CVNs. 

This is because the proposed action is not decide how 

many aircraft carriers we would individually have in tt 
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Pacific Fleet; the action is to decide whether to 

construct the optimum facilities and infrastructure to 

support them. Since NEPA requires that an EIS evaluate 

a No-Action Alternative we had to determine where to 

home port three CVNs if no new facilities were 

constructed. Logic dictated we would not move the CVNs 

currently homeported at North Island, Puqet Sound Naval 

Shipyard, and Naval Station Everett. The rest of the 

Solution was to locate one additional CVN at the 

existing transient berth at North Island; locate one 

additional CVN at Puqet Sound Navel Shipyard; and keep 

the AOEs at Puqet Sound Naval Shipyard. 

The Navy's preferred alternative is Alternative 

TWO, which would home port two additional CVNs at Naval 

Air station North Island and maintain Naval Station 

Everett as a CVN hone 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 Shipyard's inaccessibility to the training 

ranges and its lack of facilities to support a carrier 

air wing; and the operational and quality of life 

advantages of the existing CVN home port at Naval 

Station Everett and the assumptions that depot 

maintenance for that CVN can be successfully completed 

without a significant adverse impact on crew quality of 
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life or maintenance schedules and costs. 

NOW, I will describe some of the construction 

needed for maximum development at Naval Station Everett 

to provide home port facilities for a total of two CVNs 

TO achieve the necessary water depth of 50 feet, 

approximately 105.000 cubic yards of dredging would be 

required to the west side of Pier A to accommodate an 

additional CVN. Use of the west side of Pier A for an 

additional CVN would require relocation of two 

guided-missile frigates at the North Wharf. Currently 

available data indicate that the 155,000 cubic yards of 

dredged materials would be suitable for disposal at the 

designated Port Gardner open-water disposal site, 2.2 

miles west of the Naval Station Everett. 

Also required would be construction of a 

multi-story parking structure, electrical upgrades, and 

improvements to the oily water separator system for 

treating ship bilgewater. As no utility infrastructure 

currently exists at the North Wharf, utility connection 

(including natural gas, electricity, fuel, water, 

wastewater disposal, industrial wastewater, oily 

wastewater, stormwater disposal, steam and condensate 

return, and compressed air) would be developed to 

accommodate the guided missile frigates at the North 

Wharf. 
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Since Naval Station Everatt does not have a 

depot-level maintenance facility with the capabilities 

needed for a CVN it would be necessary to continue to 

perform maintenance tasks at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard 

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 tha 

may be required. The study also covers significant 

issues identified during the public scoping process. 

Environmental issues that are addressed in the Draft EI 

include 17 issues listed on the slide. 

The EIS identifies potentially significant 

environmental impacts at some or all of the home port 

locations for the following issues: Marine biology, 

ground transportation, general services, and utilities. 

This chart summarizes the potentially significant 

impacts at each CVN home port location. 

At Naval Air Station North Island, dredging and 

pier replacement, whiah 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 

habitat mitigation a r e a  
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At Puget Sound Naval Shipyard significant (but 

mitigable) impacts on marine biology could result from 

dredging and marine construction during the salmon 

outmigration season and Dron construction of a confined 

dispoaal facility (if needed). These impacts would be 

assooiated with all five of the action alternatives. 

Impacts on salmon migration could be mitigated by 

avoiding dredging and marine construction from mid-marcl 

through mid-June. Impacts from construction of a 

confined disposal facility (if needed) potentially coul, 

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 Puqet Sound Naval 

Shipyard. 

At Naval Station Everett, significant (but 

mitigable) impacta on marine biology could result from 

dredging and marine construction during the salmon 

outmigration season and during the Dunganess crab 

molting period. These impacts would be associated with 

Alternatives One, Four, and Five and could be mitigated 

by avoiding dredging and marine construction from 

mid-March through mid-June. Under alternative Four wit 

two CVNs at Everett, increased local commuters would 

cause a significant (but mitigable) ground 
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transportation impact. Thie impact could be mitigated 

by providing roadway improvements and by implementation 

of a trip reduction program. 

At Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard a significant (bu 

mitigable) impacts on ground transportation would occur 

with honeporting of a CVN. This impact would be 

associated with Alternatives Three and Five and could k 

mitigated by providing roadway improvements and 

implementation of a trip reduction program. 

And I would like to introduce Mr. John McKenzia 

who will I IS CUSS the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program. 

MR. McKENZIE: Ninety thousand tons of diplomacy 

Four and a half acres sovereign territory for the 

president. Any time he needs it anywhere he needs it. 

These are the kinds of things that aircraft carriers 

provide us. And the fleet commanders agree that nuclea 

propulsion enhances those capabilities. With unlimited 

high speed endurance, flexibility, mobility, nuclear 

powered aircraft carriers can get to the world's troubl 

spot faster, arrive in a higher state of readiness, and 

stay there longer with lass logistic support than their 

fossil fueled counterparts. Nuclear power is not new t 

the Navy. 

I think it is worth taking a moment to talk abou 

our history. Last August the Navy Nuclear Propulsion 
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Program celebrated its 50th anniversary. As Captain 

Buike mentioned there are some handouts in the back. 

They include excerpts from letters that we received fro 

various public officials. If you don't have one I hope 

you pick one up during break. Since Nautilus went to 

sea in 1955 the Navy has logged about 5,000 reactor 

years of operation. The Navy's nuclear powered ships 

have steamed over 115 million miles. all of that withou 

a reactor accident or a release of radioactivity that 

has had a significant impact on the environment. That 

record and the standard which underlie it surpass those 

of any other national or international nuclear program. 

One way that the Navy checks for compliance with 

its standards through an extensive environmental 

monitoring program. We look at air, water, sediment, 

and marine life for radioactivity associated with our 

operations. The results of that monitoring are 

available in publicly released reports. They have been 

available to the public since the mid 1960's. 

Nuclear powered ships have been here in the 

Pacific Northwest since 1965. The Navy's environmental 

monitoring program demonstrates that those ships and th 

facilities that support them had no significant impact 

on the environment. And that conclusion has been 

supported by independent sampling done by EPL, another 
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government agency. 

Naval reactor plants are different from and mu, 

more robust than commercial counterparts. The 

background to this slide is a picture from the 1987 

shock test at the Theodore Roosavelt. Plume of water 

from the detenation of the equivalent of over 50,000 

pounds of TNT close to the hull. There was no impact 

the operation of the reactor plant during +hat test. 

And that is not an unexpected result because Naval 

reactors are designed for the rigors of combat. 

Another design is that the reactor plant has tt 

fit within the constraints of the ship. Even somethit 

as long as the NIMITZ-class carrier. up to 6,000 

sailors, live and work every day within six hundred fc 

of the operating reactor. These kinds of design 

requirements result in reactor plants which are 

exceptionally rugged, resilient, simple, and small. 

These attributes enhance the safety of the public and 

protection of the environment, particularly for the n 

conditions that exist at port when reactors normally 

shut down are operated only at low power. 

Emergency preparedness and training is a norma 

part of Navy operations. The Navy has emergency plan. 

which cover a wide variety of events from fires, to 1, 

frequent events like severe weather, to highly unlike 
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event like radiological amerqencies. Radioloqic 

emergencies preparedness starts with highly trained and 

motivated craws who continuously monitor the performanc# 

of radiologic work. It includes procedures thought out 

and tested in advance to deal with abnormalities if the! 

should occur. 

Because of the design of the plants and 

facilities that support them, the consequences and 

effects of a problem, if it should occur, would be 

localized and not severe. Consequently, the Navy's 

emergency plans are based on using Navy resources to 

deal with the problem. The plans include prompt 

notification of state and local officials. 

However, special state and local emergency plans 

are not necessary. Existing local plans for other type 

of emergency, such as severe whether are sufficient. 

With that background let me go ahead and talk 

about what is in the EIS. We conducted a detailed 

analyses of potential impacts from routine operations 

and accidents on air, water, and sediment quality. We 

use internationally accepted models to evaluate 

potential health impacts. Those models include risk 

Ee,ctors developed by the International Commission on 

Radiation Protection. Those risk factors assume that a 

given dose of radiation given to the public has a 
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greater etfect than the same dose of radiation given to 

workers. That accounts for sensitive sub-populations 0 

the public like the elderly and children. 

Health effects are summarized in the EIS by 

references to fatal cancers, because that is the 

generally accepted impact from radiation exposure. But 

the EIS also discusses other effects, such as non-fatal 

cancers and genetic effects. Now the EX5 also talks 

about potential impact of plant and animal life. 

We use conservative assumptions in going through 

those analyses. For example, we assume weather 

conditions that would maximize the dose to the public. 

We also overestimate the amount of radioactivity that 

might be released. If those conservative assumptions 

are eliminated from the analysis, the small risk I am 

going to show you in a minute, would be even smaller. 

We also evaluate cumulative impact by assuming 

all of the shifts in the geographic region are located 

on the home port under consideration. So for every -- 
What that means is that we assume that all the nuclear 

powered ships from Puqet Sound Naval Ship Yard, the 

TRIDENT Refit Facility, as well as the Lincoln are her$ 

in Everett for the purpose of these analyses. 

The analyses for the EIS included analyses of 

ship board accidents. Now the analyses of ship board 
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accidents reveal significant detail about warship desigr 

and military capability, so those analyses are 

documented in classified appendix That appendix can't 

be released to the public but it has been given to the 

SPA for review. What I can tell us is that the impact 

and conclusions contained in the classified appendic art 

covered by the discussion of radioloqical facility 

accident in the unclassified portion of the EIS. 

One other thing I want to mention is that the NRI 

and the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards have 

each done independent reviews of NIMITZ-class reactor 

plants including review of accident analyses. Each 

concluded that those reactors can be operated safely. 

Those reviews are not required by law. It is just part 

of the Navy's normal practice of getting outside impact 

on important aspects of its nuclear work. 

Here are the numbers. The cumulative impact of 

normal operations in the Everett area, the additional 

added risk of fatal cancer to a member of the public 

within 50 miles of Everett is about 1 in 1.8 billion. 

Por the most severe facility accident that we looked at 

most severe radiological facility we looked, at which 

turned out to be a fire in the radiological facility, 

additional risk at about 1 in 1 . 7  billion. 

This slide shows some of the other risks we live 

.- 

ACE REPORTING 
(206) 467-6188 

2 4 
with every day. ~ n d  in contexc shows that the risk 

associated with this home port project from radiologica 

standpoint is small. with our conclusion that there i 

no significant radiological impact from any of the 

alternatives evaluated in the EIS. 

~ a c k  to your. 

CAPTAIN DEAL: Before we begin the public commer 

portion of this hearing we will take a ten minute break 

If you haven't done so already, this would be a good 

time for you to fill out and turn in a speaker request 

card or to pick up copies of the handouts from the tab1 

by the door. Let me remind you, we have three  handout^ 

available. Handouts are color-coded: Blue informatior 

sheets, green nuclear propulsion fact sheets, and yellc 

written comment forms. 

In addition, there is a Naval Nuclear 50th 

Anniversary brochure that you are welcome to take. A11 

these handouts are available on the table near the door 

Please be back in your seats in ten minutes and 

then we will begin the public comment portion of our 

meeting. 

(Ten minute recess). 

CAPTAIN DEAL: At this time we would like to 

provide you the opportunity to comment on the Draft 

EIS. While we welcome all your comments we will not b< 
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responding to questions tonight. Please remember, no 

homeporting decision has been made or will be made unti 

the NEPA process has been completed. Your comments wil 

be recorded by our court reporter and will become a 

permanent part of the public record for this EIS, 

Out of courtesy to elected officials and 

government agency representatives speaking on behalf of 

large constituencies, we will take their comments 

first. They will be followed by other organization and 

individuals. If you wish to speak and have not yet 

turned in the speaker request card, please do so now. 

If you need a speaker request card, hold up your hand 

and someone will bring one to you. After we have been 

though ell of the cards provided to us, we will ask if 

anybody else wishes to speak and allow them the 

opportunity to do so. 

When your name is called, please step up to the 

podium, state your name, and spell your name. I will 

also identify the next speaker in advance so that he or 

she can move to the front of the room and be ready to 

follow the current speaker. out of courtesy others who 

would like to speak we request that you limit your 

comments to three minutes. 

We will use this timer on the table to signal yo 

when it is time to close your comments. When you have 
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one minute remaining the yellow light will come on. 

When your three minutes have ended, the red light will 

come on, and that will be your signal to close your 

comments so the next speaker can speak. If they cannot 

be condensed though threa minutes, submit them in 

writing. I assure you that written comments will get 

the same attention as oral comment. 

In the event you have comments you wish to enter 

after tonight's meeting, you may submit them in writing 

and give them to us. You may use the yellow comment 

form we provided for that purpose, or use your own 

stationery. We can accept written comments through 

November 12, 1998. This slide shows the address for 

written comments. The address is also on the yellow an 

green handouts. 

NOW, we are ready to begin our hearing comments 

on the Draft Environment Impact Statement. The first 

person to speak will be Mayor Doran. After him is Mr. 

Doran. D/O/R/A/N. I am mayor of the city of Mukilteo. 

Just real briefly with vary little specificity, the cit 

of Mukilteo shares the northernmost border with the cit 

of Everett. I have never heard a discouraging word 

since the time the home port was proposed to today by 
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anyone in the city of Mukilteo, and I think I have 

doorbelled the community at least a dozen times for a 

myriad of issues so I would suggest we are thrilled to 

have the Navy stationed in our midst. 

I will also tall you we are eagerly anticipating 

the homeporting of the NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier an 

as a side, my wife owns a day care that overlooks the 

straights that the ship is currently on. And she is 

currently licensed for 15 children, and each time one o 

the ships come by every one of the kids is plastered to 

the window and looking, to that extent they actually 

altered the curriculum to include naval teaching as we1 

as the teaching of the other areas of our defense 

program. 

I went to the Changing of the Command here a 

couple of weeks ago and was honored to discover that th 

current commander of Navy Station Everett is a Mukiltec 

resident as well as captain Buike. 

In addition, although I wasn't able to get any 

officers from nukilteo Chanber of Commerce here, I am i 

member of Chamber, and I want to tell you that dozens 

and dozens of us took advantage of the opportunity to 

ride the David R. Ray when it initially came to Naval 

station Everett from Bellingham about two years ago. 

The Chamber currently sponsors the Rodney M. Davis and 
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reciprocated by anticipating our annual parade during 

the Lighthouse Days. It is that type of dovetailing tha 

is indicative of the relationship that we have 

experienced and we would like to sea that continue to 

grow. 

So in closlng, I want to try to use a metaphor. 

Everyone has shown up to the party. We are enjoying th 

hourdourves a great deal. In fact, we could probably 

make a meal of it, but the table is set and we are read 

for the main course. Give us the opportunity to prove 

that this wonderful county can simulate en aircraft 

carrier into its community. Thank you very much 

CAPTAIN DEAL: Mr. Bob Drewel. And on deck Mayo 

Hanson. 

MR. DREWEL: Good evening. My name is Bob Drewel 

DIR/E/W/EJL, 3000 Rockefeller, Everett, Washington 

98201. That is not my home address, but I spent as muc 

time there. Now, I stand before you this evening in 

support of the preferred alternative recommended in the 

Navy's Draft EIS. The honeporting of a nuclear carrier 

at the Naval Station Everett will continue the Navy's 

commitment to our region and that is what I would like 

to speak about a tad bit. 

I think that I certainly should call to memory 
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our strong Commitment and the county's commitment 

the region's commitment to the original home port and 

working relationship that we have enjoyed as a result. 

enjoy Mayor Doran, and I am sure Mayor Hanson and other 

will say it is an absolute privilege to have Navy 

families in our community and that is something that 

will, hopefully, continue for a long time and that they 

are -- aircraft carrier sailors as well. 
I would also call to your attention that we have 

had the most successful program in the nation in 

providing housing for the sailors and their families. 

It was a joint publiclprivate partnership to develop 

affordable housing. And we intend to continue that 

effort as well. So when you get into the quality of 

life issues, I think it is important that you call to 

mind the work we have done in the past. 

Likewise, we are working very hard on 

transportation infrastructure here as well. I know tha 

is one of your major concerns. We have adopted a 

regional transit program which includes commuter rail 

and express bus and is certainly high on our agenda to 

provide services to the enlisted woman and men and 

everyone attached to the United States Navy here in the 

city of Everett. 

Likewise, we have a major bond issue and 

significant investment in transportation and quality of 

life issues as well. The voters, of oourse, will cast 

the final detail of that decision process, but having 

said that we are also very much concerned that the 

education facilities that we are building here, have ir 

place here in this region. Two fine community collega~ 

fine public schools throughout the entire area and 

working with city of Everett and other municipalities t 

develop a center for four-year master degree institutic 

as well. 

So, in short, we are enjoying this relationship. 

We have worked hard in this region to show the United 

States Navy that we are committed to their presence. 

Thank you very much. 

CAPTAIN DEAL: Thank you. Mayor Hanson and on 

deck is Mr. John Morh. 

initiative in front of the voters in this county will k 

MAYOR HANSON: Thank you. My name is Ed nanson 

the mayor of the city of Everett. I am just finishing n 

fifth year as mayor, and it seems my term has pretty 

much coincided with the opening and development of the 

Naval Station Everett. And I must say first, what a 

wonderful working relationship that we have had betwect 

the city and the Navy both professional and official 

level but also on a more important human level. 
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I think we hava seen so many examples, excellent 

partnerships, within our community, with Navy officers, 

Navy enlisted folks and their families have become very 

important parts of our community. That helps to add to 

the strength of our community and partnerships that we 

do have. 

Trying to focus on the environmental issues that 

I think are the subject of current proceedings. 

Certainly the current port has state of the art 

facilities for a nuclear carrier and all of the 

environmental work has been completed and the pier has 

been developed and now serves the Lincoln so from that 

perspective at least one important series of 

environmental issues are already resolved. 

I think that as County Executive Drewel 

mentioned, quality of life issues, transportation issue 

as we understand one of the main issues that is under 

consideration. We have rolled up our sleeves in this 

community. We hava had a very active committee of 

people working to help the Navy provide a solution that 

will help preserve the quality of life and Navy 

personnel who will be travelling or commuting between 

Everett and Bremerton during the period of time when th 

carrier is there. 

I think we should also look both at short term 
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and what we are able to do to deal with transportation 

problems, but I think more importantly, as Executive 

Drewel mentioned, Sound Transit and commuter rail 

service that will be available. It is not going to be 

available for this first period of time, but within a 

couple of years we will have commuter rail service as 

well as express regional bus services available, both a 

which will provide major assistance in helping to 

address the cross sound transportation challenges facin 

the Navy personnel. 

I think finally on quality of life, one of the 

other points I would stress in our community are the 

opportunities for employment for Navy dependents. And 

know I have spoken to a number of employers who are so 

pleased with Navy dependents who are working, and I 

think that is one of the strengths of Everett and 

SnOhOmiSh County. We have a large enough economy and 

community that we are able to fully absorb the Navy 

families. 

SO I guess to summarize, the city of Everett 

strongly supports the continued homeporting of the 

Lincoln and Alternative 2. We will be submitting 

written comments for mare detail. Thanks for the 

opportunity. 

CAPTAIN DEAL: Mr. John Mohr, and on deck Gene 
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Dvornick. 

MR. MOHR: Good evening. I'm John Mohr. That is 

MIOJHIR. I'm Executive Director of the Port of Everett, 

and I am here representing the Commission of the Port of 

Everett. The elected commissioner$ want me to convey to 

you they support Preferred Alternative No. TWO. From my 

experience here in Everet, I have seen that this 

community and the community of the greater snohonish 

Country area strongly supports moving forward with the 

continued presence of the Navy and the NIMITZ-class 

carrier. This community han shown for a nunbar of years 

its commitment to solving the problems of having the 

Navy here before they become problems. And, in fact, we 

have had what has been almost a seamless transition as 

we have moved into the actual presence of the Navy 

personnel here in Everett. 

This is a continued commitment as we move forward 

in dealing with the issues of transportation and the 

commitment that has been shown in hard dollare with the 

passage of the measure that created Sound   ran sit'. This 

is done in large part because the community certainly 

enjoys the benefit of having the NIMITZ-class carrier 

here. 

In addition to the obvious advantages, I can als 

speak as a member of the Board of Directors of the 
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YMCA. We have a very strong participation in our 

community from the men and women of the Naval Station 

~verett. There was a lot of conjecture when Naval 

Station Everett was first created. But the thing that 

has been mast noticeable, and you may hear from others 

tonight, is that the largest concentration or most 

noticeable concentration we made in Navy personnel in 

this community according to the pastors in this 

community seem to be in church. The Navy benefits 

identified in the EIS certainly are high quality of lif 

for locating here. 

I would like to Speak also as the representative 

of the governmental entity charged primarily with 

economic development in the Snohomish County region. 

And that is that we are very fortunate not only to have 

economic development activity generated by the Navy, bu 

also very fortunate to have the high quality personnel 

that is represented by the Navy and their dependants. 

Indeed in this period of very law unemployment in this 

community, it is vary important to us to have the 

personnel and the dependents that is represented here t 

help fill out our job opportunity. 

And finally, the Port of Everett is an operating 

port, and we have found that our relationship with the 

Navy has been absolutely top notch. The quality of the 
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communication and working relationship is extremely 

good. And very much appreciated the cooperation and th 

commitment made by the Navy. 

Once again, the Port of Everett supports 

Preferred Alternative No. Two, and we look forward to 

continued presence of the Abraham Lincoln. 

CAPTAIN DEAL: Thank you. Gene Dvornick and Bil 

Quistorf is on deck. 

MR. DVORNICK: Good evening. My name is Gene 

Dvornick, D/V/O/R/N/I/C/K. I'm here this evening as a 

member of Board of Director ot Everett Counsel of the 

Navy of the United States. We have 325 members, all of 

which are active and strong support of ship and 

personnel that make up Navy Station Everett. The role 

of the Navy founded by Teddy Roosevelt back in 1902 was 

t o  support the maritime services for the United States. 

I would mention that no one does a better job in 

supporting sailors and ships then we do right here in 

Everett. Navy base is an active development of the 

community. Long before the advent the Navy Station 

Everett has for the last been decade dedicated to 

building and construction of Naval Station Everett and 

arrival of the sailors and ships which call Everett 

thelr home. And succcrs of that effort has been born< 

out but by the mutual simulation of the Navy into all < 
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the community. An example of this is how often I hear 

the question of: Where are the sailors? We know the 

ships are in port but we never see any sailors around. : 

think this shows how well the sailors blend into the 

community and live integrated with the community. 

The Navy has taken the position that they will 

not home port ships if people don't want the ships. Am 

at the initial public comment period from Draft EIS cam, 

out several months ago, Everett was the only community 

that stood up and said they wanted NIMITZ-class carrier 

within its city limit, they are willing to take the 

second carrier if one becomes available. That position 

is still strongly supported. Abraham Lincoln in Everev 

and if you are looking for a home port for a second one 

for honest investment of funds, you can find it right 

here in Everett. 

Now although we recognize the final say, whether 

the ships are homeported is the Navy's decision, we 

appreciate the opportunity to provide input when they 

make that decision, and we strongly support Alternative 

TWO to have the Abraham Lincoln here. 

CAPTAIN DEAL: Bill Quistorf and Renee Radcliff o 

deck. 

MR. QUISTORF: Good evening, Bill Quistorf 

President of the Downtown Everett Business Association. 
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Last name, Q/U/I/S/T/O/R/P. Business community and, 

indeed, the community at large support the sailors and 

marines and family members that Naval Station and 

Abraham Lincoln bring in. They have become an intrical 

part of the community, bringing with them a variety of 

cultures and enriching this area by volunteering 

services. 

Many family members work in the community and 

some service members Work part time during non-duty 

hours. One Navy family has established a sign company 

in our downtown area. 

As a retired Army officer having served 25 years 

in the military, I have not encountered anywhere else it 

the world a more warm reception with which this local 

comunity has given the Navy and its personnel. 

I underetand that Navy Station Everett is the 

most sought after assignment in the contiguous United 

States. I can beliava this to be true since the Naval 

Station facilities are first rate, the community 

embraces the military personnel, and Everett is at the 

hub of numeroue recreational areas. 

This surely plays a role in bolstering the moral, 

of asilors as well that are deployed as much as six 

months at a time. There is no strip outside of the 

Naval Station Everett, and those of you who have been i 

3 0  
the military know what I mean by "the strip". The 

service personnel are disciplined and family members arl 

part of this vibrant comunity. A11 of this makes for , 

seamless match of both military and civilian 

communities. A match which is rarely, if ever, 

encountered at other military bases. 

The City of Everett and the county of Snohomish 

are aggressively pursuing options which will assist the 

Navy in making the air-craft carrier as cost-effective 

as possible. Both the public and private sector played 

extremely high support for maintaining the Abraham 

Lincoln in Everett. The sailors and marines with the 

Abraham Lincoln have adopted the city of Everett as 

their home. And in turn the City of Everett has adopte 

them and their families. Downtown Everett Business 

Association Board of Director voted unanimously to 

endorse any decision which maintains the Abraham Lincol 

in Everett. 

CAPTAIN DEAL: Renee Radcliff and David Ortman c 

deck. 

MS. RRDCLIYY: My name is Renee Radcliff, 

R/A/D/C/L/I/F/P, President of the Everett Area Chamber 

of Commerce, and before I get my notes and I need to 

echo what Bill said. There is no strip outside of the 

gates of the Navy. My office is outside the gate of 
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Naval Station Everett. The Board of Director of the 

Everett area has taken a position in favor of 

Alternative Two. The Chamber of Commerce worked cloael 

with the Navy on the original plan to home port a CVN i 

Everett and the ensuing relationship between the Navy 

and business community has been a healthy one. And so 

our Board of Directors believe the use for which Naval 

station Everett was first intended should continue. 

Because of that strong relationship the Everett 

business community has made significant efforts to 

ensure that the quality of life for the sailors and 

family attached to ship honeporting in Everett have bee 

enjoyable and comfortable. Additionally, as you have 

already heard, Snohomiah County, in connection with the 

business community, has made concerted effort to attrac 

high quality jobs to this community. And so in the nea 

term future it appears that high wage jobs will continu 

to be available for sailors' family members in this 

community. 

Because the site was originally designed for the 

homeporting of a NlMITZ-class carrier and population 

that attend such a vessel, the community and local 

governments have worked to provide the necessary 

infrastructure such as tranaportation, housing, and 

educational facilities to support the needs of the Navy 
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population. These efforts are ongoing and you have 

heard a little bit about the Sound Transit effort. And 

I have want to share with you, while I cannot speak for 

the Washington State Department of Transportation, in m 

spare time I am a state representative from Snohomish 

county and serve on every transportation that there is 

to serve on and would be eager to work with the Navy in 

developing a commuter, fast run, low weight, high speed 

passenger-only ferry system to try to deal with the 

commuter issues you are going to be dealing with in the 

future should Alternative Two be chosen. 

I want to reiterate the Board of Director of the 

Everett area Chamber of Commerce is in strong support o 

Alternative Two. 

CAPTAIN DEAL: David Ortman followed by Brad 

Pilkerton. 

MR. ORTHIIN: Well, I wasn't here last month I 

would show up this time. Hy name is David Ortman, I 

live at 7043 22 Avenue N.W. in Seattle, Washington, Ar 

I am all too familiar with this project, since I helpee 

organize the lawsuit against the U.S. Navy for its 

misguided effort to dredge contaminated material, on tt 

construction of the Everett home port, dump it into 40c 

feet of the water in Puget Sound. Only after a federal 

judge ruled EIs inadequate did the Navy abandon this 
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environmental disaster, and well they should have. 191 

article documents five decades of hazardous waste 

dumping, uncontrolled perilous use of hazardous 

substances have left hundreds of acres of land unfit PC 

any use by the military in Washington state. 

NOW I understand we now have three Admirals in 

Puget Sound. God forbid that they should pile their 

ships and submarines into one another in what 

increasingly a Navy bathtub. Everett Navy station 

remains what it has always been, a home port. This it 

is not to downgrade those who chose to serve in the Nav 

but to point out that our Nation's readiness directly 

undermined by local Chamber of Commerce's who plead for 

Navy ships because it puts money in their pockets and b 

elected officials looking for election votes. 

DO you want to see what the Everett home port 

looks like turn to page 2-15 of Volume 1. Fortunately 

it is also blown up here at the entrance where what do 

we see? Not a ship in sight in the 1997 oversight 

storage. I hope the Everett Harold runs that picture on 

the front page tomorrow about what the Everett home por 

is really all about. 

Still according to the Draft EIS 1 Alternatives 

One and Three, do. in fact, note that there may be no 

carrier vessels, nuclear at all. Well, that should not 
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be surprising since on Page 6-29 shows all the H.1.13 

alternatives with the Everett home port showing the 

biggest amount of red blotches on that chart. Clearly 

not the preferred solution for home port. 

There are a few things missing from the Draft 

Environmental Statement. First, is the transportation 

is still the charade of having to pull 900 sailors back 

and forth from one place to another for 25 percent of 

the time the nuclear carrier is homeported here, when 

there is only limited discussion on Page G-20 and Page 

5 - 9 . 8 .  Kind of a pea-brain naval planning is this to 

keep shuffling people back and forth every day at odd 

hours of the morning and evening. 

Secondly, maintenance review Page 2.5 in Volume 1 

is certainly inadequate and a little paragraph on Page 

4.5-4 and Section 7 does not meet the site-specific 

information concerning the history of nuclear 

maintenance and or decommission. 

Thirdly no information on nuclear warheads. Now, 

there is information that says that these may not be 

carrying nuclear warheads on nuclear-based carriers, but 

they certainly can. And the Draft EIS can and should 

address continuing storage of nuclear warheads in 

Washington state for the Navy. 

The question about the sediment dredging is also 

H.1.14 

H,1,15 

~,1,16 
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interesting. For Everett Alternative Four was selected 

Up to 155,000 cubic yards of sediment. Now it does say 

if the organic contaminants exceed the screening level, 

and seems like when you are in doubt it should not be 

suitable open water disposal, Page 5-4.2 it shows 

toxicity sediment using one infra (phonetic) test. I 

want to know, when you test the new Navy aircraft you 

fly in one position only or do you do multiple tests to 

make sure the thing is not going to crash under heavy 

test. We would like to see that same type of thing 

happen with biological testing as well. 

Bremerton -- and I will conclude here -- talks 
about almost half a million cubic yard that needs to be 

dredged but it turns out this would have to be done any 

way because it was upgraded to the Navy Station which 

seems to have done without having any EIS at all. 

So in summary, EIS would present a new range of 

alternatives including closing the Everett home port an 

reducing the Navy's presence at Bremerton, and that 

would give real meaning to the term "Anchors Away". 

Thank you. 

CAPTAIN DEAL: Next is Brad Piikenton with David 

Mascarenas on deck. 

MR. PILKENTON: Brad P/I/L/K/E/N/T/O/N, and I 

guess I am at a disadvantage because am not one of the 
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elected officials here. I am just the public. I was 

born and raised in Everett. I own a home right up the 

street, and I pay my taxes, and I vote. I would hope 

that when this all cones before the Navy and they make 

their decieion, that they leave the Lincoln where it is 

because the Navy come to ur awhile back and asked us to 

build them a base. We went through base closures. Bob 

Drewel, Ed Hanson, Bill Mohr a lot of people around her 

have fought real hard and long to get you a Navy base 

for a carrier at the end of our harbor down here; and I 

would hope and pray when it is ali done and said they 

will continue to keep our carrier down there. 

CAPTAIN DEAL: David Mascarenas with Kris 

Krischano on deck. 

MR. MASCARENAS: My name is David Mascarenas, 

M/A/S/C/A/R/E/N/A/S. I live at 517 Laurel Drive, 

Everett, and I am glad that that speaker before this 

last one was here. I thought I was the only bad guy 

here tonight. I would like to address the 

transportation part, and I would like to make some 

references from the Everett Harold. 

First one is, the Everett Harold, September 25, 

1998: Navy doesn't want all 900 sailors stuck in busse 

behind a massive traffic accident an 1-5. Likewise 

Passenger ferry would be delayed or cancelled at bad 
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time of weather. What the Navy does not have a lock on 

traffic accidents out there. 

There are thousands of us commuters out there 

every single day worried about the same problems. so il 

is nothing new. You guys have just contributed it to 

it. You are not the whole problem, but you are helping 

contribute to it, particularly up north hare. 

Second quote I would like to use is the Herald, 

October 13, in that the goals are not to inconvenience 

the sailors but the long work days, lengthy conmutes, 

keep costs down. Gentlemen, that is the dream of every 

commuter out there, and it is gridlock and miserable 

freeway we have here. You guys are not, you know, 

you're Johnny-come-lately; but evidently you found a wa] 

to get around this by going private ferry routes. 

Now, again in the Everet Harold you are going -- 
Willing to apend 2 1/2 million dollars to ferry your 

people to their work site. That is very admirable of 

you, but it is taxpayer's money that you guys are using, 

so the rest of us are going to be stuck out in freeway 

fighting problems. You found a solution to yours with 

taxpayer's money. Hop on a private boat and head on 

out. And I don't think that is right. 

Right now in Snohomish County we are facing -- 
the people want to work on gridlock, okay. And you have 
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heard a nice things from the Chamber and 

people and all of that. They are happy with you. I am 

just a concerned citizen taxpayer who has to fight with 

the freeway; and I would like you guys to help. 

Proposition One here in Snohomish County, 345 

million to try to improve the road. We are going to 

vote on that. That is a household tax. Largest 

property tax increase in the history of Snohomish 

county. 

Position Two improve highways again. That is 3 

1/2 cents a gallon for ten years. That is a big chunk 

of commuter money. But people, I think, I intend to 

vote for these proposals to try to help; and again, 

Proposition 49 so there is a lot ot money being asked 

for the average citizen to try to fix this problem. 

SO what I would like you guys to do is maybe 

reconsider your position and say you are really part of 

the community and will fight the freeway battle along 

with the rest of us every morning. 

Now, I work for Boeing, did. I am r-etircd, and 

there are thousands of people come from Kitsap County 

every single day. I have people I work with get up at 

3:00 in the morning every day to get there. You have t, 

go with the job. Boeing offers you a job. It is your 

problem getting there. What I would like to see you do 
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is give that 2 112 million to Mayor Hanson and say we 

want to work with you guys to get rapid rail going as 

fast as we can and we are all in the same boat. And 

with that I will end my testimony. Thank you for havin, 

US. 

CAPTAIN DEAL: Chris Krischano and Bert Doph is 

on deck. 

MR. KRISCHANO: Good evening. My name is Kris 

Krischano. Kris with a "K", K/R/I/S/C/H/A/N/O. I speal 

as a Private citizen and go on record as supporting 

sustaining carriers presence in Everett, be it one or 

more, and in particular indicating my favor of 

Alternative Two. Underlying the Navy's architectural 

and engineering, logistical and environmental and 

overall operational planning for this great base was thc 

need to commit millions of dollars for its construction. 

It does not make sense to me that after having 

spent nearly fifty million dollars alone f o r  a state of 

the art carrier that there would be consideration to 

move the carrier out and bring in support ships in their 

place. In my opinion what a waste of money, labor, 

engineering, and technological investment. I 
Furthermore, deep water permits carriers to flea 

the Everett pier and be underway after traveling only a 

short distance. And furthermore, the Everett waters 
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provide the advantages of weather protection. 

The argument that the carrier would have to leave 

Everett to undergo a yard period every two years or so, 

in my opinion, is far less compelling than the 

overwhelmingly convincing reason for keeping the carrier 

right here where she belongs, in Everett. It is 

strategically located and having been received highly 

supportive by our own community. The reason for the 

Everett home porting being so strongly approved 14 yearr 

ago are as valid today as they were then. Thank you 

gentleman. 

CAPTAIN DEAL: Bert Doph and then Dale Moses on 

deck. 

MR. DOPH: My name is Bert Doph, D/O/P/H. I liv, 

at 5713 23rd Avenue West, Everett 98203. I have no 

environmental issues to talk about. I just have a 

couple of differences between homeporting the carrier il 

Bremerton versus Everett. In 1984-85 I was president o 

the Everett chapter Navy League, and that was the time 

all of this came up. And at that point there were a lo' 

of people involved and a lot of work involved in 

bringing the carrier to Everett, which was supposed to 

have been here in 1988. 

Finally arrived in 19 what, '94, something like 

that. About four years late at any rate. But during 
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the years that I was really active, I talked several 

times with a retired ~dmiral, James Russell. And he was 

saying that the Everett poFt with the deep waters in an 

emergency if the ship had to get underway quickly that 

it could be under full speed within the length of tho 

ship. 

mnd conversely another expert has told me that 

Bremerton to that certain tidal condition would make it 

impossible to get a ship through the Rich Passage. You 

would have to wait for at least a, not a high tide but 

an intermediate tide, that you could not get through 

there a the super low tide which we do have at times. 

That was all I have to say, except that it would be a 

shame to waste the money and effort that went into 

building that technologically first class state of the 

art pier. Thank you. 

CAPTAIN DEAL: Dale Moses with Hank Robinett on 

deck. 

MR. NOSES: My name is Dale Hoses, M/O/S/E/S. I 

live in Everett. I am a local businessman and retired 

Navy officer. My last tour of the Navy was in Everett. 

I would like to make two points in support of Abraham 

Lincoln remaining at Port in Everett as part of 

Proposition 2. First point, greater Everett community 

has been strong and active in supporting a Navy presenr 
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and carrier home port in Everett. You have heard that 

tonight. There have been many groups workinq hard for 

years to promote the excellent working relationship tha' 

exists between the Navy and our community. 

In my judgment, the support of the Navy here is 

better than any of the other home ports that I have bee, 

stationed in my Navy career. This is one the main 

reasons I chose to live here after I retired. The 

Community Wants the Navy here and willing to go to 

considerable lengths to keep Abraham Lincoln and the 

other ships homeported here. 

My second point: As part of the stronq support 

for the Navy in Everett, our community quickly realized 

that cross Sound transportation was to be a significant 

factor in taking proper care of the sailors and family. 

Accordinqly, a qroup of key community leaders, 

transportation experts, elected officials, and Navy 

leaders started meeting in January of 1997. The group 

has had meetings nearly every month since then and 

conducted a number of smaller subcommittee meetings as 

well. 

A number of options have been explored of moving 

nearly 1,000 sailors back and forth to Brcmerton. Sinc 

the task group has assembled all of the right kind of 

people to help, the work went smoothly. Now, nearly tw 
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have been proposed, coordinated, arranged, costed and 

most of the elements are in place and ready to go. Wit 

this extensive network of communications and 

cooperation, so many of the right people in our 

community, the group feels certain that Lincoln sailors 

will find their community to be routine and comfortable 

The community will make it work and work well. With an 

estimated price tag of approximately two million dollar 

for transportation during the first six months overhaul 

far less than the estimated EIS, I might add, all the 

other alternatives appear more disruptive to the sailor 

and mora costly to the Navy. 

With continued improvements to the Greater Puget 

Sound Traneportstion infrastructure coning to Sound 

Transit and other initiatives, our task group is 

competent that subsequent commuter transportation will 

be even better than during the first round. 

There is a high level of support on many fronts 

for funding and using high speed, passenger-only ferry 

to comfortably bring sailors back and forth to 

Bremerton. 

In addition, these ferries would bring an 

exciting and valuable service to the community as well. 

As I said, it is a strong, active, and pro-Navy 
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community has pledged itself to solve cross sound 

transportation challenge for Lincoln. After four years 

of watching this community work well together, I am 

confident that transportation is going to work well "ex 

spring and work even better in subsequent years. Thank 

you. 

CAPTAIN DEAL: Hank Robinett with Sherri Farthin 

on deck. I don't know if Hank is here. Okay. Sherri 

Farling. 

MS. FARTHING: My name is Sherri Farthing 

F/A/R/T/H/I/N/G. I haven't been all over the world and 

I'm just a regular citizen. Growing up in the Puget 

Sound area from Seattle growing up on the east side, 

there was a controversy having a port here in Everett. 

And Everett was not really a place w e  really wanted to 

go to as kids, you know, but then the port came and it 

was great. I enjoy coming to Everett now. I live in 

the Snohomish area and it is really become a city it 

seems like. It is mora of an enjoyable place to go. 

As far as the transportation, I don't think it 1 

a long-term problem. It is just a temporary problem 

because they are out at sea a lot during thelr traininq 

and such. And ferries around here is a way of life. 

YOU know, going from Island to Island, whenever. 

Growing up here, Boeing has always been a part of our 
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life. It has been our life. And electronic world 

Microsoft. Now we have a Navy, and we are proud of it. 

It just seems a natural part of our society here. 

Seattle area has always been ahead of its time i 

the economy. and I think having the Navy here especial1 

the Lincoln, it is just natural for them to be here. 

And it is not just any CVN but the Abraham Lincoln. I 

have talked to a lot of people. I have met a lot of th 

people in the last year, and they are proud of it. 

And I belong to a support group for Abraham 

Lincoln, enlisted spouse support group, and all of the 

people I mat are from other states and stuff, but I am 

from here. And it is different because I feel like I a 

proud of these people. I'm proud of the ship, and I 

don't know, with it being such a controversy growing up 

about having a base here and now it is here. People of 

Everett would want to the children to see the new ship. 

We are proud of what we have here, and I would 

hate to lose that. It is just -- It is good for our 
families, It is good -- I lost my train of thought 
here. But, I am anyway I think it is a good thing. 

After -- like I say, growing up here and not just a 
transplant from another station or something. I have 

been here. I have seen It grow. I just think it is a 

good thing. And it is not -- like I said, not just any 

- - 
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cV but Abraham Lincoln. Really proud of that. 

CAPTAIN DEAL: Michelle Farthing. 

Ms. FARTHING: I am a student and work in the 

community. This year I have actually found out how 

important it is with the Navy because-- I think -- it i 

my first year of voting. I just turned 18 and with th< 

Lincoln, especially the Lincoln being here, I am in th6 

restaurant industry; and it doesn't seem like it but tl 

ships do bring in jobs. 

Like in the restaurant industry, we know when 

there is ship in. We schedule more people to work, 

which gives more jobs and money to the community. And 

with the Lincoln community groups are starting to becor 

more aware of that and starting to do family things 

around the Lincoln with their family. 

And with the concern of congestion on the 

roadways -- I live in Monroe. I work in Everett and I c 

to school in Redmond. And all it took me is 20 minute; 

to get from Monroe to Everett and 45 minutes to an hou 

and 15 minutes to get to Everett to Monroe, so it is 

normal congestion. There is no really big deal. It i 

every day thing, so it would not necessary effect us 

initially with all of the change in the road: Metro, 

train, bus they are going to bring in. 

I just think it is real important to have the 
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Lincoln here It brings more jobs and it is improving 

Everett. I remember when I was a little kid growing u 

Everett was not really, You know, a town. It didn't 

really have a lot, but when they built the new base an 

brought in the ship it improved Everett to make it loo 

like a real nice city. 

CAPTAIN DEAL: Thank you. This concludes the li 

of speakers. Anyone else wish to speak that has not h 

the opportunity to da so? If not, this concludes the 

public comment portion of the publicly hearing. 

Thank you very much for your participation. 

A copy of the transcript of the meeting will be 

available in the final EIS when published. Again, you 

may purchase a copy of the transcript from the court 

reporter. So try to speak to the court reporter to 

obtain a copy. 

As we previously mentioned please send any 

additional comments to the address shown on the slide, 

and we have it on the information sheet, by November 1 

1998. 

And once again thank you for participating this 

evening. 

[PUBLIC MEETING CONCLUDED] 
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VOLUME 9 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NAVSTA EVEREIT RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Everett Hearing 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

The future implementation of planned commuter rail service and/or express 
regional bus service would certainly increase the options available to the Navy 
for transporting CVN personnel between Everett and PSNS during the PIA 
maintenance periods, which would occur at E N S  for a CVN homeported at 
NAVSTA Everett. Until such facilities are in place, the Navy will continue to 
explore the use of buses and passenger ferries to accomplish this transport of 
personnel. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

The formulation of Sound Transit and the hture implementation of planned 
commuter rail service and/or express regonal bus service will increase the 
options available to the Navy for transporting CVN personnel between Everett 
and E N S  during the PIA maintenance periods, wluch would occur at E N S  for 
a CVN homeported at NAVSTA Everett. Until such facilities are in place, the 
Navy will continue to explore the use of buses and passenger ferries to 
accomplish this transport of personnel. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

The Draft EIS does not overlook the transportation challenge associated with 
conducting the PIA maintenance activities at PSNS for a CVN that is 
homeported at NAVSTA Everett. In fact, the Draft EIS clearly indicates that 
approximately 900 members of the CVN crew would have to be transported 
daily between the two bases during the six-month PIA period. It also indicates 
that the Navy is committed to providing one or more of several transport 
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options, including a direct passenger ferry and several combinations of buses 
and ferries. Although such options may be temporarily inconvenient for the 
crew involved, it is a viable plan that would be included as a component of each - 
alternative that involves a CVN at NAVSTA Everett. 

In addition to the locations identified by the commentor, the EIS presents 
detailed information on shipboard propulsion plant maintenance in Appendix I, 
which is the type of maintenance that would occur at NAVSTA Everett. With 
regards to the site-specific history of nuclear maintenance at the various sites, 
sections 3.3.1, 3.4.1, 3.5.1, 4.3.1, 4.4.1, 4.5.1, 5.3.1, 5.4.1, 5.5.1, 6.3.1, 6.4.1, and 6.5.1 
all contain results of environmental sampling for NNPP radioactivity present in 
the environment as a result of NNPP operations. Thus, no change to the EIS is 
deemed necessary. 

It is the Department of Defense policy to neither confirm nor deny the presence 
of nuclear weapons at any site. Viewing your comment from the perspective of 
this EIS, there will have been no change to the baseline number of aircraft 
carriers homeported at NAVSTA Everett if the Preferred Alternative is chosen. 
This EIS deals with the provision of facilitiesfor and the operation of thosefacilities in 
support of homeporting CVNs. For those alternatives where there is no facility 
construction required, there will have been no change to the present situation. 
Therefore, no discussion would be required. For those alternatives that show a 
need for facility construction, the Navy must acquiesce to the aforementioned 
DOD policy. 

Final dredging and disposal plans would be based on the results of multiple 
chemical and biological testing that meet all applicable requirements. 

This EIS provides the NEPA documentation for dredging at PSNS 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

The transport of CVN personnel between NAVSTA Everett and PSNS during the 
PIA maintenance activities would involve either a direct passenger ferry or some 
combination of buses and ferries. The Navy has committed to providing such a - 
program so that the commute times can be as short as feasible and so that the 
impacts to the regional transportation network would be minimized. If such a 
program were not provided, the crew would have to travel by private - 
automobile, thereby contributing to the existing traffic problems. The impacts of 
the additional buses on traffic congestion would be minor. The future 
implementation of a commuter rail service in the area would provide additional - 
options for the required commute, but would not be feasible within the short- 
range future. Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 
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Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

The Navy agrees that there are differences between Everett and Bremerton in 
access to the sea, and have addressed that issue in Appendix G by assigning 
Bremerton a yellow rating in this category while assigning Everett a green 
rating. However, the operational restrictions imposed by Rich Passage are not 
considered sigdicant enough by the Navy to warrant exclusion of this 
alternative in the EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

The Draft EIS indicates that approximately 900 members of the CVN crew would 
have to be transported daily between NAVSTA Everett and PSNS during the six- 
month PIA period. It also indicates that the Navy is committed to providing one 
or more of several transport options, including a direct passenger ferry and 
several combinations of buses and ferries. The future implementation of 
planned commuter rail service and/or express regonal bus service would 
increase the options available to the Navy for transporting CVN personnel 
between Everett and PSNS during the PIA maintenance periods. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 
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Federal Agencies 



USDA - 
Unted States 

Natural 
Rexurces - Consewatton 
Sernce 

PO.  BOX 50004 - Honolulu. HI 
96850 

Our People ... Our Islands ... In Harmony 

October 8. 1998 

Mr. Jay H. Keyes 
Head, Business Department 
Department of the Navy. Southwest Divis~on 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, California 92132-5190 

Dear Mr. Keyes: 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) - Developing Homeport 
Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carriers in Support of the U.S. Fleet. 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 

We have reviewed the above ment~oned document and have no comments to offer at 
this time. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document 

Sincerely, 

KENNETH M. KANESHIRO 
State Conservationist 

The Natural Rewwrces Consmtwn SeMce &s hand-on-hand mM 
the Amenran popk lo consewe natural rexrurces on private lands AN EQUAL OPPORTUNllY EMPLOYER 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture 

F . l . l  Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY ,? 

REGION 0% 

75 HaMhome Street 
San Franclrco. CA 9~tos.3901 

80'1 ; . .;;, 
Captnm T &I. Boothe. Captain 
CEC. US. Navy. Commander 
A T T N  John Coon, code: 0SAL.JC 
Suuthwen Division.Naval Facilities Eneineerinr Command " - 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Vicyo. Calilbmia 92132 

Dear Captain Boothe: 

The U S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Drali Environmental lmoact 
S tacmm (DFIS) tbr D E V E ~ O P ~ N ~ H O M E P O R T F A C ~ L I T I E S  FOR THREE .~1.111~2'- 
C l .~ tSS.4 IR~ '& lFT CARRIERSINSUPPORTOF THE I I S  P J C I F K  N F F T . .  

I l o n r u  Our ;.mmcnts on the DElS are provtded pursuant to the Nmonal Enb#rdnmentd Pullc) 
A i l  INEPA). Sciuon 109 ofthe Clean Alr Act, and the Councll on Env~ronmenlal Vual~t) '. 
NEP4 Imp.cmznt.ng Regulal~unr 140 CFR l500~1108l EPA Prowded urnten scomnr 
run imcu iuu the ~ & c c o f l n s n t  topreparc the DElSon ~ a r ~ h  11. 1997 EPA ancnd;d me 
O~lohcr 18. 1998 publtc hearmg on the DElS held in San D~cgo. Cal~lorn~a and met uoth iaptnm 
Tom Buuthc. IJSN, and Navy staff to discuss the project. Our comments have been jointly 
devcloprd bchreen EPA Regions I X  and X, in roordinalion with EPA Headquaners. 

The DElS analyzes potential enviromenlal impacts resulting from constructing and operating 
the facilities and infrastructure needed to suDmn the homemninn o f  three NIMITZ-class . . . ~~ 

nuclear-powred aircraft carriers (CVNs) within the US. Pacific Fleet at four alternative 
facilities: I )  Coronado. California; 2) Bremenon, Washington: 3) Everen. Washington; and 
4) Pearl Harbor. Hawaii. The Navy Drowses to constructard ooeratc the a ~ ~ r o ~ r k l e  locililv and 
infranructure needed to suppon th; ho~eponing.ofthree ~ V N i i n  the p a c k  Fieel. Two &r 
will join the IJS. Pacific Fleet, replacing twoconveaionally-powered aircraft carriers (CVs) 
homeponed at Naval Air Station Nonh Island (NASNI). Naval Complex San Diego, Californta. 
The current localion o f a  third CV at Naval Station (NAVSTA) Everen will also be reevaluated 
ia order to increase the eflieieney ofruppon infrastructure, maintenance and repair capabilitieo. 
and to mhoccr crex quality o f  life. The DElS oii..ljrcs the prtcniiul cli$;ro;ilficn!al ilfe~:, u f  
the proposed action for six altcrnalives with varying IevelsolCW homeporting faciliticr and 
inliastructure (such as dredging) development. A No Action Allernative(defined as no new 
infrastructure or facililien) is also analyzed in  the DEIS. The Navy currently prefers Altrrnalive 
Two, which would homepon two additional C W s  at NASNI (for a total oIthreeCVNr). and 
homepon u total oftwo CVNs in  the Paeilic Nonhwest (one each at Bremenon and Evereu). 

Based upon EPA'r review o f  the DEIS, we have rated the document as EC.?. Envirotmental 
Concerns - Insulficiea Information. Please reier to the auached "Summary of Rating 
Definitions and Follow-Up Action" for a more detailed explanation of EPA's racing system. We 
Imve cnvironmmtnl concerns on several isrucr at L e  three alternative oroiect sites idmtilied ar ~~~~ ~ .~~ ~~ . , 
pan of the "Proposed Action." including issuer related l o  dredginy and dredged malend 
dirporal; impaca to marine water quality and aquatic biological resources; rlr qualcty, pallution 
orevention. and ceumulative imrracls. We believe that the prowred Drolecl and Final EIS (FEIS) . .  . .  
can be improved by providing additional information in these arcas. We defer submitlmg 
dcwilcd comments in connection with Pearl Harbor since that is not pan olthe Proposed Action. 
Should the Navv subseaucnllv dctemme lo  home~on a Nmm-clarr  canter in Hnww. ue 

tho1 would need to be examined by EPA in  any Navy dectrion to homepon a Nimitr-class carrier 
at Pearl Harbor. Please refer to our detailed comments (atached) for amore delailed 
presentation o f  EPA's comments on the D E B  

We annreciotr the oooorlunitv lo comment on the DEIS. Plcnre send two cuoies o f  the Final EIS 
~ - r r ~ ~ ~  ~ 7 -  

(FEIS) to me at the lenerhead address (code: CMD-2) when i t  is filed with EPA's Washington, 
DC,  oifice. If you have any questions, please call me or David Tomsovic of my aaffr t415- 

a) Su~runary o f  Rating Definitions and Follow-Up Action 
b) Detailed EPA carnments on DElS 
c) CEQ public panicipalion guidance - one page cxccrpt 

cc: Sheila Crohrt. EPA Region IX. Seanle. Washington 

wnth no CVNs dl Pearl Harbor 

#%,"...,".I ..., MI..W 



SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS 

"LO" ( l a c k  of0bjecriom) 
Ths EPA w t e w  h a  no1 Idenlined m y  palenual enrironmenlal impvclr requtnngrubron~~ve changer lo  #he 
proporal. The review may hnvc disclosed opponunnlier fur applicmon of mitigasion mcarurrs that could be 
rccompllshcd w ~ h  no more than mmor changer lo the ptoporal. 

"EC" (Ennronmmnlal Concrms) 
The EPA r c v w  h a  ldenufied envlrwmenlal lmpwtr l h n  rhw ld  be avotdcd in order to fully pmlrct the 
enwonmen1 Comcuvs memrer may requtrs chunger lo the p r e k d  dtcmauvc or applcauon of mngauon 
mesurer th~1,tean reduce lhscnvlmnmcnlrl lmpact EPA wavld lhke to work wnth the lead agency lo reduce 
there nmoactr e~~~ 

"EO" (Environmmrd Objecrions) 
The EPA review has idenufied SignlLmr envlronmenlal impr ts  lhal must be avoided i n  order lo  provide 
adequslc prulecuon for lhc enrironmcnl. Coneclivt mvurer may nquirc subrlvll~al changm lo the ~rcferred 
allemawe or conr~dcramn of some nkr prqeet ahmntvc (~ncludmg the no scum ahernatwe k a new 
dllemanvsl EPA rnlendr to work wuh lhe lead agency lo reduce h e m  m p m s  

7 "EU" (Environmen(a1ly Unsorirfoclory) 
N The EVA renew ha. idesafied edducnecnvlmnmnlal imprUUlatuc of rufftelenr mqmtude that they i re  

unraallaetory fmm h e  andpan t  o fpb l tc  hmllh or wclfam w cnvimnmentd qualily. EPA intends lo work 
w t h  the lead agency lo  d u c c  lhue impacs. l i the potentially unurirflclory impacts u c  not eorrecled at lhs 
final EIS stage. this propma1 wil l  be recommended fw  mfcnal o ihc CEQ. 

"Caregory 2" (Insu/ficirnr ln/orm~rion) 
The draft EIS d a r  not cmmn suffieienl mformaion for EPA lo fully aserr  environmenml impaclr @hat rhould 
be avoldcd In order lo  fully praccl h e  eov~onment, or the EPA rcvirwer h s  tdenuf~ed ncu maronably available 
vltcmrtlvel that aar wnhth lhc rpcslrum of alcmmver a n a l y d  in the drafl EIS. whteh could reduce the 
etw~rOnnlentaJ ~mprcu  of h e  moon. The idcnufied addnlional mformauon, d m  mrlyrsr. or dmlcurrion rhould 
be wtsluded in the final EIS. 

"Caregory J" (Inadrquale) 
EPA d a r  not behevc h a 1  h s  dmh €IS adrquaaly uwrrer potenlially i~gnXmnt  ennronmenl~l impacts o f  lhs 
wltan.or the EPA rcvicwer has ndenufied new. rcaonably avulabksll~mrliver (halare oulslde of the spclrum 
of*lt~mauvcr rnrlyrcd in Ihs draft EIS. whrh  should be anolyred in order lo rcducs the pacaially r ignofirm 
cnvlranlnentd impacts. EVA bc lwcr  that #he idenuficd rddiuonal information. dam anrtyrer, or direurrions are 
of ruth a mrgnitude thul h e y  rhould haw full public r w s w  at udmh rsgc. EPA doer no1 believe that Ills drrh 
EIS ir dequrtc for the purpMer of the NEPA a n d k ~  Ssclion 309 review, a d  Lur rhould be formally rcvirsd a d  
#made avxlrble for publlc colnmenl in r rupplemenlal or revtrcd dn l l  EIS. On !ha bars of the polenlial signifieanl 
lmprclr inrolrcd. thlr pmporrl could be r raddd ts  fot ic lrrwl lolhc CEQ. 

'Frotan EPA M.murl 1640:'Pulsy md P~wcduro lu, ihc Rlr!cv 01 F~dclr l  Aclwnr Imp.xung thc Envorunmcnl" 

p 

I) ~ V w o l  .l;r Starion :Vurlh lslund (NIISJVI) 

' EPA Reuion IX  has worked clorely wi th  the Navy on dredginp irrucs relalcd lo  lhc proposed - ~ - . . 
project and has reviewcd and provided comments lo  the Navy on a dredged malerialr Sampling 
and Analysis Plan (SAP) for dredging associated wi lh  the N A S N l  homeponing ultemalive The 

n r a o o s e i ~ ~ ~  war oreoared so a r m  be consistent wi lh  (he requirements o f  the joint EPAiCorps r ~ ~ c ~ ~ ~ - -  ~~ . . 
Tesling Manual (Evalualiun of  Dredged Materials Proposed for Ocean Disposal. February 1991 ). 
EPA believer that the data from ahis testing program w i l l  be ruilicient on which lo  bare a 

~~ ~ 

delerminnt~on of suilability of the dredged malerialr for ocean dirposvl. 

The DE lS  references sediment dala eollccted for previous rvalualions o i  dredged matcrinls for 
5x1 D q o  Bay m c l d ~ n y .  the mure exwnnvc Jleagond .~,,ur~.wJ u t l h  the pret ,dub OR \C 
Ihomeponmg c l l on  h h d c  there d m  arc no1 r p r c ~ l ~ c ~ l l y  lor the m ~ ~ c r o d s  bewd . ~ n u t L w J  lor 

drcdainu and diswsal as oan of th is  aclion, they do serve as an indicator of (he polenlial l rvcls o f  

Volume 3 ,  Seclion 3.4). all relevanl sediment and biological testing data be provided i n  lhr FEIS. 
Additionally, u figure rhould be prepared which shows the location of  lhrrsc samples relalive l o  
the proposed aclion. 

The DE lS  does not include an extensive discussion of dasporal oplions ior  the proposed 
dredeed mnlerialr. Whde ~ r e v i o u r  testing i n  the general vicinity of the project provides some 

beneficial reuse (i.e . beach nourishment. backf i l l  behind the wharfdike) and upland disposal ibr 
materhls nut suilable for unconfined aquatic disposal. Slandard~ l o  be met for each o i  these 
disooral o ~ l i o n r  rhould also be discussed i n  the F E E .  Finally. EPA recommends lhal the FEIS 
discuss the practicability o f  w i n g  the wharf backf i l l  area for isolation o f a n y  eontam~nnlrd 
materials, similar to the Confined Disposal Facility as pan o f  lhe B R A C  homeponing pro~cc l  

Recent Navv drcduinn i n  San D i e w  Bay hiahlighted the isruc o f  mil i lnry ordnance i n  bay 

and endangered species and public safety. should be delailed i n  the FElS 



' The cumulative impacts discussion for the NASNl (pp. 318-4. 3.18-6. and 318.7) mentions 
two other major dredging projects in Sm Diego Bay and potential imoactr to marine water 

in fact IS million cubic yards rather than 1.8 million cubic vardsi. ~ccardino to the D F I ~  ihc 

environmental impacts ofthese pmjects or whether the large volume o f  material can be disposed 
of in a manner that is fully consistent with various State and Federal requirements, including 
requirements at the existing oceandisposal rile. There is also no discussion in the DEIS of 
luture maintenance dredging operations needed for the B lWC CVN homeponing project. which 
wil l  bc opemating 31 the NASNI by l nc  I998 (Volume I, p. 3.18-3). We behew that future 
tnaintenoncc drcdging for the BRAC CVN homeponing and this project. as well as the Bay 
Dredging and the Central Bay Dredging Projects, should be elements of the NASNl cumulative ~- ~ 

m p r t r  ~ n a l ) r ~ r ,  ~ncludmg subsequent WCM dorpsal volumes, unless matntcnancc drcdgmg - bolun~e, prqcctcJ to occur with the BRAC CVN homeponmg deoswn have been ~ncorporatcJ 
1" 
h, ln the current NEPA analysis which does not a w a r  to be thecaw. 

Lastly, in the context o f  Navy dredging at the NASNl for the BRAC CVN homeponing. we 
nute that the ocean dumping o f  clean wdiments not suitable for beach nourishment war at times 

~ - 

conducted in an improper, iaappmprlue manner. Following an EPA Region IX investigation 
begun in 1996. EPA filed an enforcement action against the Navy's dredging contractor in  1997 
alleginr numerous violationsof the Marine Proleelion. Research and Ssnctuaries Act and 

exercise a diligent oversight and monitoring of its contractors in their perlor&mee of dredging 
and d r e d d  material dis~osal for Nimitr-class homemnina work at the NASNl and for - . - 
activities in  Washington Slate os well. Thir will %we 10 ensure more effective environmental 
compliance and to avoid or reduce the possibilitv of adverse im~acts to water aualily and aquatic 

' EPA'E March 11. 1997 scoping comments noted that Bremenon and Everen harbors are areas 
of known contaminated sediments We recommended thal the Navy research the contaminated 
sediment data sets held bv state and federal anencier to determine ootential contaminant leveln " 
and problem areas, for prrrenlation in  h e  DEIS. The data rummarized in Volume 4. Section 4.4 
are insulficienl to fully, accurately evaluate the sediment quality wtthin the navigationdredging 
prism. The data depicled are avenges aldetectcd results only, with no indication o f  the mnge o f  
chemical rrrullr observed for any given chemical afconcem, or the location of the high values. 

~ 1 , ~  FElS should ~ l ~ i f l  the delection l imw for undetected data. If the detection limits are 
gmmer thm ,he Dredged Material Management Oitice (DMMOI screening levels (SLs). 
tnarimum levclr (MLr), or Bioaccumulilllon Trtgprs (0'1s). these values would be trra~ed 

to detected values i r ~  u"rearon-la-believe" analysis requiring either funhcr chenlic.ll 
testing to conlirm deteclion limits lower than SLs (BTs, etc.) or biolog~cal testing to reach a 
decirlon. The FElS a better representation summary o f  data previously collected 

from the dredgmg uretr, ihcluding ranger ofobrerved concentrations. il map ~huwing rhe 
locations uf t l t r  samples, a d  rpccilic ramplc values (crpccially for samples huving SL and/or 
ML cxcccdancen). The FEIS should also include n timetable for the proposed sampling and 
sediment testing program. Ifthe results oithir testing program are available. a summary oisuch 
rcsultr should be included in the FEIS. Should they be unavailable when the FElS IS released. 
they should be incorporated into the discussion in the project's Record o f  Decision. 

+ The combined wmpling and analysis plan recently submined to the DMMO agencnrr rhuuld be 
referenced and described more fully in the FEIS (see DEIS, p. 4.4-3). We recommend that 
pvnlcuhr attention should be given to any relation between existing data (summarized in  rcctlon 
4.41) and the extent and nature ofthe proposed additional testing. 

Becvurr few "deep core" sediment chemistry data are availohle for the site (p. 4.4-3,  there 
appears to be little or no hasis to rubslantiale the Navy's claim that proposed dredging at lb* 
piers and turning basin areas would result i nn  decrease in rurface sediment contamination. 
Subsurface sediment chemistry information should be provided in the FElS so or lo demonstrate 
that the removal of surface sedimenls wil l  not expose a contaminated sediment layer benecuh. 
Definitions o f  ~'surlice,""derp core," and "subsurface" sediment should also be provided ior 
clarilicaion. 

Suflicient toxicity testing has not bccn performed by the Navy on thc sediments proposed for 
dredging. The Navy has not provided ruficient data in the current DEIS to suppon the 
conclusion that dredging surface sedimentr will result in  lower contaminant cuneenlmlions. 
Additionally. the information provided does not eg.nclusively demonstrate that toxicity or 

bioaccumulation wil l  decrease due to dredging or !hat lhis project's overall impact to sediment 
quality wi l l  be less than significant. 

No sediment chemistry data are presented lo document the quality o i  sediments that have 
historically accumulated Pier D. Thir informadon is pvnicularly important given thdt 

sediments under the pier are typically the resull of long-term accumulation and have been 
exposed to various ongoing and historical sourccs ofeontamination. Furlhermore, these 
scdimcnts would not be well represented by samples lakcn from adjacent maintenance dredged 
areas. Thus. there appears to be no basis for the Navy to conclude that the quality of resuspended 
sediments lrom under Pier D, once redeposited, would be similar lo the existing bottom 
sedimentr in the deposition areas and that per construction would hove less than significunl 
impuor on morine sediment quality. 
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The DEIS assumes that losr of prey species and alleraionr oibenthic habilat associated with 
dredging would be a temporary impact (e.K., the benthos would be recolonizedl and therehv 

account (or changes that would likely occur in  lhose areas involvine emamion of the dredcinu - . ~~~ -..- -~.-- 
prism (Picr L). tunling basin areas). I n  these areas cunsl~ctian dredging and fululu maintenance 
dredging would likely result in  pcrmanenl alteration oflhc benthic cummunitv. More discussion 
should be provided in  lhc FElS on proiected or Dolenlial imcacts to the benthic communitv . . ~ ~~ ~~ ~~~~ 

assocmtedwith the expansion oiPier D and thc;uminp barks. The FElS should clarify t i c  
expected frequency ofmaintenance dredging at these areas. Note that i t  may he ~osr ib le to . . 
mitigale for any loss or long-term degradation of benthic habitat in the destgn of shallow-water 
habitat associated with the Confined Aquatic Disposal (CAD) rite. The FElS should discuss 
there potential miligation opponunities. 

' Ihe h n  y's proposal involws lass of 1 5 acres of deep-wacr habllal a,rocmd w h  the CDF 
I iu lmneJ Lhipwal CJCI~II)) and conwstun 01 10 3 c m  01 deep-ualcr ron.bo~tom h h ~ t a ~  id 

w ~ l l o u - u a a r  hnJ.hOllom habllal assocsaled stllh $he CAD (p 1 5.91 hlme mlorm~lwn rhu.dJ 
be p r w d r l  in the FClS tosubrlant~ate the Naty'r arxnton lhvl nru hahm assoc~alrd w t h  the 
CAD SIIC w ~ l d  dJrquasly mmgatc for losr ol d c e ~ w ~ t c r  habllal at the CDF SIICS .I$ well 3s 
permanent alteration of deep-water benthic habitat ;n the pier extension and turning basin areas. 

According to the DEIS, salmonid impacts are not expected because operations would bc 
limited to periods outside o f  the salmon outmigration window (p. 4.5-12). The section does not 
include 1 detailed analysis ofdredging l o  widen and e x w d  channels. In such a case the imnactr 
.m no1 temporar) because con11nu;d mamlenmce dredgmg is requ~rcd f h n  mould be 

. 

xLnoa~cJgco, m J  polcnlml tmpacls analyzed. an Ihe FElS 

Rctrrwre ,I~uulJ k made lo Volume 4: PSNS Brrmnlon Suppkmmrol In/ormaoo,,. 
Serriou 4.4. S r h w n t  Quohry In/orrnalmn, since thor volume is repvale from Volume I (mum 
1 ~ 1 1 1  Volume 4 cmlumr lnformatlon regard1188 whcrc rcJmcnl rmDl r r  wclc collrctcd in lllc 
vicinity o f  lhe planned benhing areas. 

The DEIS arseno that bioassay toxicity testing results indicate lhat these canlaminanlr may not 
be affecling the biological community and that " [d ldging could result in slightly lower 
concenlra~ions o f  toxic chemicals in l hcx  sediments.." free D. 4.4-5). However. the DEIS doen 
uul pnnde  Jola lo suppan lhsr arrcnton Studlcs of l i rh have rhoun hlgh coneearolmr oi 
PCBs, mercury .md ehromlum (lefcr lo 1990S~nrlo~r ondDyrr lnlrrr Amon Plun) 71 per ccnt 
of English sole have cancerous tumors on their livers, while in comparison. Rrh caught in  most 
arear of Pugct Sound are free of such tumors. The FEIS should. as appropriate, clarilj. these 
potential discrepancies 

EI'A Rcgiw X should be included in any future habilat evalunttan and CAD design etlbrls 
associated with thtr project in  Washington Slate. 

+ Wc believe that Alrcrnativc 4 should more properly be tilled Rmwvd  uJ E.xn1ltt.q C W  
,Id'blto,, q Four AOEr nndRr/c,cariot~ of Two FFG,. Relocalion o i rhr  two guided misdc 
irigates (FFG5) bccaurc of lhc h r t  combat logirtie suppon ships (AOEs) would necesrllalr 
dredging 50.000 cubic yards oisedimenl. This intbrmation appears on page 2-30 oilhe DEIS. 
but 8s no1 carried over to the affected environment analysis found at page 5.4-3 oiVolume I .  NO 
rrplmnuon is provided in that section about why 50.000 cubic ~ards  of sediment needs lo be 
dredged. Smilurly. the cumulative impacts seclion (see Volume I. pp. 5 18-6 lo 5 18-7) contains 
no reierenee to the action or its impacts. Thir rhould be addressed and analyzed in the FElS. 

Alternative j should more properly be litled 0,s CW, Addition o/TW AOEs nwd Relon8riu,l 
/ T  F F  .I he text discussion in Volume I, p. 2-30 (lines 24 - 26) docs no1 spci iy two 
FFGs although 50,000 cubic yards of sediment would bc dredged under this allemalive. 
Cumul;llive impacln lor Allemalive 5 are no1 addressed in  that section or in the aifeccd 
environmcnl section. Thir should be analyzed in  the FElS. 

Deposilion of dredged materials from all projects us related lo Altemativrs I - 6 should be 
analyzed in the FEIS. Only one disposal site is mentioned. Its capacity to r e c r w  cumulnlive 
dredged material totals should be addressed in  the FEIS We recommend that n rcasonablc range 
ofdisponill sites oed options should be discussed, including any opponunities rhnl may erisl for 
benelicial rcurr of dredged malerial associated wbth dredging at Everru. 

The Cumulative lmpaelr Section stater that conwruction and operalion of seven projects in  the 
"region of influence" could produce discharps that would flow inlo surlice or groundwater 
sources. Discussion is limited to the statement that regulations would limit impacts irotn the 
horneponing of one CVN (p. 5.18-5). The add~tion uffour AOEs and relocaliun of FFGs is 
proposed under Alternative I. Two CVNs are propured undcr Alternative 4. The addition of 
two AOEs and relocation of FFGr is proposed undcr Allemalive 5. These ultem~tives, and the 
indirecl and cumulative impacts from the reven prajeelr, rhould be addressed in  the FEIS. 



ILT Frn ~ r n m m n r  ., 8 . I #I . . " 

ii) Puyrt Sow~d  rV~vo l  Srnrion Bremrrron 

The DClS (p  4 3.21 I tSlSc~nl~l lnanlr  ascocmd wllhOper~blc Unit B of thc Puget Sdund 

Natal bh lp)~rJ  Nal~onal Prlorlly Llsl (NPL) st* and d~ausse, lhcm at pp 4 4 1 to 4 4.6 lhe 
DElS ,Idlo 111.11 water qwllty lmpaclr would be less than wgndcant uhcn eanacd out in 
compliance with permits issued by responsible rcgulalory agencies. The DEIS references 
shipyard maintenance improvement projects (p. 4.18-1) scheduled for fiscal year 2002. The 
potential for direct impacts on marine water quality due lo in-water work (pier construction and 
dredging) in the m e  timeframe asanival of another CVN (2001-2WS) and the same 
gcographtc area qualifies these actions for a more detailed cumulative analysis in the FEE.  

' High levels of polychlorinasd biphenyls (PCBs) have been found ineagles at Hood Canal. 
The FEIS should provide an analysis of PCBs and other loxics in  cagler and other wildlife due 
to contaminated food sources and whether the pmposed project may aggravate this condition. z 

Projected or potential impacts of the project (direct, indirect, cumulative) on the Snohomish 
Estuary Wetland area should be assessed in h e  FEIS. 

GY AND 

Volume I (pp. 3.2-6 and 3.2-7) indicates thatoprations arsociatcd with two additional CVNo at 
Nonh lsland would resull inan increax in the auantitv ofchemicals that are handled. stored and . . 
d~spored ut 21 the home p n  locanon Howver, lhw scct~on mdtcaler that such mpacts would 
be paneally o f f m  by decommtssoonlng of two non-nuclear camcn at North lsland by ZOOS 
Because o f  this, impacts are defined as less than significant and "no mitication meas& are - 
~cqutred " We are cuncerned rcgdlng the p l cn l~a l  mpacts to water quallly due to mcreorcd 
storage, use and disposal of hazardous chemicals and hazardous matcnalr at Nonh Island, and 
also concerned that the Navy indicates that no mitigation measures are remired to avoid or 
m m m m  such a d w r e  lmpactr wc cncourape t h e - ~ a v ~  to adopt and lm&mcnt a mtltaat~on 
measure JI Nonh lsland that would lead lo a ~duc t l on  In the volume and tox~c~tv o f  chemcals 
and other rubrtancer that can adversely affect water quality at this facility, e.g.. ;ubstituting lerr 
toxic materials that are able lo accomplish the mission just as effectively (refer to pollution 
prevention comments below). 

ii) Puger Sound N a w l  Staiion Brrmerron 

' The DEIS's analysis o f  potential surlhcc and groundwater impnctr is insuficiet. The DClS 

states that. "Surljce and groundwater impacts associated with disposal in the proposcd landtill 
locations are not addressed ns pan o f  this impact assessment. I t  is assumed that environmental 
isrues associated with an existing landtill have already been addressed by the landlill . . "  
(p. 42.3). These ."<nvironmental issues" ~JC not specilied or aniculated in the DEIS. For the 
purpose aithe cumulative impacts analysis. the Navy should make a reasonable eifon la 
aniculate these irrurr in the FEIS for vgencicr and the public. 

The DElS indicaen that the proposed project's emission levels at the NASNI would bc lower 
than the de minimus threshoMs set lorlh in EPA's general contbrmitv rule - - thus the ~ro iec l  ~~~~~ ~~~ -~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ - . . 
does not require a general conformity detemki~~atian (for San Diego). Specifically. the DElS 
(Vulunle I, p. 3 10-9) stater that "[rleview ofthe data ... shows that emissions would be less than 
k e  threrholdr that trizner 3 c o n f o ~ i t v  determination under the 1990 Clean Air Act (100 tons per 

operation would be insignificant, no mitigation measures are proposed to reduce project 
emissions at NASNI." (Volume 1. p. 3.10-1 1). 

We acknowledee that the emissions data prexntcd in  the DEIS ruppon the Navy's lntement that . . 
the project idli belou the Jc mmmus Ilucrholdr found in EPXs '<nerd cootomW tulc, onJ 
that no formal ~unform~ty determmatton IS rcqu~red lor the project's cunnrucuun J ~ J  opclmon 
in  San Diego. Nonetheless. EPA classifies the San Diego Air Basin as a rcriour ozone - 
nonattainrnent area and a moderate carbon monoxide nonanainment area. I n  light o f  the 

lo reduce CO. NOx and VOC emissions arsoeiated with the project'r construction and operuuon. 
Although such mitigation measures may no1 be legally requ/red under the Federal Clean Air Act. 
we believe that adopting such mitigation measures would be consistent with the Navy's 
recognized leadership in  cnviromcntnl stewardship, 

In light ofthe San Diego Air Basin's current nonattaimenl status for both ozone and carbon 
monoxide. we recommend that the Navy dixurs L e  adopting of "on-regulatory bared mitigation 
measurer to reduce oroicct-related emissions to the greatest extent feasible. A variety of 

pollutant emissions associated with dredging projects in omne nonanaiment areas (eg.. the 
Corps of Engineers' Los Angeles-Los Beach Harbors 2020 k p  Draft Project; and the Corps' - 
SO-Foot Dredging Project at the Pon of Oakland). Although the amount o f  material proposed Ibr 
dredging under the Nimitr-class homeporting project is considerably less than in  either the Los 



an well, r . g ,  the useof electric dredging equipment in future maintenance dredging for this 
project and the BRAC CVN homeponing. 

I )  NUYO/ .%dun Evrrnr 

' Wc note that the DEIS d~rcurscs the use of mars trmrlt and 3 ferq ryrtcm lo reJucc tr3tlie 
kulumo ~,suct~tcd ut th pcrsonncl at Naval Stallon Everett We cnruurap the Navy to adopt 
those mitigation measures as pan o f  the proposed projecr and include appropriate commitments 
in that regard in  thc FEIS and the Record of Decision. 

E u Q E  

I )  NWOI Srnlio,t Evererr 

Cumulalivr im~acts from six on-base moiects and the offsite Weyerhauevxr Redevelapmen1 . . 
Pnqr.rt may pruducc s~gn~f icmt n o w  impacts dcpcndlng on thar ahcdultny This .huulJ be ' .~nx)7eJ 188 thc'FEIS. mthesonte\tvfcach acl~on alternal~ve at Evcrrtt 

G J G O V ~ R N ~ I E N T  . TO . w '  

Thc Prrsidrnt ~ i m e d  an Executive Memorandum of  A n d  29. 1994 regarding "Government-lo- - 
Gu\emmcnl Rel~tmnr wtth Nawe Amencan Tnbal Governmenlr ' Uocumcmat~on u f  
porcrnment.to.govcmment consultatton w t h  the Suquuntsh. Tulalnp and Stdl3gum1sh 
Trthes on tcwrs of  concern for these Tnbcs should be pmvtded in the FEIS, tncludtng the m u 5  
o fmy  outrmndmg mues of concern to the Trtbcr that may haw been brought lo the Na6 y S 

ducnuun Juru!g Ihe NEPA process Wc speelfically note the following 

Volume I lo. 5.17-4) refers lo the disposal of 50,M)O cubic yards of dredged sediment at the 
Pon Gordner open water d~sposal rtte within the Tulahp Tr~be's "Usual and Accuslomcd 
f i 4 w d  +LC> Thae or no dtscussion in the DElS rcgnrding ~orcment - to -governen1 
cmrullmon tho1 may have already taken place bctween the Navy and thc Tulal~p Tnbe or h w  
the drcJgrd mderul  dnrporal may affect the Tribc's usc of lhe lishery ndlural resource, Or the 
T r k ' r  \ ~cupotnt on nh~r mmrr There mucs should be addrcrrcd nub the FEIS 

Volume I (page 4.17-4) states that dredging and disposal o f  425,000 cubic yards o f  malerial 
would result in  increased use of the waters near the Sinclair Inlet and the Suquamish Tribe's 
"Usual and Accunomed" fi3hing places, bul that such impact would be shon-term and would not 

"significantly preclude tribal mcn~bers from sharing in the economic benefits of lhe proposed 
action." Again, however, we note that there i r  no indication in  the DElS aboa whether the Navy 
engaged In n governmenl-to-government consultation with this Tribe regarding potentid impacts 
to the Tribe's resources (i.e.. the fishery) or other issucs that may be ofconcern to the Suquomirh 
Tribe. The FEE should discuss any coordination and consultation effans tho[ have trkrn place 
between LC Navy and the Suquamish Tribe regarding the proposed project. 

FPA belwcr that there are significant opponunitieo for the Navy 80 incorpor.ate pollution 
prevention techniques in the design, constluctian and operation of the nroirct at all four naval 
facilities. In several respects the D E E  was prepared with no conriderkon given to Executwe 
Orders and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance concerning pollution prevention. 
energy efficiency, water conservation, minimization ofhnzardous waste, reduction and recycliny 
of solid waste. and decreased use of pesticides. Refer to the sections below far additional derails. 

The DEIS did not address pollulion prevention fealures in the project to the extent outlined by 
the CEQ in the January 29, 1993 Fvderol. The Navy's FEIS could be strengthened by 
specifically designing, eonstrucling and operating this project with pollution prevention features 
as an integral element. We urge the Navy to integrate a broad range o f  pollution prevention 
measurer in the project and lo include appropriate pollution prevention comm~lmenlr in the FEIS 
and Record o f  Decision. 

A number ofncw ~ l N i l U m  m J  bu~ld~ngs uuulJ be requrcd under the I'ropoicJ Ar lwn  A$  m e  
exomplc, proposcd iasdrlics at thc NASNl would tncludc 3 new umchourr, llcct ruppon 
budd~ng and equipment laydown bu~ldme (Volume I. o 3 7.61. H u ~ c b c r ,  the DElS uvrr nu I - ~~ 

inJ~crt~on about whether Execullre Order 12902 (Jstrd hluch 8. 1994) war conrlJcrcd en thc 
ImpJcl documenlal#on ibr the pr0)rcl Executwe Order 12902 has srver~l  pulcnld in lp l~c~t~ung 
lor the project. mcludwg ~equtrenlcnls in Scct~on 306 conremanu, conrtructwn 01 new Fedcrnl 
facilities. Section 306 of Executive Order 12902 specifically that for new Federal 
facility construction, the agency involved in lhc eonrtruetion shall "design and construct such 
facility la minimlze the life cycle con o f  the facility by utrlizing energy elficteney, water 
conservalhon. or solar or other renewable energy techn~ques "and "ut~l~ze passwe solar dectgn 
and adopt actlvc sola techn~qucs where they are cost effectwe " The FElS should address how 
thc Navy uould cnsune that the proposed project men, the appl~able requwments o f  Ewcuttvc 
Order 12902. Appropriate commitments regarding energy efhcieney and water conservation 
should be reflected in the FClS and the Record of Decision. 



As with Executive Order 12902. the DElS does not acknowledge the various requirements of 
Executive Order 12856 as they may apply lo the proposed project (we now, however. that page 
A-12 o f  Volume I discusses the Emergency Planning and Community hght - to -bow ~ c t  of 
1986). The preface of Executive Order 12856 references a requirement ofthe Pollution 
Prevention Act of 1990 that 

"it is the national policy of the United Slates that whenever feasible. pollution 
should be prevented or reduced at the source, that pollution that cannot be 
prcvcntcd ,hould be recycled in an envlronmcnlally safe manner, thrl pnlltmon 
thdt .dnnut be prcvmad or re~.yclcJ should be treated in rn cnv~ronmenlally rat? 
nusner, m d   hat d~spsa l  or other release Into the envtronment should be cmolu$eJ 
only as a last rcson...." 

We recommend that the FElS address the applicability o f  Executive Order 12856 to the proposed 
project. both in  terms o f  the Executive Order's pollution prevention requirements and its toxic 
release inventory reporting requirements for covered facilities. 

?' 
N iv) Hurunlot,r Wosie M!n!mirarion 

I nr OLlS J~,susses hvvdous wasas generaad at the vartous fac~ltltcs Page 3 15.6 lndlc~lcs 
t h x  at hr\SN1. the CVNs ~ o u l d  mplacc CVs "that generate apptoxmalcly the same volume of 
hazarduur wnste " This w e  ~oes  on lo describe miiination miiswes thalthe Navv has in dace 

would result in significant impacts to health and safety. ~he&ore. no mitination measurer are - 
prupused " S~mtlar slalemcnls concernmu no mmgallon measures bemg propnrcd at Puget 
Sound Na\nl Slrlmn. Naval Slauon Ewren, and Pearl Harbor can be found, renpectwely. ot page 
4 15.7. 5 15.8, and 6 15-6 We are concerned thm the N a w  may be foreclosona opponuntttcs to 
funher advance hazardous waste minimization at NASNl and other facilities an&y;d in  the 
Ot IS woth the rlmmcnt thal no malopatton measurer are prapocd We bellere that the Navy 
shuuld dctrmme whether opponuntlm lo funher reduce the use of hazardous malruals and the 
consequent acncmdon of haratdous waac mav be available as  arto of the oromred action. If 

Decision for the project. 

The DElS doer not indicate whelher perticider, herbicides or other rnatcrivlr regulated under the 

. . . -  
use ofprrucider at naval air Etatmnr and facility pert manugemea plans that rpcci* the orca to 
be treated, the frequency ofrppl~eation, pesticide product name and EPA re~immtion number. 
mixing concentra~ions. and special prccaulmu that are needed. To the extent that the Navy 
envisions that the use o f  penicides or herbicides may be an integral element o f  the proposrd 
project, that should be addressed in the FElS The DElS giver no indication as to what types of 
pesticides may bc cunenlly used at the four facilitier, quantities applied on annual basis, and 
perhaps most imponmtly, whether alternatives to the use of pesticides or herbicides are 
available. erpecially for highly toxic penicides. We recommend that the FElS provide rdditiond 
direusrion recardinn the current use of penicides at the facilities. whether the use of pesticides is 

that minimiles and reduces the use of pesticides constitutes a reasonable alternative for purposes 

- 
personnel and dependents, and whether the Navy has evaluated an alternative lo avoid penicides 
use as much as possible andlur an alternative that employs less toxic wbslonccs. We are 
panicularly eoneemed that children of military pemnnel may be exposed to chemical pesticides 
at bare facilities (schools, childcare centers, base housing). as well as the cumulative exposure 
risks to children from pesticides used at various locations on the bases where children spend 
significant amounts of lime each day. 

Section 7.4.4.2 (Air Monitoring) describer the Navy's activities related to 40 CFR Pan 61. 
Subpan I. the radionuclide NESHAP. in 1997. nRer extensive testing and review by EPA 
regions and EPA headqunners. the Navy received prrmirrion to uce alternative methods for 
demonstrating compliance with Subpan I .  EPA determined that the Navy operations do not 
exceed the NESHAP standard md  that methods detailed in the rule could be modificd lo suit the 
special conditions found in cennin shipboard situations. Section 7.4.4.4 (Independent Agency 
Monitoring) described the harbor surveys conducted by the EPA National Air and Radiation 
Environmental Laboratory (NAREL). These surveys have demonrlrvted that Navy operations 
have not rign~ficantly contributed to levels of radiuactivity in homepon harbors. 



0 ENVIRONMENTAL UST.U 

EP.4 is aware that a number ofissues m d  concerns regarding environmental justice 
consideratmns have been rnired in rrgard 10 the proposed homeponing action, especially in  San 
Diego. WE are uwarc of various conccms raised by local organizalions in  San Diega regarding 
the scow and effectiveness o f  public m i c i ~ a t i o n  in  the NEPA review orocesr hv mtentinllv . . , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ,  r.........., 

affected communilies, in particular low.income and minority communilies. The Environmentnl 
Health Cualilion in San Diega. in a lener lo the Nnvy, specifically requesled that the Navv 
prrparc .I Spmrh langdage t~anslat~on of the DEE In 11s Scplcmber 10. 1998 response k the 
Cnv~rw~nlcntal Health Coal~llon. the Naky md~cated ahat 11 8s comm,lled to cnrurmg that lou 
mumc m J  rnmorq popul~l~uns have the opponun~ly lo lully pamapale tn the INFPAI 
process" bul that. in [he Navy's judgment. translating the ~ E l ~ i n t o  Spanish is n i t  needed to 
achieve hat goal. 

EPA subsequentlv had phone discussions with the Navv lDavid Tomsovic. EP.4. and Caotvin . . .  . . . . -~ 

Ruben W r h q  and Uub Herom. Navy) repardm8 the CEQ's gudance memorandum 80 Fcdcral 
agcnc~ci rcprdmg mechanwns by w h ~ h  Federal agencies can mnrrenx and tmprovc publtr. 
panctpatun tn Nl iPh dectston~mahtnp EPA sUlf(Runntng Grass) met In Sm Dlciu on 2 Oilobcr 28-29 ullh tne Navy regardong the lrwl and adequacy ofpubllc p a n ~ ~ p a l w n  for the 
pruposcd project In terms ufcnhanccd publtc pan~ctplllon in [he NEPA procrss. 
CEQ has wrttten that "early and meaninaful vuble miciuauon in the federal agency decis~on - .  . . - .  
m&rng prurcrr i s  a pmmkount god of NEPA " CEVn NEPA lmplcmentmg Kegulat~on, rcquue 
rcJcr3l aycnrles lo make dhgenl effons l o  ~nvolvc h e  pubhc throughoul [he NEPA process 
Pilnici~ation o f  low-income. minoriw or tribal w~ulations ma" "muire ada~live or i ~ o v a t i v e  . . , . 
approaches to overcome linguistic, inrritutional. eulNral.,.or other barriers to effective 
panicipatian in the decision-making processes o l  Federal agencies under customary NEPA 
procedures." I n  order to overcome various barrien to public participation in the NEPA process. 
CEQ idemified a number o f  steps that may be considered, as appropriate in developing an 
innovalive slralegy for effective public panicipation. Fur your reference we have attached the 
section from CEOS auldance mimorandum ~ub l i c  ~&ciuation in the NEPA Drocess. w h ~ h  . - . . 
vulllncr nmc rleps that Federal agenclcr may congder The CEQ's gu~danec memorandum 
rclcrcnccr rcversl mponanl arpecls of the Lxccuttvc Order on Emtronmcntal lurt8cc and the 
accompanymg presidential memorandum which have a bearing on the proposed project. 
Specifically. the Executive Order requires Federal agencies to work l a  ensure effective public 
participation and access to information in  the NEPA process. Thus. wilhin its NEPA process and 
through other appropriate mechanisms, each Federal agency shall. "whenever practicable and 
appropriate, lnnslate cmcial public documents, notices and hearingn. relating lo human health or 
the environment for limited English speaking populalionr."(CEQ homepage. Environmentrrl 
Jurrier under rhe Notional Environmcnrol Policy Ad,  December 10, 1997. at p. 4. kund on 
worldwide web). 

public pon~cipation mired by EPA, and found in  the CEQ'r guidance memorandum, to improve 
and enhance public panicipalion in the NEPA process for thir project. Specific measurer whtch 
the Navy expressed inlerest in include n Spanish language translation o f  the executive summary 
la1 FEE staee): a Soanish lanauaae version of the ~ub l i c  notice announcine nvaihbilitv o f t  he " .  . - - - 
CEIS, prormon 4 Spanosh ldnguage tranrlallon at publ~c hrarmgr an the prqcit. and iourcd,eJ 
~not~ l ica~on ulthc publk rm the Spanash lamuage medu I,) the Sm D.egu a r m  tprcr,, ~ J J W  
television). We believe that the Navy's ndoption of these provisions would help to signilic3ntly 

6j401. We believe that thir melhod should be carried forward in the FEIS public announcement 
stage as well. To the extent that the Navy can increase and improve public access. and thus 
meanmchl ~anicipation, in is NEPA decision-making for other afieted eommunitier (nut only . . 
incalifomin but in  Washin~ton Slate and Hawaii as v& we recommend that simtlar provisto.: - 
be adopted. We recommend that the Nnvy address these Issues in the FEIS. - 

V h m e  I (p A.b)d~rcusxs vmous requlrcrnenlr under the Federal Clem A,r ,\;I l('h~\l 
1 has sectton in the FElS should be mud~Ged to note that the Federal CAh  alw, rrgulatus 
hxnrdour i t ,  pollutanls under the EPA regulatdry program fur 'Nalmnal E m ~ r r m  StnnJJrdr tor 
Hazardous Air Pollutantr" (NESHAPS). mcludmg radmucl~drr  and rrbcrlu, 

Volume I (Appcndlk A Kclcrant Federal. S t m  3 r d  Local Statulcr. R ~ g ~ l m u n r  2nd 

l F 2 (  
I F.2 10 

Gundelmcrj d~:currer Federal laws an publne heallh and rarely We wu.J hnJ iw rrlcrcncc lu ? 

FeJcral Inu u h ~ h  may haw bcarmg on she prnporrd pryci t  the Frdcrol In rc~ lmJc.  Funytade . . 
and Rodenticide Act, which regulatk use o f  &d herbicides. I 

' Volume I IApptnJlr A) rhoulJ recognm [he applcobol~ty lo the proposed prqecl o l  three 
rcecnl uu ldm~c documcntr issued by the Prcrodcnt'r Cobnrd on Fnvlronmcnt~l Vu3lN) . . t l r re  - 
are the CEQ guidance documents to Federal agencies concerning pollution prevention. 
environmcnlal justlce and cumulative impacts. I 

Puest Sound Naval Shipyard was listed as a Federal Superfund rile on EPA's National Priority 

Cuts o f  less than one foot are not typically considered dredgable using a hydraulic or clamshell 
dredge (pg. 2-25). The FElS should explain how and why this dredging would be performed. 

I "'." 
Alternatives arc prcrentcd out ofeonrecaive order ( a I - 6 rcquence). This causer conhsion I E2.13 

within the text ofthc DEIS. 



2. Public Parlkipalion - --- 
Early m d  mem~nghrl p u b k  PmlclPaUon in the federal agency dec~slon m&w 

process 1s n pwamounl goal Of NEPA CEQ'S mgulnt~ons ~ q u w e  ageneaes 10 make dtllgenr 
efforts l o  ~nvolve the publlc lhroughoul the NEPA process. Pm~c~patton of low-~ncom 

m~ulationr. minorirv ~ovulations. or uibal wwlalions may reauk  adaplive or innovative . . . .  . . . . . 
approaches l o  overcome linguistic, inslilulional, cullural, econumic, hislorical, or olhe 
potential barriers lo effecdve participation in  the decisionmaking processes of Federl 
agcncies under cuslom;uyNEPA procedures. There b h e r s  may range from agency failure 
lo provide manslation of documenls lo h e  scheduling of meetings a1 limes and in  places thal 
are not convenient lo working families. 

I Pravnrion of o-nitiu for plblK pMicipd0n lhrou@i means olhu ihan vnhcn communor~lioo 
such aspuron.l inlrnicvr or urrof lvdioorvi&?recording dericu l o e r p l c o d c a u r r n u :  I 

or rormau. or vviation m ihe lypc md numkr d mcdii uwd. to iha 
ihc puuculn,eormnunin/ a poplation: I 
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- 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

F.2.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. - 

F.2.2 These Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance documents have been 
utilized in developing the EIS analysis. Sections 6.2.1, 6.17, and 6.18 have been 
revised to include reference to the CEQ Guidelines concerning pollution 
prevention, environmental justice, and cumulative impacts, respectively. 
However, since they are guidance documents, rather than federal, state, and 
local statutes, regulations, or guidehes, they are not included in section 1.5. 

Current operations at potential homeporting locations in regard to their 
manazement of hazardous waste minimization, pesticides, and herbicides is a - 
component of the affected environment. The EIS is responsible for addressing 
the net change between the existing baseline and the proposed action's 
contribution to generation and management of hazardous waste, pesticides, and 
herbicides. The EIS discusses how these changes would affect the current 
management of these materials. 

Section 6.15.2 has been revised to state that the Navy has implemented a strict 
Hazardous Material Control and Management Program and a Hazardous Waste 

. .  . Mmmuation Program for all of its facilities. The Navy continuously monitors 
its operations to find ways to minimize the use of hazardous materials and to 
reduce the generation of hazardous wastes. For example, nonhazardous 
materials are substituted for hazardous materials wherever practicable, 
processes are changed to ones that do not employ hazardous materials, and care 
is taken to avoid contaminating nonhazardous materials with hazardous 
materials. Compliance with existing programs is not considered to be 
mitigation, since it is not over and above a current requirement. Please note that 
it is because of the Navy's compliance with its existing programs that the EIS 
conclusion is drawn that no additional mitigation is necessary to address 
impacts associated with the proposed action. Section 6.15.2 of the Final EIS has 
been revised to reflect the programs currently implemented that would apply to 
the proposed action. 

The proposed project would incorporate pollution prevention features in the - 
design, construction and operation of the proposed facilities, as outlined by the 
Council on Environmental Quality in the January 29, 1993 Federal Register. A 
broad range of pollution prevention measures would be integrated in the project - 
through contracts for design, construction and base operations. 

F.2.3 Executive Order 12902, Energy Efficiency and Water Conservation at Federal - 
Facilities, has been included in a new section 1.5.9, Utilities. The proposed action 
design would comply with the order. 
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Section 6.16.2 has been revised to state that the facilities associated with the 
proposed project would be designed, constructed, and operated to meet the 
requirements of Section 306 of Executive Order 12902 to minimize the life cycle 
cost of the facilities by utilizing energy efficiency, water conservation, or solar or 
other renewable energy techniques when they are cost effective. These 
considerations are contained in all contractual documents for the design, 
construction, and operation of naval facilities. 

Section 6.15.2 has been revised to state that facilities associated with the 
proposed action would be designed, constructed, and operated to meet the 
requirements of Executive Order 12856 to ensure whenever feasible that 
pollution would be prevented or reduced at the source, that pollution that 
cannot be prevented would be recycled in an environmentally safe manner; that 
pollution that cannot be prevented or recycled would be treated in an 
environmentally safe manner; and that disposal or other releases to the 
environment would be employed as a last resort. These requirements would be 
contained in all contractual documents for the design, construction, and 
operation of the proposed facilities. 

Section 6.15.2 has been revised to state that the Navy has implemented a strict 
Hazardous Material Control and Management Program and a Hazardous Waste 
Minimization Program for all of its facilities. The Navy continuously monitors 
its operations to find ways to minimize the use of hazardous materials and to 
reduce the generation of hazardous wastes. For example, nonhazardous 
materials are substituted for hazardous materials wherever practicable, 
processes are changed to ones that do not employ hazardous materials, and care 
is taken to avoid contaminating nonhazardous materials with hazardous 
materials. Compliance with existing programs is not considered to be 
mitigation, since it is not over and above a current requirement. It is because of 
the Navy's compliance with its existing programs that the EIS concludes that no 
mitigation is necessary. 

Section 6.15.2 has been revised to state that the Navy requires that its contractors 
will minimize the use of pesticides, herbicides, or other materials regulated 
under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act in connection with 
the proposed action. Considerations to use other methods of pest and vector 
control are contained in all contractual documents for the design, construction, 
and operation of Naval facilities. 

The Navy Pesticide Compliance Ashore Program is established by OPNAVINST 
5090.B series Chapter 13. This chapter provides safety and compliance 
requirements and policy relative to the legal use of pesticides at Navy shore 
facilities. The requirements apply within the United States, possessions, and 
trust territories. 
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The use of pesticides applied to property under Navy stewardship is controlled. 
OPNAVINST 6250.4A, Pest Management Program (NOTAL) assigns Navy 
policy for pesticides applied to property under Navy stewardship to the Naval 
Facilities Enpeering Command, and jointly with the BUMED for disease vector 
surveillance and control, and safety matters. More detailed requirements and 
responsibilities relative to the application and regulation of pesticides at Navy 
installations are included in tlus instruction. It also discusses other topics 
pertinent to pesticides including prevention of pollutants in wastewater, spill 
prevention and management (Chapter lo), and management of hazardous waste 
(HW) (Chapter 12). 

F.2.7 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

F.2.8 Limited English speaking populations are primarily a concern in San Diego, not 
Hawaii. Therefore, public participation on Oahu is unrelated to the need for 
Spanish translation of any portions of the EIS. 

F.2.9 The discussion of the Clean Air Act in Appendix A (Volume 2) has been revised 
to include the information provided in this comment. 

F.2.10 Section 1.5 in Volume 1 and Appendix A in Volume 2 have been revised to 
reference the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act. Section 6.15.2 
in Volume 1 has been revised to indicate that the Navy requires that its 
contractors will minimize the use of pesticides, herbicides, or other materials 
regulated under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act in 
connection with the proposed action. Considerations to use other methods of 
pest and vector control are contained in all contractual documents for the design, 
construction, and operation of Naval facilities. 

F.2.11 These Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance documents have been 
utilized in developing the EIS analysis. Sections 6.2.1,6.17, and 6.18 in Volume 1 
have been revised to include reference to the CEQ Guidelines concerning 
pollution prevention, environmental justice, and cumulative impacts, 
respectively. However, since they are guidance documents, rather than federal, 
state, and local statutes, regulations, or guidelines, they are not included in tlus 
section 1.5. - 

F.2.12 The proposed CVN homeporting berthing and tuming locations to be dredged 
discussed in section 2.4 are described in terms of their current average depth. 
These elevations are not uniform because some areas within the proposed - 
dredge footprint are already at the required depth. The same type of dredge 
equipment would be used throughout all the proposed dredge footprint. Section 
2.4 has been revised to refer to average existing depths of proposed CVN - 
homeporting berthing and turning locations. 
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F.2.13 Section 2.3.3 explains the rationale for the alternatives presentation order. The 

homeporting facilities needed to support CVNs and relocated AOEs for each 
d location are discussed bepning  with the action requiring the least amount of 

improvements, through those with the most improvements. The Navy 
considered addressing each alternative in sequential order, but it was 
determined that it be more confusing because of the extensive cross-referencing 
needed. 



I 2.. > .....:,, .... .,. ..... .... .* ....... 
Tne HOhWAELE JOHN H. DALTON 
SECRETUIV OF THE NAW 
1000 MW PENTAQON 
WAWINQTON OC 20350 

D n r  Seumry Dalton: 

Rw PaMe Fket CVN Environmencol1mp.d Ststemem 
Ln . . 
w Concerns have been ~mugnt to y lirmntbn warding ma cast amtyns ~n tho CVN 

EnvtronmbnIal Impan Stsremnl lhat may nave R s u M  in a blas .gunat nomapomng 
an amah o h r  in Hbmd. 

3 Tho sosr of a new sontmlbd mdusmdfad~iy w u  tndudcdsl In 1 mlNm 
Pearl llarbor Nanl  Sh l~aW and h lnram*duta h m n n n o  FMKY a k a a v  I 

4 Tne cost alSS.5 mUiOn ror 61 pumptvalve ra fadllN and a pun walsr(oaW at F3.4 
$3 nullion auld also be rdusod by augmsn(mp cumntheilitlu mlhu than 
consrmstln9 new on-. I 

The Honorable John H. Dalton 
October 4.1998 
Page 2 

Please prowhie mb ~ulwicalion for fhesb e x u u  upend.turcs n Ins sn.rnat.led ovamll 2 
COSI 01 horneponw an orcraft carrier at Pean H s h r .  a. 
Thank you for your amnuon lo mla m a w .  S 

Vew mty ymra. f 4 O~!T~U $ 
PATSY 1. MINK 
Member of Congtnss it 

u 
..L! 
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Patsy T. Mink, Member of Congress - F.3.1 As stated in Appendix H of the Draft EIS, a NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier (CVN) 

requires a water depth of at least 50 feet mean lower low water (MLLW) at the 
pier. In addition, the turning basin and channel areas need to provide sufficient 
depth to ensure adequate clearance (50 feet MLLW) by either dredgmg to depths 
recommended in Appendix H or by using corresponding operational limitations 
such as tidal fluctuations or ship loading. S i c e  Pearl Harbor does not have 
appreciable tidal fluctuations, and the fact that a homeported carrier would 
transit frequently in a fully loaded condition, dredge depth requirements at 
Pearl Harbor cannot be appreciably reduced by operational restrictions. The 
existing water depths in the vicinity of Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard range from 
approximately 43 to 49 feet. The Navy would therefore require a one-time 
project to dredge about 3 million cubic yards of sediment to achieve the required 
50 foot water depth. The Navy's dredging cost estimate does not include the 
cost of maintenance dredging since this is an on-going requirement. 

Based on a current count, Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard has approximately 1,200 
unused parking spaces. The CVN would generate a parking requirement of 
2,500 parking stalls for 3,217 CVN crew and 1,300 maintenance personnel. An 
alternative that the Navy would consider is construction of a parking structure 
and additional surface parking spaces estimated at a cost of $12.7 million. Pearl 
Harbor Naval Shipyard is currently planning redevelopment of facilities to 
increase productivity and to reduce infrastructure and maintenance costs. The 
redevelopment plan through demolition may make additional land available 
and could consider construction of parking for the CVN as the plan progresses 
toward implementation. The EIS has been corrected to reflect the information 
regarding current available parking spaces. 

The cost estimate the Navy included in the EIS takes into account utilization of 
the Pearl Harbor CIFs. Current Controlled Industrial Facilities (CIF) in the Pearl 
Harbor Naval Complex are well equipped to perform radiological work on small 
Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program components, such as those found on 
submarines. However, those facilities cannot handle the weight or volume of 
carrier sized components which sometimes exceed three stories in height and 
weigh up to 45 tons. The Pearl Harbor CIFs cannot be reasonably modified to 
acc&odate these needs; instead, a new CIF with the capacities s&lar to those 
at NASNI or PSNS would be required. 

Based on the above, no change to the EIS cost estimates for the CIF are deemed 
necessary. 

F.3.4 The cost for pump test facilities and pure water facilities is based on augmenting 
current facilities rather than constructing new facilities. Specifically, overall 
capacities need to be increased to account for the larger volumes needed for a 
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CVN vice a submarine, and CVN specific capacities such as steam and JP-5 
pump testing capacities need to be added. 

Based on the above, no change to the EIS cost estimates for the Pump/VaIve Test 
Facility, or Pure Water Test Facility are deemed necessary. 



November 20, 1998 

Civil works Branch 

Mr. John Coon 
Southweet Division (Code 05AL.JC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, California 92132 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Developing Home 
Port Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carriers. The 
following cormaants are provided in accordance with U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers authorities to provide flood hazard 
information and to issue Department of the Army (DA) permits. . 

a. Based on the information provided, the dredging and oced 
disposal at Pearl Harbor will require a M permit. Other 
construction activities may require Section 10 or Section 404 
permits. For further information, please contact Mr. William 
Lannan of our Regulatory Section at (808) 438-9258 (extension 1: 
and refer to file number 990000056. 

b. The tsunami inundation infomation for Pearl Harbor 
provided on pages 6.1-1 to 6.1-3 of the DEIS is correct. 1 

Sincerely, 

Paul Mizue, P.E. 
Chief, Civil Worke Branch 
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- 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Civil Works Branch 

F.4.1 Thank you for the information. - 



State Agencies 



THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF HAWAII 
OFFICE OF hnLlTARY AFFAIRS 
1132 BISHOP STREET, SUITE 200 

Hmolulu, H.Wall%813 
Phonc:1.808- 545-4320 Fu:1-80&5454317 

F8csimIla TrMsmllW 

- 
DATE: 23 Scpt 98 

TO: John Coon 
Soathwest Division -~ ~~~ ~ 

Naval Facilities Enpineering C o ~ ~ n d  
I220 Poziflr Highway 
Son Uwgo. CA. 92132 

SLBJECT: DElS for Derdoping Home Port Faciiitie~ for T h m  NIMIT&CItws 
Aircraft Carrien in Support ofthe Pxiflc F ia t  

FROM: Charles O h  

R q u a t  clarification ofthe following: 

I. Ref pabe 2-51. Table 2-7, foohok 7 relative to TDY c o m  for PHNSY P W P l A  S.1.1 
@ 5189,627349. TbeerpianaUon tor lbDlwle 7 mads .s fotlow: " R e h t l o n  of 
Navy families during 10- to 11-mon(b drydaWog period to PSNS every 6 
rears." Thls exdannttoo ls not in r d e m c c  Lo Pearl Harbor Naval S h l o v d  m d  I 

3. Ref Table 2-5. oaee 247 and Table t6. m , . ~  2-49. Both rdleci lnininzcosl of 
I 

I $23,921,732 f& &. Thin h h.lllhc'c&-dkcted in p . ~  2aborc could you 
rlnrifv whv Ma ir lhanas? .~. - ~~~. 

1. Ref Table 2-7, page 2.51. WLY it there ne Mlnlmg cost reflected for YNW? 
5. Ref AlaroaUw SL.. EIS d e n  Lo (hi. u (Lc m arllom Iltua.tire, yet It d b  for 

the rcmorml of t ~ o  CVs st NASNI. and (be sdditia of one CVN to PSNS and 
another CVN at NASNI. Plmm clnrllv F(.JON wbv comtruclion cosM idenUned 
for NASNI and PSNS In other d t e m & s  riUl cV% inc- are not slated in 
lhir dternalivc? 

6. Ref para 2.4.6 AlteroaUve SLx on page 2-59, Thk paragraph ouUines three 
major reasons why Alternntivs Sh is not rccephblt The f i s t  r-n perlains to 
the need to maintain an open C\W b e d  to scconunadate a transient C\W. 
Sim A l t t r n ~ t i ~ r i  1.2 m d  3 dl I n c M  3 CVNS at NASNI, w k  wwld  the 
berth for a tnnsleot CVN be located? The rsond -son states that the piers 
and turning basins 81 PSNS do not ma( (be deep water rcquimments pod 
impose severe limi(~Uens. Yet AltermUva One mod Five do not appear to 
include eonslructio~ costs to cover improvemenu to the pier and turning area. 
We also noted that Table t 4  page t 4 5  dld noc include comtrnction upgrades at 
PSNS lo ncommodate the single CVN Included in the B d i n e .  Please clarify. 

We apprahte your mislance in thh m l k r  md look lorward Lo your reoponrt 
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- 
Chamber of Commerce of Hawaii 

S.l.l You are correct. Footnote 7 of Table 2-7 has been corrected to read: "Total per - 
diem, travel, and miscellaneous costs associated with personnel performing 
nuclear propulsion plant maintenance at PHNSY." 

S.1.2 Please see explanation on Page L-6, in Volume 2, Appendix L of the Draft EIS. 
Alternatives Four, Five, and Six all evaluate retaining the CVN currently 
homeported at Everett plus adding an additional CVN to the Pacific Northwest, 
each at a cost of $23,921,723, for a total of $47,843,464. Because the trip from the 
Pacific Northwest to SOCAL is half that from Pearl Harbor, the cost for two 
CVNs in the Pacific Northwest are the same as one CVN at Pearl Harbor. 

Please see response to comments 5.1.2 and 5.1.4. 

For Alternative Three, the Navy would not add any CVNs to the Pacific 
Northwest beyond the one already at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard; the one 
currently homeported at NAVSTA Everett would leave. Therefore, there is no 
training cost. There are only costs if the Navy added a CVN to the Pacific 
Northwest or retained the CVN at NAVSTA Everett. 

Alternative Six is the No Action Alternative, which might be more clearly 
defined as the "no construction" alternative. No facilities or infrastructure 
would be constructed. The Navy would attempt to operate with the facilities 
and infrastructure that already exist. That is why Alternative Six is viewed by 
the Navy as unsatisfactory. Please note the definition of "No Action" contained 
on page 2-36, h e  21, of the Draft EIS. 

With three homeporting berths, a transient berth is not needed. The number of 
times that all three NASNI CVNs would be in port and one of the other Pacific 
Fleet CVNs would be visiting NASNI would be so small as to be not worthy of 
special consideration. Were that extremely unlikely situation to arise 
(remember, one of the non-NASNI Pacific Fleet carriers would be deployed to 
the western Pacific), the Navy would have to get one of the NASNI CVNs 
underway during the period of the visiting CVN's stay. 



STATE OF HAWAII 
DEPARTMENTOFLANDANDNATURALRESOURCES 

LAND DIVISION 
P O  BOX621 

HONOLULU. HAW111 96809 

September 17, 1998 

LD - NAV 
Ref.:NIMITZ3.RCM 

Mr. John Coon (Code OSAL.JC) 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, California 92132 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

SUBJECT: Draft Ecvironmenta1 Assessment Impact Statement for 
Developing Home Port Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class 
Aircraft Carriers in Support of the U. S. Pacific Fleet 

The Department of Land and Natural Resources has no comment to 
offer on the subject matter at this time. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the 
Draft Environmental Assessment Impact Statement for the proposed 
project. 

should you have any questions, please feel free to contact 
Nicholas A. Vaccaro at 587-0433. I 

azl 

Very truly yours, 

@ERN Y. UCHIDA 
Administrator 

c: Oahu Land Board Member 
At Large Land Board Member 
Oahu District Land Office 
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State of Hawaii, Department of Land and Natural Resources, Land Division 

5.2.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 



TESTIMONY 
SENATOR CAL KAWAMOTO 

MILITARY LIAISON. HAWAII STATE SENATE 

I'm here tonight lo present to you Senate Resolution No. 32 and 

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 71. Both were passed on March 

13. 1998 by the Nineteenth Legislature of the State of Hawaii. 

These resolutions, among other things, reviewed Pearl Harbor's 

history ol support of US Naval operations since 1887. These 

resolutions also recognize the important strategic advantage of Pearl 

Harbor in terms of timely deployment of naval forces into the Pacilic 

Ocean during our country's times of need. : 
We understand the need lor a land-based airfield lor the 

training and support of a carrier group. Therelore, these resolutions 

state that the Legislature will support making the Barber's Point Naval 

Air Station and its supporting facilities available to the carrier group 

after its closing in July 1999. This air station will be available to 

accommodate the aircraft carrier group and associated operations. 

Homeporting of an aircraft carrier group at Pearl Harbor 

presents an opportunity to maximize the use of Pearl Harbor's 

exceptional shoreside facilities and to employ the base's highly skilled 

shipyard personnel at this strategically placed forward location. 

Homeporting of an aircraft carrier group at Pearl Harbor would 

contribute approximately 4.200 new jobs and $375 million to Hawaii's 

economy. 

The Senate and House of Representatives of the Nmeteenth ~ 3 . 1  

Legislature ol the State ol Hawaii concur in urglng this honorable 

i.3.1 body to reverse its decision in this €IS and make Pearl Harbor the 

home for the next carrier group and its assigned personnel and their 

dependents. I 
Thank you lor allowing me to testily on this very important 

subject. 

Cal Kawamoto 
State Senator 
Military Liaison, Hawali State Senate 



THE SENATE 
NINETEENTH LEGISIATURE, 1998 

S,R, NO. 3 a 
STATE OF HAWAII HPA 1 3 1998 

S.R. NO, 3 2  

SENATE RESOLUTION 
URGING THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE TO HOMEPORT AN 

AIRCPAW CIIRRIER AT PEAUL M P B O R .  HAWAII. 

1 WHEREAS, the United Scates Department of Defense is 
2 considering homprting three aircraft carriers at locations in 
3 the Pacific Ocean. and Pearl Harbor is one of four potential 
4 sites being studied for this purpose; and 
5 
6 WHEREAS, Pearl Harbor has supported the operations of the 
7 United States Navy since 1887, established a rich tradition of 
8 service to important fleet units, and serves as the 
9 headquarters of the Commnder-in-Chief, United States Pacific 
10 Fleet; and 
I I 

V, 12 WHEREAS, as the westernmost domestic United States Naval 
W 13 base, Pearl Harbor presents an i-rtant strategic advantage in 

14 terms of timely projection of naval forces into the Pacific 
15 Ocean theater of operations in times of need; and 
16 
17 WHEREAS, as a m j o r  naval base, Pearl Harbor is endowed 
18 with exceptional shoreside facilities to support operating 
19 naval forces and the commnd and communications capabilities 
20 necessary to ensure the effective operations of homeported 
21 units and those that are operationally deployed into the 
22 Pacific theater of operations; and 
23 
24 WHEREAS, the ~egislature supprts making the airfield and 
25 supporting Facilities at Barbers Point Naval Air Station, which 
26 is scheduled to close in ~ u l y  of 1999, available to accommodate 
27 the air wing associated with the operations of an aircraft 
28 carrier; and 
29 
30 WHEREAS, Pearl Harbor currently serves as the homeport for 
31 approximately forty ships and suhnarines, and it is anticipated 
32 that this number will diminish as a projected drawdown in the 
33 size of the naval operating forces occurs in the years ahead; 
34 and 
35 
36 WHEREAS, a drawdown in the nwnber of ships could adversely 
37 affect the operations of the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard. 
38 Hawaii's largest industrial ewloyer and create a surplus Of 
39 shoreside facilities and shipyard capacity: and 
40 

SR LRB 98-0780 

WEREAS, the State of Hawall and its cltlrens have long 
been proud of the Navy's presence in the islands, supportive of 
its operations, and enthusiastic about the possibility of 
homeporting an aircraft carrier battle group at Pearl Harbor; 
and 

WFRFAs, rhr homeporttng of m alrcrafc carrier at Prarl 
HdrDOr presents an o~portulty to mb~lmlze the use of Pearl 
Harbor's except~onal shoreslde facllltles and emlovment oE the - .  ~ ~ 

base,* highlyskilled shipyard personnel at this strategically 
placed forward location; and 

13 WHEREAS, the homeporting of an aircraft Carrier at Pearl 
14 Harbor would contribute approximately 4.200 new jobs and 
15 $315,000,000 to Hawaii's economy; now, therefore, 
16 -- 
17 BE IT RESOLVED by the Senate of the Nineteenth Legislature 
18 of the State of Hawaii. Reqular Session of 1998, that this body 
19 urges the United States DeparMent of Defense to designate 
20 Pearl Harbor as the homeport of an aircraft carrier and to 
21 proceed with all actions necessary to move the aircraft carrier 
22 and its air wing, their assigned personnel. arid their 
23 dependents to their new homeport; and 
24 
25 BE IT FCTRTHER RESOLVED that certified copies oE this 
26 Resolution be transmitted to the President of the United 
27 States; the Secretary of Defense; the Secretary of the Navy; 
28 the Cormoander-in-Chief, United States Pacific Conunand; the 

l e t ;  the Colrmander. 

congressional delegation. 



THE SENATE 
NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE. 1 W8 
STATE OF HAWAII 

S.C.R, NO. 7 \ 
MR 1 3  199a 

SENATE CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION 

URGING THE UNITED STATES DEPARlMEllT OF DEFENSE TO HOMEPORT AN 
AIRCPAFT CARRIER AT PEARL HARBOR. HAWAII. 

WHEREAS. the United States Department of Defense is 
considering homeporting three aircraft carriers at locations in 
the Pacific Ocean, and Pearl Harbor is one of four potential 
sites being studied for this purpose; and 

WHEREAS, Pearl Harbor has supported the operations of the 
United States Navy rince 1887, established a rich tradition of 
Service to inportant fleet units, and serves as the 
headquarters of the Commander-in-Chief, United States Pacific, 
Fleet: and 

WHERPAS, as the westernmost domestic United States Naval 
base. Pearl Harbor presents an important strategic advantage in 
terms of timely projection of naval forces into the Pacific 
Ocean theater of operations in times of need; and 

wnmew, as a major naval base, Pearl Harbor is endowed 
with exceptional shoreside facilities to support operating 
naval forces and the connand and colnnunications capabilities 
necessary to ensure the effective onerations of homenorted 
units and those that are operationaily deployed intd the 
Pacific theater of operations; and 

WHEREAS, the Legislature supports making the airfield and 
supportrng facilities at Barbers Point Naval Air Station, which 
1s scheduled to close in July of 1999, available to sccomnodate 
the air wing associated with the operations of an aircraft 
carrier; and 

WHEREAS, Pearl Harbor currently serves as the honeport for 
approximately forty ships and submariner, and it is anticipated 
that this nvnber will diminish as a projected drawdown in the 
sire of the naval operating forces occurs in the years ahead; 
and 

SCR LRB 98-0780 

S.C.R. ~0.7 \ 

WHEREAS, a drawdown in the nwnber of ships could,adversely 
affect the operations of the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard. 
Hawaii's largest industrial employer and create a surplus of 
shoreside facilities and shipyard capacity; and 

WHEREAS, the State of Hawaii and its citizens have long 
been proud of the Navy's presence in che islands, supportive Of 
its operations, and enthusiastic about the possibility of 
homeporting an aircraft carrier battle group at Pearl Harbor; 
and 

WHEREAS. the homeporting of an alrcraft carrler at Pearl 
Harbor presencs an opporcunlcy to maxlmlre che use of Pearl 
Itarbor's exceptmnal shoreslde Eaclllttes and ernploymenc of the 
base.s htghly skilled shlpyard personnel at this straceglcall~ 
placed forward location; and 

WHEREAS, the homeporting of an aircraft carrier at Pearl 
Harbor would contribute approximately 4.200 new jobs and 
$375,000,000 to Hawaii's economy: now. therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Senate of the Nineteenth Legislature 
of the Stace of Hawaii, Regular Session of 1998, the House of 
Representatives concurring. that the Legislature urges the 
united States Department of Defense to designate Pearl Harbor 
as the homeport of an aircraft carrier and to proceed with all 
actions necessary to move the aircraft carrier and its air 
wing, their assigned personnel, and their dependents to their 
new homeport; and 
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Cal Kawamato, State Senator, Military Liaison, Hawaii State Senate 

S.3.1 Notwithstanding the generous offer expressed by the Hawaii Legslature to 
support making the Barber's Point Naval Air Station and its supporting facilities 
available to the Navy after its closing in July 1999, the expense of establishmg, 
operating, staffing, and maintaining a naval air station to support one air wing is 
very large. Please refer to Volume 1 of the EIS, paragraph 2.3.2.4, for more 
information on air wings and training ranges. 



.< 'I.. ,. .,. :.. 

HAWAII STATE LEGISLATURE 
S l A l t C A P I T O L  

H-ULV. rtAWlL1196813 

October 22, 1998 

Mr. John Coon 
Southwest Division (Code O5AL.JC) 
Naval Facilities Enaineerina Command 
1220 Pacific ~ighway 
San Diego. California 92132-5190 

D e a r  Mr. Coon: 

RE: DEVELOPING HOME PORT PACILITIES FOR THREE NIMITZ-CLASS 
AIRCRAFT CARRIERS IN SUPPORT OP THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET. 

Thank you for this opportunity to testify in support of the home 
porting of a Nimitz.class nuclear.powered aircraft carrier at 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. The basis of my support is predicated on 
real and potential considerations for a carrier at Pearl Harbor, 

?which were not adequately addressed in the draft EIS. 
I+ 

I am not familiar enough with the geographic locations nor the 
infrastructures required for the other three facilities 
enumerated in the DEIS. Therefore, I will not comment on the 
other ports. 

I consider Pearl Harbor as a viable port to home.port a carrier . 
for the long term. My rationale follows: 

1. RESPONSIVENESS TO CRISIS SITUATIONS. 

a. Hawaii is the gateway to the Asia-Pacific reqion, 
which encompasses over one-half of the world's surface and sixty 
percent of the world's population. 

b. Hawaii also has the unique distinction of being the 
gateway to the Asia-Pacific region for security, diplomatic, 
political, and economic considerations; i.e. CINCPAC, CINCPACFLT, 
University of Hawaii East-West Center. and other offices. 

c. Response time to the Asia.Pacific region from Hawaii 
when compared with the West Coast can be reduced by six days. 
These six days can be significant to our forces, when faced with 
a hostile military that can attack without warning. 

HOME-PORTING OF CARRIERS 
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2. QUALITY OP LIFE. 

a. A major consideration for the military and their 
members are the availability of recreational Eacilities, 
redsuudble hotel accommodations, and other year round activities 
located on all of our major islands. 

b. Another consideration is education. The State 
LrqislaLure and the Governor of Hawaii have given thc highest of 
priorities to public education. Additionally. higher education 
in Hawaii is readily avaiable and highly specialized in the field 
of astronomy, oceanography, and research in ocean sciences. 
Private institutions of higher learning provide a diversity of 
international studies attracting students from other foreign 
countries, which would facilitate the melding of multi.cultura1 
exchanges of ideas and cultures. 

C .  Medical care facilities are without a doubt. 
outstanding. Tripler Medical Center has recently been upgraded 
and could accommodate the requirements of a carrier at Pearl 
Harbor. 

d. Civilian housing is readily available to accomodate 
the additional needs of the military. There is a surplus of 
housing in the civilian market. 

3 .  PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION. 

Public transportation, including roads and highways 
to and from Pearl Harbor is excellent. If there is further needs 
to improve the highways and other mode of transportation, the 
state and possibly the City would consider these needs. 

4. OPERATIONS AND TRAINING NEEDS. 

a. The DEIS indicated inadequate operational and 
training needs exist at Pearl Harbor. However, the State was not 
provided the opportunity to comment on the present and potential 
ability to provide or to solicit for public and private 
partnershipls) to satisfy the Navy's operational and training 
needs. The Governor has stated that the NAS Barbers Point 
Airfield could be made available for use by the Navy. 
Additionally, the Hawaiian Archipelago has numerous other islands 
and sites trom Midway Island in the North to islands in the South 
that could provide direct or alternative means of support: 
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(1) The Pacific Missile Range Barking Sands located 
on the island of Kauai has the PotenLial capability to provide 
scientific, technological, and operational training to the 
carrier qroup. 

( 2 )  Johnson Island located South of Hawaii will 
probably complete its assigned mission in the near future. I 
consider Johnson Island as a real potential site for operational 
and training requirements of the carrier group. The remote 
location of the island will deter complaints for aircraEt noises 
and other operational concerns originating from population 
Centers. 

( 3 )  RIMPAC exercises held in the Pacific for war 
games maneuvers with the other Asia-Pacific nations would have 
substantial savings of the Navy's resources, if the carrier group 
were already home-ported at Pearl Harbor. Additional training 
exercise patterned after RIMPAC could be held at any time, 
involving any combination of U.S. forces, Joint Task Force, 
special operations, or with other countries. 

b .  Hawaii's year-round mild climatic conditions, which 
are not subject to inclement and adverse seasonal weather would 
facilitate the maintenance and repair work of Navy ships. 

C .  The DEIS addressed the many improvements and 
upqradinq of infrastructures and utilities, which would be 
required to support a carrier group at Pearl Harbor. It is mv 
opinlon that these improvements and upgrading are needed 
regardless of the presence of the carrier group. Much of these 
facilities and equipment were built many years ago and are either 
obsolete or have outlasted their useful life. If the Navy were 
to continue using Pearl Harbor as a major repair facilities, 
these improvements must be done sooner or later - with or without 
the carrier group. 

HOME-PORTING OP CARRIERS 
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5. ECONOMICAL CDNSIDERIITIONS. 

The State of Hawaii has been in an economically 
depressed condition for the past 8.years. The military economic 
contribution to Hawaii is approximately $5 billion a year. The 
military represents the second highest industry in Hawaii 
according to the Department of Business and Economic Development 
and Tourism. The addition of the carrier group would provide a 
substantial impetus to an already stagnant economy and improve 
the quality of life for the civilian sector. 

6. LEGISLATIVE INTENT. 

on May 5, 199.9, the State Legislature in the 1998 
Regular Session. State of Hawaii, adopted Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 71. SD 1, HD 1 - Urging The United States Department 
of Defense to Homeport an Aircraft Carrier at Pearl Harbor. 
Hawaii. This resolution substantiated the legislative support 
for the home-porting of a carrier at Pearl Harbor. 

In conclusion, as theCo.Chair of the Senate Committee on 
Transportation and Intergovernmental Affairs and representing tt 
Sixteen Senatorial District, which includes Moanalua. Salt Lake. 
Hickam Field. Pearl Harbor, and other geographic areas. I 
strongly support the home.porting of a carrier group in Pearl 
Harbor because it will enhance the readiness of our forces, 
respond to crises. and facilitate stability throughout the Asia. 
Pacific region. My justifications have been stated above. 
Hopefully, the Department of the Navy in its infinite wisdom a m  
deliberations will select Pearl Harbor as a site for a carrier 
qroup. Mahalo for your very kind consideration. 

Norman Sakamoto 
State Senator 
Sixteenth District 
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Norman Sakamoto, State Senator, 16th District, Hawaii State Legislature - 
S.4.1 Without an air wing based in Hawaii (see response to comment S.3.1), response 

time for a Hawaii-based CVN is actually increased by six days beyond that of a 
CONUSbased CVN. It takes six days to transit to the West Coast. Once on the 
West Coast, the time to load an air wing and reach an area of concern is the same 
as for a CONUSbased CVN. From a quality of life point of view, there is an 
additional six days away from home port for the return trip to Hawaii after the 
air wing has been returned to CONUS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 

The issue of carrier air wing training in the Hawaiian Islands area is one of major 
importance. Training of a battle group in general and an aircraft carrier with its 
air wing in particular is a complex endeavor requiring an extensive 
infrastructure. Many shore-based training ranges and targets are used to 
accomplish this training. 

Air wings home-based on the West Coast have for their daily use air combat 
maneuvering ranges at both Fallon, Nevada and in the Warning Areas off the 
coast of San Diego; multiple air-to-ground targets located at Fallon, Nevada, 
Yuma, Arizona, El Centro, California, and China Lake, California for day and 
night bombing and rocket firing; complex, sophisticated, and challengmg 
~ ~ C ~ O N C  warfare ranges at Fallon and Chma Lake; electronic warfare signal 
simulators at Whidbey Island, Washington for use of the EA-6Bs; ranges and 
routes permitting the launch, tracking, and scoring of cruise missiles; low-level 
or "sandblower" navigation routes for strike ingress/egress training; abundant 
secondary runways or airfields for both night and day carrier landing practice 
and/or emergency divert purposes; several very large Military Operations Areas 
(MOAs) with Restricted Areas included to conduct flight training; and the 
schoolhouse training facilities and agencies in close proximity for both aircrew 
and enlisted warfare specialists. Furthermore, air wing-sized training strikes 
with live ordnance can be conducted at Fallon with briefing, tracking and 
debriefing capability at the site (an important component for "lessons learned 
training). Extensive air to air, air to ground, and electronic ranges are also 
available at the U.S. Air Force range complex north of Nellis Air Force Base, 
Nevada. 

The Pacific Missile Range Barking Sands would require extensive effort and 
money to increase its capability to provide the air-to-air combat maneuvering, 
tracking, and debriefing capability needed. Kalua Rock on the south end of 
Niihau is limited to inert bombs and is inadequate and not capable of needed 
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enhancements to satisfy requirements. The Electronic Warfare simulation at 
PMRF can not provide the threat simulation required to train ingressing strikes. 
No airborne aggressors are present in Hawaii for strike fhght interdiction 
training. The Pohakuloa Training Area on Hawaii does not have both day and 
night bomb scoring capability. 

Johnston Island is approximately two steaming days from the Hawaiian Islands. 
The infrastructure does not exist at Johnston to satisfy the requirements of air 
wing training. The Navy concurs in the opinion that the remoteness of the area 
would ". . . deter complaints for aircraft noises and other operational concerns 
or ipat ing from population centers." 

The facilities improvements recommended in the EIS are CVN-specific, and are 
not currently available at PHNSY. These facilities' improvements are designed 
to handle the large size of CVN components as discussed in response to letter 
F.3. The Navy concurs with the commentor's assessment that PHNSY has 
nearly all the facilities to handle CVN maintenance, and has not included normal 
modernization costs to existing facilities in the cost analysis. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



STATE OF HAWAII 
DEPARTYENTOFHEALTH 

P 0 801,171 
YO*OL"LU.Wb"*II -1 

Hr. John Coon (Code 05AL.JC) 
southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Comand 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, California 92132 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
Developing Home Part Facilities for Three 

NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carriera 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 

m 

L.m"c. - 
e...<,,"e< .,-.,," 

Mr. John Coon 
November 17, 1998 
Page 2 

Thank you 
document. 

allowing 
have the 

us to review and comment on the 
following comments to offer: 

l".* Lrr *.. . 
adversely impact any planned or ongoing environmental I 5.5.2 invaetigation or remadlation activities. 

98-l85/epo 
Should you have any questions regarding these comments, please 
contact Mr. Eric Sadoyama of our Solid and Hazardous Waste 
Branch, Underground Storage Tank Section at (808) 586-4226. 

subject 

1. Many of the activities planned for the proposed fadlitles 
may require underground storage tanks (UsTs) to store 
Vehicular fuel, used motor oil, emergency power generator 
fuel, or other types of petroleum or hazardous substances. 
The Navy should note that USTs are subject to federal and 
state requirements. Owners of newly installed VSTs must 
notify our Underground Storage Tank Section of the 
existence of such USTs vithin 30 days of installation. In 
addition, our Underground Storage Tank Section is 
developing new state administrative rules on UsTs which, 
when finalized, will require permita for all new USTs. 
Finally, permits must be obtained from the applicable 
building and fire safety authorities before installation 
of any UsTs. 

2. The Pearl Harbor Naval Complex is currently a National 
Priorities List site undergoing Superfund cleanup; the 
complex also includes several leaking UST sites. As 
briefly discussed in section 6.2.1 of the DEIS, if the 
proposed action is to take place in areas already known to 
he contaminated with petroleum or hazardous substances, 
the Navy should coordinate these activities, so as not to 

The need for addirlonal steam sources for off-site utility 
plants is mentioned, but not analyzed in Volume 1, page 6.10-4, 
line 25. Stationary source air Permits may be required from 
the CAB. It you have any questions regarding these permits, 
please contact Ms. Ronda Randolph at 586-4200. 

Sincerely, - 
BRUCE S. ANDERSON, Ph.D. 
Deputy Director for 

Environmental Health 

C :  SHWB 
CAB 
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State of Hawaii, Department of Health 

S.5.1 Thank you for your comments regarding underground storage tanks (USTs) and 
the fact that they are subject to federal and state requirements. If the Navy's 
Record of Decision for this EIS selects an alternative that requires the 
construction of facilities at Pearl Harbor to support homeporting a CVN, please 
rest assured that all proper consideration and compliance will be rendered to 
both the Hawaiian State regulations on USTs as well as the federal regulations. 
Permits will be requested in accordance with the procedures in place at the time. 
Again, that you for the forewarning on the UST permit issues. 

The comment is acknowledged and incorporated into the Final EIS. 

The referenced text in the Final EIS has been revised to state the following: In 
the case of PHNSY, energy needed to generate steam demand for the CVN 
would be provided by privately owned utility plants located off-site. Developers 
of these facilities could be required to obtain stationary source air permits from 
the Clean Air Branch (CAB) of the Department of Health. Therefore, emissions 
from this activity would be mitigated through the CAB permit process. 



Local Agencies 



JEREMY HARWS 
Mwor 

DEPARTMENT OF WVIRONMWTM SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
850 SOUTH K H G  STRE- 

MONOLULU HI 98813 

KENNETH E. SPRAGUE 
Dirtor 

CHERYL K. OKUWSEPE. ESQ 

D- Dir la  

ENV 98-1 74 

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

Dear Mr. Coon: 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
Development Home Port Facilities for Three NIMIR-Class Aircraft Carriers in . . s I1 S P& FIPP~ 

We have reviewed the subject DEIS and have no comments to offer at this time. 

Should you have any questions. please contact Mr. Alex Ho, Environmental Engineer, at 
(808) 523-41 50. 

Sincerely, 

k 
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City and County of Honolulu, Department of Environmental Services 

L. l . l  Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



PLANNING DEPIl l lMENT 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
. .~.OY,*.1"~'1".( .1 ..*.LOO.. "0"OL"L" I."., ,... I, l*,, 

'*0*I I.O.I.11...> .... 1,0.1,.1..>~ 

October 2. 1998 

Mr. John Coon (Code MAL.IC) 
Soulhwerl Division 
Naval Fac~ l t lm  Eng~neennp Command 
1220 Pacttic Htghwa) 
San D q u .  C'ahfomla 921 32 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

Draft Environmental Impe l  Slalement (DEIS) for 
Developing Home Pon Facilities for Three 

NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Curiers in  Svppon of lhe 
US. Pacific Fleer at Coronado, California; Bremerton 

Thank you for lhe opponunily lo review and commenl on the subjecl DEIS. We have 
Ihe following comments to offer for your wnsideralion. 

Dunng the scoptng phase. Ihe Planntng IXpanmenl requested lhal lhe DEIS address L . ~ . J  
the following tssues: I 

the conformance with the City and County of Honolulu's plans, objectives and 
policies, including the General Plan and the Development Plan; I 

0 projecl liming, seope, physical characteristics, costs, and background 
informalion; 

remediallon of existing pollution in areas o f  Pearl Harbor affected by the 
projecc I 
communily and environmental concerns related lo nuclear power and 
weapanry; I 

Mr. John Coon (Code 0SAL.K) 
Soulhwerl Division 
Naval Facililies Engineering Command 
October 2. 1998 
Page 2 

traffic impacls: 

employment impacts: 

0 increase in Pearl Harbor's perceived value as a slralegic largcl: and 

S impact on the viability of Pearl Harbor as a world-class vacalion destination. I 
The DEIS satisfactorily addresms all but the tar1 two issues, which the Navy 

delermined were not relevant lo the EIS analysis under the National Environmental Policy 
Act. However, we believe lhal Pearl Harbor's perceived d u e  as a stralegic Wgcl is a 
public hcallh and safely issue and that impacl on Pu r l  Harbor as a world-class vacalion 
destination has polcntial socioeconomic impacts. We, therefore, requen lhal lhe Navy 
adequately address these rubjccts. 

Should there be any queslions regarding our comments, pleare contact Jeanne 
Hamillon of our slaff at (808) 523-4431. 

Yours very lmly. 

PT0:js 

c: Mayor Jeremy Harris (35182) 

populatian-related impact on government mlvices, infrastruclure, and housing; 1 
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City and County of Honolulu, Planning Department 

L.2.1 Pearl Harbor has been perceived as a strategic target for the past several decades 
and is a major visitor destination primarily due to the historic attack that 
initiated World War 11. A NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier, which is the largest 
warship in the world, would enhance the attraction of Pearl Harbor as a modem 
working Navy port, where visitors would have the opportunity to view both 
historic and modem Navy combatants. 



EOARD OF WATER SUPPLY 

- C I l Y  AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

630 SOUTH BERETANIA STREET 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 56843 

PHONE 18081 527.6180 - FAX (8081 533-2714 October 9. 1998 

Mr. John Coon (Code OSALJC) 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, California 92132 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Developing Home 
Port Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carriers 
in Support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet at Coronado, California; 
Bremerton and Everett, Washineton: and Pearl Harbor. Hawaii 

JEREMY HARRIS. Maya 

EDDIE FLORES JR Chatman 
FORREST C MURPHY. V r e  Cha8man 
KAZU HAVASHIDA 
JAN M L Y AMII 
JONATHAN K SHIMADA PllD 
BAREARA KIM STANTON 
CHARLES A STED 

CLIFFORD S JAMIE 
Manager and Chef Engtnew 

We have no comments since any improvements with the Pearl Harbor complex will not affect 
our water system. I 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Navy's proposal to develop 
home port facilities for nuclear-powered aircraft carriers (CVNs) at Pearl Harbor, Oahu, 
Hawaii. 

Very truly yours, 

~3.1 

Manager and Chief Engineer 

cc: Benjamin Lee, Acting Managing Director 
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City and County of Honolulu, Board of Water Supply 

L.3.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



Organizations 



Plutonium-Free Future-Hawai'i 
Spokesperson, FRANCES VIGLIELMO 
1 6 3  Nenue St., Honolulu, HI 96821-1810 
Sept. 21, 1 9 9 8  

Mr. John Coon 

- Southwest Division (Code OSALJC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1 2 2 0  Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 921 32-51 90 - 

A 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

Please find enclosed a recent letter of information sent me by 
the American Friends Service Cmte., Hawai'i Area Program Office. 
It provides, better than I could, weighty reasons for the Navy to 
decide not to homeport three CVNs at Pearl Harbor. 

Additionally, I enclose an Advertiser news article on the geolo- 
gic instability of these islands. A tsunami such as that project- 
ed might cause the sinking of these extraoridnarily expensive war 
machines. Then you'd want replacements; the taxpayers' pockets are 
not bottomless. 

Furthermore, as you no doubt are aware, efforts here by private 
investors are currently being made to re-furbish the U.S.S Missouri 
as a museum. It will be visited by people with growing children. 
It boggles the mind that adult men and women could entice families 
with children to bring these innocents into the center of a major 
nuclear industry site. The defueling of nuclear-powerzd warships 
and storage of the highly toxic spent fuel rods in temporary faci- 
lities at Pearl Harbor are u;nconscionable acts by the Navy in an 
area of the Pacific where earthquakes and tsunamis are frequent. 
Right a the center of the major population center, Honolulu. Past 
history and current laws tell us you can't sue the Navy, but you 
can sue the U.S.2. Missouri museum promoters for indifference to 
real dangers. We will be investigating the insurers for the museum. 
It will be interesting to learn if they and the museum promoters 
have gone on record with you opposing further nuclear-powered 
activities and facilities at Pearl Harbor. 

It took a long time to end the long centues of human slavery, 
but we did succeed. We hope to end the enslavement of humanity 
to the god of war and its nuclear servants, warships and reactors. 

~ - 

P.S. This past August my husband, Prof. ~ a l d d  ~.Viglielmo of the 
University of Hawai'i (Manoa), a World War I1 veteran, and I 
received the Peace Award of the Nagasaki Atomic Bomb Survivors 
Association. We are the second and third foreign recipients. 
Former Soviet Premier Gorbachev was the first foreigner. 
You could be the fourth; come join us--for the sake of the 
children! 



American 
Friends 
Service 
Committee 
HawaiY Area 
Program Office 
2428 m u  A M " .  
HMOIUIU, H*wI'IW22 
Phon* (&+I PICdt64 
F u :  (Soel M 7 S  
m:lt ~ l ~ c @ ~ I x l . c ~  

The Nay, has lur l  released iu Draft Envnronmrnel Impact Slatemmt IDES) 
for Developing Home Port facl l i l in lor 3 Nimilz-cias Nuclear Powered Aircrafl 
Carrkrr 1CVN)at Pearl Harbor. Although lhenpoa  remmmendr rgairst 
homeporting lhsc aircraft carrien a1 Pearl Harbor, the dccuion is not linal. 
Continued public opposilion is n-ry lo  %we +at k warrhlps are kepl out of 
Hawai'l, thc Milk and eveywhea. The public ka*.rin%, wi l l  be held on September 24 
19% at 7:W p.m.. a1 Leeward Communily College in the LCC theater. 

We urge you to atlond and lestily. Copia of the DEE are available a1 the Cwa 
&rch and Pearl City L tbnt in .  Thac  yv ing  leaimunony an asked lo submit a swker- 
.:ard. available at thedoor, and to linil commcna lo he m i n u t s  

IheioUowlng pomu area few of the many is,un you may wish l ocmidc r :  
Toxicconeminnion o l  Honolulu'r water supply. 

Pearl Harbor. inclvdinn the near s h e o f  a nuclear ~ubnunnc  n h  

toxic airm. R s m t  news m i c i a  reporled ih.1 the fish and h e l h h  taken 
lrom Pearl Harbor are unuk for h m  conrumption due lo  the high 
i w e h  of lcUc ~onlaminal iw~. 
Expawlon of the U. S. flea in Hawai'i violam rovcrengnly and contradict. 
the "remnciUation efforu" u l l e d  lor by Public Law 103150. . Pearl Harbor war once an important lt.hing ground for Nanvs Hawaiiam. 
The Nay 's  occupation of Pearl Harbor p m m u  b n J o  M a d l  fmrn 
exercising their lradiliond and c w l o ~ r y  tighu i n  the area. such as thc 
cullivation md harves i in~olbrh and shcWh. . Mililary expansion ha, many h lddm i m p c u  on the lmal Ronomy. 
MUIlary spending doer not tranrlatcd~cctly inlo economic h e l i t  for 
Hawai'l. Many cmuactonare from out o l  sblc and ,upply wt o l  rule 
labor. Furthermore muchol the mil ikry p n o m e l  payroll crrmlala 
within (he military commrrcery,tem, which is not tared by the Stale. 

* Thc mrl lo  resident expayen lor educaling military dependma m d  rhc 
hiring o l  rmired mililary prrons lor some o l  the b a t  posiLbnr in h i 8  alve 
ar our rn idonu leave lor lack o l o p p o r ~ ~ l l e s .  

Re@lonal Ohice: 980 Nonh Fat, Oaks Avenue. Pasadena. CA 91103 Phone: (818) 791-1978 
Ne,lionai OMce: 1501 Chew Street. Philadelphia. PA I9102 Phone: (215) 241-7M)O 

I I I I I I I I I 

Weurge~on tmu in~  ~igdance and rcnrtancemd lo takeadvanlageolevery OpporMlly, ruchar *, 
lo let your o p p l l i o n  kheard,  evaluated and dcxumented. 

U you are no1 able lo  mend, wrillen or ematled mumony n encouraged Wrmen mnmena  on ihu 
oral l  E S  must be p m l  marked by Monday. -1. 12. 1998and should be dlreclcd lo: 

>b, lohn Coon 
SOuthw~t  Divwon (CodedSAL IC) 
Naval facdmn Englneerlng Command 
I220 Pactfic Highway 
San Diego. California 92132-5190 
Phone l loi l  i r e )  (888) 428-6440 fa r  (619) 532-4998 

e-mad: CVN-Homeporlmg&M$wp~t.navfac navy.mil 

Mahalo lor your conr~nurdcommtlmenl to peace wlth ivr lce F. mallma pan0 

, , 
Pmgram Coordinator Demhlanratton Sub-Commatee 



Sea project studies 

U.S.-Japan effort 
uncovers clues V i  the ship 

h .~ lrk%w!-wmto  
to land formation 

lime @low -m. 
By W J m  W*t w k o ,  horn 10 a.m. to 
~ n r t s r ~ u ~ w n u r  4p.m.tod.yafPmrO. 

The Idea that a chunk of 
nawali as big as East Oahu 
could slide into the ocean. 1878 enrthquake tbat flal- 
generating a Pacific Udd t e n d  every housc on Kausi 
wave hundreds of feet In ,as preceded by a number 
height, has been s l reneh-  ofwuningshocts. he raid. 
e n d  by a f l mllllon J a w -  B U ~  sclentista hope to get a 
US. undersea research PW better idea of when and 
wt. scicnUsts said Y-. where an underwater land- 

Could it happen tomonow? slide could occw - whelher 
'Probably not.' s a ~ d  Unl- next week or M.WO years 

veraity of Hawail professor fm, .OW - from the work 
Michael G w l p  After all. the h e  in Hawdl over the past 

thm w& by a $35 mlllion formed. 
vnmnnned yellow ammulne Cud. said Me's mov-  
d e d  WO. ery of rock and sediment 

Kalko's collecUona nlra samples lends credence to 
may help ape- detarmne the noUon ihat some of lhe 
how avan arcblpehgnea we 
formed. destroyed and re- &e U- P.le A30 

PAGE ~7 

~ a w a i l a n  Island c b n  slts on 
unstable materfnls and could 
sllde into the aun. 

The old notion was that the 
Lslands w e n  created as volca- 
noes that eruDled and rose 
from the sea depoa~ung lava 
flows in one m m l h  and N b l e  
layer after another. G a l a  sud 

In recent years, however. scl- 
cnttru have come lo belleve 
that some of the new Island 
land rmss has been depos#led 
on top of layers of ~ ~ I a b l e .  
broken malcrml on whlrh 
whole crater sldes could slip 
away, he said. 

T n e  u o d y d c  posslblllties 
are impoMnt not only to  
flawail - and other deep- 
mdn Island chdns - but also 
to lhe countries lhat rlng the 
Paciflc tbat would be hit by 
tidal waves generat+d by land- 
6Udes. Garcia a d .  

Japanese Journals, in fact. 
document a uunaml lhat coin- 
cided wlth an earthauake on 
lhe other side of lhe ~ae i f i c  in 
Sutrle hundreds of years ago. 
he said. 

The submenlble at the cen- 

.bNakadM'MichaelGald.•÷munarprden(iols*rhocdlgted 
aau us*rg a tummy operaw vahkk. wko,  which e- me 
unde~uorldrunoundinptheHs~Islands. 

ler of dl the new &ledge is moving its mechanical hands 
a marvel of Japanese lechnob far more deftly h n  humans 
gy, owned and operated by the It  can heave r 20 pound 
Jaoan Marine Sclence and chunk of nlssrv lava Lnto P bas- 
~ ~ c h n o l o g y  Center. 

Kaiko (it means 'Irench' in 
Japanese and is a reminder of 
the btue sub's visll to the plan- 
et's &pest ocean &or Ln lhe 
Mananas n e n m  I6 capable of 

ker or & a uny sea dump 
so ll@Uy that, when It leu go. 
lhe s h n m ~  moou awav umn- 
Wd. 

Tethered to its mother sh~p. 
lhe $60 W o n  h e 1  ( ' o c ~ c  
ndge-). W o  dove four umes 
onto the steep underwaler 

nami threats 
slopes on the muth side of the 
BLa waud'r KLIsuu Volcano. 
ii ad&uon to rounded 'pll- 

low* b r a  on the upper levels. 
W o  found nndntone and b m  
ken rock on the lower slopes. 
~ce~rdmg to the v-1's eom- 
mmdu. Jim N a b  

Kslko also dove onto the 
Lolhi Seamount. the newest, 
ond atill aubmerwi volwno m 
the Hawaiian chain. south of 
Ihe Bm Island. - 

The three-reek exwdillon 
.Is0 pmduced undersea charis 
of unprecedented d e w  of the 
N w u  and W a b u  slide areas 

Of Oh". 
The Nuuvlu slide. the Lrgcsl 

found in Hawaii, flowed 150 
miles out to sea when the outer 
aide of the Kwlau crater broke 
away from Oahu's Windward 
side. The Wailau slide. which 
reaches the Nuuanu formation. 
broke away from Molokai. 

After the success of Its coop 
entive expedmon wllh Univer- 
sity of Hawall's School of 
Ocean and Earth Science & 
Technology. lhr Japan Marme 
Sclence and Technology Center 
hows to return to Hawau ncrl 
suinmer wlth a manned sub- 
mersabie to galher more infor- 
mation from lhe sea floor. 
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Comment 
Number Response 

Plutonium-Free Future - Hawai'i 

0.1.1 With regard to refueling or defueling activities, Appendix I of the EIS states that 
"Refueling/defueling of nuclear reactors on NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers can 
only be done at a qualified shipyard during a defuelmg/refueling availability. 
NO refueling/defueling availabilities are planned for any of the alternative sites 
qualified to perform defueling/refueling although E N S  has the facilities to be 
able to accomplish tlus work." While Pearl Harbor does have the capability and 
facilities to perform defueling or refueling work on submarines, they do not 
have, and are not planned to have, the facilities to defuel or refuel CVNs. Thus, 
the scope of this EIS does not include this type of work. However, it is important 
to note that management of spent fuel associated with the NNPP is addressed 
comprehensively in an EIS entitled, 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 
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. That EIS covers spent fuel to be generated by 
nuclear powered warships through the year 2035, and includes analysis of spent 
fuel management at PHNSY. 

Issues pertaining to USS MISSOURI are evaluated in section 6.18, Cumulative 
Impacts. No sigruficant cumulative radiologcal impacts are identified for any of 
the projects evaluated. 



Our reawns for opposing homeporting are the following: 

Toxic conlaminalion o f  Honolulu's water supply; 

C W ' s  are floaling nuclear reaclors and poses serious danger lo the public. 0.2.3 
An accident during dc-fueling could msull in an explosion tha would 
conlaminale a 50 lo  100 mile ma. Thc wen1 series o f  accidents at Rar l  
Harbor, including the near sinking ofa nuclear submarine raises serious 
doubl? ahoul tho level of safely a Pearl m r ;  

Dredging Lhs chsnnels c w l d  intensify the envimnmental damage lo the 0.2.4 
harbor habilal. Peal Harbor already has a number o f  EPA Superfund toxic 
sllcs. Recent news aniclcs rrponed lhal Ib fish a d  shellfish l&cn from 
Pearl Harbor arc unsaie for human consumDlion due l o  the hieh levels of 

Expamion of lhe U.S. fleet in Hawaii violalcs soveriengly and conlradiar 
Ihc"nconcilia1ioneflons"call lor by Public Law 103.150; 

I 0L5 

cultivali& and hawesling of fishand shh6h :  I 
Military expansion has many hidden impacls on the l a a l  cconomy. Military 1 0.~1 
spending does not translae directly into economic benefit for Hawaii. 

jobs add aifordable Gousing fmm mililary p&ohel and lheir l&lies 
plaws slrain on Ule livabilily for local familica; I 

. The cosl l o  residenl laxpayers for educating Mlilary dcpendenls and the 
hiring of rrtimd mililary pcrosns far some of the her1 posilions i u  lhb stale 
ss our residents leavs for lack of opponuniiics; 

W c c l o m  believe lhal homepontng nuclear cmicrs serves the besl inlererl 
of our pcople (Kanaka Maolflndigenous Nalive Hawaiiilns). Ihc largcr community. 
L e  environmenl or our slate economy. 

Mlltlani B. Trask. Kiu'aiiu 
cc: June Shlrnokawa 



Comment 
Number 

VOLUME 10 CVN HOMEPOR~NG EIS - PEARL WRBOR RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Ka Lahui Hawai'i 

0.2.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

0.2.2 There is no likelihood that the proposed action would contaminate Honolulu's 
water supply, for several reasons. First, al l  CVN and other Navy activities are 
and would be conducted in strict accordance with federal regulations which 
require containment and safe management of any hazardous materials. No 
hazardous substances would be released in such a way that they could seep to 
the basalt aquifer deep beneath the site. Second, the basalt aquifer is brackish 
(nonpotable) under the shipyard site where the CVN would be docked and 
where support activities would occur. Even if it were contaminated by shipyard 
activities, the contamination would not affect the drinking water supply 
upgradient of the shipyard site. Thud, the potable portions of the aquifer are 
protected from surface contamination by the overlying caprock aquifer. 
Prominent hydrologists (Mink and Lau) in Hawaii believe that the only flow 
between the two aquifers is from the basalt (drinking water) aquifer up into the 
brackish caprock aquifer. 

The EIS has evaluated a wide variety of radiological accidents and has 
determined that the radiological risks are not sigmficant. A summary of risks is 
contained in section 7.6 of the EIS. In addition, please see response to comment 
0.1.1, 

There is no evidence that dredging would "intens* damage" to the harbor 
habitat. There is no food or cover for fish in the areas to be dredged. There is no 
wetland or reef habitat, no eelgrass beds, and no sigruficant macroalgae 
community in the area to be dredged. No marine mammals or reptiles frequent 
or inhabit the areas to be dredged. Dredging would temporarily increase 
turbidity, but existing communities are expected to be adapted to the typical 
high suspended sediment levels caused by stream inflow and regular ship traffic 
through the harbor. 

The only notable impacts to biota would be removal of benthic invertebrates 
along with dredged material. Recolonization would occur from adjacent areas. If 
the proposed action does not take place in Pearl Harbor, the same areas will be 
dredged approximately 5 years later as part of routine channel maintenance, - 
thereby removing the same community regardless of proposed CVN 
homeporting. - 
The harbor sediment itself is a single site within the Superfund listing of the 
Pearl Harbor Complex; sampling and testing are ongoing to determine exactly 
which areas have contaminants in concentrations requiring remediation. The - 
proposed action would not create an additional site, as all hazardous materials 
and wastes associated with a CVN would be handled in strict accordance with 
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Comment 
Number Resoonse 

federal regulations prohibiting release of such materials to the waters of the 
harbor. 

The State Department of Health (DOH) issued an advisory to the public in 
August 1998 that marine life (crabs, clams, fish and bait fish) taken from Pearl 
Harbor should not be consumed by humans. Based on recommendations from 
DOH, the Naval Base Pearl Harbor posted signs around the harbor's shoreline 
advising the public of the state's fish consumption advisory. Preliminary 
findings from an ongoing study of Pearl Harbor sediments indicate low, but 
unacceptable levels of herbicides, pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs) in 
the sediment and the tissue of fish and shellfish that are associated with the 
harbor bottom. Harbor fish are exposed to daily influxes of pesticides and other 
contaminants carried in sediment entering the harbor from eight streams 
draining agricultural and urban lands. Preliminary data collected for the study 
have not yet demonstrated a relationship between contaminated sediment and 
the levels of contaminants in fish and shellfish (see sections 6.2 and 6.5 in 
Volume 1). The study is being prepared by the Navy in coordination with the 
U.S. EPA, Hawaii State Department of Health, US. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
National Oceanic and Ahnospheric Administration (NOAA), State Department 
of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR), and members of the public. The study 
commenced in 1996; results will be published in the spring of 1999 (DON, NBPH 
Naval Environmental Affairs Officer 1998). Section 6.5 (Marine Biology), section 
6.17.1 (Environmental Justice), and section 6.18.17 (Cumulative Impacts, 
Environmental Justice) have been revised to incorporate this response. 

The "apology resolution," enacted as Public Law 103-150 on November 23,1993, 
apologized to "Native Hawaiians" for the US. role in the 1893 overthrow of the 
monarchy. A careful review of this resolution indicates that it is not applicable 
to the Navy's process for evaluating whether to homeport an aircraft carrier at 
Pearl Harbor. The resolution neither modifies existing rights of the United States 
in making decisions concerning use of federal property nor creates rights in any 
other person or entity. To the contrary, it contains the following express 
disclaimer: "Nothing in this Joint Resolution is intended to serve as a settlement 
of any claims against the United States." 

None of the alternatives evaluated in the DEIS violates the existing sovereignty 
of the United States or of the State of Hawaii. No other sovereign has any 
authority over the State of Hawaii or the Pearl Harbor area. White a number of 
groups have asserted that they have, or desire to have, sovereignty of some sort 
within the state of Hawaii, there is no factual or legal basis for any assertion of 
existing sovereignty, and no likelihood that the sovereignty of the United States 
will be diminished in the foreseeable future. 

0.2.6 The Navy acknowledges that Pearl Harbor was once an important fishing 
ground for Native Hawaiians and other inhabitants of the area prior to the 



Comment 
Number Response 

establishment of a U.S. Naval installation in 1908. The Navy, however, has not 
identified or been informed of any existing traditional or customary rights of any 
person or group that would be infringed by any of the activities discussed in the 
Draft EIS or that would limit the Navy's rights to use and control Pearl Harbor. 
The purpose of this EIS is to identdy potential homeport locations for CVNs. 
Thus, none of the alternatives would change the current baseline condition 
related to access or use of Pearl Harbor as the shipyard area where the CVN 
would be berthed is currently inaccessible to the public. In addition, the State 
Department of Health has issued an advisory to the public that marine life taken 
from Pearl Harbor should not be consumed by humans. Sections 6.17.1 and 
6.17.2.1 have been revised to incorporate this information. 

Economic impacts. The point that much military spending does not flow directly 
into the Hawaii state economy has already been taken into account for the EIS 
evaluations. The net result remains positive, in terms of both job-creation and 
government revenues. The economic impacts of homeporting one CVN at Pearl 
Harbor would include the following: 

Construction employment, amounting to about 660 person-years of direct 
employment and $29.1 million in income; 

Some 3,217 military jobs on the CVN; - 
Direct civilian jobs (both PHNSY employees and civilian contractors) for 
Hawaii residents, varying from 36 to 48 jobs; - 
Civilian maintenance jobs taken by workers from out-of-state shipyards and 
contractors, ranging from 128 to 224 jobs (per year, with the number of jobs - 
in each 2-year cycle averaged in the period); 

Indirect and induced jobs, including some 1,684 person-years of employment - 
associated with construction (with a payroll estimated at $47.7 million), and 
over the longer term, about 2,180 continuing jobs associated with CVN 
operations (with a total payroll for indirect and induced jobs amounting to - 
$61.3 million annually); 

Growth in the civilian labor force (with in-migration of military families); - 
and 

Impacts on government finances. - 
The net increase in Hawaiian permanent jobs (over the increase in work force) 
associated with one CVN is about 1,260 jobs. The fiscal impacts of homeporting 
are estimated as a net increase in revenues amounting to $32.3 million through - 
2020. This estimate is highly conservative. It counts income taxes on indirect 
and induced workers, but not on direct workers' salaries (since military 
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personnel can count as non-residents of Hawaii) and counts excise taxes on only 
10 percent of the disposable income of the military personnel. It also includes 
per-person costs for government services to inmigrants, and additional costs per 
pupil for public education. Data in section 6.8 has been revised to incorporate 
this response. 

Housing. The total new demand for civilian and public/private venture housing 
associated with homeporting one CVN is 1,425 housing units. Data in section 6.8 
has been revised to incorporate ths response. At the time a CVN would arrive, 
most of this new demand would occur in a short period of time and the 
immediate impact would be evident for the following segments of the housing 
market: 

50 to 80 percent of median: an increase of 130 percent over expected annual 
demand; 

80 to 100 percent: an increase of 53 percent; and 

140 to 180 percent: an increase of 57 percent. 

Over the longer term, the impacts would be very small, compared to overall 
demand. Housing production and sales have varied greatly in recent years. The 
number of resident housing units on Oahu increased by nearly 5,000 units in 
1988 and 1993, and by less than 1,000 units in 1985 and 1992. The new demand 
associated with arrival of the CVN of 1,425 units is less than half of the 
difference between the high and low annual increases in new residential units 
noted above. Since the new housing demand would be highly predictable, the 
impact would be a stimulus to housing production, not just increased demand 
for housing. 

CVN personnel families are estimated as includmg 606 public school students. 
The state would bear most of the cost of their education. This cost has been 
included in estimates of the net fiscal impact from the CVN. 

The CVN would bring military personnel, not retirees, so no impacts of hiring 
retired military personnel have been included in the Draft EIS. 



To Depanment of the Navy 
Soulhwcrt Division 
Naval Facilities EnguKeringCummand 

From: K le Kaiihuo. Ame~anFriendsServtieCmr~ttt 
2226 O'ahu Avenue. Honolulu. HI 96822. Ph. 808-988-6266. 

Subject: Comments on DElS for Dcvelopin Home Pon Faci1itie.i for Three MMITZ.Class 
Alrcraf~ Canicrs in  Suppon of the u%. Prciflc n e e  

Mahalo for thc opponunity to IcsIdy 

1.5 . 'Ihe study should add Public Law 103-IM.'Tne Apology Bill" asr relevant Federal authorib 
for cvalualin the impact o f  alternatives 3. 5, and 6 on lhc Native Hawaiian people. Public 
I s w  103.15% acknowled cr that the " h e  indigenous Hawaiian people never di iealy 
relinquished Bei claims to % e i  inherent sovereignly as a ople or their natiorul lands to h e  
United Slilles, eilher Uuough lkir monarch or lhmu h a  $btwite or referendum:' The US. 
gained access to Pearl Harbor through a Treaty o h m  rocity. however, thex lands and 
submerged lands were never lawfully ceded to the U.S. f?hc law encourages reconcillialion 
between lhe United Stater andthe Nnltvc Hawaiian poplc. 

Add the Hawai'i State Conslirution. Aniele XI. $ 8  to Un able of authorities. - Add the Hawai'i State Constitution. Article XU, 5 7 to the table of authonities . Add Hawai'i Revised StaNles. Section 1-1 to ihc uble of auhnilics. 

Add Hawai'i Revised Sfatutcs, Section 7-1 l o  the lrble of aulhaitier. 

2 I . Wc YC ICIICW~ ,hat thcprrfenu(nllrmalwr rrrnmmcndsm CVN tn Hawu'n We conlmuc to 
oppose the homcpontng of any nuclcar r h p  m PHNSY 

Nonelheless, we suppon the residents of San Diego who. for similar reasons. &pose the 
homepomngof two additional CVNr a NASNI. llus would place the San Dicgo conmuniry 
at a higher nsk. 

. Ow refened dtcrnative is that no new CVNr !x cunaructed. Instead. thex ume resources 
rhoufd be r en1 on initiatives l o  foster L e  ecanamie, polilicsl, environmenld, and cultural 
security of i e  Aria-Pacific region through envirmrncnul and cultural rsnordion p r o p .  
rustainablccommunity-baud economic developmen!, mdcoapuativeeffons wilhin Be reom 
to promote the self-deternunallon of non-self govemlng nations and peoples of Ulir ngion. 

. Which elemenll were tested for? What was methodology war used? How extensive were ihe 
tens? What levels of elements were fwnd and how were comparisons made? 

How were teruconductcllon m.rine life? W l c h  rpecier were lesad? Are they arepresenlillive 
umpk? I 0,3.7 

6.4 . Which species were tampled for toxicity and bioaccumulation o f  chemicals? Ale they a 
reprruntativerwnple! 

1 0.3.8 

uduocot rcnuspcnslon or ndksmbutton. Plcasc d t r l o v  h e  quanlttm and conccnuauons of 
u h e n t  and toxrc subwancer thal wouldbe resuspended d o r  nltnnbutrd in lhe vaclruly of 

. The d~wusstm of &,&wg.rclalep unpacls on redecnt q d t y  lputes the powble unpacl of 0.3 10 

Lc dredging rote. I 
. Please explain haw m a n  d'LspsaI of contaminated sediments meet EPA guidelines. I 0.3.11 

- Also please disclose how rerurpmded sediments and toxic substances behave with prevailing 
tiller rml surrcnlr, boh nearshore and u d~ heam dispmal r ia? . How would resuspension or redishbution of sdimenl affect t k  toxicily ,and bioaccumulation 0.3.13 
of hazardous rubrwces in marine life? How would this affect toxicfly of m,arine life in  
adjacent waters? Of migratory s p i e r ?  Of predatory rpecier (Fuh or buds) wh~ch consume 
harbor marinc lifc? 

. Wwld there be any nsk of cigueralcraoutbreaks in nearrhore marine life? 

I 
( 0.3.14 

6.8 . Relative to federal k&xl aid, d a r  "fcdcrdly connected nud?nts" include dependenu of 
permanent Hawai'i e w  an reridenu who are employed by Un nubury? 

. Please disclose ihe numbers and types of jobs thal the homeporting i s  ?aic i  aled to create. 
How many new jobs will be created for Hawai'i reqtdents that are s d a r  m s&l level and pay 
scale to Lc existi% *p{ard workforce? How did you calculate the y!icipaled number of 
d i rec t  and induce tobs What kindof indirect and induced iabr are anttct~aled? I t  is difficult 
lo aswrr B e  hue ecdnomc i m p 1  without a xwe of the &$of jobs that might be generated. 

6.15 . Please detail B e  health risk to humans whocmsume contaminated fish and shellfish from Pearl 1 0.3.18 
Harbor. 

. In light of at least four recent accidents involving nuclcar.powered ships at Pearl Harbur. 0.3.19 
pleawdir lox the accident recordinvolving nuclear-powered ships at PHNSY for the last a n  
years. I 



Harbor? A dispro-@ionale impact lo h e  heal!h'Td'safel of minority or low income userr of 
I& harbor would ConsUNle an environmenlal p s t m  probkm. 

7.4 
Please evaluate how h e  slalioning of a nuclur powered canier in Pearl Harbor conforms to the 0.3.22 
Hawai'i Sum ConsliNtion which pmhibiu ihc wnsmclion o f  nuclear pawn planu in Hawsi'i 
wilhout legislative aeprovd. I 

Please consider ihe impad o f  CVN dlematives 3.5. and 6 on Native Hawaiian lnditional and 
customary practices. The Slate Consulelon and relevant naates, as well as lrsditional 
Kingdom law prolecu and affms Native Hawaiian rights to utilize natural resources for 
oadaional and cusJonuy ~ s e r . , h y  health hazards posed by CVN alternatives. including 
the no-acliondtmstive, wou ddebmenlally mledere Wlh lhese riphu. 

Thank you for estimating health r i sk  related lo radioactive e sure due lo accidents. How 0.3.21 
would a fire rueh u the model scenario,occur? At  w%l points in  the operation, 
rcfucling/defuch , rtomge. 4 o r  Imponat ton of radioactive material could cnWrVophic 
accidenfsoccur? ~fessc dwcribe any dangers related l o  the movement o f  reactor core m a t e d .  I 

0.3.21 

. T h e  repom docs no1 describe defueling/refucling procedures. Please describe any accidents 0 3 24 
r\ imolvmg hese pmcedumr. I . .  

. W i  there k nuclear weapons aboard the CVN? What are the risks associaled w i L  nuclear 
weapons sloragc and mnspon? 

Thmk you for yow allentian l o  these concerns. 
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American Friends Service Committee, Kyle Kajihiro 

.1 Ple; 
nee 
faci 
doe 
of I 

nuc 
Off: 
car1 
dev 
car1 
U% 
R01 
laul 

ase refer to the EIS, Volume 1, paragraphs 1.1,1.2, and 1.3 for the purpose and 
d for this EIS. The Navy is concerned with developing the home port 
lities and mfrasbxcture for three NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers. This EIS 
,s not examine the need for the carriers themselves. It is not within the scope 
h s  EIS to e x a m e  the correctness from any point of view of buildmg 
lear-powered aircraft carriers. Notwithstanding the Government Accounting 
ice's report, the Navy has announced that the next generation of aircraft 
iers will be nuclear powered. In this EIS the Navy is concerned with 
eloping home port facilities for present generation, NIMITZ-class aircraft 
.iers in support of the US. Pacific Fleet. One of those candidate CVNs is the 
; NIMITZ, which was commissioned in May 1975. Another is the USS 
NALD REAGAN, whose construction started in 1995 and is scheduled for 
iching in 2000. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

The "apology resolution," enacted as Public Law 103-150 on November 23,1993, 
apologized to "Native Hawaiians" for the U.S. role in the 1893 overthrow of the 
monarchv. A careful review of this resolution indicates that it is not a~olicable . . 
to the Navy's process for evaluating whether to homeport an aircraft carrier at 
Pearl Harbor. The resolution neither modifies existing rights of the United States - - 
in making decisions concerning use of federal property nor creates rights in any 
other person or entity. To the contrary, it contains the following express 
disclaimer: "Nothing in this Joint Resolution is intended to serve as a settlement 
of any claims against the United States." 

None of the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS violates the existing 
sovereignty of the United States or of the State of Hawaii. No other entity has 
any existing sovereignty, inherent or otherwise, over the State of Hawaii or the 
Pearl Harbor area. While a number of groups have asserted that they have, or 
desire to have, sovereignty of some sort within the state of Hawaii, there is no 
factual or legal basis for any assertion of existing sovereignty, and no likelihood 
that the sovereignty of the United States will be diminished in the foreseeable 
future. 

None of the cited sections of the Hawaii State Constitution and Hawaii Revised 
Statutes has any applicability to any decision to be made with respect to this 
Environmental Impact Statement or to the proposed action which it considers. 

0.3.4 Thank you for your opinions. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 
Please see response to comment 0.3.1 in regard to your comment that no new 
CVNs should be built. 
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0.3.5 The data regarding the Navy's conclusions are discussed and referenced in 
sections 6.3.1, 6.4.1, and 6.5.1. These sections state that sampling of marine 
water, sediment, and marine life in the PHNSY area in 1996 showed no 
detectable radioactivity associated with Naval nuclear propulsion plant 
operation or servicing. The detectable level of radioactivity for sediment 
samples is approximately 0.1 picocuries per gram, which is less than 1/100 of the 
amount of naturally-occurring radioactivity in typical sediment samples. The 
detectable level of radioactivity for water samples is approximately 1x10-7 
rnicrocuries per liter, which is a fraction of the amount of naturally-occurring 
radioactivity in seawater. These facts corroborate the Navy's assertion that there 
would be no sigruficant radiological impacts to marine water quality due to 
dredgmg. The data used by the Navy are contained in Navy and EPA reports 
referenced in the EIS. 

To corroborate the Navy's results, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has 
conducted independent surveys in US. harbors, including areas encompassed 
by Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard (PHS 1966, EPA 1972, EPA 1987). The results 
are consistent with Navy monitoring results, and have confirmed that US. Naval 
nuclear-powered ships and their support facilities have had no sigruficant 
impact on the radioactivity of the marine or terrestrial environment. 

EPA 1972. Radiolo~cal Surveys of Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, and Environs, 1966-68 

EPA 1987. Radiological Survey of Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard and Environs, 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

PHs 1966. Radiological Survey of Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, and Vicinity 

Please see references listed in response 0.3.5. Also, details on Navy 
environmental monitoring practices are discussed in section 7.4.4 of the EIS. 
Further details on environmental monitoring can be found in the Navy's annual 
report, "Environmental Monitoring and Disposal of Radioactive Wastes From 
US. Naval Nuclear Powered Ships and Their Support Facilities," Report NT-98- 
1, February 1998. This report was placed in local libraries along with the Draft 
EIS. 

Please see response to comment 0.3.6. 

The species selected for bioassay screening tests were the amphipod 
Grandidierella japonica (for the solid phase test) and the bivalve larvae Crassostrea 
gigas (for the suspended particulate phase test). The species were not "sampled" 
from Pearl Harbor, but rather are representative test animals obtained from a 
laboratory. They are the species most commonly used to test for environmental 
toxicity in Hawaiian sediments. G. japonica occurs in Hawaii, and C. gigas is a 
common surrogate for bivalve mollusks, including those occurring in Hawaii. 



VOLUME 10 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - PEARL HARBOR RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

The animals were selected to be representative of species potentially inhabiting 
the South Oahu Offshore Dredge Material Disposal Site (ODMDS), where any 
material dredged from Pearl Harbor would be disposed. Species selection was in 
accordance with standard practices specified in the Green Book (US EPA and US 
Army Corps of Engineers [I9911 Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed for Ocean 
Disposal - Testing Manual). 

0.3.9 The Star Bulletin article and related Navy press release were issued after the 
Draft EIS had gone to publication. The article and the Draft EIS address two 
different issues: risk to marine life ("environmental r i sk)  and risk to human 
health from consuming marine life. 

1. Environmental risk: For the Draft EIS, harbor sediments obtained in 1997 were 
tested on laboratory animals to determine the risk to marine life from sediments 
which would be dredged and disturbed by the proposed action. The Draft EIS 
makes clear (p. 6.4-2, lines 4-19) that Pearl Harbor sediments sampled for the 
Draft EIS contain pesticides and PCBs as well as heavy metals. Preliminary 
bioassays performed for the Draft EIS showed that these chemicals are generally 
not present in sufficient concentrations to make the sediment unsuitable for 
ocean disposal at the approved South Oahu site. More extensive sampling and 
testing would be required to obtain a permit for dredging and disposal of 
dredged materials. 

The Draft EIS statement referred to in the comment ("no sigruficant toxicity or 
vital accumulation of organics were found in Pearl Harbor sediments") is 
specific to 1989-1990 tests for toxicity and bioaccumulation by lab animals 
exposed to harbor sediment samples (p. 6.4-2, lines 32-34). "Sigruficant toxicity" 
is a term defined by the EPA/COE Green Book to identify statistically sigdicant 
levels of mortality in laboratory animals. It is not intended to be protective of 
human health. 

2. Human health risk: The Star Bulletin article addresses health risks to humans 
from consuming fish which inhabit the harbor. The State Department of Health 
(DOH) issued an advisory to the public in August 1998 that marine life (crabs, 
clams, fish and bait fish) taken from Pearl Harbor should not be consumed by 
humans. Based on recommendations from DOH, the Naval Base Pearl Harbor 
posted signs around the harbor's shoreline advising the public of the state's fish 
consumption advisory. Preliminary findings from an ongoing study of Pearl 
Harbor sediments indicate low, but unacceptable levels of herbicides, pesticides, 
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs) in the sediment and the tissue of fish and 
shellfish that are associated with the harbor bottom. Harbor fish are exposed to 
daily influxes of pesticides and other contaminants carried in sediment entering 
the harbor from eight streams draining agricultural and urban lands. 
Preliminary data collected for the study have not yet demonshated a 
relationship between contaminated sediment and the levels of contaminants in 
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fish and shellfish (see sections 6.2 and 6.5 in Volume 1). The study is bcing 
prepared by the Navy in coordination with US. EPA, Hawaii State Department 
of Health, US. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA), State Department of Land and Natural Resources 
(DLNR), and members of the public. The study was initiated in 1996; results will 
be published in the spring of 1999 (DON, NBPH Naval Environmental Affairs 
Officer 1998). Sections 6.5 (Marine Biology), section 6.17.1 (Environmental 
Justice), and section 6.18.17 (Cumulative Impacts, Environmental Justice) have 
been revised to incorporate this response. 

0.3.10 The EIS evaluation process concluded that impacts of sediment resuspension 
and redistribution would not be sigruficant, and therefore was not discussed in 
section 6.4.2.1. This conclusion was based on the high turbidity and suspended 
sediment conditions typical in many harbor areas due to natural and human- 
related sources. Specifically, the passage of large ships through the harbor 
regularly resuspends and redistributes sediments. Turbidity and resuspended 
material also added by the streams that empty over 300,000 gallons of sedirnent- 
laden water daily into the harbor. In this context, it is not believed that the 
turbidity added by dredging or from sediment leaking out of the hopper would 
cause a significant increase. 

The specific contaminants and concentrations detected in sediment samples 
obtained from the potential dredge sites are presented in Tables 4 3  and 4-4 of 
section 6.4, Volume 6 of the Draft EIS (p. 15-19 of section 6.4). 

The quantity of sediment that might be resuspended would depend primarily on 
the dredging method selected. The range of sediment loss from a dredge ranges 
from less than 5 percent (hydraulic methods) to approximately 20 percent 
(clamshell dredge with no siltation control). Any dredging would be in 
accordance with permit specifications and so would be less than sigruficant. 

0.3.11 The joint EPA/COE guidelines specified in the Green Book, and the additional 
guidelines included in the Draft Regional Implementation Manual: Requirements and 
Proceduresfor Ezlaluation of Dredged Material Proposedfor Ocean Disposal in the State 
of Hawaii, require testing to determine the degree of contamination present in a 
gwen volume of sediment. The relevant question, from the standpoint of the 
ocean disposal site, is whether chemicals in the sedunent occur at concentrations 
that are toxic to organisms mhabiting the disposal site. To determine this, EPA 
requires that representative animals be exposed to sediment samples from the 
potential dredging site in accordance with carefully defined protocols. EPA 
defines the level of mortality that is considered "statistically sigruficant" and 
denies permission to dispose sediments causing such mortality. Materials that 
"pass" the toxicity and bioaccumulation tests are defined as "suitable for ocean 
disposal." 
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For further details, please consult the Green Book (EPA and COE 1991), Draft 
Regional Implementation Manual: Requirements and Procedures for Evaluation of 
Dredged Material Proposed for Ocean Disposal in the State of Hawaii (EPA and COE 
1997), and the Final Environmental lmpact Statement for Hawaii Dredged Material 
Disposal Sites Designation (EPA 1980). 

0.3.12 Sediments do not move far into the harbor, which has relatively quiet water and 
slow currents. Most sediment would be resuspended in the lower of the two 
circulation layers in the harbor. The currents are tidally driven and are weak, 
with a maximum flow of 0.6 knots (see section 6.3.1 in Volume 1). The upper 
layer is only a few feet deep and flows out of the harbor, driven by freshwater 
influx from streams. Previous studies indicate that sediment "residence time" in 
the harbor is very long, indicating that currents are slow and weak and that 
sediment stirred up by ships and maintenance dredging settles back into 
essentially the same location (EPA 1980, El5 for Hawaii Dredged Material Disposal 
Sites Designation). Turbidity plumes stirred up by passing ships have been 
observed to settle out in the harbor, without flowing out to the ocean. Diver 
observations at the harbor entrance indicate that fine sediment extends only a 
thousand feet or so into the outer entrance channel. 

The prevailing current at the South Oahu disposal site is 10 cm/second offshore. 
The EIS concluded that sediment emptied from barges at the site would spread 
to a distance of approximately 3 k m  offshore of the target area for the disposal 
site. 

0.3.13 It is not expected that resuspension of additional sediments as a result of 
dredging for the CVN would affect the level of toxicity and bioaccumulation in 
marine life in and around the harbor. Toxicity testing showed that sediments 
that would be disturbed for this project do not have sigruficant toxicity. Prior to 
any dredging, more extensive sampling and testing would be required, in 
accordance with Green Book specifications, to determine the toxicity of sediments 
to be dredged. Dredge permit conditions may specify that any sediment found 
to be sipficantly toxic would be dredged using a method designed to minimize 
sediment dispersion. 

Dredging associated with homeporting a CVN would add a relatively small 
increment of additional turbidity to existing conditions. Resuspension of 
sediments in Pearl Harbor occurs on a daily basis as a result of ship and 
submarine passage, as well as from periodic dredging to maintain navigation 
channels. Dredging is not expected to result in exposure of any new 
contaminants or new concentrations of contaminants to harbor waters (see Draft 
EIS page 6.4-3 line 36 through page 6.4-4, line 5). Therefore, the project is not 
expected to sigruficantly change the levels of any contaminants available for 
bioaccumulation or toxicity to marine life in the harbor, outside the harbor, or 
that prey on species in or out of the harbor. 
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0.3.14 There would not be any potential for increased outbreaks of ciguatera from CVN 

homeporting. The treated surfaces of a CVN and other ships' hulls are not 
- appropriate substrates for dinoflagellates that cause toxic outbreaks. Numerous 

ships in Pearl Harbor over many decades have similar surfaces as a CVN, so 
addition of a CVN would not change the potential for outbreaks. 

0.3.15 Federally connected students include dependents of Hawaiian civilian 
permanent residents who are employed by the federal government. 

0.3.16 Military families on Oahu are highly concentrated in some areas but are spread 
throughout much of the island. The comment that new students in CVN families 
would likely be found in leeward areas is plausible. However, the impact 
probably would be spread more generally, since (a) most of the families would 
live wherever housing is available on the open market; and (b) the Department 
of Education routinely reviews school catchment areas to distribute facilities 
appropriately. In new developments, the department is deeded land for new 
schools to be built as student populations increase. The impact on high growth 
areas of locating many of the families with public school students would be an 
impetus to the department to build schools to meet demand as planned, not 
increased demand for a limited number of classrooms. 

0.3.17 Employment associated with homeporting one CVN at PHNSY would consist of 
the following: 

Construction employment, amounting to about 660 person-years of direct 
employment and $29.1 million in income; 

3,217 military jobs on the CVN; 

Direct civilian jobs @oh PHNSY employees and civilian contractors) for 
Hawaiian residents, varying from 36 to 48 jobs; 

Civilian maintenance jobs taken by workers from out-of-state shipyards and 
contractors, ranging from 128 to 224 jobs (per year, with the number of jobs 
in each two-year cycle averaged in the period); and 

Indirect and induced jobs, including some 1,684 person-years of employment 
associated with construction (with a payroll estimated at $47.7 million), and 
over a longer term, about 2,180 continuing jobs associated with CVN 
operations (with a total payroll for indirect and induced jobs amounting to 
$61.3 million annually). 

All of the indirect and induced jobs and some of the operations maintenance jobs 
are expected to be available for Hawaiian residents. Many of the construction 
jobs would go to resident workers. Indirect and induced jobs are estimated 
using an input-output model of the state economy. The State of Hawaii has 
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maintained such a model for decades, and recently updated it, using 1992 data to 
estimate inter-industry hansactions. This update was used to generate the 
employment multipliers used in the study (1.55 indirect and induced jobs for 
each construction job; 0.64 jobs for each operations job). Indirect jobs are created 
by inter-industry purchases, such as purchases of supplies. These include 
warehousing, retail, transportation, and manufacturing jobs. Induced jobs are 
creased by worker's purchases of goods and services, and often include jobs in 
stores, schools, and other sites where consumers typically spend their earnings. 
Data in section 6.8 has been revised to incorporate this response. 

0.3.18 The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate potential impacts of dredging and 
constructing support facilities for homeporting a CVN in Pearl Harbor. The 
proposed action would not affect the ability of persons to fish in Pearl Harbor or 
to consume fish from Pearl Harbor. A human health risk assessment would not 
be relevant to this homeporting evaluation, as the State Department of Health 
(DOH) has already determined that consumption of fish from the harbor is 
unwise. 

The DOH issued an advisory to the public in August 1998 that marine life (crabs, 
clams, fish and bait fish) taken from Pearl Harbor should not be consumed by 
humans. Based on recommendations from DOH, the Naval Base Pearl Harbor 
posted signs around the harbor's shoreline advising the public of the state's fish 
consumption advisory. Preliminary findings from an ongoing study of Pearl 
Harbor sediments indicate low, but unacceptable levels of herbicides, pesticides, 
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs) in the sediment and the tissue of fish and 
shellfish that are associated with the harbor bottom. Harbor fish are exposed to 
daily influxes of pesticides and other contaminants carried in sediment entering 
the harbor from eight streams draining agricultural and urban lands. 
Preliminary data collected for the study have not yet demonstrated a 
relationship between contaminated sediment and the levels of contaminants in 
fish and shellfish (see sections 6.2 and 6.5 in Volume 1). The study is being 
prepared by the Navy in coordination with the US. EPA, Hawaii State 
Department of Health, US. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Adminishation (NOAA), State Department of Land and Natural 
Resources (DLNR), and members of the public. The study was initiated in 1996; 
results will be published in the spring of 1999 (DON, NBPH Naval 
Environmental Affairs Officer 1998). Section 6.5 (Marine Biology), section 6.17.1 
(Environmental Justice), and section 6.18.17 (Cumulative Impacts, 
Environmental Justice) have been revised to incorporate this response. 

0.3.19 The Navy's record is that there has never been a reactor accident, or a release of 
radioactivity having a sigmficant effect on the environment, in the history of the 
NNPP. With regard to accidental releases of radioactivity, the Navy reports all 
releases of radioactivity associated with the NNPP in its annual report entitled 
Environmental Monitoring and Disposal of Radioactive Wastes from U.S. Naval 
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Nuclear Powered Ships and their Support Facilities. This report is provided to 
Congress and made available to the public. Relevant information from the 
report has been included and referenced as appropriate in the EIS in accordance 
with the implementing regulations of NEPA (40 CFR 1502.21). A copy 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. As such, further 
information regarding individual releases of radioactivity is not needed to 
describe the environmental effects of the proposed action, and no change to the 
EIS is warranted. 

0.3.20 The Environmental Justice section addresses the proposed action's potential to 
generate disproportionately high and adverse human or environmental effects 
on minority and low-income populations, as required under Executive Order 
12898 and safety risk to children, as required under Executive Order 13045. The 
actions proposed by this EIS would have no effect on baseline conditions related 
to recreational or subsistence users of Pearl Harbor as the shipyard area where 
the CVN would be berthed is currently inaccessible to the public. All waters of 
Pearl Harbor to be dredged are subject to restrictions which limit or prohibit 
public access. They are within the bounds of the Pearl Harbor Defensive Sea 
Area, managed by NAVSTA Port Operations. (See section 6.9.2.1 in Volume 1). 

The State Department of Health (DOH) has issued an advisory to the public that 
marine life taken from Pearl Harbor should not be consumed by humans. Based 
on recommendations from the DOH, Navy has posted signs around the harbor's 
shoreline advising the public of the State's fish consumption advisory. Section 
6.17.2 has been revised to incorporate this mformation. A detailed demographic 
study of minority or low income recreational and subsistence users of Pearl 
Harbor is unnecessary as there would be no effect; the DOH has already 
determined that consumption of fish from the harbor is unwise. The proposed 
action would have no effect on the consumption of near shore marine life at 
Sand Island and Ewa Beach and this issue is beyond the scope of this EIS. 
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0.3.21 This comment identifies no specific rights of Native Hawaiians (or of any person 
or group) concerning use of natural resources for traditional or customary 
purposes that might be infringed by any of the CVN homeporting altematives. 
The Navy has no independent knowledge of any such rights, and its review of 
the Hawaiian state constitution and statutes has disclosed none. In any event, 
should such rights exist, their exercise would be subject to restrictions imposed 
under Executive Order 8143 of May 26, 1939 establishing the Pearl Harbor 
Defensive Sea Area. Health hazards that may result from CVN alternatives at 
Pearl Harbor are addressed in detail throughout Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. 

0.3.22 Article XI, Section 8 of the Hawaii State Constitution reads as follows: 

"No nuclear fission power plant shall be constructed or radioactive material 
disposed of in the State without the prior approval by a two-thirds vote in each 
house of the legislature." 

This section was added to the Hawaii Constitution in 1978. Naval nuclear 
powered ships have been homeported in Hawaii since 1962. 

In general, the federal government is exempt from state laws unless the federal 
government specifically waives its right of sovereign immunity. The Naval 
Nuclear Propulsion Program derives its regulatory authority from the Atomic 
Energy Act, and is responsible for all matters pertaining to Naval nuclear 
propulsion pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12344, permanently enacted 
as Public Law 98-525 (42 USC 7158). The federal government has not waived its 
right of sovereign immunity as it pertains to the Hawaii State Constitution, thus 
the cited laws do not apply to the NNPP. Regardless of the applicability of that 
requirement to federal activities, it should be noted that the Navy is not 
considering construction of NIMITZ-class ships in Hawaii in this EIS, nor is the 
Navy proposing to dispose of radioactive waste on State of Hawaii lands as a 
result of the proposed action. Construction of NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers is 
accomplished at Newport News Shipbuilding Company in Virginia. Low-level 
radioactive waste generated as a result of NNPP operations in Hawaii is 
disposed of at the Hanford Reservation in the State of Washington. Although 
issues regarding spent nuclear fuel are beyond the scope of this EIS, spent fuel 
taken off ships at PHNSY is shipped to Idaho, pending decisions on permanent 
disposal. 

0.3.23 A wide range of hypothetical accidents was considered in the development of 
the analysis presented in the EIS. 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 accidents which could result in 
release of radioactive material to the environment or an increase in radiation 
levels shows that they can only occur if an accident produces severe conditions. 
Accidents such as procedure violations, spills of small volumes of water 
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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. Thus, a description of all conceivable modes 
of initiating accidents is not needed in the EIS. Please also see response to 
comment 0.2.3. 

0.3.24 Please see response to comment 0.1.1 

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



THE AlTACHED TESTIMONY IS SUBMllTED 

The combined mhtary impacl on Ihls tiny crowded island IS immeasurable in 
tame and space. Much of the damage is intractable. Super fund clean ups will be 
shown lo be amiss and some unachievable Righteous-sounding rhetoric and p r  wlll 
not change what is! What isn't loldl known also does not change the facts, hlstory and 
legacy. The following testmony is but a panlal expose. All is documented and I hope. 
already known to officials-on-charge such as yourselves. 

Envoronmental Impact encompasses economic, people and nalural 
environments. The come-ons the1 the mihtafy and special interests short term 
benefiaaries countenance need analysis to demonslrate the complete impact on this 
enwmnmml' 

THE RESEARCH AND REVIEW ASSOCIATION 

HonoIuIuI, Hawaii 
October. 1998 

-. ~ 

The lump sum toured as mlhtary conlr#bul#Ons to'lhe slate' wmblnes paychecks 04 2 
and other pentagon and pork barrel spendmg The euphemm 'slate's economf 1 ' ' 

lmplaes state (lai) rece~pts In fact the Hawau slate taxpayers heavlly subsldlze the 
mllltary 

1. Public educatlon: Militarv deoendenls in Dublic schools COST the tamavers over I ~ ~~~~ 

rca.ooo.ooo EACH YEAR ' Tnb ~s AFTER ;ece.v~n~ the mere s22.m.dOd (lederal 
survey cards) ~mpacl ad It elunlnaled (and it may be a1 th~s i~me). we slate taxpayers I 
will pay over $184.000.000 annually. Dala follows. 

1996 FY lhere were 32.000 military dependents in our public schools, mosl of I 
whose mllltary parent chose NOT to pay state Income lax by clamng another state ol 
resrdencv I1 cost taxoavers $5.780 to Bducate each studenl The lederal wvernmenl I 
paid us about 5535 pir ieearany connected student and we tool the rest @-the bill of 
$5245 per federally connected student. That this impace our educational environment I 
in a massive way is indlspulabtel 

Nor do the excis8.1ax-frw-stores, anathema lo civilians, generale slate lax 
receipts. 
2. University of Hawail tuition is properly subsidized by resident lax payers lo help 
delrav the cost of educatina their children. Non-residenb riahtlullv oav msiderablv 

I 
I 0.4.3 

hlgh& tutllon because thelf-pa~ems don t contribute lo the liie staies Eost to operaie 
II-e unlvernty Ye1 non-res~dent-slatus mllltaiy dependenls pay the same tu~tlon as I 
tax-paying residenls. 
3. Huge amounts of tax money IS spent by aty, county and state to bu~td and malntain 0.4.4 
roads and htghways. Ow car registration M p s  defray some of the cost. Non-resldent 
military pay only $10 50 a year for their auto registration renewal whlle using the same i 
highway and road system as much as anyone dse. The same holds true foiolher 
famlly member's 2nd and 3rd and 4th cars if cars are in the military person's mme 
4. OHA's earlier study of the militaly use of ceded land showed that if me military had 
pafd the going price since statehood, the State would have received revenues of 10 
BILLION WLLARStl in other words, the state lost that amount ol money. Related lo 
lhis enormous loss of potential revenue: CINPAC controls 25% of all Oahu's golf 
courses, for only 10 % of the population. OHA's recent President suggesled the slate 
retake 3 mllllary golf courses, the income from which the slate can use to help pay its 
Admissions Act ,Section 5-F debt owed lo the Kanaka maoli. 
5. TO complete a study of the purported jobs created by the mllltary presence, one 
musl factor in me jobs they "take awaf (from our own local residents). I expect you 



have the expenise to pursue such data It is a fact that militan/ spouses take many I 0.4.5 
many jobs from Iml people. 

A Many employers favor hirmg them for not having to pay lor medcal tnsurance 
That they stay only about 3 years, also eliminates hassles lor higher pay, benelits etc 
This keeps wages low and many of our people leave because they cannot anord the 
wages-to.cost-of-living- rat0 
B Manv ol the State. CiW and Countv's best lobs are siven to dauble-dlwina retlred 

mrtar, '(MOSI who take sitate jobs ani WI~I wotk 10 years to recalve tree i~ iet i le  sate 
retirement Denellis ) It IS hkely they a m  ~nlluence malor denslons in a proml~lary 
stance inme *nmemr .n Whim mq am smployed A demographc study 15 I 
. . . . . , -. ,- - - . 
C In the last 5 yeas Hawaii recetved 53.8 billion in federal military construction funds 
and yet LOST 12.000 comtluction jobs. Recently the local coi~slrwtion industry has I 
dropped by B.S%.These supposed benefits o( course, went to malnland construction 
firms who send mainland construction workers here. (This is a wi%s~iead WWV. I 
Eight out of ten new law at other bases are also IIIM by peope from wts& the 
area j Tne b a a  brass say lney are forced lo hue out-01-town pelsons for lhe hlgh.pald 
tecnncat poslbons Daause our loss1 worm fece 1s largely unstallea 

ln COIYIUS#O~. the mllnar, fads to deliver the TAX RETURNS and TAX RELIEF lhat the 
n people hele are led to beiteve they can expen In the above ways 4 costs us m~ghtuy 

I 
I 0 4 6  

I X and ln many ways it 1s a vely expensive Ilea nde I 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: Two categories are reponed under this topic: "people 
environment" and ',natural" environment. Existing trattic congestion is proof that we 
dorit need any more automobiles. Crowding and campetifh lor potable water, fish. 
and beaches are increasing Problems. (01 the I80 miles of Oahu's coastline. the 
mllltary controls W miles.) Oahu's water (ens is dangerously low and once it is 
Shrunken enough to cause sail water intrusion. there's no reversal, ma comeback of 
drinkmg water. Subject maner will be covered later In thls paper. 

The Island Ewbgy is its own entity. The island ecosystem cannot isolate one 
milltaw branch from the other. Therefore the impact and damage is all-inclusive and 

Fouling, polluting, desecration an0 i i i m i n g  exempliied in the following 
documented testimony is aggregated and integrated into the entirety a1 thls tlny and 
solaled ecosystem. To consider less than both the known and unknown wanlces and 
history, males any EIS incomplete and infested with deceptwn, ignorance andlor 
fraud. We count on you. We need our EPA to be obiecclve and pure. holistic and 
hnnast 

I nave researched some of the hlston/ and practices and w1.1 cover by topics 
Raa~cacl.ve. Toxlns and chemicals and Ofdnanm Many. many other cases could be 
cited: 

1 0.4.8 
A ORDNANCE Our land and ocean lloor are comparable to mlne tlelds 

I Ordnance has been found in homestead yards and errant rounds of artillery 
ordnance were flred near Walanae Valley Road 

2 The mstltaw is unable to clear Waakane Vallev land from unexoloded -. . . . - . . .. , ~ ~ ~ - -  ~ 

ordnance. thus 187 4 acres are permanently inhabltabie 
NOW tha mllllary Intends to buy another huge parcel from Campbell Estate. 

The leaaw IS Shameful. Future destruCti0n w~ll spread. hence our habitable land w~ll 
contmue to shrmk 

3 Llve mlhtary ammun~tlon was found on the beach near Mokulela Polo Fleld 
4 3 286 acres 01 Makua vallev is ceded land and the mtlltaw ~ a v s  $1 a vear I ~ ~~ 

111411 2029 lo1 782 dues of stale land ' I1 has been baseled a3secrited~blown u'p a 1 
pollulea lrom ournmg 01 old ammunmon it IS a dangerous mane Imld ctosea lorever lo 
~ ~ m n s  Pas1 ora~tces nave rsmereo thts tmv oaradtse wasteland acle bv acre I 

~ .. - --.. , . 
5 On 815198 a vacatlonmg dlver came won llve annlely shells on y i 1R mtie 

on the Wa~anae shore Numelous m~ldar, exptoslves nave been seen m waters lrom 
<anelllo Pomt 10 Mail1 s Green Lantern surl.break It nas aam~tled salt watel can I 
make nitrogen based exp!asives highly sensitive." I 

6. i wonder what the llkel~nood IS d a vessel, dlver, object, tsunaml or 
eanhauake accldentallv selt in~ on an explosion underneath a nuclear-powered ship I 0.4.9 
Or submarine including iheir nuclear weapons in Pearl Harbor. I 

RADIOACTIVE HAZARDS 
Known nucIearlradloact ve secrecy, praclms. hlstory an0 rlsks are aluurblng 

and ptooably wnal we don't rnow a M  cenalnly cannot predtct am beyond llle s 
bearmg 

In I984 a Navy dlrmlvo told the P a c k  Fleet Commandel to tmat a nucleaf 
accloent -as an acc~denl 01 lncldem mvotvlng nlgh explosives 'addlng lhal a dmal  
shoud characterize the accldent or mc~dent as a non -nudear event " 

1 On loaalng andlor stoi~ng spent fuel at Pearl H a l m  IS an unscceptaMe rlsv 
for this small crowded Island No evacuallon 6 Poss.ble ln the event of an accldent 
andlor spill. I 

2. USS Proleus dismeraed hlahiv radioactive mimaw cwlanl water OH Guam I 0.411 
and ssued no ftgures on the G o m i  2 !is w i s a r  wastes r&ased lar out to sea T h s  
1s but one of dozens 01 examples of the~r concern for the Ocean and Islands I 

3 The Pentagons secrecy pronlblts the dnsclos~re of pluon!unl stolage sws d 
tons 01 hdghly radtoacr~ve putonlum Thus tne Pear, harbor storage 01 sDent nuclear 
Id nas been exempt lrom an EIS 

4 Over 25% of Oahu 1s orxuple0 by Ira m~l~tan/ There s posslble raaloactwe 
Conta(n~na1lOn here on 125 polent~a~ sttes but 61 tooR tne DOD I 8  MONTHS 10 even 

( 04'13 

reply to Senator Akaka's concern. I 
5. For 17 years (1950's - 70's) the Navy dumped more than 4,843,000 gallons 

of radioactive liquid wastes into the waters at Peari Harbor. Also 2.189 drums of 
radioactive solid waste from shipyard and nudear repair operations were dumped Into 
the ocean floor 55 miles d( of Niihau. (Several years ago Jacques Cousteau tried to 
locate the 55 gallon drums in similar dumping on a Calllornla coast and could only 

0.4.14 

locate one or two. which were badly bent.) 



6 For years nuclear weapons were stored at West Loch, aboul one mole lrom 
Honolulu Internattonal and n~ckam a!rpons lhght palhs 

7. It s cenam nuclear weapons are onnuciear powered ships and submarlnes. 0.4.16 
A smgle Trident Submarine is able to lnclnerate 200 cities Facts such as these are 
what makes Oahu a target as we were Dec 7, 1941. (If the Navy had not h n  here. 
Oahu would rot have been anacked ) 

8. There is I leakage in Ihe 1279 drums d solid nuclear waste that the Navy 
dumped 177 mlles southwest of Oahu. 

9. Despite the fact that the military people and weapons supposedly exist to 
I O"." 

PROTECT civilians. the Navy (and Supreme Court) allowed that Protecting Mtlitary 0.4'18 

Secrets IS More lmponanl Than Protecting The Civilians and Environment. 
HOW are we calculated into the plans in ihe event of a nuclear weapons or 

ship's reactor. accident, sabotage or incident and the resulting radioactive 
contamination d our Island, its people. land and sea? 

In the meanwhile its classlied manual 'Faded Giant on nuclear accidents in a 
nuclear submarine reactor said il would be much like a mapr acddent of a commercial 
reactor, In California government oflic4als met with the Navy and planned a 315 
square mile evacuation zone that encanpasses 186,000 people around Mare lsland 
Naval Ship Yard near San Francisco. 

A former Naw nuclear exoen said me risk of a nuclear meltdown 1s serious. 
~ ~, ~~~~ ~ .~~ 

We are told we must now fear external(i.e. enemy) terrorism and sabotage. 
Sin28 we are a mapr command center, a naval base with nuclear weapons and 

reactors and regional headquarters for army, air force and marines, we ARE a malor 
taraet because of this militaw's capabililies d destroying our many real or imagined 
enemies whose war making +&I we bom conlink io search out, enrage and 
attack. whelher or not THEIR civilians fall viclim. I ~~~~. ~~ ~ 

10. over the past several m o m  (1998). there were Ihree repair accidents 1 0.4.19 
#nvolvmo n,rlaar anaek submarim at Pearl Harm includim: 1- A recent incident on ....................................... ... ~ - -  

or around Sepemmr 2. 1998. was caused by a Navy alver wolkmng on a valve by 
remov~nq t M  Ohnk' thnt keepa sea water out on Vie U S S Key Wesl 2- A near I 
sinking bl a nuclear submarme. 

In spite of all me hazards lrom floating nuclear reactors plus the nucleat 
weamns thev cam. NO EVACUATION PUN FROM OAHU IS POSSIBLE. 

1 I ~ b r  all bi the a h  r e a m  we alreadv have too man" nudear vessels 1 0.4.20 
~ .... . .~ - -  - ~ ~ ~~ 

here 11 has p u  us at great risk Proteceng us doesn't seem to m n the past, present or 
luture Plans and our vald and reasonable vo~ces and outales most often are treated I 
as if we. too. are lheir enemy and our existence wonhy d congorship, secrecy, cover I 
ups and pr.. talking-dm to us as if we are still under martial law. 

A major issue of the deadly spent fuel mat these high tech warships produce 
as well as delueling and storage (even temporarily) in our highly urbanized. isohted. 
hurricane and tsunami-suseptible fragile Island. It is totally insensitive, ~mperiling us as 
if the military has taken on a i ie of its own - above, apan and unanswerable to those of 
us for whom they exist to protect hom such horrors ss rad'ialim 

The Idaho storage site was chosen BECAUSE il is geologically and 
envlronmenlally stable and away lrom population centersll 

ENVIRONMENTAL TOXINS 
1 21 MICOI,~IIV mntarninaled sites have been identllied in and around Dealt 1 0.4.21 . -.r-.-....-..,--...-. ~ ~ - - ~ ~  ~~ ~ ~~ 

Haroo1 and on Naval propertm as dlstant as Luankalel ' I 
2 TWO contammated ssfes have put lhe naval commun~catlons ste .n Wahlawa I 0 . 4 . ~  

on the Super fund where PCB's and so11 and stream wntamlnat~on leopardwe the 
drlnkmg water (we canMl pope water from 'YIplaW. elsewhere as on contiguous 
U S  I I - - ,  

3 From Schofleld, trlchloroethylene was found at h~gh levels in the drlnklng I 0.4.23 
wntar 

4 There IS a once top-secret 28mle undergroum plpe~me lrom Central Oanu 0.424 
lo Pearl Harbor and I+cram AFB and the 30 loot deep steel tanrs lhat hold up lo 24 
mlhon gallons 01 tuel In 1954 300.000 gallons ol av~atton tuel en roLm to Pearl I 
~arbor ind 20.000 gallons from a ponioi of pipeline under Kipapa Gulch Stream bed I 
spllled andlor leak2 

In 1978 50 000 aallons of lel fuel soaked Into the around 
In the ieanwhlledevelopeis have DLIM communotis arOund th~s secret 

system whale the secrel popelm dellverod Idol undo( MManl Walplo Genlv. 
Crclewmu~ and Seawew V, Wamahu EVENTUALLY the tu0 kMwn and DlObablV I ~-- .  - -  ~ - -  

more unknown leaks will show up in our homes. fam~lles and communllles ' 1 
5 Along me 16.mre p~pelme system mnnectnng Wa~arataua and K~papa 

Storage facmes m Cenlral Oahu w~th Hlckam AFB. there were len KNOWN separale 1 0'425 
leaksh the 1950's. 

In 1983 two Waioahu wells were c l d  due to EDB contamination. This I .. . ~ .  ~~r~~~ ~~ 

summer two mwe Central Oahu wells were closed ddu to contamination I 
6 IN 1990 Schdield became the State's first Super fund cleanup alter finding 0.4.26 

high levels of toxic trichloroethylene at high levels in the base wells. ( A chemical 
wallare swal ist  had warned that the dean up was 'shabby' and that oily residue I 
and other remains could be seen and smelled.) 

7. For years lish contamination has been a major concern to environmentalists 
fishermen and marine biologists. August. 1998 the State Health Dept. Officials 
m s t d  s m s  warninn m o l e  NOT to eat the lish 01 shellfish. This traaedv was . . . . .. . ". . . . . .., . " .  
inevitable. given the military history of environment-louling practices. 

Pearl Harbor is arm of the State's most polluted Supeffund-listed sites. 
8. In Feb., 1986 the Navy would not let the state review its hull-paint plan (that 

used TribuMin). insistima ils plans are exempt lrom State review. Thls torin causes 
ma~ormatio'n in shelrishand other marine ile. 

Several Pearl Harbor shipyard workers quit or transferred alter suflering from 
lung ailments a few months after painting the hulls of submarlnes and other vessels. 

Pearl Harbor waters were 'a-bob" with dead blrds the davis) followlnQ a new . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

palnt job, land photographers were forbidden to take pictures).. ' ' 
- I 

9. The Navy informed the State. City and County that 1 use of water lrom the ( 0.4.29 
Pearl Harbor ~ouiier : in eflect was none d the State's business. I 

10 ~t least 12 Hawallan sltes ore on the IM were poor melltary waste olsposal 
pract#ceS 01 Several knnds 01 cnemcal mun!t#ons and other possobte toxlns ale 
to have been stored Some bl#sterlng agents and ammunttlon have been stoled In 



and abandoned in bunkers, tunnels and the doors welded shut (I e Kipapa) t 0.4.30 
(In ume all these maneis wlll be hlOhilohted due to the recent PASH dectstanll , ~.. ~ - - ~~ - - -  - . ~-~~~ 

I I Chemtcat wadace was tested In a 819 Island tae* yetwe attack ahel 0431 
natlons tor mere SUSPICIO~ that they have substances tnat could make cnem~cal ' I  
weapons. 

12. There was a Pearl Harbor chemical tire at the Navy's hazardousmaterials 
warehouse. 

(One of these days we wdl not be so lucky.) 

MILITARY ENCROACHMENT INTO NON-MILITARY PROPERTY and ISSUES 

At issue wtll always be ceded, crown. Hawa~ian Homelands and the rlghtfut 
demands ol the Kanaka Maoli that WIN not go away. 

Regarding ceded land. the Emmonic Adjustment Task Force's organizational 
meet~ng. Jan. 27. 1994 ascertained the following amount, ratm and location of ceded 
lands upon which the military sits: Shafter; total 591 acres-533 ceded. Schofield; 
17.605 total - 12.748 ceded. Pearl HarlMr; 2.150 total - I t  ceded. Kaneohe; 2950 
total and whNe they daim none is ceded, othars daim at least 669 ceded and the 
poss~htbty of another 294 

P Pearl Harbor occupies I072 acres of former Crown Lands. 

C 1 The Navy has mterfered wlth clv8llan wmdward water ~ u e s  It got In touch 
w~th the Oept of Interlor, and asolated the Sterra CM's Legal Oetense Fund's l a q r  
from turrher pamclpahon In the State's Water Comm~ssmn's extiem* nnponant and 
"hugely wm&f hearing on the ultimate use of windward water. Apparently the 
Navy wants the leeward Develqws to have the water. Otherwise the Navy fears it 
must share 'its' Pearl Habn aquifer with the Second CiN 

The Naw also interfered with other federal wticv e x m s  such as the U S. Fish 
and W.ld!de to 1 ; ~ b l y  on behaw d Im Wlndward ta;mer; 

' I 
2 Janualy. 1995 lederal olhctals agreed to exdude the mllnary from whale 1 0 4  35 

sanctuary restrichs. I 
3. Hazardous expasure to tonic and nudear materials have been transported 0,4,36 

through ctwlian communities. 
Nuclear bombs hidden in Waikele Gulch, were bansported by truck and 

helicopter through and over highly populated residential areas when moving them to 
the bunkers at West Loch. No one was warned, evacwted in this leaked top-setlet 
move 

4 Made residents are concernea about Lualualels heavy use of pesUCldeS and 0.4 37 
the heattn Bnens of non.loruzmg radlatlon from the mllltary lado 10wer8 For Wme 
m e  them nave been clusters ot leukernla cases. espenally in the Watanae Ahupua'a i 
areas close to Lualualei. I 

5. The Navy warned the Land Use Commission that a 691 acres adlacent to 
Wa~kele Gulch is too dangerous tor residentlal development. 

I 0.438 

6. When the State Land Use Commission requested 830 acres of Campbell 0.4.39 
Estate Lands be classified la housing, the Navy objected due to fwd oil contammation J 

and mmtary tl!gnl now 
(11 IS mponant lor the reviewers ot lhls accument to absorb the tact that all the 

lands in tnls sealon are ~es#dentlat. c1v111an. pr~vate and othenvtse outs108 and beyond 
the 25% of Oahu that the military occupies) 

7. In 1990 the Navy campiained , feared and hoped to interfere with America's 
(yacht) Cup Raca lor tear that foreign spies anending tne race ;might earn about its 
Secret Marine Mammal System. 

8.  he Genhy Devdopment Company's plans lor 685 hous~ng acres between 
Barber's Point NAS and Wen Lob, had to insert warnings to potential home owners 
that military ammunition is haUled though their development and that the project 
borders the Safety Blast Zone d the Navy's West Loch Munitions Storage. 

9. In the early 1980's contaminated soil was bwied at Barber's Point Naval Air 
Station (with the State's OK). Now Barber's point has been given over lor Hawaiian 
Homes as a fradeofl for ceaed land which the military won't relinquish. (Lualualei ) 
With the carrier's an wing situated also at Ba8ber's Point. i doh1 that the Kanaka Maoli 
oualiiv of life will be imoroved and/or satisfied with these Home Lands. 
7 .  

to Several ~&le near Whitmore Vl lhs were sent to hos~itals because of a I 0.4.U 
younp Gy.s imker~r;~ &th a m~I~tan/.lssued teaigas canister HOW dud he get 117 I 

1 I in Feb . 1995 a ScMl~eld chemlcat amck sent 71 wanlawe s-I k~ds to I 04.44 
-. -- . .--v 

12 RewJanuai andlor rurroundlng conrorvatlon land were shelled lrom guns 
lhal can tmre at a ram ol 3000 rounik3 p u  mmue polnllng wards AIM. Two metal. 

( 0'4'45 

piercing rounds were shn from s U. S. guided missile cruiser docked at Pearl Harbor. 
The de~leted uranium bullets may have tallen undetected in a pcpulated area, a I 
hiking &I, a park zone or in a ~bo lau conservation district. I 

13. Waikam Vsllev was leased bv the m i l i m  with the aareement with the 1 0.4.46 
tamlly who leased 11 that 'th18 kuleana I& w W  M cleanad $and restored lor the 
famliy 10 resume lha taro a M  0 t h ~  tarmmng they long awa1t.d When Vu leap. was up 
II was determlrmd to be so mlrmd w~th unexploded cwdnanw that it can never be I 
. . .. .-- ..-- 

14 'Navy Warns Bomb Depot No Place for Housing Prqecr (6/t@f86) I 0.4 47 
Weawns anO ammunaon storad In 1 M  tunnets. 200 feet deep and 16 feet w~de were 
but11 at the based the Wakels Gulch Th~s s about the Wa~tec D.velopmM Inc 
wanting lo build a housing dw&pment on a Mull werlwking this d&t I 

OTHER MILITARY IMPACTS ON CIVILIAN ENVIRONMENT AN0 HEALTH 
I. R a W .  Hawaii is me d thB few plams in the world that is rams free and 

the long time mandmory 120 day animal quafantine would continue to protect us. 
Yel a few months alter A&niral Richard C. Macke complained about our Poor 

schwls. mihtarv's mar hausina and the mte0s oet warantme wlicv. DESPITE 
~~ 

horrified vocal &&iona&cGnging the quatintine policy. tiG ~ t a i e  t q a n  the 
process of puNng the Islands forevec at risk by low~lng the quarantine perlod. 

The Hawaii Medical AssoClatIOn has atways strenuousiy objected lo any 
change in quarantine, but was never Invited to testtty at the hearings. Slate 



Environment Healtn Deputy. Dr. Bruce Anderson also warned against changing the 0.4.48 
pdicy. Ukawise a a lan~4 and outraped many veterinarians. U.H. wotessors and t 
organuatlons who expressed the11 alarm ~e ip l te  these oblecuw ana fears and the 
KNOWN FAILURE OF VACCINES AND THE UNRELlABlLlTV OF TESTS. THE SIDE 
OF THE 120 DAY SAFETY NET LOST I 

40% d the imported pets are from m~litary fam~lies on whose behat me Admiral 
influenced this dangerous decision. I 

2 Governor Arlyoshl warm. ,n 1986 that the r~sk of mtroducmng the Brown 
Tree Snake na mllltary moment  lo and lrom Guam, reauuea constant lnspectlon I 
and ngitance. T~IS was ignored, and despite vehement denials at this time: we now 
have the prdilii, unstmble  Brown Tree Snake that is utterly destroying Guam. I 
CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY I 0 4 3  

Now Paradise is laced with plulonium, highly radioactive scent fuel, hbutylin. 
tr~chloroethylene, arsenlc, chemical warfare crmi$unds. cyanide, mine fields of 
unexploded ordnanut, radioactive dumpiyl, and who k n w  what el- The risks and 
damage are so acgssble and mnspicuous in this place where the sizeratlo in bath 
space and populaltm be(w88n mislafy and Civilian liws Is extraordinarily high. We 
cannot avod each other. 

0 This tastimony will close with a quote tom Senator Spressard L. Holland at the 
86th Congress. 1st seasw In 1959 in the mnmxl oi r w n a  tci s t a t m :  'First is the I 
stralear hwnsnca of Hlwaii lo me UMed States. We can rH remember mat the first I 

Hawaii is slill KNOWN to be America's great bastion ol military strength in the I 
Paclic, and wovld be redual  to d ~ s  il ad when when ol ol wrenemier f&s 
threatened by this bastion again. 

And in a war. Oahu (as well as Okinswal will disamear. These matters make it I 
necessary for the m11ury &!ishment to I& 10 ~ t n i i  and purpose tor 11s 
exmenut Factored lnta (hat must be the cauequncrs and lbgacy upon anllana 
a m  tha ennrmment from Its remfd d pfeaen and past p l a c c l ~  
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VOLUME 10 CVN HOMEPOR~~NG EIS - PEARL HARBOR RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

-. Comment 

Number Response 

- 
The Research and Review Association 

0.4.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. - 
0.4.2 The net impact of homeporting the CVN in Hawaii comes to a balance of $32.3 

million of revenues over costs for the State, the City, and County of Honolulu. 
That estimate includes the cost of public schooling for military dependents in 
DOE schools and average-cost estimates of state and county spending for new 
residents. Education and transportation costs have been accounted for in the 
fiscal impact assessment. 

Please see response to comment 0.4.2, 

As explained in the response to comment 0.4.2, transportation costs have been 
accounted for in the fscal impact assessment. The issue of ceded lands is 
unrelated to the scope of this EIS. The purpose of the EIS is to document existing 
conditions and to evaluate potential impacts of dredging and conshucting 
support facilities for homeporting a CVN in Pearl Harbor. 

The CVN families would add an estimated 1,018 persons to the civilian labor 
force, of which about 882 would be employed. (Military family unemployment 
rates are typically high as they need time to find jobs, and may be unwilling to 
take jobs with demands that conflict with their family responsibilities.) The net 
increase in Hawaii permanent jobs (over the total increase in work force) 
associated with one CVN is about 1,260 jobs. The hiring practices of private 
employers is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

The purpose of the EIS is to document existing conditions and to evaluate 
potential impacts of dredging and constructing support facilities for 
homeporting a CVN in Pearl Harbor. Therefore, this issue is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 

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

0.4.10 It is the Department of Defense policy to neither confirm nor deny the presence 
of nuclear weapons at any site. Please see response to comments 0.1.1 and 
0.3.19. 

0.4.11 The Navy reports all releases of radioactivity associated with the NNPP in it 
annual report entitled Environmental Monitoring and Disposal of Radioactive 



VOLUME 10 CYN HOMEPORnNG EIS - PEARL HARBOR RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Wastes from U.S. Naval Nuclear Powered Shps and their Support Facilities, 
which is reference NNPP 1997a in the EIS. The report is provided to Congress 
and made available to the public. Relevant dormation from the report has been 
included and referenced as appropriate in accordance with the implementing 
regulations of NEPA (40 CFR 1502.21). A copy of t h ~ ~  and other reports were 
placed in local public libraries to aid public review during the EIS process. 

The report states that since 1971, the total long-lived gamma radioactivity (cobalt 
60) in liquids released to all ports and harbors from all Naval nuclear-powered 
ships and supporting tenders, Naval bases and shipyards has been less than 
0.002 curies per year. For perspective, this amount is less than the annual 
amount of naturally occurring radioactivity present in the seawater displaced by 
a single submarine, and is environmentally inconsequential. 

In addition, the report states that since 1975, the total long-lived gamma 
radioactivity released farther than twelve miles from shore by US. Naval 
nuclear-powered ships and supporting tenders has been less than 0.4 curies per 
year. This amount is released at different times of the year in open sea at long 
distances from land in small incremental amounts, and under rapid dispersal 
conditions due to wave action. This 0.4 curie is less than the naturally-occurring 
radioactivity in a cube of seawater approximately one-hundred yards on a side. 

These releases includes those from the tender USS PROTEUS. 

0.4.12 Issues pertaining to storage of plutonium are beyond the scope of this EIS. In 
addition, please see response to comment 0.1.1. 

0.4.13 Radiological issues for the Pearl Harbor Naval Complex are reported and 
evaluated in the Historical Radiological Assessment (HRA), Pearl Harbor Naval 
Complex, dated January 1997. The HRA was reviewed by the State and by EPA 
Region IX, has been finalized and presented to the Restoration Advisory Board, 
and is available in local libraries for public information. The lack of any 
sigruhcant environmental impact from NNPP activities is demonstrated by the 
radiological environmental monitoring performed by the Navy (as documented 
in the HRA, in annual Navy reports, and in Chapter 6 of the EIS) and by the EPA 
(as documented in independent reports). 

0.4.14 Ocean disposal of radioactive waste was common practice, legal and authorized 
by the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission from the 1940's through the early 1970's. 
U.S. Navy participation in such disposal was neither secret nor improper. Navy 
disposal of radioactive waste at sea prior to the early 1950s was unrelated to 
Naval nuclear propulsion, since the first nuclear-powered warship went to sea in 
1955. Early radioactive waste disposal practices, including those cited by the 
commentor, are reported and evaluated in the Historical Radiological 
Assessment, Pearl Harbor Naval Complex (HRA), dated January 1997. The lack 



VOLUME 10 CVN HOMEPORnNG EIS - PEARL HARBOR RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

- Comment 
Number Response 

of environmental impact from such practices is shown by the radiological 
environmental monitoring performed by both the Navy (as documented by the 
Navy in the HRA, in annual Navy reports, and in Chapter 6 of the EIS) and the 
EPA. The HRA has been reviewed with the State and EPA, has been fmahzed 
and presented to the Restoration Advisory Board, and is available for review by 
the public. Please see response to comment 0.3.5-7 for further information 
regarding the EPA surveys and amual Navy reports. 

Please see response to comment 0.4.9 for issues pertaining to nuclear weapons. 

Please see response to comment 0.4.9 for issues pertaining to nuclear weapons. 

Please see response to comment 0.4.14. 

Nuclear propulsion technology is among the most sensitive military technologies 
possessed by the United States and Congress has placed shingent limitations on 
Foreign access to it under the Atomic ge rgy  AC; of 1954 (amended) and other 
Federal statutes. As such, discussion of issues related to naval reactor design 
and operation, including postulated reactor accidents, is contained in a classified 
appendix. The classified appendix was provided to EPA headquarters for 
review. This approach is in accordance with the implementing regulations of 
NEPA (40 CFR 1507.3(c)) which specifically provides for the protection of 
classified information. The classified avvendix was vrovided 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 h a f t  EIS, including 
the classified appendix, conducted a review, and provided comments based on 
their review. The Navy has responded to those comments (identified as 
comment letter F.3 in the San Diego section). EPA had no comments on the 
classified appendix. 

Everv effort has been made to ensure that environmental imuacts 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 uncla&ified sections of the EIS. 

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 EIS has evaluated a wide variety of radiological releases and has 
determined that the radiological risks are not sigruhcant. A summary of risks is 
contained in section 7.6 of the EIS. It is important to note that the safety record 
of the US. Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program is that there has never been a 
reactor accident in the 50 year history of the Program, nor has there been a 
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release of radioactivity having a sigruficant effect on the environment. This - 
record spans over 5,000 reactor years of operation. 

Section 7.5 of the EIS describes the Navy's emergency response plans. For many - 
years, the Navy has coordinated emergency preparedness issues with emergency 
organizations in states where nuclear-powered ships are homeported. 
Procedures are in place for prompt notification of state and local officials in the 
unlikely event of an emergency. The Navy would communicate with those 
officials to provide radiological data and recommendations for protective 
actions. Any action needed to protect the public would be handled by the state 
and local officials using existing plans for emergencies from natural events, such 
as earthquakes or hurricanes. 

None of the incidents cited by the cornmentor involved releases of radioactivity 
from the submarine, and thus no change to the EIS is deemed necessary. 

Please see response to comment 0.1.1 and 0.4.18. 

These contaminated sites represent preexisting environmental conditions that 
would not be exacerbated by the proposed action or alternatives. It is the Navy's 
policy to handle hazardous material and waste in accordance with federal, state, 
and Navy regulations. The purpose of the EIS is to document existing conditions 

-I 
and to evaluate potential impacts of dredging and constructing support facilities 
for homeporting a CVN in Pearl Harbor. Therefore, this issue is beyond the 
scope of this EIS and the alternative project site would not sigruhcantly affect or - 
be affected by contaminated sites. 

The issue of contaminated sites at the naval communications station in Wahiawa 
is not w i h  the scope of this EIS. d 

The issue of contaminated drinking water in Schofield is not within the scope of 
this EIS. - 
The issue of pipeline leaks in Oahu is not within the scope of this EIS. 

The issue of pipeline leaks in Oahu is not within the scope of this EIS. 

The issue of the Superfund cleanup in Schofield is not withm the scope of this - 
EIS. 

The State Department of Health (DOH) issued an advisory to the public in - 
August 1998 that marine life (crabs, clams, fish and bait fish) taken from Pearl 
Harbor should not be consumed by humans. Based on recommendations from 
DOH, the Naval Base Pearl Harbor posted signs around the harbor's shoreline d 

advising the public of the state's fish consumption advisory. P r e w a r y  
findings from an ongoing study of Pearl Harbor sediments indicate low, but 
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unacceptable levels of herbicides, pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs) in 
the sediment and the tissue of fish and shellfish that are associated with the 
harbor bottom. Harbor fish are exposed to daily influxes of pesticides and other 
contaminants carried in sediment entering the harbor from eight streams 
draining agricultural and urban lands. Preliminary data collected for the study 
have not yet demonstrated a relationship between contaminated sediment and 
the levels of contaminants in fish and shellfish (see sections 6.2 and 6.5 in 
Volume 1). The study is being prepared by the Navy in coordination with the 
US. EPA, Hawaii State Department of Health, US. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), State Department 
of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR), and members of the public. The study 
was initiated in 1996; results will be published in the spring of 1999 (DON, 
NBPH Naval Environmental Affairs Officer 1998). Section 6.5 (Marine Biology), 
section 6.17.1 (Environmental Justice), and section 6.18.17 (Cumulative Impacts, 
Environmental Justice) have been revised to incorporate this information. 

0.4.28 The Navy has established specific procedures and instmctions for activities such 
as hull painting, in addition to federal, state, and local environmental laws and 
regulations established to protect human health and the environment. To ensure 
compliance at all levels, representatives of the Commander Naval Region Pearl 
Harbor Environmental Department perform periodic surveillance of hull 
painting activities. Navy and civilian personnel are trained in the safety, health, 
and environmental requirements related to painting a ship. Prior to the 
initiation of work, contractors and Navy personnel are required to attend an 
environmental brief where safety and environmental requirements are 
discussed. The Navy ceased to use paints containing tributylin for ship hulls in 
the 1980s. 

The purpose of the EIS is to document existing conditions and to evaluate 
potential impacts of dredging and constructing support facilities for 
homeporting a CVN in Pearl Harbor. The issue of water use between the Navy, 
state, city, and county is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

The issue of military waste disposal methods is not within the scope of this EIS. 

The issue of chemical warfare is not within the scope of this EIS. 

The issue of previous chemical fires is not within the scope of this EIS. 

The purpose of the EIS is to document existing conditions and to evaluate 
potential impacts of dredging and constructing support facilities for 
homeporting a CVN in Pearl Harbor. These types of land rights are unrelated to 
the scope of this EIS. 

0.4.34 The purpose of the EIS is to document existing conditions and to evaluate 
potential impacts of dredging and constructing support facilities for 

0.4 
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homeporting a CVN in Pearl Harbor. The issue of windward water rights, 
whale sanctuary restrictions, and yacht races are not within the scope of this EIS. 

0.4.35 The issue of windward water rights is not withm the scope of this EIS. 

0.4.36 Any hazardous waste required for or generated by homeporting activities would 
be safely handled, transported, stored, and disposed of in compliance with 
existing federal, state, and Navy regulations and instructions (Draft EIS, section 
6.15, p.6.15-3, lines 2-2). Radioactive waste is strictly controlled to prevent loss, 
is packaged in rigid containers, shielded, and shipped to licensed burial sites. 
Shipment of radioactive materials is required to follow applicable regulations of 
the Navy, the U.S. Department of Transportation, the U.S. Department of 
Energy, and the U.S. Regulatory Commission. (Refer to the Draft EIS, section 
6.15, pp. 6.15-4, 5). It is the Department of Defense policy to neither confirm nor 
deny the presence of nuclear weapons at any site. 

0.4.37 The purpose of this EIS is to document existing conditions and to evaluate 
potential impacts of dredging and constructing support facilities for 
homeporting a CVN in Pearl Harbor. The activities noted are beyond the scope 
of this EIS. 

This issue is not within the scope of this EIS. 

This issue is not within the scope of this EIS. 

This issue is not within the scope of this EIS. 

This issue is not within the scope of this EIS. 

This issue is not within the scope of this EIS. 

This issue is not within the scope of this EIS. 

This issue is not within the scope of this EIS. 

T ~ I S  issue is not withm the scope of this EIS. 

We respect the right to express these concern. However, the uumose of this EIS - . . 
is to d&ent existing conditions and to evaluate potential impacts of dredging 
and constructing support facilities for homeporting a CVN in Pearl Harbor. The - 
activities noted are 6eyond the scope of this EIS. 

We respect the right to express these concern. However, the purpose of this EIS 
is to document existing conditions and to evaluate potential impacts of dredging 
and constructing support facilities for homeporting a CVN in Pearl Harbor. The 
activities noted are beyond the scope of this EIS. 
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- 0.4.48 The Navy respects the right to express an opinion regarding public safety risks, 
but decisions such as Hawaii's animal quarantine regulations are not within the 
scope of h s  EIS. The purpose of this EIS is to document existing conditions and - to evaluate potential impacts of dredging and constructing support facilities for 
homeporting a CVN in Pearl Harbor. 

There is an environmental risk to Hawaii from inadvertent transportation of the 
brown tree snake from Guam. However, since 1986 many control programs 
have been implemented in Hawaii and Guam. Military surface cargo, ships, and 
aircraft en route from Guam are inspected upon departure from Guam by the 
U.S. Department of Fish and Wildlife and upon amval to Hawaii by the Hawaii 
Department of Agriculture Quarantine Branch. These efforts reduce the risk of 
brown tree snake introduction to Hawaii to less than sigruhcant for the proposed 
action and alternatives. In Hawaii, inspectors and canine teams board military 
ships and inspect aircraft amving directly from Guam and check unloaded 
cargo. These brown tree snake control programs are funded through the Office 
of Insular Affairs of the Department of the Interior. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS, 



The Chamber ol 
Commerce of Hawaii 

Mr. John Coon (Code 0SAL.JC) 
Southwerl Division 

October 28, 1998 

Dear Mr. Coon. 

Caltomia; Brcmenon and Everell. washington: and Pead Harbor. Hawaii. 

Enclosed is @he wrillen terlimonv ofTheChamber ofcommerce o f  Hawaii and i t s  ~ ~ ~ ~ 

hltlnldly Allars CZU~CII (MAC) A wnrnanml oral lcrllmony w r r  pmcnlcd by Mr 
W ~ l l ~ r o u  W PJI). 11 dl Ole ~YI>IIL llcar~tng Ihdd by the US Ndvy dl thc Mdhalrpa 

0 Clancnlq School on Ilonolulu. Hawrot on Oclobcr 22. 1998. - 
in 

Thc Chamber olCommerce of Hawaii slrongly endorxs the homeponing ofa NIMITZ- 
Class aircrall carrier at Pearl Harbor. We are aware ofthe higher costs associated wlth lhc 
Pearl Harbor allernativcr and lhe budgetary eonrlrainla faced by lhe Depanment o l  
Defense (DOD). Howcver. the Defensc budge1 i s  only 2.75%af the Gmss Dumcst~s 
Product and is fm rhon oflhe vnounl needed lo maintain a m i l i l q  force capable of 
meeting ow mlional seewily objectives and inwnaio~l eommitmentr a Bosnia and 
elsewhere. Moreover. lhc unstable political, economic, and mililary condil~ons in Korea. 
China. Indonesia. and olher nations wilhin the US Pacific Command aresof 

operalions in the 21" century I 

Tbank you far this opponunity to prerenl testimony on an issue of nalianal mmpanance 
with intentalivnal rantilications. 

Sincerely, A 

T H E  CHAMBER O F  COMMERCE O F  H A W A I I  
1132 BISHOP STREET SUITE 402 

HONOLULU, H A W A I I  96813 

PRESENTATION O F  TESTIMONY O N  T H E  DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACI 'STATEMENT (DEIS) FOR 

DEVELOPING H O M E  PORT FACIL IT IES FOR THREE Nlh l l l 'Z .  
~ 

CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS I N  SUPPORT O F  T H E  US .  
PACIFIC FLEET  A T  CORONADO, CALIFORNIA, BREMERTON 

AND EVERETT, WASHINGTON; AND PEARL HARBOR, H A W A I I  
OCTOBER 22,1998 

Thc fullowmg IS ihc w w c n  lestlmony of lhc M I I I I ~  AUam CUU~CI~ 
(MAC) o f  thc Chamber OfCommerce Of Hawall (thc Chamber). A 
~umm&ized version waspresented orally at the p b l i c  hearing held at Ihe 
Makalapa Elcmentary School in Honolulu, l lawaii  on Octobcr 22, 1998. 

' We have reviewed the DEIS and would like to share the following 
~ers~ect ives on the role of the militaw in Hawaii's vast and Dresent. and . . 
what we foresee for the future. 

HAWAII'S PARTNERSHIP WITH THE U.S. MILITARY 

Because o f  its strategic location and the availability o f  adequate resources, 
Hawaii has been actively involved with U.S. military operations i n  the 
Pacific Theater from the Spanish-American War i n  1898 through World War 
11, the Korean War, and the Vietnam War lo  the present. 

Today, the military maintains a sizable force o f  46,000 active duty 
o e r s o ~ e l  from everv branch of service i n  Hawaii. The headauarters for the 
'US. Pacific ~omm&d.  U.S. Pacific Fleet, Pacific Air ~orce;. US. Army 
Pac~fic, Manne Forces Pac~fic. and thc 14*Coast Guard DISI~ICI arc localcd 
here. 2s are combat-rcadv unm such as the 25'" Infantry D~v~s ton  ( I  'r). 111 
MEF Forces, and the &ace ships and submarine forc;sof lhe U.S. Pacific 
Fleet. The Tripler Anny Medical Center, w h c h  serves the entire Pacific 
Theater in times o f  war and peace, and the Pacific Missile Range Facility at 
Barking Sands, Kauai, one o f  the world's best facilities o f  its kind and a vital 
asset in our quest to develop effective missile and space 
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defenses are also located here. The Asia-Pacific Center for Security Sludies 
is another valuable asset in Hawaii. It is a place where military leaders in 
the Asia-Pacific region meet regularly to discuss ideas and objectives. 

Hawaii is home to some 74.000 family members of active dun, sponsors. . . 
15.700 mdotary reservists, and 17,000 c t & n  employces I t  1s also home to 
over 130.900 r m l ~ t w  vesranr and renrees. manv of whom selected Hawall . , 
because of the milit& presence and the availability of military medical 
centers, commissaries and exchanges, and on-base recreational facilities. 
Coupled with the active duty force, the combined military presence in 
Hawan totals 283.600 people or about 26% of the state's total population 
Thns 8s substant~al Clearly the rml~tary has played a ntal role in Hawau'r 
growth over the years and contributeddirec~ly;o the cultural, social, and 
economic enrichment of life in the islands. They brought new ideas and 
customs to shape our local lifestyles, and sewed as a positive force in 
influencing our various charitable works, churches, and schools. 

Moreover, the military, along with our National Guard and reserve units. 
provided vital assistance in untold number of civil emeraencies and - 
disasters. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF CHANGING MILITARY PRESENCE 

The extensive military presence has had significant impact on Hawaii's 
economic growth. Combined expenditures for payroll, conshuction, supplie: 
and services, petroleum, and the commissaries and exchanges total over $4.: 
billion annually. This represents nearly 15% of the gross state product, 
making the military second only to tourism as a source of revenue in the 
state. Tourism and the military have long surpassed the sugar and pineapple 
industries as  the leading sources ofjobs and revenues to the state. 

It will be a great challenge to maintain these revenues from the military 
sector, especially with the budgetary conshaints established by the balanced 
Federal budget. Changes in Depanment of Defense (DOD) policy, the 
world's political and economic situations, and uur own national economic 
guals all have impact on the degree to which the DOD is able tu afford 
keeping Hawaii as a strategic and protninent milita~y bastion in the Pacific. 

We are mindful of recent changes which may have diminished Hawaii's 
importance in our nation's milttary shategy. For example, we have seen the 
return of Kahoolawe Island to the Stale of Hawaii and the transfer of the 
Marine Corps' fighter air wing from Kaneohe Marine Corps Air Station to a 
location on the mainland. Downsizing of the Navy's fleet of ships has 
resulted in a decrease in the number of ships homeponed at Pearl Harbor and 
a corresponding decrease in ship repair program. This has caused serious 
setbacks in Hawaii's shio repair business and our pool ofhiahlv skilled . . - .  
workers who are migrating out of Hawaii to find work or venturing into ncw 
career fields. The number of combat-readv marines and soldiers has been 
reduced and we are in the final stages of complying with the 1993 BRAC 
decision to close Barber's Point Naval Air Station and its airfield operations. 
Now we are addressing the recent decision by the Assistant Secretary of the 
Navy to approve the DEE wh~chcxcludes Pearl Harbor as one of the home 
Don sttcs for a NIMITZ-class a~rcraft camer, dcsp~le Hawau's stratcaw 
iorward location in the Pacific, its admirable recdrd in supponing ou; 
nation's military forces for the past 100 years, and the many quality of life 
benefits we offer to uniformed service members and their families. 

A continuing trend in decreasing military presence and reductions in the 
state's second major source ofjobs and revenues would have serious 
economic consequences. 

PERSPECTIVES ON THE DEIS 

The DEIS did not cite any significant environmental factors which would 
eliminate Pearl Harbor from consideration. I t  did cite factors which focused 
on the higher comparative cost of the two alternatives which proposed to 
home port a camer at Pearl Harbor. 

In our view. Hawaii's strategic forward locallon (six-days streaming lime 
closer to the Pacific Rim areas than the continental United States) is a 
compelling factor which places due imponance on displaying our military 
presence in the Pacific to deter armed conflicts and, when necessary, having 
the capability tu respond to conflicts quickly. I n  luday's technological 
ewiroamet~t, lime will becumt. an even more crilical factor in future 
conflicts and could well detern~inc v~ctory or defeat. 



We believe that this emphasis on cost at a time when the defense budget 
is projected at a mere 2.75% ol'our Gross National Product is unwise. I t  will 
result in further compromising our nation's will to provide our fighting . . 
torccs wlth the hcst combat trammg programs and weapons systems, and 3 

qual~ty o f  llfc befittmp, thc demands we dace on them and the11 famhrs 
donc&s over the inadequacies o f  our defense budget have led to serious 
debates during the recent Conrressional budget hearings in the wake o f  - - - - 
alarming signs o f  emerg~ng problems in retention, readiness, and response. 

The DElS specifies a requirement to dredge the channel and turnaround 
area to accommodate a NIMITZ-Class aircraft carrier. We understand that 
this ts also necessary to home port other ships with sim~lar requirements. I t  
also specifies construction work to upgrade proposed aircraft carrier benhing 
areas and provide for a parking garage, a controlled industrial facility, multi- 
purpose recreation building and a child development center. I t  is well 
L d w n  that a good p o n i o n b f ~ e  present infrastructure at Pearl Harbor was 
bullt during World War I1 and is in need o f  repair, replacement, or raztng. 
This raises the question as to the extent to wh~ch the US should invest in 
Pearl Harbor's infrastructure over the next 10- 15 vears in order to modernize 
11 as a s~rateg~c forward base for naval operattons i n  the 2 IY  century 
~ ~ e c i l i c a l l ~ ~ s h o u l d  the US invest the dollars needed to pre-position an 
aircraft carrier and other combat shins at Pearl Harbor in order to 
demonstrate the degree o f  forward m~ l~ ta r y  presence needed to help deter 
cont l~c~s and to respond lo cnses qu~ckly when necessary We he lwc  that 
the US can 111 aNord NOT to rctatn Pearl Harbor as our Drlmsry forward 
base and develop its infrastructure to homeport and set& an; naval vessel. 

The DElS states that no airfield is available for carrier air wing use 
because o f  the BRAC decision to close NAS Barber's Point. Although the 
Governor o f  Hawaii and the State legislature have openly offered to return 
the airfield to the Navy for carrier air wing use, there is no reference made to 
negotiating such an agreement with the State. There also was no mention of 
the possible use o f  air operations facilities at nearby Hickam AFB or 
Kaneohe Marine Corps Air Station, which recently supported a Marine air 
wing. We realize that i t  wi l l  take additional funding to upgrade the Barber's 
Point airfield to meet carrier aircraft requlrements; however, inaction at this 
tune will mean that the land will be released for other use and will not be 

available for military use in the htture. This is essentially a "now or never" 
situation. Similar returns of other underused or unused military controlled 
lands in Hawaii wi l l  also result in those lands not being available to the 
military to support future conflicts. Such decisions could prove to be costly 
and dehimental to our future readiness and response capabilities. 

We appreciate the importance of training and the great distance from 
Pearl Harbor to SOCAL. However, in comparison with the Pacific 
Northwest area, i t  appears that the only difference between the two locations 
in having to train in the SOCAL area is time and distance. We agree that this 
translates into higher costs for Hawaii, but we don't agree that i t  would 
adversely affect the quality of training or operational efficiencies. I t  wi l l  
simply take longer to steam from Hawaii to San Diego. Additionally, no 
mention was made o f  the future possibility of using innovative high-tech 
aircrew training programs at the facilities available at the Pacific Missile 
Range Facility to supplement land-based target ranges. 

The DElS does not include discussion on replacing the USS Kitty Hawk, 
the non.nuclcar powered aircraft carrier presently homeponcd in Japan. We 
understand that thc IJSS l t w  Hawk is scheduled ibr dccomm~ss~on~ng 
within 3 or 4 years and is to be replaced with a new NIMITZ-class aircrafi 
carrier. If Japan disagrees with homeponing a nuclear-powered carrier, we 
suggest that Pearl Harbor is well suited to serve as a strategic American pon 
for the new camer. We believe that the US should no longer adopt security 
plans which rely on the use of foreign ports to homeport our naval forces 
because o f  rapidly changing world anitudes and the favorable stability o f  
American pons. 

HAWAII'S QUALITY OF LIFE I S  UNMATCHED I "."." 
Hawaii has done a superb job i n  carlng for the welfare o f  US. service 

members and their families in times ofwar and peace. We are good at it. In  
fact, we would like to state that the high quality of life for service members 
is virtually unmatched anywhere else. Consider the following facts about the 
quality of l ife for uniformed service members and their families and 
I-lawaii's capabilities to support the military under any conditions. 



To begin with, the military has a modem general hospital (Tripler Army 
Medical Center) which is supported by a network o f  local military clmcs 
and private hospilals/medical centers to provide complete medical services. 
I t  has four full service DOD commissaries and five major military exchange 
stores to complement a complete range o f  commercial wholesalers and 
retailers for everyday subsistance goods and services. 

The military families in Hawaii enjoy easy access to the most extensive 
range ofmorale, welfare, and recreation (MWR) programs in the world. The 
MWR programs operated on all Amy, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, and 
Coast Guard installations arc designed to meet the leisure-time needs o f  all 
militaw personnel. Available activities include libraries, gymnasiums, 
phys~c~l~f imcss ccntcrs, bowlmg ccntcn, golf courses, hobby centers, auto 
rcmw sho~s. chdd care ccnlers. communlry centers, athlct~c fields, youlh . . 
programs, beaches and marina;, beach cot;ages, camp grounds, outdoor 

0 recrimon areas, ndmg acadcnues, clubs and messes, leMls couns. 
LI swlmmmg pools, ch~ldren's playgrounds, and othcr simlar fac~ltt~cr The 

cuy u f  llonolulu also has an abundance o f  parks, playgrounds, and other 
recresl~onal fac~lmcs whtch are also uscd dally by !he m ~ l ~ l w  The Hale 
Koa Hotel operated by the US Anny is among thk best in theworld and has 
the facilities to accommodate thousands o f  lroops transiting Hawaii on rest 
and recreation. 

The State o f  Hawall provtdcs a k~ndergancn through senlor hlgh schuul 
oubl~c cducat~on system There also arc a number o f  pnvale schools whlch 
i re well attended by military dependents. Add to thisthe University o f  
Hawaii with its East-West Center for Asian sNdies and community college 
network, Hawaii Pacific University, Chaminade University, Brigham 
Young-Hawaii University, Universiiy o f  Phoenix, and other schools which 
offer undergraduate and graduate programs. 

The availability o f  adequate housing is also a prime measure ofquality 
living conditions. As a supplement to the many family housing areas and 
single member units on military bases, Honolulu offers a wide range of 
quality homes, apartments, and condominiums for use by the military and 
their families. Many are situated in new residential areas offering good 
secunty and located close to m~litary bases. There is ongoing construction 

on military bases to renovate/replace older quarters for marned and smgle 
members or to increase the number o f  avadable quaners. 

Hawaii is a world-class travel destination which features the very best in 
 accommodation^ and services. I lonolulu serves as host to a variety of major 
events and activities to mclude sporting events such as the annual NFL. Pro 
Bowl, llawatian Open PGA ~olftoumamcnt. Aloh;~ Rowl fiu collece . 
luothnll, wurld-class ) x h l  i ~ e s  to in i l tdc 111c Amer~ia s c'dp, l l l e  
1nlcmallona11)  know^^ Ilunulult~ M~I.I~~I(III and I~UIII~IJII I I IJ~~IJ~~I~ ,~nd th~. I 
Navy's annual Hydrofest, as well as concerts, ballets, product/serv;ccs 
shows, conventions, and numerous other local, national, and internat~onal 
events. Thc University o f  Hawaii participates in the highest Division I A  
level for top-level men's and women's college spons competition in the 
NCAA. 

POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC STABILITY INVOLVES THE 0.51 
MILITARY, HERE AND IN THE ASIA-PACIFIC REGION 

We realize that the envtronmental study was not intended to address 
factors outside Pearl Harbor. Our concerns arc based on our beliellhat 
Hawaii is a valuable US asset and our close partnership with the military 
over the years. The m~l~tary 's  presence i n  Hawaii 1s deep-rooted and 
directly affects every phase o f  l ife here. The state's econonic problems over 
the past eight years have had devaslating impact on the svatc and city 
governments, the business community, and the gencral populace. 'The 
addition o f  an aircrali carrier at Pearl Harbor and work to modernize its 
inliaslructure would 11o1 unly provide Cur needed upgrade at this vllal a ~ ~ d  
strategic forward naval base. I t  would surely have signilicant impact in 
helping to stimulate economic recovery. Because o f  the mil~tary's dominant 
role in our economy, Hawaii stands to remain in its economic doldnmis ibr 
years to come until i t  can dcvclop new industries lo  create new jobs and 
generate more revenues. The state rccognlzcs the nccd to divcrsi&, and has 
taken steps to expand cx~sting industries and venture into new ones like 
information, space, and bio tcchonologics. 



However, from a broader ~nternational perspective, Hawaii's strategic 
location i n  the mid-Pacitic also offers the US an opportunity to use these 
islands as a "bridge" to the Pacific Rim for international relations. In 
addition to the US Pacific Command and its component scrviccs, the 
Universily o f  Hawaii and the East-West Center, foreign cmbassics, and 
numerous other educational, financial, ~ol i l ical.  and business aeencics are 
located i n  Hawaii. M i x  in Hawaii's muiticultural society and long-standing 
economic and ~o l i t i ca l  ties i n  the Asia-Pacific region. We foresee ereat - " 
possibilities in developing Hawaii as the focal point for US relations i n  the 
region. 

The strong military presence represented by the Pacific Command, 
activities o f  the Asia-Pacific Center for Securilv Studies. medical nroerams . - 
ol'tl~e Tr~pler Army Medlcsl Center. ) o m  m~lbtaq tratnlng excrc~ses such a! 
Ulhll'AC In Hawatt and CORKA 6Ol.D In Thatland, and lhe world's best 

0 tot lng fac~ltltes at PMRF for space and htgh.tech program development are 
in kcy elements in establtshtng vtable partnershtps utth Pactlic Klm nat~ons 

The SuiCeSS o fUS  CINCPAC's reccnt Chtcfs 01 Defense Confcrcncc In 
Honolulu, attended by the Chairman o f  the US Joint Chiefs o f  Staff and the 
top military leaders o f  13 nations i n  the Asia-Pacific region, is an example < 
the good which can be gained by using Hawaii as the site for conducting 
conferences to slimulate better understanding between the US and Pacific 
l l im nations. Although India and China did not participate, US CINCPAC 
hopes to add them and make the event recurring. Similar conferences in 
comnlerce and trade would work. 

IN CLOSING 

In our view, the decision to home port an aircrafi carrier at Pearl Harbor 
IS more than a question o f  positioning a ship. I t  concerns the imponance of 
using Pearl Harbor as the strategic forward naval base for the US Pacific 
Fleet and the importance o f  modernizing its infrastructure for the 21" 
century. This wi l l  enable the Navy to homepon amphtbious assault ships 
and slltps asslgned to a carrter group at Pearl Harbor. I t  will tap into the 
awesome potential ofthe resources available in Hawaii to serve as !he 
international relations center h r  the United States in Asia-Pacific region. 

11.1wa11 is well sutteJ to fulfill our nalton's mtlllary objecurcs in the 0 5 7  
PACOM area o f  rcs~onrlblllrv Thc sta~c ts cornmttted to suppontnr the I . . - 
military, and the basic resources and infrastmcture are already available. The 
aloha and quality o f  life we offer to the military and their families are I 
unmatched anywhere else Add to this l4awa11's longstvldmg poltt~cal and 
economic ttes with our Pac~fic h m  ne~ghbors and thc state's potent~ol in I 
serving as America's bridge in establishing more meaningfu lh ionships 
with these nations. The rewards to the United States in preserving peace 
first, then proceeding with steps to develop stable governments and thriving 
economies i n  the Asia-Pacific region would be unprecedented. 

Thank you for this oppomnity i n  presenting our views on the DEIS. I 

William W. Paw, Jr. 



VOLUME 10 CVN HOMEPORTlNG EIS - PEARL HARBOR RESPONSES TO C O ~ E N T S  - 
Comment 
Number Response 

The Chamber of Commerce of Hawaii - 
0.5.1 Thank you for your comments. They ar e noted and included in th e Final EIS. 

0.5.2 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 

0.5.3 Please refer to the Navy's response to comments 5.3.1, 5.4.1, and 5.4.4. for more 
information on the return of Barber's Point, the use of Hickam Air Force Base, 
etc. 

Please refer to the Navy's response to comment S.4.4. for a discussion on air 
wing training. 

The Navy does not have a plan to decommission the USS KITTY HAWK within 
three to four years. To discuss the replacement of KITTY HAWK without a plan 
is speculative. The scope of this EIS was made broad enough to encompass the 
reasonable foreseeable needs relative to decommissionings of fossil-fueled 
aircraft carriers, ie., the USS INDEPENDENCE in 1998 and the USS 
CONSTELLATION in 2003. The KITTY HAWK was selected to replace USS 
INDEPENDENCE because it was deemed to have a greater useful life remaining 
than did the CONSTELLATION. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 



VOLUME 10 CVN H O M E P O R n N G  EJS - PEARL HARBOR RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Committee to Bridge the Gap 

0.6.1 There is no comment letter associated with the code 0.6. 



Honolulu Council 
N.4W LEAGL'E OF THE UNITED STATES 

rouwm IWY 

TESTIMONY BY JIM PITTON 
Executive Director,  Pacific Region Navy League of the U. S. 

Concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for developing homeport facilities 
for three Nimitz class nuclear powered aircraft carriers in support of the U. S. Pacific Fleet 

The Navy League councils of the Pacific Region fully agree with the U. S. Navy's proposed 
preferred alternative of homeporting two additional CVN's at  NAS North Island and to 
maintain one CVN at  Everett, Washington as the most eficient utilization of existing Navy 
assets based on current and projected budget constraints. This decision is also in 
agreement with on-going base realignment and closure decisions which have downsized 
overall facility and training areas in Hawaii. 

There is no doubt about Pearl Harbor's strategic importance in regards to linking forward 
deployed units in the far east and southeast Asia with the West Coast. Unfortunately 
Hawaii's strategic location does not make it capable of supporting an aircraft carrier and 
its embarked air wing. Infra structural costs for both the homeporting of a carrier in 
Hawaii and to support the air wing requirements would be astronomical. 

Assuming (and this is extremely unlikely) that Barbers Point Naval Air Station could be 
made available to the Navy by the State of Hawaii a t  zero cost. The Navy would still 
require many millions of dollars to be added to its budget to operate and maintain it. Even 
with the additional assumption that the carrier air wing could be provided the necessary 
hangar spaces, training simulators, repair facilities, required logistics support and fueling 
requirements, the air wing would still be faced with the big problem of no bombing, 
(simulated or  live) target ranges in the Hawaiian area. 

The Navy League councils of the Pacific Region are in full agreement with the Hawaii 
Chamber of Commerce and representatives of the state in regards to the importance of 
maintaining and even increasing the naval presence in Hawaii. However, the Navy League 
does not agree that homporting a carrier in Hawaii is the way to do so. 

The sailors, marines and airmen who must be trained up in order to be mission capable 
should always be the first consideration when making decisions of this magnitude. Carrier 
training operations and the necessary battlegroup work ups would require that the ship 
and air  wing spend a lot of time on the west coast and away from its homeport of Hawaii. 
This increased operations tempo is not only costly in dollars, it would also be very costly on 
troop morale. With those sailors and marines in mind, the Navy League is in full 
agreement with the Navy's preferred alternative. 



Comment 

VOLUME 10 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - PEARL HARBOR RESPONSES TO COMMENTS - 
Number Response 

Navy League of the United States, Honolulu Council 

0.7.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



VOLUME I0 CVN H O M E P O R ~ N G  EIS - PEARL HARBOR RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Robert T. Guard, Navy League of the United States, Honolulu Council 

0.8.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 



COhthtENTS BY ROBERT T GUARD ON BEHALF OF THE HON0LUI.U 
COUNCIL. NAVY LEAGUE OF THE UNITED STATES CONCERNING THE 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEB) FOR DEVELOPING 

By way o f  a brief insoduction, my name is Roben T. Guard and I am president of lhc Honolulu 
Council o fhe Navy League. We we a civilian, "on-profit organizslion whose mission is to educate 
the public regarding issues Ihat w of viral coneem lo the U. S. Sea Services. Our eouncil'r 
membership alone numben over 5,600, and theNavy League's membership staswide is close la 
7.000. 

I hc Navy has pvbltcly mdtcatcd I& prcfeancc to homcpon lwo addluonal nuclear~pouered atrcnh 
camern at Nonh Island Navy Aor S la lm and m a m m  Naval Stulon Everen Washmgton, ar a 
second west coast homepon for one nuclear-powered aircraft carrier. According to the Navy. thin 
alternative makes best use of  current inIiasVucnur ad facilities, utilizes budgeted funds most 
effectively, and simplilies the logistics train for parfs ad supplies. 

Indeed. from a laeal businessmen's point o f  view, here uc a number of compelling reasons to 
convince the Navy hat i t  would be a good idea lo homeport a canier at Pearl Harbor. But the 
Navy's preference makes good ~ n s e  and is the only logical eeonomie and operational allemalive 
tha works in Ule eontolt ofserieus budget issues and r d i a i c  cornprim among the homeponing 
alternatives. 

For example: 

Training is a vital concern, both for the carrier and ie embarked air wing. The 
Southern California operational training map sre much more complctc and 
acccsrible. B u i d l y ,  wilhwt Kahmlswt, the Navy has vinually no training ma at 
all in Hawaii Ihat can meet their needs. 

- I nhas~s twa l  costs to prepare Pearl Harbor to receive n nuclear-powered carrier 
would be substantially greater than for a west c o w  hornpan. Erlimater range from 
200 to 300 percent higher for the Navy to homcpon in Hawaii. 

Facilities for Ihs air wing am v W l y  non-exincnt. Ycr, the governor has nulcd he 
would consider leasing Barbers Point N.A,S, for a nominal amount, but the cost lo 
rehabilitate the facility and maintain i t  would run into the tens of millions of dollars. 
versus the accommodations lor an air wing which w already available in Ihe San 
Diego ma. I 

. The logistics uain for pans and supplies would be vastly extended for a carrier banle 
group homtponed in Pearl Harbor. Once again. con and time ate major detriments. 

. The expense of moving x a  service dependents from the west wart lo Hawaii. 
together with significantly higher costs for housing allowances in  Hawaii weighs 
against the Pearl Harbor alternative. 

Lest I round unalterably opposed to homeponing options at Pearl Hatbar and the economic stimulus 
thereby pmvided. that could be further horn the buth. We wouldcenainly welcome the possibility 
ofadditional dsruoysrs. cruircrs, aubmahsr and other componentsofthe U. S. Pacific Flcst k i n g  
assigned to Pearl Harbor. In addition. the Navy League has been actively involved in  encowaging 
the Naw secretanal and C o n m  to allocate funds for Ihc rehabilitation and u ~ m d i n l l  o f  the Pearl " .- - 
Harbor ~nhastrucrwe, tnclullong pars, storage and mmnenance f x~ l t t a r ,  adm~nortmttrc anJ 
operatlorn bu~ld~ngr, and perhaps most imponanlly. nu l t t q  houmg We alsoapplaudihe mmatw 
of Hawall's cong~crsional delrgmon in obla8run8 budgeted hmdr for the drvclopmcnt of kurJ 

As to Ihe issue o f  homeponing a carrier banle group at Pearl Harbor, however, ow view is eonslnea 
with h e  Navy's that there is a significantly better option available. 

Thank YOU 



Individuals 



- 

TO: 

- 

RE: 

Kim Dillman 
PO Box 338 - Volcano, Hawaii - 96785 

kim-dillman@ho~ail.com 

Mr. John Coon (Code O5AL.JC) 
Southwest Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway, San Diego, CA 92132 
emad. cvnhomeponing@efdswest.navfac.navy.mil 

Draft EIS Public Hearings on Homeporting Nuclear Powered Aircraft Camen 

Testimony: 

Nuclear powered ships of any kind are not welcome by the Pacific Islanders in Pacific 
waters, or any waters on this planet because they represent war, intimidation and 
destruction, they are a very real threat 10 people, the environment, and the future of Hawaii 
as a living legacy. 

I strongly oppose the addition of resources, specifically Three NIMITZClass Nuclear- 
Powered Aircraft Camen, to the naval fleet homeport in Hawaii. 

Hawaii is a very small and very unique place, it's unfortunate that its primary value to the 
world powers is its important strategic location. It also makes us a target. There is great 
environmental value in the richness of the islands too, and this is what we prefer to have. 
Hawaiian people can not use the military or equipment to make their homes, supply their 
food and clothe their chldren. The uncontaminated lands and seas where the people hunt, 
farm, fish, and harvest for subsistence need to remain in tact for the survival of future 
generations. 

L1.1 



- 
VOLUME 10 CVh' HOMEPORTING EIS - PEARL HARBOR RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Kim Dillman 

Thank you for your opinions.. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. See 
response to comment 0.3.1 in regard to your request that no CVNs be 
homeported in Hawaii. 



Naval Facilities Engineering Command: 

I am a mother of two young school-age children attending schools near Pearl 

Harbor. I know there are risks that could involve a nuclear accident due to defueling 

etc. nuclear ships at the ship yard as well as an accident or meltdown of the nuclear 

reactors themselves. 
I remember how horrified the American people were at the Chernobyl nuclear 

incident. We were told of the radiactive devastation to the land, communities and 
people in a wide area surrounding the reactor. Many articles told how negligent the 

government was - no forsight, plans, immediacy. I know there are safety factors in the 

high tech nuclear ships. subs. etC. I also know a fire, terroristic act (as we are told is a 
real threat), or accident or incident could be an unexpected event any time, no matter 
how many safeguards there are. It is my opinion that so far we have been lucky. 

My point is to state that I do support homeporting aircraft carriers in Pearl 
Harbor under one condition - a condition that we feel should have been addressed 

long ago, not as a natural disaster, but as one involving radioactivity. The Dep't of 
Education. Civil Defense and other agencies must have a plan, but what is it? What 

happens to my children and all the children in schools such as Aliamanu, Makalapa. 

Radford. Hickam. Pearl City - almost in the badk yard of these nuclear reactors and 
nuclear weapons-carrying submarines? 

Defueling and off-loading highly radioactive products invite an accident andlor 

spill. Tradewinds blow 80% of the time. Again, where will my children be taken? how 

will the public be informed? Tsunamis and Hurricanes usually give us some warning. 
We are able to leave work, evacuate suceptible areas, etc. An accident at the ship 

yard does not lend itself to a few hours of public emergency warning and broad- 

casting. That we have never had even a closecall makes me know we should not 

take continuing good luck for granted. 
The local people need work, my husband included, I encourage the carriers, b l  

with that must come frequent "be prepared" (for radioactive dispersal) plans, 
especially for our children while in school. I do hope a the additional income to our 

state also brings the long overdue nuclear evacuation emergency plans so we will not 

be the next Chernobyl. 
Yours truly, 

C-d- h 



- 
VOLUME 10 CVh' HOMEPOR~TING EIS - PEARL HARBOR RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response - 
Corrine Metz 

Please see response to comment 0.4.18. 

NNPP operations and work performed at Naval bases are such that there is no 
need for unique emergency preparedness programs outside the base. A 
community near to where nuclear-powered ships are berthed needs no 
additional emergency planning or response capability beyond that which exists 
for natural events, such as earthquakes or hurricanes. 

Due to the extent and nature of activities at Naval bases, emergency 
preparedness is part of on-going planning and training. Emergency 
preparedness includes provisions for immediate response to any emergency at 
Naval bases (including fires, hazardous material spills, and natural events), 
identification of the accident conditions, and communications with civil 
authorities providing radiological data and recommendations for any 
appropriate protective actions, including evacuation or sheltering. For many 
years, the Navy has coordinated emergency preparedness issues with state 
emergency organizations in states where nuclear powered ships are 
homeported. Procedures are in place for prompt notification of State and local 
authorities in the unlikely event of an emergency. Regularly scheduled exercises 
are conducted periodically at each site in order to test the site's ability to respond 
to accidents. These exercises include realistic tests of people, equipment, and 
communications, and the results are regularly reviewed to incorporate 
experience gained from the exercises. These exercises also include steps to verify 
the adequacy of interactions with local hospitals and emergency personnel and 
state officials. 

In addition, please see response to comment 0.1.1. 



431-C Kalama Street 
Kailua . HI 96734 
October 22. 1998 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
Malalapa Elementary School 
4435 Salt Lake Boulevard 
Honolulu , HI 96818 

Ladies and Gentelmen: 

Aloha - 
May I introduce myself. MY name in Kaonohi Malama. I am here 
this evenlng to publicly comment on the homeportlng Issue 
of three NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers. AS an amerlcan citizen 
as well as a native Havaiian I vould H k e  to express my 
mana'o and concerns here at this public draft environmental 
i m ~ a c t  statement hearina. 
I &uld llke to thank you for giving me the opportunity to 

$ give my oral and written statements for and against the 
development of homeport facilities and infrastructures 
for three NIHITZ-clans aircraft carriers. 

Statement 
I am for the homeporting of tvo nuclear NIHITZ-class aircraft 
Carriers at Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) Coronado, 
California and one nuclear NIHITZ-class aircraft carrier at 
Fuget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSNS) Bremerton, Washington. 
I am against the homeporting of a single NIMITZ-class aircraft 
carrier at Naval Station (NAVSTA) Everett, Washington. Also, 
I am in total opposition of homeporting of any type of nuclear 
clase (NIUITZ,ENTERPRISE) and or c~nvantional~fossil fuel. class 
(KITTY HAWK) of aircraft carriers here at Pearl Harbor 
Naval shipyard (PHNSP) Honolulu, Hawaii. My preference for any 
honeporting alternative is alternatlv* number one. 

Number One 
Alternative number one calls for the homeporting of one addition- 
al nuclear NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier to Puget Sound Naval 
Shipyard and the transfer of three, 3.1. fast combat support 
ships (AOE) to Naval Station Everett. It also calls for the 
homeporting of two additional NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers 
to Naval Air Station North Island. 

Why Bremerton 
The Navy does not plan to construct or build a facllity to 
support a pier-side repalrs to a CVN nuclear propulsion 
plant at Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) Coronado, 
San Diego. As for Pearl Harbor Naval Shiward (PHNSI it 
too do& not have the capability to perfbin an extensive 
DPIA maintenance "or* .  Nor does it have the dry-docking 
facllity t a  support a CVN nuclear propulsion plant rock. 

The estimate cost for alternative one should be approximately, 
less than $140,000,000 ($130,203,235) milllon dollars. Thls 
estimate 1. the leaet amount of all of the rallarlna 

The construciion/renivatlon costs ;stimate for alternative 
one rould be approximately less than $64,000,000($63,785, 
000) million dollars. It would be the third least expensive 
of all alternatives (6). 
However, the operational coot is the least expensive in 
comparaslng with the other alternatives at $301,592,721 
dollars. That is the difference ot $416,210.00 dollars from 
the second least expensive (alternative two) alternative. 
As for the housing sub total cost for alternative one. It is 
estimated that it "111 cost approximately $14,000,000 million 
($12,512,753) dollars. It is the leaat expensive of all of the 
other alternatives plans being considered for houslng. 
Furthermore, the breakdovn housing cost between NIVSTA-Everett 
($274,907,291) and PSNS-Bremerton($254,305,877) 1s a 
difference of $20,000,000 ($20,601,414) dollars for the latter 
A savings of about $20 million do1la:s per year to house both 
families and unmarried personal at Puget sound Naval Station. 
If a second NIMITZ-class carrier should be homeported there. 



Sources. Information. References. Magazine. Periodlcalr. 
N e w s ~ a ~ e c .  Articles, etc. 

 raft Environmental Impact Statement €or& Honeport Paullities 
for Three NIMITZ-class Atreraft Carriers. 
vol. 1 August 1998 Department of the Navy IDON) 
Vol. 2-5 ~ u g u s t  1998 Department of the Navy (DON) 
~ 0 1 .  6 &"gust 1998 Department of the ~ a v y  (DON) 

'JANES PIGHTINO SHIPS" 1997-98 
edited by; Capc. Richard Sharp RN 
founded by: Fred T. Jane, 1897, 100th ad.,ccpy 1997 

"The ships and Alrcraft of the U.S. Fleet" 
byi Norman Polpar 
pub: Naval Institute Presa. 12th ed., copy 1981 

" uss CARL VINBON and Carrier Air ninp Fourteen- CVH LO 
I Combat Aircraft (National Journal of Mllitary hviation) 

Sept. 1997. 
by: Warren E. Thompson 

F 'Carrlar work-ope"- Combat Aircraft (National Journal of 
w Military ~vlation) Sept. 1998. 

by: Carl E. PoCter 
photos by: Renb J. Franclllon 

'Nhere Are The Carriers*- Alr Fan International, Oct. 1995 
by: Tom KaminaKi 

Mr. John Coon (Code O5LL.JC) 
S o u t h r e s t  Division 
Naval Facilltles Englrreerlng Command 
1220 Pacific Hlqhuay 
San Diego. California 9 2 1 3 2  

Comments from Llnda Hatcher 
2575 Kuhio Avo. 1401 
H ~ n o l ~ l ~ .  Hi. 96815 



VOLllME 10 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - P U R L  HARBOR RESPONSES TO COMMEhTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Kaonohi Malama 

1.3.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



October 22, 1 9 9 8  - 
Testimony for the Public Hearing on the Draft EIS for Developing 
Home Port Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class Nuclear-Powered 
Aircraft Carriers in Support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet - 

I urge the Navy to reject Alternatives 3 and 5 that name I L41 
- 

Pearl Harbor a s  a home port for a nuclear aircraft carrier. 

After having examined the Draft EIS o n  this subject, 1 agree 
with the Navy's rejection of the Pearl Harbor site. It i s  the 
least feasible for carrying out the Navy's mission and extremely 
costly compared with the other three sites. Further. if the 
Pearl Harbor s i t e  i s  chosen. it would mean that we Hawai'i 
raxpayers would subsidize even more military dependent students 
for whom we already pay about $5,000.00 of the $5,700.00 it costs 
to educate a student, the federal impact aid amounting t o  only 
about $700.00 per student. 

I intend t o  submit detailed comments to the Draft EIS before + the November 1 2  deadline. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony. 
7 

. 
Lois M. Tyler 
1025 Kalo Place 11002 
Honolulu. HI 9 6 8 2 6  



- 
VOLUME 10 CVN H O M E P O R ~ N G  EIS - PEARL HARBOR RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Lois M. Tyler 

1.4.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



In the Honolulu Advertiser of hugurt 19 of this year I 

was pleased to read that Pearl Harbor waonst one o f  

the selected sites for homeporting of the cVNns. we 

already have here an enormous military complement on 

an over crowded island. The added danger o f  any 

nuclear powered vessel stationed here increaser the 

pcobabllity of accidents such as the three occurring 

just this summer at Pearl Harbor. The last one 

prompted a reviev of all safety procedures involving 

three shlfta of workers. 

I am very glad that BRIC has trimmed our military force 

through out the world and do'hope that two more rounds 

of closings occur. A s  has been noted in press 
? 
Ul releases this process came about after the fall of the 

U.S.S.R. and we seem to have no other nation rith even 

a modicum of military might compared to our o m .  

The NEPA process which covers a vide range of national 

concerna seema to be a very thorough attempt at 

addressing all the areas of envlronaental importance 

yet there are problems still rith the identifled rites 

of ordinance concentrations at all of our firing 

ranges. There have been areas  given as wildlife 

refugees due to the cost of clean up of unexploded 

ordinance. This cost should be given an estimated 

dollar amount and debated at the national level a s  it 

should not be left anywhere in our country or the 

Pacific Islands of other nations to be dealt rlth by 

unknovn future generations. It is completely 

irresponsible for us to choose to contaminate the 

unborn people rith ouch huge areas of peril hidden i n  

a lovely woodland perhaps the nicest in appeacance of 

an entire area. Obviously the government has total 

confidence that all posted signs "111 remain in 

perpetuity, yet that i9 an arrogant position to t a w  

as we don't know our future status of abilities to do 

such. 

Since there has been an annual savings of st least 

14.1 billions since the beginning of the base closings 

I wish to suggest this money be utilized in doing the 

most honorable thing and remove the bombs and any 

other burled barrels of deadly chemicals or polluted 

sludge or any other known dangerous substances this 

generation is fully accountable for puttlng on this 

earth. 

LAH Encl. 



Reproduction clarity limited by quality of comment letter received. 

rJmr 
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VOLUME 10 CVh' HOMEPORnNC EIS - PURL HARBOR RESPONSES TO COMMENE 

Comment 
Number Response 

Anonymous 

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 sigruficant radiologral 
impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZclass aircraft carriers or 
operating NIMITZ-class aircraft camer maintenance facilities. Please see also 
response 0.4.19. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

The Navy respects the right to express this opinion regarding ordnance safety 
and priorities for nulitary funding and the environment. However, the purpose 
of the EIS is to document existing conditions and to evaluate potential impacts of 
dredging and constructing support facilities for homeporting a CVN in Pearl 
Harbor. Therefore, those issues are beyond the scope of this EIS. 



DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR 
THREE NIMITZCLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 

IN SUPPORT OF THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

DRAFT EIS COMMENTS 

COMMENTS: Z A ~ ~ P &  flu PDR 
J J 

Note: This iorm 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 



VOLUME 10 CVN HOMEPORnNG EIS - P U R L  HARBOR RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Arlen L. Cabrinha 

1.6.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



DEVELOPING HOME PORT FAClLlnES FOR 
THREE NlMlTZCLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 

IN SUPPORT OF THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

DRAFT EIS COMMENTS 

COMMENTS: 
I f  a l l  environmental concerns a r e  reasonably handled. I am i n  favor of L7.1 

t.orne po r t ing  a Nirnitz-Class A i r c r a f t  c a r r i e r  i n  Hawaii. 

*. Dat 

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



VOLUME 10 CVN HOMEPORTTNG El5 - PURL HARBOR RESPONSES TO COMMEElTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

M. Cabrinha 

1.7.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR 
THREE NIMITZCLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 

IN SUPPORT OF THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

DRAFT EIS COMMENTS 

Address: w - / d b ~ h - ,  R 
U X \ ~ c s , S  .ccC'L=L 7 

b:ote. Thls form 1s suppl~ed !or your conventence. You are not requ~red lo use thls form 
Comments of any length may be submttted to the address on the reverse s~de  of thls form. Your 
comments should be postmarked on or before November 12. 1998 



- 

Comment 
Number Response 

Richard T. Darnian 

1.8.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 



DEVELOPING HOME PORT FACILITIES FOR 
THREE NIMITZ-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 

IN SUPPORT OF THE U.S. PAClflC FLEET 
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Comments of any length may be submitted to the address on the reverse side of this form. Your 
comments should be poslmarked on or before November 12. 1998 
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Allen T. Shiroma 

1.9.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 
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comments should be postmarked on or before November 12. 1998. 
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Lokelani Strelow 

L10.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 
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Carol Metz 

1.11.1 The issue of ceded lands is unrelated to the scope of th s  EIS. The purpose of the 
EIS is to document existing conditions and to evaluate potential impacts of 
dredging and constructing support facilities for homeporting a CVN in Pearl 
Harbor. None of the alternatives evaluated in the DEIS violates the existing 
sovereignty of the United States or of the State of Hawaii. No other sovereign 
has any authority over the State of Hawaii or the Pearl Harbor area. While a 
number of groups have asserted that they have, or desire to have, sovereignty of 
some sort within the state of Hawaii. there is no factual or leeal basis for anv " 
assertion of existing sovereignty, and no likelihood that the sovereignty of thi 
United States will be diminished in the foreseeable future. Thank you for your 
comments on clean-up. They are noted and included in the Final E~S. The Navy 
does not perceive that having a CVN at Pearl Harbor increases the threat from 
terrorists beyond the ~otential 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. Regarding the proposed 
action to homeport a CVN at PHNSY, no sigruficant impacts would result on 
water supply. Please see section 6.16.1.3. 
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VOLUME 10 C w  H O M E P O R n N G  El.$ - PURL H A R B O R  RESPONSES T O  COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Lisa Wong 

L12.1 As stated in section 6.1.2.1, bathymehy would be modified by dredging up to 
three million cubic yards of material from the Main Entrance Channel of Pearl 
Harbor, the turning basin, and the berth at B2/3. All areas have been dredged at 
various times over the past 80 years. Dredgmg for homeporting a CVN would 
temporarily disrupt submarine depositional processes, similar to prior dredging 
episodes in this area. However, depositional equibbrium would be reestablished 
within a short period. No regional, long-term depositional disruptions would 
occur as a result of dredging in this area. Therefore, impacts on geological 
resources due to dredging are less than sipficant .  

For information on offloading of fuel, please see response to comment 0.1.1. 



1025 i:alo Place  ;YLG02 
iionolulu, XI 96826 
llovember 12, 1998 

' .  John Coon (Code 05AL.J:) 
Southwest 3 i v i s i o n .  Xaval ~ a c i l i t i e s  Zngineering Cornnand 

. 1220 P a c i f i c  Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132 

SUBJECT: CVN HOMEPORTING 

Dear M r .  Coon: 

P lease  a c c e p t  these  comments t o  t h e  Dra f t  EIS on CVN homeporting. 

A f t e r  having reviewed t h e  Dra f t  EIS, I agree  w i t h  t h e  Navy's r e j e c t i o n  of I 1.13.1 
t h e  P e a r l  Harbor s i t e  a s  no t  f e a s i b l e  and urge you t o  r e j e c t  A l t e r n a t i v e s  3  and 
5  t h a t  name P e a r l  Harbor a s  a  home p o r t  f o r  a  CVN. 

The c h a r t s  and f i g u r e s  of c o s t s  r e l a t e d  t o  o p e r a t i o n s ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  e t c . ,  
were very  impress ive .  However, it seems t h a t  t h e  DEIS l a c k s  i n p u t  from t h e s e  
S t a t e  agencies :  

- t h e  Department of Educat ion on t r u e  c o s t s  of e d u c a t i o n  - t h e  t e ~ a r t m e n t  of T r a n s ~ o r t a t i o n  on t r a f f i c  ~ r o d e c t i o n s .  e s ~ ~ c i a l . ~  I . - 
on t h e  ~ o r d  I s l a n d  Bridge - t h e  Department of Hea l th  on r a d i o l o g i c  e f f e c t s .  

T h e i r  involvement seems necessary  f o r  a  complete d i s c l o s u r e  s t a t e m e n t  t h a t  an  
EIS is supposed t o  be. For example, I understand t h a t  f i s h  and s h e l l f i s h  i n  

P e a r l  Harbor a r e  sa id  t o  be contaminated and u n f i t  f o r  human consumption. 

Under  Q u a l i t y  of L i f e ,  housinf ,  t h e  DEIS s t a t e s :  Wn-base housing i s  over-  
subscr ibed f o r  b o t h  bachelors  and a m l l l e s .  The c i v i l i a n  hous ing  market  h a s  
adequate c a p a c i t y  t o  absorb a  C V N ' s  off-base demand." (Vol. 2 ,  G-24-25) It  
f u r t h e r  s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  4,455 bache lo r  housing u n i t s  f o r  t h e  5,347 bach- 
e l o r s ,  leaving a  d e f i c i t  of 892 u n i t s ,  and t h e r e  a r e  9,302 f a m i l y  u n i t s  f o r  
t h e  9,712 f a m i l i e s ,  leaving a  d e f i c i t  of  410 u n i t s .  

This  combined d e f i c i t  of 1,302 u n i t s  has a  tremendous n e g a t i v e  e f f e c t  on 
t h e  c i v l l i a n  popu la t ion  t h a t  m u s t  compete f o r  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  hous ing  u n i t s .  I know 
people who ren ted  apar tments  i n  t h e  ALa Moana and Punahou a r e a s ,  which a r e  a  
cons ide rab le  d i s t a n c e  from P e a r l  Harbor, whose r e n t  was r a i s e d  by a  hundred dol-  
Lars o r  more p e r  month when t h e i r  l a n d l o r d s  were o f f e r e d  more t h e n  they  were then  
paying by servicemen. So. when t h e  Naw ( o r  o t h e r  s e r v i c e s )  does  no t  ~ r o v i d e  

Fur the r .  some servicemen who l i v e  on base have boush t  houses.  e . ~ . .  i n  11.13.4 
Makakilo, and a r e  c o l l e c t i n  rent  on them from civilian-residents.whiie . g e t t i n g  
f r e e  housing a t  government Tour) expense. Then they  s e l l  t h e s e  houses when t h e y  
a r e  r eass igned ,  r e a p i n g  a  handsome p r o f i t .  Th i s  p r a c t i c e  should  be s topped.  I 

Thank you f o r  t h i s  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  c y e n t  o n t h i s  DEIS. 

I n  d i s c u s s i n g  educa t ion ,  t h e  DEIS s t a t e s  t h a t  Hawaii h a s  r e c e i v e d  f e d e r a l  
impact a i d  t o  h e l p  pay f o r  t h e  m i l i t a r y  deperrdent c h i l d r e n ' s  educa t ion .  T h i s  
impact a i d  is s o  inadequate--about $700 p e r  s t u d e n t  p e r  y e a r  toward t h e  r e a l  
c o s t  of 25,700. So,  Xawaii t a x p a y e r s  a r e  paying the r2maining $5000. p e r  s t u d e n t .  
The DEIS should i n c l u d e  t h i s  d e f i c i t  of 55,000 p e r  s t u d e n t  p e r  y e a r  i n  i t s  budget 
f o r  t h i s  proposed p r o j e c t  u n t i l  t h e  impact a i d  matches t h e  a c t u a l  c o s t .  

1135 



Comment 
Number Response 

Lois M. Tyler 

1.13.1 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

1.13.2 ( 1 )  Costs of education. The Draft EIS finding that the net fiscal impact, for the 
State of Hawaii and City and County of Honolulu, of homeporting the CVN 
draws on data reported by the Department of Education and other agencies on 
the costs of providing public services. The estimates include the costs of public 
education, along with the (much smaller) revenues from the federal government 
for Impact Aid. 

(2 )  Transportation. A copy of the Draft EIS was distributed to federal, state, and 
local agencies and organizations, including the Hawaii State Departments of 
Education, Transportation (DOT), and Health. A Traffic Impact Study was 
prepared for this EIS (see Volume 6,  section 6.9) that considered traffic counts 
obtained from DOT. Discussions were also held with DOT regarding planning 
improvements for Kamehameha Highway. The impact of traffic from the 
proposed action and alternatives combined with Ford Island Bridge traffic 
would not be sigruficant. As stated in the Traffic Impact Study (Volume 6, pp. 3- 
2,3) "the net effect of the bridge on traffic patterns at the study intersections will 
be complex with both increases and decreases, but should not result in large 
changes that would greatly affect traffic conditions at the key study 
intersections. Therefore, no adjustment were made to the traffic volumes for the 
purpose of this study." 

Demand for off-base housing by military personnel and families could affect 
civilians but the impact associated with the CVN over the long term would be 
small. Short-term impacts would likely be greater. 

The total new demand for civilian and public/private venture housing 
associated with homeporting one CVN comes to 1,425 units. (Data in section 6.8 
has been revised to incorporate this response.) At the time a CVN would arrive, 
most of this new demand would occur in a short period of time and the 
immediate impact would be evident for the following segments of the housing 
market: 

50 to 80 percent of median: an increase of 130 percent over expected annual 
demand; 

80 to 100 percent: an increase of 53 percent; and 

0 140 to 180 percent: an increase of 57 percent. 

Over the longer term, the impacts would be very small, compared to overall 
demand. Housing production and sales have varied greatly in recent years. The 
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Comment 
Number Response 

number of resident housing units on Oahu increased by nearly 5,000 units in 
1988 and 1993, and by less than 1,000 units in 1985 and 1992. The new demand 
associated with arrival of the CVN, 1,425 units, is less than half of the difference 
between the high and low annual increases in new residential units noted above. 
Since the new housing demand would be highly predictable, the impact would 
be a stimulus to housing production, not just increased demand for housing. 
Data in section 6.8 has been updated to incorporate this response. 

1.13.4 The Navy respects the right to express this opinion. However, the purpose of 
the ElS is to document existing conditions and to evaluate potential impacts of 
dredging and constructing support facilities for homeporting a CVN in Pearl 
Harbor. Therefore, this issue is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

1.13.5 Please see response to comment 1.13.2. The net impact of homeporting the CVN 
in Hawaii comes to a balance of $32.3 million of revenues over costs for the state, 
and the City and County of Honolulu. That estimate includes that cost of public 
schoohg of military dependents in DOE schools and average-cost estimates of 
state and county spending for new residents. Education and transportation costs 
have been accounted for in the fiscal impact assessment. 
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DEIS PUBLIC HEARING 

CAPT. SANFORD: Good evening, my name xe 

aptain Hank Sanford, I'm commanding o f f i c e r  of Ndvsl 

tation. Pearl Harbor. Welcome to rhls Eorm.+l 

earing of the Department of the Navy's Draft 

nvironmental Impact Statement for Developing ~ o m e  

ort Facilities for Three Nimitr-Class Aircrdft 

arriers in Support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet. 

Before we begin. 1 would like to p o ~ n t  

ut that the restrooms are located in the building 

irectly behind you. We will be having a break 

pproximately forty minutes into the presentation. 

The purpose of this Environmental Impact 

tatement or EIS is to analyze the potential lmpacts 

ssociated with construction and operation of 

acilicies and infrastructure needed to support home 

orts for three nuclear-powered aircraft carriers at 

o u r  Naval facility concentrations: San Diego. 

alifornia; Bremerton. Washington; Everett. 

ashington; and Pearl Harbor. Hawaii. 

With me this evening are key members of 

he team who participated in preparation of the Draft 

IS. They represent some of the specialized Navy 

ctivitles involved in the project. Speaking tonlght, 

ill be Captain Tim Thompson, on my right, from 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS. INC 
HOnOlul~, HI (8081 524-2090 
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Commander Naval Air Force. U.S. Pacific Fleet. They 

are the ones who operate the aircraft carriers and 

M r .  John McKenzie from the Naval Nuclear Propulsion 

Program; they manage the nuclear propulsion program 

in the Navy. 

Tonight's meeting is being held a s  part 

of the Process Prescribed under the National 

Environmental Policy Act, or NEPA. NEPA is our basic 

charter for evaluating potential environmental 

effects of federal actions. Under NEPA, federal 

agencies in this case, the Navy, must prepare an EIS 

for any major action that may significantly affect 

the quality of the human environment. NEPA 

procedures are designed to make environmental 

information available to public officials and 

citizens and to receive input from officials and 

citizens before decisions are made and actions are 

taken. 

The NEPA proceea for this project was 

initiated in December 1996: and in February 1997 four 

public scoping meetings were held in Bremerton and 

Everett, Washing; Pearl City, Hawaii; and Coronado, 

~alifornia. Since then, we have been busy preparing 

:he Draft EIS. 

On  gust 28th of this year, the Draft 

6 

:IS was issued for public review.' The availability 

,f the Draft EIS was announced in the local 

lewspapers. Copies were distributed to agencies. 

)rganizations, individuals, and local libraries for 

,ublic review. The 75-day public review period wtll 

:un through November 12. 1998. 

The purpose of this hearing is' to 

iescribe the proposed actions and alternatives, to 

,resent the results of the environmental analyses 

:ontained 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. 

All oral and written comments on the 

Draft EIS received tonight and throughout the public 

review period will be considered and responded to by 

the Navy. The Draft EIS will then be revised as 

necessary to produce a complete and thorough 

discussion on the potential environmental 

consequences. The revised document, which will 

include responses to all comments received during the 

comment period, will become the Final EIS. 

Depending on comments received and the 

effort needed to address then, the Final EIS may be 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
Honolulu, HI (8081 524-2090 
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completed in early 1999. When completed. t h ~ s  final 

EIS will be submitted to the Deputy ~ssistant 

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. ~ f t e r  this review 

period, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy 

will consider any comments reviewed and will aign a 

Record of Decision, which will document the final 

decisions and will complete the NEPA process. 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 the blue 

handouts that are available on the table near the 

door. It has the agenda for tonight's meeting on one 

side and a summary of the proposed actions and the 

environmental analysis on the other aide. If you do 

not have one. you may get one at the break; or if you 

would like one now, please ralse your hand and we 

will pass one to you. 

~ l s o ,  please put your name and address on 

the white sign-in sheet on the table n e a r  the door if 

you wish to be included on the project's mailing 

list. If you're on the mailing list, you'll be able 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC 
Honolulu, HI ( 8 0 8 1  524-2090 
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to receive information about the project. 

If YOU wish to speak during the public 

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

filled out a gray speaker request card, also 

available on the cable near the door. 

Also available on the table are a green 

handout, which is a fact sheet summarizing the Naval 

Nuclear Propulsion Program, and copies of the Naval 

Nuclear 50th Anniversary brochure. Please help 

yourself to a copy of each of these, iE you wish. 

And, finally, if you wish to submit 

written comments and would like to have a handy form 

on which to write your commente, please pick up one 

of the yellow comment sheets. You may turn in your 

comments, written comments, tonight by placing them 

in the comment box on the table near the door; or you 

may mail your comments to the address indicated on 

the back of the comment sheet before November 12. L 

assure you that written comments will get the same 

attention a e  oral commente. 

  he public comment portion of tonight's 

hearing is an opportunity for you to present or 

address 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 wlll be 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
Honolulu. HI ( 8 0 8 1  524-2090 
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In the Final EIS. To ensure that we have recorded 

111 of your comments, a transcript of this meeting 

rill be prepared by our court reporter. 

Now, let's get started. And, first, we 

rill describe the Nimitz-class aircraft carriers and 

:he need for them to have home ports.   hen, we will 

lxplain what the proposed actions are and why they 

Ire being considered. Next, we will explain the 

llternatives that are considered in this Draft EIS. 

rhen we will briefly summarize the results of the 

:nvironmental analyses. That will be followed by a 

liscussion of the nuclear propulsion aspects on 

iimitz-class aircraft carriers. Following the 

,resentation, which will take about forty minutes, we 

rill take a ten-minute break and then reconvene to 

receive your comments. 

NOW, to talk about Nimitz-class aircraft 

:arriers, homeporting, and the proposed actions, I'd 

Like to introduce Captain Tim Thompson from the staff 

3f the Commander Naval Air Force. U.S. Pacific Fleet. 

CAPT. THOMSON: Good evening. I chose 

:his photograph of  one of our carriers at sea with 

>art of her air wing overhead, to point out that this 

i s  what the proposed actions we are discussing are 

really all about. They are about the efficient 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS. INC. 
~onolulu, HI ( 8 0 8 )  524-2090 
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application of military power in support of the 

United States' national interests established by the 

President and Congress. I 

It is my boas who is reeponsrble for 

support for all of the aircraft and aircraft carriers 

in the Pacific Fleet. That adds up to aix aircraft 

carriers, about 1,600 airplanee, and more than 57.000 

people who make it all work. They are out there. 

every eingle day, carrying out their mission 

somewhere in the world's largest ocean. 

I represent the people who fly these 

airplanes and sail these ships, and it's we who need 

the home port facilities that we are talking about 

tonight. 

In this part of our presentation. I'll 

describe Nimitz-class aircraft carriers, the major 

Pacific fleet home ports, and some of the principal 

factore creating the framework for the decision of 

where to homeport aircraft carriers. 

Nimitz-class aircraft carriers are among 

the largest warships in the world. They are 1.092 

feet long by 252 feet wide on the flight deck and 134 

feet wide at the water line. The flight deck 

encompasses 4 . 5  acres. They are also one of the 

deepest draft ships in the Navy, requiring a hone 
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m r t  berth with a depth of 5 0  feet measured at mean 

Lower-low water. The full crew complement while in 

lome port ia 3 . 2 1 7  Personnel, which is roughly half 

:he full operational crew complement of approximately 

i . 0 0 0  when the air wing is embarked at sea. 

The aircraft and air wing personnel do 

lot remain on the carrier while it is in home port. 

Phe air wing is typically based at several different 

iaval Air Stations. When the carrier goes to sea, 

rhe wing support personnel and material are loaded at 

?ierside, 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; the San Diego area in southern 

California; Pearl Harbor. Hawaii; and Yokosuka. 

Japan. The naval facilities in these areas provide 

home ports for nearly all of the ships in the Pacific 

Fleet. 

what is a home port? Each ship in the 

U.S. N ~ V Y  has a home port where it ie based when not 

deployed. The crew's families generally live there: 

maintenance and material support are located there; 

facilities and quality of life infrastructure are 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS. INC. 
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provided there. 

The nuclear-powered aircraft carriers 

Operate on about a 24-month cycle: The deploy 

overseas for six month; they undergo maintenance in 

the home port a r e a  for about six months; and they 

spend the remaining twelve months training for the 

next deploymenr About four months of that tralnlng 

is spent at sea, so you can see that the crews get 

precious little time in home port with their 

families. 

As indicated on this slide, the Navy 

designation for a nuclear-powered aircratt carrier is 

CVN. A conventionally powered aircraft carrier is 

called a CV. So when I use the term CVN in this 

preeentation, I am referring to a nuclear-powered 

aircraft carrier. 

The Navy's proposed actions, which a r e  

the subject of this EIS, a r e  to construct and operate 

the facilities and infrastructure needed to support 

home ports for three CVNs. 

Two of these CVNs will be jorning the 

Pacific Fleet in 2 0 0 2  and 2 0 0 5  to replace two older 

:onventionally-powered aircraft carriers, CVe. Let 

ne emphasize that these two CVNs will replace two CVs 

and will not increase the number of ships in the 
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acific Fleet. One of the CVs was decommissioned in 

eptember of this year; a second CV is scheduled to 

e decommissioned in 2003. 

The third CVN is the one homeported at 

'aval Station Everett. The Everett hone port 

ocation is being reevaluated in order to assess the 

motential to increase efficiency of support 

nfrastructure and maintenance capabilities and to 

:nhance quality of life for the crew. 

The decisions on CVN home ports could 

tlso result in the need to relocate up to four Fast 

:ombat Support Ships, or AOEs, currently homeported 

I L  Puget Sound Naval Shipyard i.f an additional CVN is 

lomeported there. 

~ecisions on facilitiee development need 

:o be made soon. ~ h i a  is important in order to 

>rograrn budgets in time to accommodate planned 

irrival dates of the two CVNe that will replace the 

%gin9 CVs. 

currently designated CVN home ports are 

located at three Pacific Fleet naval facilities. Two 

3f the home ports are in the Pacific Northwest area: 

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard at Bremerton, Washington. 

and ~ a v a l  Station ~verett at Everett. Washington. 

=he third designated CVN home port is in 
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I 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 1998. 

All three of the currently designated CVN 

home ports are considered in this €IS. In add~rion. 

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 exiting ports 

just mentioned, to determine how well they were 

capable of satisfying the following CVN Home Port 

Objectives and Requirements: 

Operations and Training; 

Support Facilities; 

Maintenance Facilities; and 

Quality of Life for Navy Crew and 

Families. 

As I have stated, three CVNs are 

presently assigned to the Pacific Fleet. One is 

currently homeported at Bremerton, one is at North 

Island, and one is at Everect. Two additional CVNs 

will be joining the Pacific Fleet in coming years, 

bringing the Pacific Fleet total to five CVNs and one 
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:V; the CV being in Yokosuka, Japan. The CV home 

port at Yokosuka is not affected by any decisions in 

this EIS. 

The EIS analysis assumes; 1) at least 

Jne CVN will continue to be homeported at Brernerton 

to comply with previous actions under the Base 

Realignment and Closure process, referred to as BRAC; 

2) at least one CVN will continue to be homeported at 

North Island to comply with previous BRAC actions; 

and 3 )  the remaining three CVNs will be honeported 

within the four alternative locations under 

consideration: Bremerton, Everett, North Island 

and/or Pearl Harbor. 

Because we are looking at four locations 

to homeport three CVNs. with a different range of 

possible CVN berths at each location, a very large 

number of potential combinations were considered. We 

decided on the five combinations that presented a 

reasonable range of alternatives. These five 

combinations, along with the alternative of NO 

Action, became the six alternatives analyzed in the 

 raft EIS. The No Action Alternative evaluates the 

impacts that would occur if no new facilities were 

constructed. 

~t you will look at the ruwa on this 
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Ichart, you will See that North Ieland could have a 

]total of one to three CVNs, the currently homeported 
I 

(CYN, shown here in white; and possibly 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 poeaibly one additional CVN, or 

lposeibly minus the currently homeported CVN. Pearl 

 arbor could either remain without a CVN or add one 

I Columns one through five represent what 

Iwe call the Action Alternatives, because they would 

involve the action of facilities construction in 

order to accommodate additional ships at chose 

locat~ons. In each case, the column for each 

alternative totals five CVNs. 

Each alternative also has four AOEs. The 

I A O E S  are currently homeported at Puget Sound Naval 

Ishipyard. Under Alternative 1, with two CVNs at 

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, the four AOEs would be 

moved to Naval Station Everett. Under Alternative 5. 

also with two CVNs at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, two 

AOEs would remain at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and 

two would be moved to Ndval Stacion Everett. 
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The sixth column is the " ~ o - ~ c t i ~ ~  

ilternative." Note that even the No-~ction 

ilternative has five C V N ~ .  ~ h l s  is because the 

3roposed action is not to decide how many alrcraft 

:erricra w e  should have in the Pacific "leer: the 

action is to decide whether to construct the optimal 

faclll~les and ~ntrastructure to support t h e m  Slnce 

VEPA requires that an EIS evaluate a No-Action 

klternative, w e  had to determine where to homeport 

three CVNs i f  no new facilities were constructed. 

Logic dictated that we would not move the CVNs 

currently homeported at North island, Pugat Sound 

N a v a l  Shipyard, and Naval Station Everett. The rest 

D E  the solution was to locate one additional CVN at 

the existing transient berth at North Island; locate 

one additional CVN at Puget sound Naval shipyard; ad 

keep the ROES at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. 

The Navy's preferred alternative is 

Alternative 2 ,  which would home port two additional 

CVNs at Naval Air Station North Island and maintain 

~ a v a l  station Everett as a CVN home porc. The Navy's 

preference for this home port combination Is based on 

North Island's acceesibility to the sea and the 

training ranges; Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard's 

inaccessibility to the training rangea and its lack 

18 

>f facilities to support a carrier air wing; and the 

3Perational and quality of life advantages of the 

3 x l s t l n g  CVN home port at Naval Sta~ivn Evcrr~t and 

the assumption that depot maintenance for that CvN 

?an be successfully completed without a siyniticant 

rdverar impact un crew quality of life or maintenance 

pchedulea and cosra. 

Now I will descrlbe some of the 

:onstruction needed for maximum development at Pearl 

<arbor Naval Shipyard to provide home port faclliriee 

for one CVN. To achieve the necessary water depth of 

50  feet, approximately 3 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0  cubic yards of 

iredging would be required. Currently ava~lable data 

indicate that most or all of the dredged material 

dould be suitable for disposal at the designated 

South Ocean Dredge Material Disposal Site. 3 . 2 5  

lautical miles aouth of Honolulu. The materials 

*auld be transported by barge to the disposal site. 

4lternative disposal methods are being evaluated for 

iredye material found too unsuitable for ocean 

jisposal. 

~ d d ~ t i o n a l  construction would be needed 

:o provide the required CVN maintenance facilities. 

k Controlled Industrial Facility of up to 4 8 , 0 0 0  

gquare feet, srmilar to existing facilities at Puget 

- ~ 
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Sound Naval Shipyard and North Island, would be 

Zonstructed with both high bay and low bay areas. A 

nigh capacity. approximately 60 ton, bridge crane 

dould service the high bay, and a smaller capacity, 

approximately 2 5  ton, crane would service the low 

bay. 

The Controlled Industrial Facillty would 

have both radiological and non-radiological areas. 

The radiological area would be up to 3 4 , 9 0 0  square 

feet and would be used for industrial work requiring 

radiological control. Personnel entry and exit to 

the radiological work area would be controlled 

through a single point located in the adjacent 

non-radiologically controlled a r e a .  The 

non-radiologically controlled area be up to 1 3 , 1 0 0  

square feet covering two stories and would house an 

administrative support area. 

Upgrades would be needed for pumplvalve 

testing equipment and pure water production to handle 

the size and volumes associated with CVN component 

repairs. ~dditionally, steam, sewer, electrical, and 

seawater pumping system would need improvement. A 

~ l e e t  shoreside ~acility, a new recreation and 

support facility for single sailors, including an 

amusement center. laundromat, vending area, and 
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recreation pavilion, a parking structure, and a n  

lquipment laydown a r e a  would be built. A child 

jevelopment center also would be constructed. 

The Draft EIS analyzes the potential 

'nvironment effects of the six alternatives. The 

lnalysis specifically addresses construction and 

,peration of associated facilities and any dredging 

h a t  may be required. The study also covers 

~ignificant isaues identified during the puhlic 

,coping process. Environmental issues that are 

iddressed to the Draft EIS include the 1 7  issues 

ieted on this slide. 

The €IS identifies potentially 

ignificant environmental impacts at some or all of 

he home port locations for the following issues: 

arine biology, ground traneportation, general 

ervicee, and utilities. The chart summarizes the 

otentially significant impacts at each CVN home port 

ocation. 

At Naval Air Station North Island, 

redging and pier replacement, which would cause 

arine habitat and eelgrass habitat removal, would 

a v e  significant, but mitigable, impacts on marine 

iology. These impacts would be associated with 

lternatives 1. 2 .  3 and 4 ,  and would be mitigated by 
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:onstruction of a habitat mitigation area. 

At Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, 

iignificant, but mitigable, impacts on marine biology 

:ould result from dredging and marine construction 

luring the salmon outmigration season and from 

:onstruction of a confined disposal facility, if 

leeded. These impacts would be aaaociated with all 

Five of the action alrernatives. 1mpact.e on salmon 

nigration could be mitigated by avoiding dredging and 

Rarine construction from mid-March through mid-June. 

[mpacts from construction of a confined disposal 

facility, if needed, potentially could be compensated 

>y construction of a shallow-water habitat. Also, 

significant unavoidable impacts on general services 

~ n d  utilities would be associated with the No-Action 

Rlternative at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. 

At Naval Station Everett, significant, 

but mitigable, impacts on marine biology could result 

from dredging and marine construction during the 

salmon outmigration season and during the Dungeness 

crab molting period. These impacts would be 

associated with Alternativee 1, 4 and 5 ,  and could be 

micigated by avoiding dredging and marine 

construction from mid-March through mid-June. Under 

nlternative 4  with two CVNs at Everett, increased 
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local Commuters would cause a significant, but 

mitigable, ground transportation impact. This impact 

could be mitigated by providing roadway improvements 

and by implementation of a trip reduction program. 

At Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, a 

significant, but mitigable, impacts on ground 

transportation would occur with the homeporclng of a 

CVN. This impact would be associated with 

Alternatives 3 and 5 and could be mitigated by 

providing roadway improvements and by implementation 

of a trip reduction program. 

Now I would like to introduce Mr. John 

McKenzie who will discuss the Naval Nuclear 

Propulsion Program. 

MR. McKENZIE: Ninety tone of diplomacy. 

Four-and-a-half acres of sovereign territory for the 

President. Anywhere he needs it, anytime he needs 

it. These are the kinds of things an aircraft , 
Carrier supply the country. And fleet commanders 

agree that nuclear power enhances those capabilities 

with unlimited high speed endurance, flexibility. 

mobility, nuclear-powered aircraft carriers can reach 

the world's trouble spots faster; they can get there 

~n a higher state of readiness and they can stay 

longer with less logistic support than their fossil 
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fuel counterparts. 

Nuclear Power is not new to the Navy and 

I think it's worth taking a couple of minutes talking 

about our history. In August we celebrated our 50th 

Anniversary. A s  mentioned earlier, there are some 

handouts on the table that include excerpts from 

letters that we received from public officials. I F  

you didn't pick one up on y o u r  way in, I hope you 

will get one during the break. 

Since Nautilus went to sea in 1955, the 

Navy's logged about 5.000 reactor years of operation. 

The Navy's nuclear-powered ships have steamed over 

115,000,000 miles. All of that has been without a 

reactor accident or release of radioactivity that has 

a significant impact on the environment. That record 

and the standards that support that record surpass 

those of any other national or international nuclear 

program. 

The Navy checks with compliance with its 

standards through an extensive environmental 

nonitoring program. We check air, water, sediment 

and marine life for indications of radioactivity from 

>ur operations. The results of that monitoring 

?rogram are published annually and those reports have 

3een available to the public since the mid-1960's. 
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The Navy has operated nuclear-powered 

3hips in Pearl Harbor since 1 9 6 2 .  And the Navy's 

nonitoring program demonstrates that those ships and 
I 

:he facilities that support them have had no 

significant on the environment. That's a conclusion 

that 1s supported by independent sampling t h a ~  has 

been done by the EPA and other governmental agencies. 

Naval reactors are different and much 

nore robust than their civilian counterparts. The 

background to thie elide is a photograph from the 

1987 shock test of the Theodore Roosevelt. A plume 

of water is from the detonation of the equivalent of 

over 50,000 pounds of TNT. There was no lmpacr on 

the operation of the reactor plant during that test; 

and that's exactly what we expected. Naval reactors 

are designed through the rigors of combat. Another 

design requirement is that our reactor plants have to 

fit within the constrained volume of a ship. E v e  on 

a platform as large as a Nimitz-class carrier, up to 

6,000 sailors live and work everyday within 600 feet 

of an operating reactor. These kinds of design 

requirements result in plants which are exceptionally 

rugged, resilient, simple and small. These are 

attributes that enhance protection of the public and 

protection of the environment, particularly when 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS. INC. 
Honolulu, HI (808) 521-2090 



2 5  

hese ahips are in Port under those relatively benign 

onditions when reactors normally shut down or 

perated at only low power. 

Emergency Preparedness is a normal part 

f ongoing Navy Operations and training.   he ~ a v y  

a s  an emergency plans that cover a wide range of 

vents from things like fire to less frequent events 

ike s e v e r e  weather to highly unlikely events like 

adiological emergencies. Radiological emergency 

lanning starts with highly trained and motivated 

rews who continuously monitor the performance of any 

adiological work. It includes detailed procedures. 

hought out and tested in advance to deal with any 

bnormalities that might be detected. Because of the 

Dnservative design of Navy reactor plants near 

upport facilities, the impacts of radiological 

mergency would be localized and non-severe. 

3nsequently, Navy emergency plants are based on 

3ing Navy reeources to deal with those problems. 

hey include proper notification of public officials. 

3th state officials and local officials, but 

pecializod emergency plans at the atate and local 

eve1 are not necessary, existing emergency plans for 

enera1 emergencies like severe weather are 

~fficiene for protecting the public. 

Let's talk about the analyses now that 

are contained in the EIS. He did detailed a n a l y s e s  

looking at potential impacts in air, water and 

sediment quality. We used internationally accrpred 

models to evaluate potential impacts to human health. 

Those models include risk factors developed by the 

International Commission on Radiation Protection. 

Those risk factors assume that a given dose of 

radiation to the public carries with it more rtsk 

than the same dose of radiation given to workers. 

That difference accounts for sensitive populations 

which make up the public. like, the elderly and 

children. Health effects are summarized in the EIS 

by the risk of latent cancer fatallty because that's 

the generally accepted measure of impact of radraLion 

exposure. B U ~  the EIS diecuesee ocher impacts, like. 

non-fatal cancers and genetic effects. EIS also 

looks at environmental effecta to plant life and 

animal life. 

we use conservative assumptions in d o ~ n g  

our analyses. for example, we assume weather 
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conditions which would maximize the amount of dose 

that the public would receive. We over estimate the 

amount of radioactivity that would be released. I f  

these conservatisms were removed from the analyses. a 
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plans including accident analysee. Each of those 

organizaciona concluded that the Nimitr-clase 

reactors can be operated eafely. Those reviews are 

not required by law, but they are a normal part of 

the Navy Nuclear Propulsion Program's pract~ce of 

getting outside input on important aspects of ~ t s  

nuclear work. 

Here's the numbers. The cumulative 

impact of normal operations of Pearl Harbor. the 

additional annual risk of latent fatal c a n c e r  to a 

member of the population with 50 miles of the 

shipyard is about 1 in 1 billion. For most severe 

Eacility accident which turned out to be a fire in 

the radiological work facility, the additional annual 

risk of latent fatal cancer turns out to be 1 in 

580,000,000. The comparable numbers were calculated 

for the other home ports under consideration in the 

E I S .  

This slide lists some risks chat we all 

sncounter everyday in our lives. And it shows that 

che risk. that we are talking about here for 

homeporting of the nuclear carrier small in content. 

4y boss likes to call this the seal team allde. And 

I'm going to close with the seal team, and our 

-onclusion that there a r e  no significant radiological 
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small risk that I'm going to show you here in just a 

moment would be e v e n  smaller. We also looked 

cumulative impacts by taking all of the 

nuclear-powered ships in a geographic region and 

concentrated them at the home port under 

consideration. So for Pearl Harbor what that mrdnt 

is w e  took the submarines that are over at the sub 

base and moved them over into the shipyard for the 

purposes of doing the analysis. 

The analysis included the evaluation of 

ship board accidents. The ship board accident 

evaluation revealed significant details about warship 

design and military capability; so the documentation 

of that analysis is contained in a classified 

appendix. That classified appendix can't be released 

to the public, but it has been provided to the EPA 

for review. What I can tell you about the classified 

appendix is that the impacts and conclusions from it 

are covered by the discussion of facility accidents 

contained in the unclassified portion of the EIS. 

I also want to mention that the 

Nimitz-class reactor plants have been reviewed by the 

~uclear Regulatory Commission and the Advisory 

Committee on Reactor Safeguards. They looked at 

derailed classifled analyses of the Nimitz reacror 
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impacts from any of the alternatives that a r e  

analyzed in the EIS. 

Thank you. Captain. 

CAPT. THOMSON: Before we begin the 

public comment portion of this hearing, we will take 

a ten minute break. If you haven't done eo already, 

this would be a good tlme for you to fill out and 

turn in a speaker request card or to pick up copies 

of the handouts from the table at the door. Let me 

remind you, w e  have three handouts available. h he 

handouts are color-coded: Blue information sheets, 

green nuclear propulsion fact sheets, and yellow 

written comment forms. In addition, there is a Naval 

Nuclear 50th Anniversary brochure that you 

argumentative welcome to take. All of these handouts 

are available on the table near the door. Please be 

back in your seats in ten minutes, and then we wlll 

begin the public comment portion of our meetlng. 

Thank you. 

RECESS. 

CAPT. THOMSON: At this time, We Would 

like to provide you the opportunity to commenc on the 

 raft EIS. While we welcome all of your commence, we 

will not be responding to questions tonight. Please 

remember, no homeporting decision has been, or will 
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be, made until the NEPA process has been completed. 

Your comments will be recorded by our court reporter, 

and will become a permanent part of the public recor@ 

for Chis EIS. 

Out of courtesy to elected officials and 

government agency representatives speaking on behalf 

of large constituencies, we will take thelr comments 

first. They will be followed by other organlzatlons 

and individuals. If you wish to speak but have not 

yet turned in a gray speaker card, please do so now. 

If you need a speaker request card, please hold up 

your hand and someone will bring one to you. After 

we have gone through all the cards provided to us, we 

will ask if anyone else wlahes to speak and allow 

them the opportunity to do so. 

When your name is called, please step up 

to the podium, state your name, and spell your name 

for the court reporter. I will also identify the 

next speaker xn advance so that he or she can move to 

the front of the room and be ready to follow the 

current speaker, Out of courtesy to others that 

would like to speak. we request that you limit your 

comments to three minutes. We will use this red 

light on the table to signal you when it is time to 

close your comments. When you have thirty seconds 
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remaining, the red light will turn on. When your 

:hree minutes has ended, the red light will turn off. 

rhat will be Your signal to close your comments so 

:hat the next person may speak. If your comments 

zannot be condensed to three minutes, we encourage 

tou to submit them in writing. I assure you that 

rritten comments will get the same attention as oral 

In the event you have comments you wish 

to enter after tonight's meeting, you may submit them 

in writing by mailing them to us. You may use the 

yellow comment form we have provided for your 

purpose, or you may use your own stationery. We can 

accept written comments through November 12. 1998 

This address is also the yellow and green handouts 

Now we are ready to begin to hear your 

comments on the Draft EIS. The first pereon to speak 

will be Senator cal Kawamoto from the State senate. 

Senator Norman Sakamoto will be the next speaker. 

SEN. KAWAMOTO: Thank you very much for 

this opportunity to speak before you. 

My name is Senator Cal Kawamoto, 

K-A-W-A-M-0-T-0, I'm the Senate Military Liaison 

3fficer. also Co-Chair of the Transportation 

~ntergovernment Affairs Committee. My military 
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background includes twenty years as an aviator in the 

Air Force, 211 combat missions, on staff of the 

Regional Operations and Maypole Flag Operations. 

I'm here tonight to present to you Senate 

Hesolut~on No. 32 and Senate Concurrent Resolution 

NO. 71. Both were passed on March 13. 1998 by the 

Nineteenth Legislature of the State of Hawali. 

These resolutions, among other things, 

reviewed Pearl H a r b o r a s  history of support of U.S. 

Naval operations since 1887. These resolutions also 

recognize the important strategic advantage of Pearl 

Harbor in terms of timely deployment of naval forces 

into the Pacific Ocean during our country's times of 

need. 

I know we are all trained with our own 

ideas of war. In the Air Force we trained for the 

idea of war. And sailing from San Diego into the 

Pacific which takes about eight days. we may be out 

of the game at that time. 

we understand the need for a land-based 

airfield for the training and support of a carrier 

group. Therefore, these resolutions state rhat the 

Legislature will support making the Barbers Polnt 

Naval Air Station and its supporting facilit~es 

available to the carrier group after the closing in 
I 
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uly 1999. This air station will be available to 

ccommodate the aircraft carrier group and associated 

perations. 

Homeporting of an aircraft carrier group 

t Pearl Harbor presents an opportunity to maximize 

he use of Pearl Harbor's exceptional ehoreeide 

acilities and to employ the base's highly skilled 

hlpyard personnel at this strategically placed 

orward location. Homeporting of an aircraft carrier 

coup at Pearl Harbor would contribute approximately 

,200 new jobs and $375 million to Hawailas economy. 

The Senate and House of Representative of 

he Nineteenth Legislature of the State of Hawaii 

oncur in urging this honorable body to reverse its 

ecision in this EIS and make Pearl harbor the home 

or the next carrier group and its aasigned personnel 

nd their dependents. 

Thank you for allowing me to testify on 

his very important subject. 

CAPT. THOMSON: Thank you, Senator. 

Our next speaker is senator Norman 

akamoto. 

SEN. SAKAMOTO: Hello, gentlemen. Good 

vening. Norman Sakamoto, S-A-K-A-M-0-T-0. 1 am 

0-chair with Senator Kawamoto, and I want to repeat 

basically his remarks. 1 have submitted somethtng 

writing and 1'11 just briefly go over a few polnrs 

I appreciate this opportunity to 

personally testify as opposed to just sending 

something out somewhere. And I do consider Hawail 

viable port for our carrier long term and certain11 

the response time, and maybe it's an opportunity t< 

look at a forward deploy a s  well as Hawaii being r<  

sort of intermediate deploy in the sense of maybe : 

a secondary carrier that is eix ahead a s  opposed tc 

one carrier out there and the rest back. 

Quality of life issues addressed in tht 

EIS, Hawaii has recreational facilities, medical 

facilities. Multi-cultural exchange which. 1 guess 

globally as we enter into the Twenty-First Century 

more important for all of the sailors, all of the 

people to become more multi~cultural. 

Operation and training needs as 

mentioned, Barbers Point was offered by the Govern< 

Currently, we do have the Pacific Missile Range an, 

perhaps, in addition t9 submarines, their mission , 
be expanded to include a carrier base, a bigger 

operation. seagoing operation and really use the 

facility and maximize its use. Johnston Island is 

facility that is currently down in the Pacific that 
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wing to end its military mission of disposing of 

:hemica1 weapons, and there are barracks, it's a 

ielf-contained island. You fly from the a ~ r ,  ~t 

looks like a carrier when you look at the airstrip; 

$0 possibly that can be converted to sort of a land 

:artier for different type of training than you have 

in the continent. 

RIM PAC. a8 you are well aware i e  held 

> e r e ,  perhaps, if a carrier were based here, it woul 

3e additional opportunities for RIM PAC type 

,perations with one country or more countries with 

nore opportunities of having war games on an ongoing 

.asis in these waters. 

Our climate, as you are well aware as fa 

3s not only tor recreation, but the ehipyard. 

et  cetera, it's a year round operation and very 

little inclement weather to stop repair work. 

e c  cetera. And some of the EIS referred to building 

facilities, Pearl Harbor if it's going to contlnue t 

be a naval facility will require improvement, will 

require controlled facilities, et cetera. 

~rregardlesr i f  your carrier group comes. So   here 

is going to be expense no matter what. Economic 

considerations certainly are important for ~ a w a i i  fo 

jobs. w e  are part of the United States and we need 
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Lhe economir opportunity. 

And, lastly. I'm the senator for thin 

Iistrict which includes Pearl Harbor. And 1 support 

"hatever you can do. The military has been a greac 

?artner in o u r  schools and helping our commun~ty and 

de hope that this lssue can help all of us. Thank 

(OU very much. 

CAPT. THOMSON: Thank you. Senator. 

Next speaker will be Mr. Tim Gudrd from 

the Honolulu Counoil. Navy League. Following him 

"ill be Mr. Bill Paty. 

MR. GUARD: Good evening. 

By way of a brief introduction, my name 

ie Robert T. Cuard and I am president of the Honolul 

3ouncil of the Navy League. We are a civilian, 

?on-profit organization whose miseion is to educate 

rhe publ~c regarding issues that a r e  of vital concec 

L O  t h e  U S .  sea S e r v l c e e .  Our council's membership 

alone numbers over 5 . 6 0 0 ,  and the N a v y  League's 

membership stare-wide ie cloee to 7 . 0 0 0 .  

The Navy has publicly indicated its 

preference to humeport two add~tional nuclear-powcre 

aircraft carriers at North Island Navy Air Station 

and maintain Navel Station Everett in Washington as 

second west c o a s c  home port for one nuclear-powered 
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aircraft carrier. According to the ~ a v y ,  this 

rlcernative makes best use of current infrastructure 

and facilities. and uti1,izes budgeted fund3 moot 

?ffectively, and simplifies the logistics t r a i n  for 

>arts and supplies. 

Indeed, from a local businessman's point 

>f view. there are a number of compelling reasons to 

zonvince the navy that it would be a good idea to 

homeport a carrier at Pearl Harbor. ~ u t  the Navy's 

?reference makes good sense and is the only logical 

-conomic and operational alternative that works in 

the context of serious budget issues and realistic 

comparisons among the homeporting alternatives. 

For example: 

Training is a vital concern, both for the 

carrier and its embarked air wing. The southern 

California operational training areae are much more 

complete and accessible than Hawaii. Basically. 

without Kahoolawe, the Navy has virtually no traininc 

areae at all in Hawaii that can meet its needs. 

lnfrastructural costs to prepare Pearl 

Harbor to receive a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier 

would bc oubetantially greater than for a west coast 

home port. Estimates range from 200 to 300 percent 

higher for the Navy to homeport in Hawaii. 
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Facilities for the air wing are virtuall) 

non-existent. Y e s ,  the governor has stated h e  would 

consider leasing Barbers Point naval Air Station to 

the Navy for a nominal amount, but the cost to 

rehabilitate the facility and maintain i t  would run 

into the tens of milliona of dollars, versus the 

accommodations for an air wing which are already 

available in the San Diego area. 

The logistics train for parts and 

supplies would be vastly extended for a carrier 

battle group homeported in Pearl Harbor. Once again, 

coat and time are major detriments. 

The expense of moving sea service 

dependents from the west coast to Hawaii, together 

with significantly higher costs for housing 

allowances in Hawaii, weighs against the Pearl Harbor 

alternative. 

Now, lest I sound unalterably oppoeed to 

homeporting options a t  Pearl Harbor and the economic 

stimulue thereby provided, Chat could not be further 

from the truth. We would certainly welcome 

additional destroyers, cruisers, submarinea and other 

components of the U.S. Pacific Fleet being asslgned 

to Pearl Harbor. In addition, the Navy League has 

been actively involved in encouraging the Navy 
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secretariat and Congress to allocate funds for the 

~rhabilitation and upgrading of the pearl ~~~b~~ 

infrastructure, including piers, storage and 

maintenance facilities. administrative and operations 

buildings, and perhaps most importantly, military 

housing. We also applaud the initiative of Hawail's 

congressional delegation in obtaining budgeted funds 

for the development of Ford Island. 

AS to the issue of homeporting a carrier 

battle group at Pearl Harbor, however, our vlew ie 

consistent with the Navy's that there ie a 

significantly better option available. Thank you. 

CAPT. THOMSON: Thank you. Mr. Guard. 

Mr. Paty, followed by Jim Pitton. 

MR. PATY: Good evening. My name is Bill 

Paty, P-A-T-Y. I am the chair of tne Military 

Affairs Council of the Chamber of Commerce of Hawail. 

I'm here to submit testimony in support of 

homeporting a Nimitz-class aircraft carrier at Pearl 

Harbor. 

Hawaii enjoy- a long established 

partnership with the U.S. military. The primary 

reason for thie partnership was and continues to be 

the strategic forward location of these islands and 

the availability of adequate resources to aupport and 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS. INC. 
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The Draft EIS indicates that the lack of 

facilities for air wing operations, and requirements 

for adequate support facilities are the primary 

reasons for not accepting one of the two alternative! 

which propose to homeport a carrier at Pearl Harbor. 

Theee shortcoming= translated into a higher coets 

when compared with the other three alternatives. 

We do not believe that the higher costs 

should overshadow the atraregic advantage o f  u e ~ m g  

OUT 50th State, which is located six steaming days 

closer to nations in the PACOM area of 

reaponeibility. AOR. We have publicly stated that 

the defense budget was one 2 . 7 5  percent of the Gross 

National Product, and that this was not large enough 

to maintain a military force capable of meeting our 

national security objections and international 

commitments in Bosnia and elsewhere. Thls was 

heavily debated during recent congresaional hearings 

in the wake of alarming signs of emerging problems 

with retention, readiness and response. 

Of equal concern. the unstable political. 

economic, and military conditione in Korea. China. 

Indonesia and the other Asia-Pacific regions not on11 

warrant our close scrutiny, bur require our 

1 

H.1.4 

sustain military operations anywhere in the Pacific. '? t 

I t 

H!1 
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?ereistent efforcs t o  conduct meaningful discussions 

rith their leaders the military has enjoyed great 

success in facilitating such meetings and 

establishing solid ties with many o f  our Asia-pacific 

neighbors. U.S. CINCPAC's recent chiefs of defense 

conference involving military leaders o f  t h ~ r t e e n  

Pacific nations is an excellent example. Hawaii 

served a s  a perfect site. 

Hawaii is well suited t o  fulfill our 

nation's objectives in the PACOM AOR. The atate is 

committed t o  supporting the military, and the basic 

resources and infrastructure are already available. 

The Aloha and quality of life we offer to your 

uniformed personnel and their familiee are unmatched 

anywhere else. Add to this Hawaii's longstanding 

political and economic ties with our Pacific rim 

neighbors and the State's potential in serving as 

~ m e r i c a ' e  bridge in establishing more meaningful 

relationships with these nations. The rewards to the 

United States in preserving peace first, then 

proceeding with steps t o  develop stable governments 

and thriving economies in the PACOM AOR would-be 

unprecedented. 

~n closing, we must mention that the 

military is second only t o  tourism as the Stare's toF 
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source of l o b s  and revenues. The miliary accounts 

tor $4.7 billion in annual revenues. which is 15 

3ercent o f  the State's Gross State Product, and 

represents a community o f  283,000 people or 

26 percent o f  the state's total population. clearly 

and accion taken by the military would impact our 

liling economy. 

Thank you for this opportunity to express 

>ur views. A copy of our wricten tescimony is being 

lubmitted to Mr. John Coon of the Southwest D ~ v i s i o n .  

Phank you for thie opportunity again. 

CAPT. THOMSON: Thank you. Mr. Paty. 

Mr. Pitton, followed by Kyle Kajihiro. 

MR. PITTON: My name is Jim Pitton, 

a-I-T-T-0-N. I'm here representing the thirteen Navy 

&ague Councile of the Pacific Region. 

We are in support of the U.S. Navy's 

>referred alternative of homeporting two addirional 

:VNs at NAS North Island and the remaining one CVN at 

3verett. Washington. We see that as the most 

?fficienr utilization of rxisLing Ndvy a u s r L s  baaed 

,n current and projected budget constraints. 

This decieion is also in agreement. 

with ongoing realignment and  closure decisions whict 

lownsized over all facility and training a r e a s  in Ha* 
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There's no doubt about Pearl Harbor 

strategic importance in regard to linking forward 

deployed units in the Far East and Southeast ~ s i a  

with the west coast. Unfortunately, Hawaii's 

strategic location does not make it capable of 

supporting an aircraft carrier and its air wing. 

Even assuming and this ia extremely unlikely, ~ a r b e r ~  

Point Naval Air Station could be made available to 

the Navy at zero cost many millions of dollars would 

be needed to operate and maintain it. Even assuming 

the carrier air wing could be provided the necessary 

hangar space, the logistic support train, the repair 

facilities, simulators and fueling requirements, the 

air wing would still be faced with the problem of 

nowhere to properly train in the Hawaii area. 

The Navy League Council of the Pacific 

region are in full agreement with the Hawaii Chamber 

of Commerce and representatives of the state in 

regard to the importance of maintaining and even 

increaaing the naval presence in Hawaii. However, 

the Navy League does not agree that homeporting a 

carrier in Hawaii is the way to do so. Sailors, 

~ a r i n e e  and Airmen who must be trained in order to be 

mission capable should always be the first 

consideration when making decieion of this magnitude. 
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with those sailors and marines in mind, the N a v y  

League is in full agreement. 

with the Navy's preferred three. 

CAPT. THOMSON: Thank you very much. I 
M r .  Pitton. I 

Mr. Kajihiro, followed by ~ e v i n  ~iborio. I 
MR. KAJIHIRO: Aloha. Mahalo for rhe 

opportunity to testify. My name is Carl Kajihiro, 

I'm representing the American Fish Service Committee. 

Just one general comment which I know is beyond the 

scope of this Draft EIs, but we would have 

appreciated the opportunity to comment on the 

decision to create - -  to build these aircraft 

carriers prior to the commitment of the resources. 

One things we're hearing is that the aircraft 

carriers are becoming obsolete in the current state 

of global warfare. And there may have been better 

uses for those resources. with that, I want to get 

into some of the issues in the EIS. 

There was a diecrepancy in the sectlon 

six four on sediments. The conclusion in the EIS 

said that no significant toxicity or vital 

accumulation of organics were found. But a Star 

Bulletin article reported chat there were 

unacceptable level- of herbicides, peeticides and 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
Honolulu. HI 1 8 0 8 1  5 2 4 - 2 0 9 0  



PCBs in Pearl Harbor fish and shellfish, so one 

question was; why is there a discrepancy and why 

doesn't the EIS reflect some of this new data that's 

emerging. 

Also, we would like the EIS to reflect 

analysis of sediment resuspension and redistribution 

didn't seem to have enough consideration of that 

aspect and how current and so fort would affect that 

in the quality of content of fish toxicity. 

Under economic - -  social economic impact8 
we are wondering how the 600 students figure was 

arrived at for the education impact. If you could 

spell those out in the final report would be helpful 

And also it says that the impact would be evenly 

distributed among Oahu's 170 schools, but it would 

seem more likely that impact would be concentrated i 

the leeward area; so if the EIS could reflect some 

assessment of that. 

On the isoue of jobs, it was noted that 

indirect and reduced jobs would be increased. We 

would like the EIS to reflect some analysis of what 

types of jobs, what would be the pay scale, are they 

temporary or permanent, do they have some sense of 

what types of jobs would be created would be useful 

in a s s e s s i n g  this. 
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Just a couple other points. 

46 

Under 

And under health and safety, we would 

ike the report to also include a detailed health 

isk to humans who consumed the shellfish and fish at 

le Pearl Harbor area. 

lvironmenr justice, we think that the  cope w a s  a 

ittle bit narrow and we would like to see it incluc 

lain the consumption of near shore marine life in 

?arl Harbor and the surrounding a r e a s .  Sand Island. 

,a Beach and that Hawaiian traditional and customar 

ractices be considered as part of the environmental 

rstice impact. These are practices which predate 

le United States in Hawaii and we would like to s e e  

,w those are being conaidered in this Environmental 

)pact Statement. 

1'11 also submit written testimony as 

:11. Thank you. 

I 

CAPT. THOMSON: Thank you. M r .  Kajihiro. 

M r .  Liborio, followed by Mr. Malama. 

MR. LIBORIO: I'm Kevin Liborio, 

I-B-O-R-1-0. I'm preeldent of the Hawaii Federal 

lployees Military Council and I represent 7,000 

nployees of civilian employees at the shipyard and 

ound the Pearl Harbor basin. 

We support the homeporting of the 
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aircraft carrier in the state of Hawaii. I believe t 
there is some deficiencies in your EIS study. I 

Currently Pearl Harbor Naval Base is, in 

tact, the emergency carrier base out in the pacific 

meaning, should anything happen to that carrler - -  
will receive that carrier for repairs. 

Congress has also passed a budget for th 

development Of Ford Island which would be putting 

4.000 units in a large batch of quarters. when you 

look at the environmental impact as far ae 

homeporting the carrier, it's already being taken in 

account for it when building these infrastructures 

that w e  need currently anyway. 

Today, Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard and 

IMF is reducing its infrastructure because of the 

lack of Navy business here, they're actually tearing 

buildings down; so there are vacant buildinge that 

can, in fact. house the equipment that needs to be 

housed from the aircraft carrier. 

If you were to station a carrier i n  

Everett, Washington, the air wing would actually be 

stationed in san ~ i e g o .  Council proposes that, in 

fact. the air wing can, in fact, be stationed in 

san oiego, the air wing at the beck and call of the 

President would take five hours to hit the deck of 
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the carrier. Yet it's saving ue  at least five days 

to a hot spat if necessary. 

We believe that the infrastructures a s  

far as the dredging is also probably a little 

skewered. The dredge occurs ever eo many years tor 

the Trident sube to pull into the baee currently and 

also for the alrcraft carriers to pull in. We had an 

aircraft carrier stationed not so long ago at 

Baker 3. So we have, in fact, all the accommodations 

for the carrier to be homeported in the state of 

Hawaii. Thank you. 

12 

13 

1 4  

CAPT. THOMSON: Thank you. Mr. Lohorio. 

Mr. Malama, pleaae, followed by 

Mrs. Riken. 

15 MR. MALAMA: May I introduce myself. My 

1 6  name is Kaonohi Malama. I am here this evening to 

1 7  publicly comment on the homeporting issue of three 

1 8  Nimitz-=lase aircraft carriers. I would like to 

1 9  thank you for giving me the opportunity to give my 

2 0  oral and written etatement far and against the 

21 development of home port facilities and 

22 infrastructure of three Nimitz-class aircraft, 

23 carriers. 

24 I am for the homeporting of two nuclear 

25 Nimitr-class aircraLt carriers at Naval Air Station 
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Sorth Island Coronado. California and one nuclear 

Himitz-class aircraft carrier at Puget Sound ~ a v a l  

shipyard. Bremerton. Washington. I am against the 

homeporting of a single Nimitz-class atrcraft carrie 

at Naval Station Everett. Washington. Also. I am in 

total opposition of homeporting of any type of 

nuclear class and or conventional class of aircraft 

carriers here at Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard. My 

preference for any homeporting alternative is 

Llternative No. 1. 

I believe that Puget Sound Naval Shzpyar 

should be considered as a home port for new and 

additional Nimitz-class aircraft carrier, primarily, 

because of its various maintenance facilities. 

infrastructures and its drydocks. The only one of 

its kind to service a Nimitr-class carriers on rhe 

went coast. Since specialized facilities are needed 

to maintain any CVN maintenance cycle. Puget sound 

could be best servcd as a home port for two 

Nimitz-class aircraft carriers. Therefore. 

eliminating the sailing time from the west coast and 

Hawaii. It also reduces the cost of moving famllles 

from a permanent home port to a different home port. 

especially during a PIA. PIA* are known as depot 

level marntenance periods that uaually last up to si 

months for every two years of an ailcraft carrier 

operation and maintenance cycle. BY the ~ l m e  the 

third cycle is completed an extensive overhaul and 

intensive maintenance period known a s  a DPIA 1 s  

conducted. Thls DPIA period may lasr from c,en i n  

eleven months where the nuclear propulslon w o r k  is 

being done at a designated shipyard. 

Since highly specialized rkllled 

engineers, technlclans and labors a r e  requ~red for 

this special task, it is feasible to have crew and 

family members close together during this OPIA 

period. 

Currently, Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. 

Bremerton h a s  the capabilities to perform all aspect 

of a CVN depot level repair work. Naval Statlon 

Everett has no capability to perform and/or conduct 

a n y  depot level CVN propulslon plant work. 

The est~mate cost for Alternative 1 

should be a p y r o x r m a r e l y  $140 milllon Th!s earlmate 

is the ledst d ~ ~ o u n t  of all of the tollowing 

alternative plans that is bring considered. 

H o w e v e r ,  the operational coar is c h e  

least expensive in comparison with other alternative 

at 5301,592.721. Thar i s  the difference of $016.218 

from the second Leasr expensive alternative. As for 
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the housing subtotal cost for Alternative 1, it is 

estimated thac it will cost approximately $ 1 4  

million. It is the least expensive, the cheapest of 

all of the alternatives plans being considered for 

housing. 

The two other issues I wanted to cover 

was the seismic activity at San Diego and the 

northwest area and also the Native Americans and the 

indigenous people fishing rights and cultural 

archeological site. But I'll submit those - -  right 
now it's in the final draft, I'll submit by 

November 12. There's more to be written up on this 

EIS. Thank you very much. 

CAPT. THOMSON: Thank you, Mr. Malama. 

Ms.  Aiken, please, followed by Miss Hatcher. 

MS. A r K E N :  Thank you for the opportunlt 

to present testimony. I am clearly against the 

homeporting of any more nuclear-powered vessels. 

I guess, the first question I have to 

say, can you say this is good for us. To me, the 

environment is the natural environment. There has t 

be  a philosophy about this kind of thing and civilis 

zontrol of the military was  e cardinal principle of 

the Revolutionary War. 

well, on Oahu, the military are far more 
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powerful that the people in many, many ways so I 

think the declaration of rights of man is compromisec 

or replaced by aome degree of h appears ro be 

similar to marshal law with inordinate control o t  ouz 

policies, polltlcs, environment and dangers. our 

island is sick and battered toxic and explos~ve. we 

and our kids have become the victims, the earth and 

waters you touched do not bring forth life in many 

cases. So just some examples thac I consider 

env~ronmental impacts - -  oh, collective military. 

Yhen I say "you" I don't mean you personally. bur the 

:ollective military damage over the past half 

zentury. 

NOW, Waikane, 187.4 a c r e e  are 

~ninhabitable with land mines or unexploded ordnance. 

Yakua, battered. blown up, dangerous, sacrileglous, 

live artillery shells. one-and-a-half miles off 

raianae on the ocean floor. Pearl Harbor storage of 

lpent nuclear fuel is exempt from the EIS. The Nave 

rould not let the state review hull paint plan using 

lributyrin lphoneticl known to c a u s e  fish 

nalformation. And days following the painting rhe 

,arbor would be floating with dead birds and pxcture 

:=king was banned. In effect, rhe Navy cold the 

itate its well water was none of the state's or 
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civilian's business, in effect, they didn't use those 

words. 

The Navy dumped 4 , 8 4 3 , 0 0 0  gallons of 

radioactive liquid waste 5 5  milee off from Niihau 

Rnother 1 , 2 7 9  drums of radioactive solid nuclear 

waste was dumped 1 7 7  miles of Oahu. There are 1 2 5  

known potential sites of radioactive contamination on 

this island. Thirty-one other contaminated sites in 

and around Pearl Harbor and extending to Lualualei. 

The - -  poisoning was omitted in the dredging process. 
by the way. PCB contamination a t  the Navel 

Communication site in Wahiawa, it's on the Super Fund 

list. High levels of toxins in the drinking water 

from Schofield. Fuel leaks from top secret 28-mile 

underground pipeline that goes through cenrral Oahu 

to Pearl Harbor, 3 0 0 , 0 0 0  gallons of aviation fuel 

leak from the pipe on to Pearl Harbor; 2 0 , 0 0 0  gallons 

of other fuel leaked under Kipapa Gulch Stream; 

5 0 , 0 0 0  gallons of jet fuel soaked into the ground. 

Two Waipahu wells were closed in 1 9 8 3  from EDB. This 

summer, two more central Oahu wells were closed. 

We know about - I hope you know rhe fish 

and the shellfish that the State Department of Healtt 

said are too toxic to eat. Pearl Harbor is one of 

the most polluted Super Fund sites in the United 
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States. The clean-ups - -  I'm aorry, a necessity 
you should be ashamed of rather than a reason to 

Doast about. 

Chemical fire in the Navy's Hazardous 

raterials warehouse recently. There are blistering 

ngents, ammunition, toxins, explosivee have been 

stored in and abandoned in once sacred caves and in 

runnels and bunkers. For example, the Kipapa doors 

Ire welded shut. The rabies that seem to be 

iomething that when the military complained of how 

,"pleasant it was to live here, one of the thrngs 

:hat wae included in the cite schools and poor 

rousing was the pets and so - -  and soon after that 
:he change was made in spite of the known failure of 

:he vaccines and unreliability of the tests. 

~eterinarians and State Department of Health 

,fficials took us a strong position against it. And 

I don't know if I'm out of time or not, but I guess, 

I am; so there's more. Thanks. 

CAPT. THOMSON: Thank you. MS. Aiken. 

Ms. Hatcher speaking for Lois Tyler. 

M S .  HATCHER: Lois couldn't be here and 

asked me to read this for her. 

I urge the navy to reject Alternatives 3  

ind 5 .  It names Pearl Harbor a s  a home port for a 
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"clear aircraft carrier. 

After having examined the  raft ~ 1 s  on 

he subject, I agree with the Navy's rejections o f  

he Pearl Harbor site. It is the least feasible for 

arrying out the Navy's mission and extremely costly 

ompared with tho other three sites. 

Further, if the Pearl Harbor sire is 

hosen, it would mean that we the Hawaii taxpayers 

ould subsidize even more military dependent student8 

rom whom we already pay about $5.000 of the $5.700 

t costs t o  educate a student the federal impact aid 

mounting to only about 700 students. 

My intent is to submit details comments 

o the Draft EIS before the November 12th deadline. 

hank you for the opportunity t o  present this 

estimony, Lois M. Tyler, T - Y - L - E - R .  

I s m  Linda Hatcher. H - A - T - C - H - E - R .  

This is what I intended to do, but after 

saw your film, you got me thinking o f  other things 

o I sort of scribbled, I'm sorry if this is kind o f  

oundabout. 

CAPT. THOMSON: For the record, You're 

s. ~ a t c h e r  and I believe you are now speaking for 

ourself; ie that correct? 

MS. HATCHER: Yes. 
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I haven't run across the information on 

rhy Hawaii was included in this acoping process when 

iredging cost were one of many factors which made i t  

3 cost prohibitive site. One other being the wing 

:ommand being located on the wesr coast as no 

facilities were here. 

On the 19th o f  August in the Advertiser, 

the State was issued that Hawaii wasn't one of the 

f o u r  place to homeport CVNs. I thought that would b, 

the end of it. Those two understood the scope of ch, 

environmental disturbancee, it would have entailed 

very much relief. I still wonder if it is necessary 

by the way, to have CVNs instead of those oil fuel 

carriers, because l a m  worried about those nuclear - -  

no matter how safe it is, it's jusr not good have 

anymore nuclear anything. I think. Also, 6.00 crew 

seems such a huge compliment that the carrier must 

then be a huge vulnerable target for terrorism. The 

reason I'm thinking that is because of all this six 

months, all these terrorists all over. Africa and th 

Oklahoma City bomblng fellow. It seems to be such a 

f e w  people can do such terrible things to us. I 

don't like the idea that we have a big vulnerable 

target. what if they use one of those little stinger 

missiles. 1 mean. that really scares me. I chink 
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share a few thoughts that came up as I w a s  lietening 

to the presentations earlier. 

I'm speaking tonight as an individual, 

someone who in my free time, when I can. I try to do 

makaaala and be watchful of what's going on i n  our 

island chain which culturally, aoclally and 

environmentally it's a fragile place and highly 

militarized. So I thlnk zt's zmportant to be 

attentive. And I have spoken out either in writing 

or orally in many situations when there's been DEIS 

or and EIS or some kind of proposal coming our from 

the military, generally, standing up co oppose wt1at.r 

been said by the military, what's been said by a pall 

contractor. 

I'm not here to really oppose you 

tonight, and that's kind of funny to me, but I want 

to thank you for not choosing Pearl Harbor as a place 

to homeport a CVN. 

I can't say that I'm totally in favor of 

the DEIS because I'm opposed to any CVN anywhere, but 

thatqs another story. and perhaps. 1'11 organize that 

in writing. 

I would like to share with you that I dir 

testify at the Legislature. It was mentioned earllex 

that there was a joint resolution that was passed 
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that's why this other film wae talking about it beins 

obsolete in modern warfare, but that was another 

time. 

And is there any way now that you have 

done this NEPA law or environmental examination. I 

understand that is a massive undertaking now and you 

have enormous amount of data. But is there any way 

that you can now come to rescind the plans for any 

nuclear - -  any more big ships. Is there any way to 

get out of it now. Can you stop this and you just dc 

what you have and give the money to FBI for 

anti-terrorists. But if that seems to be which is 

too wrong, I mean, they know where they are, it takea 

just a few of them to get them. I'm not feeling safe 

with the big ships. 

So I just wish that we could consider 

putting our moniee, our military monies in really 

protecting us. Thank you, gentlemen. 

CAPT. THOHSON: Thank you, M s .  Hatcher. 

And, finally, Ms. Nancy Aleck. 

MS. ALECK: Aloha, my name is Nancy 

~ l e c k ,  A-L-E-C-K. I didn't really come prepared with 

comments. I wasn't planning on speaking tonight and 

perhaps, 1-11 have some more organized thought that 

1'11 submit in writing. ~ u t  I would like to just 
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:his year urging the homeporting a s f  one or two CVNe 

st Pearl Harbor. I was not at the Senate hearing, wt 

lave two senators here. I was at the House hearing. 

rnd I was really quite appalled that a measure like 

:hat would even be under consideration prior to the 

release of a DEIS. I think it's really 

inconscionable if our elected officials to push for 

something that they don't have full information on, 

and I think they would certainly have time come 

January when our session opens again to work with tht 

JEIS and put forward a proposal then based on that 

information. 

I share this because I think that becaus, 

~f our economic times here in Hawaii there maybe 

excessive scrambling to beg you to change the 

~nvironmental impact statement which I don't think ir 

under your authority to do and please homeport one 01 

two ships here. 

I also am really surprised to hear an 

offer of Kalama Atoll, Kalama Island or known as 

Johnston Island as a place to use for the air wing 

because that has been used for decades 

pr~blematically by the Army to burn chemical weapons 

Now, they are closing it down and it's under the Arm! 

and the EPA decided perhaps to make it a natural 
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5 1 1  have a question which is I would like to hear in 

1 

2 

3 

4 

the Final EIS some solid definitions uf where i t ' s  

like significant and mitigable because they're thrown 

around so easily. but they a r e  really important 

words. Who decides what is the eignificanr o r  noc 

significant impact on us. On ue here or on people in 

San Diego for that matter. 

finally. 1 just would like to share a 

couple of things with you for perhaps another view. 

permanent residents here in Hawaii and may n o t  be 

aware of some of the things that are going on, but on 

the other hand, more likely, you may be. Some of the 

impacts of the military have been mentioned already. 

Tomorrow there's going to be a detonation of a 

~ , 0 0 0  pound bomb located precipitously above a 

cultural sacred site in Makua Valley which is f~lled 

with unexploded ordnance left from World War 11. We 

haven't even cleaned up from 50 years ago. 

finally. I just want to say that I was 

really disturbed by the presentation of "90.000 Tons 

of Diplomacy." And it made me think of something 1 
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refuse of some kind and it's really not in the 

purview of our Legislature to offer you Kalama 

Island. 

I just have a couple more things to say. 
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witnessed today downtown where a large group of men 
A 

marched 'Men Against Domestic Violence." And if 

that's the kind o f  diplomacy when violence is 

threatened that we bring out the big gune, we are 

never going t o  be a s a f e  nation. Thank you for this 

~ p p o r r u n i t y .  

CAPT. THOMSON: This concludes the list 

~f speakers who submitted speaker request cards. 

Does anyone else wish to speak that has not yet had 

nn opportunity to d o  so? 

I f  not, this concludes the public comment 

portion o f  this public hearing. Thank you very much 

f o r  your participation. 

A copy of the transcript of this meeting 

rill be available in the Final EIS, when publiehed. 

kdditionally, you may purchase a copy of the 

rranecript from the court reporter. Feel free t o  

apeak t o  the reporter after the meeting about how to 

3btain a copy of the transcript. 

As we previously mentioned, please send 

3ny additional comments you may have t o  the addrese 

shown on the slide by November 12, 1998. That 

address is on the yellow form. 

Once again, thank you; and good evening. 

IHearing adjourned at 8:35 p.m.) 
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C P R T I I I C A T E  

ITATE OF HAWAII 1 
I SS: 

:ITY AND COUNTY Of HONOLULU I 

I, PATRICIA RIVERA, Notary Public. S f a r e  of 

lawaii, do hereby certify: 

That on Thursday. October 22, 1998. at 

':OD p.m.; 

That the proceeding waa taken down by me in 

lachine shorthand and was thereafter reduced to 

ypewriting under my supervision; that the foregoing 

.epresents, t o  the best of my ability, a true and 

orrecc transcript of the proceedings had in the 

oregoing matter. 

I further certify that I am not attorney 

or any of the parties hereto, nor in any way 

oncerned with the cause. 

DATED this ALL- day o f  NOVEMBER 1998, in 

onolulu, Hawaii. 

Notary Public, Stdlr of Hawai i ,  
M Y  Comnisslon Exp: 4 - 8 - 2 0 0 0  

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
Honolulu. HI ( 8 0 8 1  524-2090 



VOLUME 10 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - PEARL HARBOR RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

Pearl Harbor Hearing 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 
Please see response to comment S.3.1 regarding the generous offer to make 
Barber's Point Naval Air Station and its supporting facilities available to the 
Navy. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

The reason an airfield would be needed in Hawaii to support an air wing is due 
to the comparative vast distance difference between Hawaii and the West Coast- 
located air wings. The air wing remains the "main battery" of any aircraft 
carrier. Without an air wing the carrier has no mission. West Coast aircraft 
carriers can load their air wings relatively quickly because they are close to the 
aircraft's home bases. This is not only a big plus for national defense but also a 
major quality of life factor in family separation. The outfitting, maintenance, and 
operation of a naval air station to support one carrier air wing; the construction, 
manning, and operation of the myriad facilities required for training an air wing; 
and the creation of a dedicated support and supply system for the various type, 
model and series of aircraft in an air wing are not economically feasible. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

The Star Bulletin article and related Navy press release were issued after the 
Draft EIS had gone to press. The article and the Draft EIS address two different 
issues: risk to marine life ("environmental r i sk)  and risk to human health from 
consuming marine Me. 

1 .  Environmental risk: For the Draft EIS, harbor sediments obtained in 1997 were 
tested on lab animals to determine the risk to marine life from sediments which 
would be dredged and disturbed by the proposed action. The Draft EIS makes 
clear (p. 6.4-2, lines 4-19) that Pearl Harbor sediments sampled for the Draft EIS 
contain pesticides and PCBs as well as heavy metals. Preliminary bioassays 
performed for the Draft EIS showed that these chemicals are generally not 
present in sufficient concentrations to make the sediment unsuitable for ocean 
disposal at the approved South Oahu dump site. Much more extensive sampling 



. 

- VOLUME 10 CVh' HOMEPOR~NG EIS - PURL HARBOR RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response - 

and testing would be required to obtain a permit for dredging and disposal of 
dredged materials. 

The Draft EIS statement referred to in the comment ("no sigruficant toxicity or 
vital accumulation of organics were found in Pearl Harbor sediments") is 
specific to 1989-1990 tests for toxicity and bioaccumulation by laboratory animals 
exposed to harbor sediment samples (p. 6.4-2, lines 32-34). "Sigruficant toxicity" 
is a term defined by the EPA/COE Green Book to identify statistically sigruficant 
levels of mortality in lab animals. It is not intended to be protective of human 
health. 

2. Human 11ealtlr risk: The Star Bulletin article addresses health risks to humans 
from consuming fish which inhabit the harbor. The State Department of Health 
(DOH) issued an advisory to the public in August 1998 that marine life (crabs, 
clams, fish and bait fish) taken from Pearl Harbor should not be consumed by 
humans. Based on recommendations from DOH, Naval Base Pearl Harbor 
posted signs around the harbor's shoreline advising the public of the state's fish 
consumption advisory. Preliminary findings from an ongoing study of Pearl 
Harbor sediments indicate low, but unacceptable levels of herbicides, pesticides, 
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs) in the sediment and the tissue of fish and 
shellfish that are associated with the harbor bottom. Harbor fish are exposed to 
daily influxes of pesticides and other contaminants carried in sediment entering 
the harbor from eight -streams draining ag~icultural and urban lands. 
Preliminary data collected for the study have not yet demonstrated a 
relationship between contaminated sediment and the levels of contaminants in 
fish and shellfish (see sections 6.2 and 6.5 in Volume 1). The study is being 
prepared by the Navy in coordination with the U.S. EPA, Hawaii State 
Department of Health, U.S. Fish and Wildhfe Sewice, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), State Department of Land and Natural 
Resources (DLNR), and members of the public. The study was initiated in 1996; 
results will be published in the spring of 1999 (DON, NBPH Naval 
Environmental Affairs Officer 1998). Sections 6.5 (Marine Biology), section 6.17.1 
(Environmental Justice), and section 6.18.17 (Cumulative Impacts, 
Environmental Justice) have been revised to incorporate this response. 

The EIS evaluation process concluded that impacts of sediment resuspension 
and redistribution would not be sigruficant, and therefore was not discussed in 
section 6.4.2.1. This conclusion was based on the high turbidity and suspended 
sediment conditions typical in many harbor areas due to natural and human- 
related sources. Specifically, the passage of large ships through the harbor 
regularly resuspends and redistributes sediments. Turbidity and resuspended 
material also added by the streams that empty over 300,000 gallons of sediment- 
laden water daily into the harbor. In this context, it is not believed that the 
turbidity added by dredging or from sediment leaking out of the hopper would 
cause a sigruf~cant increase. 
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H . l . l l  The estimated 606 students who would attend DOE schools was based on 1990 
Census data for Oahu. Based on the average size of military households (3.33 
persons), a total of 3,120 rmlitary dependents is expected to come to Hawaii with 
the CVN. In 1990, 19.4 percent of aU military dependents were in the DOE 
schools. That ratio was used to estimate the school impacts of the CVN. 

Military families on Oahu are highly concentrated in some areas, but are spread 
throughout much of the island. The comment, that new students in CVN 
families would likely be found in leeward areas, is plausible. However, the 
impact probably would be spread more generally, since (a) most of the families 
would Live wherever housing is available on the open market; and @) the 
Department of Education routinely reviews school catchment areas to distribute 
facilities appropriately. In new developments, the Department is deeded land 
for new schools to be built as student populations increase. The impact on high 
growth areas of locating many of the families with public school students would 
be an impetus to the Department to build schools to meet demand as planned, 
not increased demand for a limited number of classrooms. 

Employment associated with homeporting one CVN at PHNSY consists of the 
following: 

Construction employment, amounting to about 660 person-years of direct 
employment and $29.1 million in income; 

Some 3,217 mditary jobs on the CVN; 

Direct civilian jobs (both PHNSY employees and civilian contractors) for 
Hawaii residents, varying from 36 to 48 jobs; 

Civilian maintenance jobs taken by workers from out-of-state shipyards and 
contractors, ranging from 128 to 224 jobs (per year, with the number of jobs 
in each two-year cycle averaged in the period); and 

Indirect and induced jobs, including some 1,684 person-years of employment 
associated with construction (with a payroll estimated $47.7 million), and, 
over a longer term, about 2,180 continuing jobs associated with CVN 
operations (with a total payroll for indirect and induced jobs amounting to 
$61.3 million annually). 

AU of the indirect and induced jobs and some of the operations maintenance jobs 
are expected to be available for Hawaiian residents. Many of the construction 
jobs would presumably go to resident workers. Indirect jobs are created by inter- 
indushy purchases, such as purchases of supplies. These include warehousing, 
retail, transportation, and manufacturing jobs. Induced jobs are created by 
worker's purchases of goods and services, and often include jobs in stores, 
schools, and other sites where consumers typically spend their earnings. These 
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jobs are additional jobs in Hawaiian industries, and would be compensated at 
prevailing rates. 

Construction jobs (and associated indirect and induced jobs) are short-term; 
operations jobs (and the indirect and induced jobs associated with them) are 
long-term, lasting as long as the CVN is homeported on Oahu. Data in Section 
6.8 has been revised to incorporate this response. 

H.1.13 The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate potential impacts of dredging and 
constructing support facilities for homeporting a CVN in Pearl Harbor. The 
proposed action would not affect the ability of persons to fish in Pearl Harbor or 
to consume fish from Pearl Harbor. A human health risk assessment would not 
be relevant to this homeporting evaluation, as DOH has already determined that 
consumption of fish from the harbor is unwise. 

H.1.14 The Navy acknowledges that Pearl Harbor was once an important fishmg 
ground for Native Hawaiians and other inhabitants of the area prior to the 
establishment of a US. naval installation in 1908. The action proposed by this 
EIS would have no effect on traditional and customary practices as the shipyard 
area where the CVN would be berthed is currently inaccessible to the public. In 
addition, the State Department of Health has issued an advisory to the public 
that marine life taken from Pearl Harbor should not be consumed by humans 
due to unacceptable levels of toxins found in the tissue of certain fish and 
shellfish that are associated with the harbor bottom. Based on recommendations 
from DOH, the Navy has posted signs around the harbor's shoreline advising 
the public of the State's fish consumption advisory. Sections 6.17.1,6.17.2.1, and 
6.18.17 (Environmental Justice) have been revised to incorporate h s  response. 

The proposed action would have no effect on the consumption of near shore 
marine life at Sand Island and Ewa Beach and this issue is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 

H.1.15 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

H.1.16 The EIS is consistent with the status of legislation on development of Ford 
Island. Congress has not passed any funding or budget for the development of 
Ford Island. Pending legislation will, if enacted, permit the use of innovative 
measures for the development of Ford Island including new forms of leasing and 
public-private ventures. There is no plan to put "4,000 units" on Ford Island. 
The housing projected for Ford Island wdl be replacement housing, and not 
change the Navy's inventory for housing. 

H.1.17 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

H.1.18 Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 
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H.1.19 The hazardous materials conditions you identify represent pre-existing 
environmental conditions that would not be exacerbated by the proposed action 
or alternatives. It is the Navy's policy to handle hazardous material and waste 
per federal, state, and Navy regulations. Please see response to comment H.1.20 
on fish contamination. For information on ocean disposal of radioactive waste, 
please see response to comment 0.4.14 

The State Department of Health (DOH) issued an advisory to the public in 
August 1998 that marine life (crabs, clams, fish and bait fish) taken from Pearl 
Harbor should not be consumed by humans. Based on recommendations from 
DOH, the Naval Base Pearl Harbor posted signs around the harbor's shoreline 
advising the public of the state's fish consumption advisory. Preliminary 
findings from an ongoing study of Pearl Harbor sediments indicate low, but 
unacceptable levels of herbicides, pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs) in 
the sediment and the tissue of fish and shellfish that are associated with the 
harbor bottom. Harbor fish are exposed to daily influxes of pesticides and other 
contaminants carried in sediment entering the harbor from eight streams 
draining apcultural and urban lands. Preliminary data collected for the study 
have not yet demonstrated a relationship between contaminated sediment and 
the levels of contaminants in fish and shellfish (see sections 6.2 and 6.5 in 
Volume 1). The study is being prepared by the Navy in coordination with the 
US. EPA, Hawaii State Department of Health, US. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), State Department 
of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR), and members of the public. The study 
was initiated in 1996; results will be published in the spring of 1999 (DON, 
NBPH Naval Environmental Affairs Officer 1998). Sections 6.5 (Marine Biology), 
Section 6.17.1 (Environmental Justice), and Section 6.18.17 (Cumulative Impacts, 
Environmental Justice) have been revised to incorporate this response. 

The previous activities mentioned are unrelated to homeporting a CVN in Pearl 
Harbor and are beyond the scope of this EIS. The purpose of the EIS is to 
evaluate potential impacts of dredging and constructing support facilities for 
homeporting a CVN in Pearl Harbor. The Navy respects the right to express this 
opinion regarding public safety risks, but a decision on Hawaii's animal 
quarantine regulations are not an issue for this EIS. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS 

Section 2.3 of the Draft EIS discusses how the CVN Home Port Objectives and 
Requirements were used to identify as many reasonable locations as possible for 
analysis. NEPA requires that the range of alternatives evaluated in an EIS be as 
broad as possible. Hawaii, along with San Diego and the Pacific Northwest, 
were selected as the three concentrations of naval presence within the Pacific 
Fleet for CVN homeporting. 
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H.1.24 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 carrier maintenance facilities. Please also see 
response to comment 1.5.1. 

Please see response to comments 1.5.1 and H.1.24. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 

NEPA defines whether a proposed action "sigruf~cantly" affects the quality of 
the human environment by considering the context in which it will occur and 
the intensity of the proposed action (40 Code of Federal Regulations 1508.27). 
The EIS was written by experts in each environmental resource area. They 
identified defensible criteria to determine when a sigruficant effect on the 
resource would occur. The experts are knowledgeable in the local resources 
being analyzed, and experienced in scienbfic methods required to evaluate the 
extent to which the resource would be impacted, or affected. 

Thank you for your comments. They are noted and included in the Final EIS. 




