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This section presents comments received during the Draft EIS public comment period, and
responses to each comment. The comments received are in the form of letters or comments
received at the public hearings. For simplicity, the following characterizes comments received
as “letters,” and each specific issue raised in each letter as a “comment.” The comment letters
and their responses are organized into sections for each potential CVN homeporting location:
Coronado, Bremerton, Everett, and Pearl Harbor. Within each CVN homeporting location
section, public comment letters are grouped by the commentor’s affiliation and are abbreviated
as follows: Federal agencies (F); State agencies (S); Local agencies (L); Organizations (0); and
Individuals (I). Comments recorded from the Hearing Transcripts completes each comment set
(H). Individual comment letters in each of these groups are numbered in the chronological
order in which they were received by the Navy. For example, the first Federal comment letter
received for each CVN homeporting location is identified as F.l. Specific comments are
numbered as follows: F.l.l, F.l.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
ietters are coded Si, S.2,5.3  etc.

There are a number of comment letters that include comments about more than one of the
locations. In these instances, the comment letter has been assigned multiple codes for each
r\mT  h I\rn**fi&m* .3l&bwT%~e;.7cl  lr\fi-c;nm  *h-c  ;e3  ~Arl**LIcInA Th*  e.-efiA c m  ~n-rnn~k  ~/\l~.rw-b& 4.nL * AY AlUAAlC yur  LUl 5 cumxAIauvc  A~QUUAI  uuab  w  auuAczmcu. AA1C 3yCLAAAL ~UAAUALCALW ACACVVQlIL LU

that CVN homeporting location are identified. The comment letter is listed in each relevant
CVN homeporting alternative location section, and only the specific comments relevant to that
location are indicated.

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

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

-c -------L- ----z----1  La- m----- _1-“uire  to the  IWiXiib~~  or commenrs  receivea  10r  Loronaao, CaMOti~,  COrantrrents  i3.d responses
for that site have been divided into two documents: Volume 7, Part A, and Volume 7, Part B.
Comments from Federal, State, and Local agencies, as well as Organizations, are included in
Volume 7, Part A, and comments from Individuals and those made at Public Hearings are
L,l..A,Pl 'LLLLIUUCU  iii VOlUiie  7, Pait  3. P-MMA-L.T  ,,A M#ae---e-m  L., Ilee.-,,r,, TAT,, L,,'-,L.-.  c,,,,,Ll.Lullu1LclLw  CULU 1tqJUlmta IV1 ulcllltzllu11,  vvcislu.l1~lulL; cvereit,

Washington; and Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, are bound separately in Volumes 8-10.

-
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CERTlFlEOTlRANSUTlONS

Script and Translatton  of Tape Commerrb

AFFlDAVlT

I, CARLOS CERECEDO, STATE OF CALFORNU  COURT CERTIFIED
INTERPRETER -TRANSLkTOR,  JUDWU  COUNCIL CERTlFlCATlON
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ARE A FATlHFUL AND TRUE TRANSCRtPTlON  MD TRANSLATlW FROM
THE SPANlSH LANGUAGiE TO THE ENGUSH IANWAGE  TO THE BEST
OF MY KNOWLEDGE ANID ABlLlTY. A.

CARLOS CIERECEDD
COURT CERTIFIED
WTERPRETER-  TRANSLATOR
JUDlClAL C OlJNClL I 390249

Santa Barbara, November 6,1998.
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CARLOS CERECEDO
S T A T E  C E R T I F I E D  C O U R T  I N T E R P R E T E R

242OaKmocRo.
SANTA BARBAM,  CMIFORMA  93105

PHONE 6  FAX: (805)863440a

SiEKfIFIED TW-
SlX COMMENITS lN SPANISH FOR THE DRAFT EIS

1 ESTRADA
2 RODRIGUEZ
2 YIRAMONTES
1 URClNO

1AFFIDAVlT

I, CARLOS CERECEDO, STATE OF CALlFORNlA COURT CERTIFIED
INTERPRETE’R -TRANSLAT(DR, JUDlClAL COUNCIL CERTlFlCATlON
NUMBER 300:249,  HEREBY CERTlFY, THAT THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT
IS A FAlTHFUlL AND TRUE TRANSlATlOhl  FROM THE SIPANISH
LANGUAGE TO THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE TO THE BE!ST OF MY
KNOWLEDGE AND ABILlTY. n

CARLOS CERECEDO
COURT CERTIFIED
WSTERPRETEIR- TRANSLATOR
JUDtClAL COUNCIL # 3992489

Santa Barbara, November 6,1998.

I

I I I I I



111

I

W

-

I)

-

-

-

-

I

Federal Agencies and Representatives

Senator Barbara Boxer, dated September 2,1998 .......................................................................................... F.l

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, dated November 12,1998 ........................................................................... F.2

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, dated November 12,1998 ........................................................... F.3

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association, dated November 9,1998 .............................................. F.4

State Agencies and Representatives

California RWQCB - San Diego Region .......................................................................................................... S.1

California Coastal Commission, dated November 3,1998 ........................................................................... s.2

California Department of Fish and Game, dated November 9,1998 .......................................................... s.3

Local Agencies and Representatives

There is no comment letter associated with this code....................................................................................... L.l

Ed Kleeman, Senior Planner, City of Coronado, dated September 22,1998 .............................................. L.2

City of Coronado, dated November 12,1998 ................................................................................................. L.3

City of Coronado, dated November 12,1998 ................................................................................................. L.4

Organizations

Environmental Health Coalition, dated August 27,1998 ............................................................................. 0.1

Environmental Health Coalition, dated September 8,1998 ......................................................................... 0.2

The Peace Resource Center of San Diego, dated September lo,1998 ......................................................... 0.3

San Diego Harbor Safety Committee, undated .............................................................................................. 0.4

San Diego Harbor Safety Committee, dated September 14,1998 ................................................................ 0.5

Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter, dated September lo,1998 ......................................................................... 0.6

Everett Community College, Patrick J. McClain, dated October 19,1998 .................................................. 0.7

Hempy’s, Inc., dated October 13,1998 ............................................................................................................ 0.8

South West Marine, Inc., dated October 29,1998 .......................................................................................... 0.9

Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter, dated November 2,1998 ......................................................................... 0 .10

San Diego Audubon Society, dated November lo,1998 ............................................................................ 0.11

Environmental Health Coalition, dated November 12,1998 ..................................................................... 0 .12

The Peace Resource Center of San Diego, dated November 12,1998 ....................................................... 0 .13

The Landing, dated November 27,1998 ....................................................................................................... 0 .14

Hempy’s, Inc., Albert Lewis, dated November lo,1998 ............................................................................. 0 .15

Exploring Paradigm Shifts, dated November 11,1998 ............................................................................... 0 .16

Committee to Bridge the Gap, dated November 12,1998 .......................................................................... 0 .17

Main Street Ltd., dated November 12,1998 ................................................................................................. 0.18

Coronado Blue Ribbon Committee on Traffic, dated November lo,1998 ............................................... 0.19
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H4Rl  SENATE OFflCt  BUICDINU
8UlTE 112

WASHINGTON,  DC 205104504
f202~22WS53

rrnr:o~30xrr.~natc.g0~
~?Whvw  wnotr.gw/-bow

-

Sepftmbe  2, 1998

-

Many  cif  brnt  Tnr~l  tmv--m-qrrrrr-.r,  .“- b” - w’(  AYAAWAlA , &lld  public  q@&$  m m&*g  &e Dms;  1, &

of them have informed me that  Eddhiona!  the is need&  to cornpIe!! a !W ad rdquatc  mim  of
thir volutiz~a  ctd  compkx  document. In pmiculu, I draw your  attention to a fetter &ma tha
City of Coronado tu the Navy  (copy aclosed),  which dircu~  its  ccmcems  rqrrding the DEN
in considerable detail and requests  a tWO-and~n&aifrno&  rtvicw  puiod.

Thaak you fbt your atcation  to thir rquert.

Sincaaly,

El.1
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LJded States Department of the Interior

November 20, 1998

ER 98/054 8

J o h n  C o o n
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  t h e  N a v y ,  S o u t h w e s t  D i v i s i o n  ( C o d e  0SAL.K)
N a v a l  F a c i l i t i e s  E n g i n e e r i n g  C o m m a n d
1220  Pac i f i c  H ighway
Sain  D i e g o ,  C a l i f o r n i a 92 I 3 2-5 190

Dear Mr Coon

T h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  t h e  I n t e r i o r  ( D e p a r t m e n t )  h a s  r e v i e w e d  t h e  J u n e  19’98  Rev ised  Draft
Envil  OIIIWI~M~  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t  (DIEIS)  f o r  D e v e l o p i i n g  Home Por t  F a c i l i t i e s  f o r  T h r e e
NIIMITZ-Class  Ai rcra f t  Carr iers  i n  S u p p o r t  o f  t h e  U . S .  P a c i f i c  F l e e t  ( P r o j e c t ) ,  C o r o n a d o ,
C a l i f o r n i a ,  B r e m e r t o n ,  W a s h i n g t o n ,  E v e r e t t ,  W a s h i n g t o n ,  a n d  P e a r l  H a r b o r ,  H a w a i i .  T h e

f o l l o w i n g  c o m m e n t s  o n  t h e  DEIS  are  p r o v i d e d  f o r  y o u r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  w h e n  p r e p a r i n g  t h e  F i n a l
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t  (FEIS).

GENERAL COMMENTS

111  genel-al,  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  d o e s  n o t  o b j e c t  t o  t h e  p r o g r a m m a t i c a l  o b j e c t i v e s  o f  A l t e r n a t i v e  2 ,  t h e 1’2.1
N,avy’s  yrel’el  red a l ternat ive . The  prefer red  a l ternat ive  ca l ls  f o r  the  benthing  o f  t w o  ( f o r  IB t o t a l  p f
three)  addItIonal  nuc lea r -powered  a i rc ra f t  ca r r i e r  sh ips  (CVN)  and  remova l  o f  two  convent iona l
calrriers  from  the  Nava l  A i r  S t a t i o n  N o r t h  I s l a n d  (NA!SNI)  a t  C o r o n a d o ,  C a l i f o r n i a ,  a n d  t h e
h o m e p o r t i n g  o f  t w o  CVNs a t  the  Puge t  S o u n d  N a v a l  S h i p y a r d  (PSNS), B r e m e r t o n ,  W a s h i n g t o n
a n d  t h e  N a v a l  A i r  S t a t i o n  ( N A V S T A )  a t  E v e r e t t ,  W a s h i n g t o n .  T h e  P r o j e c t  a l s o  i n c l u d e s

m o d e r n i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  B r e m e t t o n  h o m e  p o r t  t o  m e e t  new  Navy standardls.  H o w e v e r ,  t h e  D E I S F.2.2

states i n  i t s  A b s t r a c t  t h a t  A l t e r n a t i v e  T w o  w o u l d  r e s u l t  i n  s i g n i f i c a n t  bult  m i t i g a b l e  i m p a c t s  o n
m a r i n e  b i o l o g i c a l  r e s o u r c e s  a t  t h e  PSNS  a n d  t h e  N A V S T A . A l t h o u g h  w e  a g r e e  w i t h  t h e
p r o g r a m m a t i c  f i n d i n g s  o f  t h e  DElS o n  t h e  h o m e  p o r t  l o c a t i o n s ,  w e  c a n  n o t  c o n c u r  w i t h  t h e
proposed  Proj&t  a n d  t h e  DEIS’  f i n d i n g  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  b u t  m i t i g a b l e  i m p a c t s  u n t i l  s e v e r a l  P r o j e c t
Issues  are ;rddl  esseld  i n  a d d i t i o n a l  d e t a i l

U n d e r  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  t h e  Navy .)‘4,  A l t e r n a t i v e  Two,  the  ex is t ing  carr ier  capaci ty  a t  the  P S N S

a n d  t h e  NAVSTA lhome  p o r t s  w o u l d  r e m a i n  t h e  s a m e : .  a n d  n o  a d d i t i o n a l  p r o j e c t s  w o u l d  b e  b u i l t

J o h n  ~COOII, D e p a r t m e n t  o f  t h e  N a v y
S o u t h w e s t  D i v i s i o n  ( C o d e  OSALJC)

at the NAVSTA. T h e  m o d e r n i z a t i o n  t h a t  w o u l d  o c c u r  a t  t h e  P S N S  i n c l u d e s  d e e p e n i n g  turniing
bas ins  and  ber ths  and  d e m o l i s h i n g  a n d  r e c o n s t r u c t i n g  a  m a j o r  p i e r Approximately 425,000
c u b i c  y a r d s  w o u l d  b e  dlredged  fo r  the  Pro jec t A b o u t  a  thlird  o f  t h e  t o t a l  d r e d g e  v o l u m e  i s
e x p e c t e d  t o  b e  c o n t a m i n a t e d  s e d i m e n t  w h i c h  w o u l d  b e  d i s p o s e d  a t  a n  a p p r o v e d  u p l a n d  landlill
and /or  nearshore  confilned  d i s p o s a l  o r  c o n f i n e d  a q u a t i c  d i s p o s a l  f a c i l i t i e s The  in -wa te r  d isposa l
f a c i l i t i e s  w o u l d  h a v e  a  f o o t p r i n t  o f  aboult  I4 acres Because  the  PSNS moclernization  i s  i n c l u d e d
i n  motst  o f  the  o the r  ac t ion  a l t e rna t i ves  eva lua ted  in  the  DE IS ,  th is  a l t e rna t i ve  wou ld  have  the  l eas t
impact on  Puget Sound H o w e v e r ,  t h e  IDEIS’  l ack  o f  spec i f ic  implementatllon  d e t a i l  p r e v e n t s  t h e
F i s h  alnd  W i l d l i f e  S e r v i c e  ( F W S )  f r o m  a s s e s s i n g  t h e  f u l l  i m p a c t  o f  t h e  p r o p o s e d  w o r k  o n  f i s h  a n d
wi ld l i f e  resources

T h e  d l e p t h  c r i t e r i a  i n  A p p e n d i x  H  speci@ing  t h e  t u r n i n g  b a s i n  a n d  b e r t h  d r e d g i n g  d e p t h  n e e d  t o  b e
r e - e v a l u a t e d  f o r  t h e  P S N S  B r e m e n o n  c o m p l e x .  T h e  N a v y  m a y  b e  a b l e  t o  Iminimize  the area
and/olr  reduce  the  dredg ing  depth  o f  the  pre fe r red  a l te rna t ive  because  t ides  a re  advantageous  in
Puget  S o u n d ,  t h e  N a v y  h a s  a  9 6  h o u r  d e p l o y m e n t  t i m e  ( d u e  t o  c u r r e n t s ) ,  alnd  t h e  m a x i m u m
c h a n n e l  d e p t h  i n  R i c h  IPassage  i s  - 4 0  f o o t  M L L W .  T h e  c u r r e n t  p r o p o s a l  i s  t o  d r e d g e  t h e  P i e r  D
east berth from -45 to -49 feet, the Pier D west berth from -43 to -49 feet, Pier B from -40 tlo
-46 I feet. Pier 3 from -44 to -46 I feet, and the turning bIasins  from -40 to -41 feet MLLW The
FEIS s h o u l d  e x p l o r e  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  relduce  t h e s e  d r e d g i n g  d e p t h s  w i t h o u t  c o n s t r a i n i n g
h o m e p o r t i n g  o p e r a t i o n s

T h e  D E I S  l a c k s  specifiic  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  d e t a i l F o r  examlple,  i t  d o e s  n o t  p r o v i d e  d e t a i l e d  m a p s
wi th  Iba thymet r i c ,  P ro jec t ,  o r  na tu ra l  r esources features ,  adequate  biological1  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  a n d
d e t a i l e d  d e s i g n  inforn&tion,  i n c l u d i n g  mIodeling.  T h e  DEB  does  not  address  the  manageme,nt  o f
ba l las t  water  o r  expected  impacts  o f  malintenance  d r e d g i n g T h e  c u m u l a t i v e  i m p a c t  d i s c u s s i o n  i s
l i m i t e d  t o  the  d e v e l o p m e n t  a c t i o n s  t h a t  w o u l d  o c c u r  conc,urrently  o r  i n  t h e  n e a r - f u t u r e  w i t h  t h e
p r o p o s e d  ProJect However ,  severe  cumula t ive  impacts  heave  occurred  a t  the  BI  e m e r t o n  complex
over lthe  las t  century T h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  t h e  P u g e t  S o u n d  N a v a l  Shipyarld  r e s u l t e d  i n  l a r g e
l o s s e s  o f  i n t e r t i d a l  mudtlats,  ee lgrass,  and  es tuar ine  emergent  we t land The d e v e l o p m e n t  anld
p r o g r e s s i v e  d e e p e n i n g  o f  b e r t h s ,  t u r n i n g  b a s i n s ,  a n d  n a v i g a t i o n  c h a n n e l s  a l s o  i m p a c t e d  t h e
subtidal  h a b i t a t  (belowr  -10 feet  MLLW))  by  creat ing  a  gre:ater  p o r t i o n  o f  d e e p e r  subtidal  h a b i t a t
t h a n  the  o r i g i n a l  c o n d i t i o n These changes have probabliy  resu l ted  i n  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  c u m u l a t i v e
i m p a c t  t o  r e a r i n g  h a b i t a t  f o r  a n a d r o m o u s  f i s h  ( l o s s  o f  inte:rtidal  h a b i t a t )  ancl  f o r a g i n g  h a b i t a t  f o r
s e a  a n d  d i v i n g  dy&ks  ( c h a n g e  o f  w a t e r  d l e p t h  distribution)l. G iven  the  cumula t ive  e f fec t  o f  these
p r o p o s e d  a c t i o n s  a n d  t h o s e  o f  t h e  p a s t ,  t h e  N a v y  h a s  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  e n h a n c e  environmentall
condiltions  f o r  tish  a n d  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  a s  p a r t  o f  t h e  P r o j e c t

T h e  Colps  01’  E n g i n e e r s  ( C o r p s ) ,  i n  c o o p e r a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  P r o t e c t i o n  A g e n c y ,  t h e
Washhington  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  E c o l o g y ,  a n d  o t h e r  a g e n c i e s ,  i s  d e v e l o p i n g  a  f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d y  f o r  a
multiluser  c o n t a m i n a n t  d i s p o s a l  s t r a t e g y  f o r  P u g e t  S o u n d T h i s  f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d y  i n c l u d e s
constructins  a  m u l t i u s e r  f a c i l i t y  f o r  c o n t a m i n a t e d  s e d i m e n t s .  P r e l i m i n a r y  riesults  o f  the  s tudy  have



J o h n  C o o n ,  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  t h e  N a v y
S o u t h w e s t  Drvrsion  ( C o d e  O S A L J C )

3

i d e n t i f i e d  S i n c l a i r  Inlet/Bremetton  as  a  p r inc ipa l  geograph ic ;  a rea  o f  i n t e r e s t  because  it  contains
a b o u t  2 0  p e r c e n t  o f  P u g e t  S o u n d ’ s  c o n t a m i n a t e d  s e d i m e n t s .  T h e  FEIS s h o u l d  e x p l o r e  t h e
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t h a t  t h i s  m u l t i u s e r  f a c i l i t y  f o r  c o n t a m i n a t e d  s e d i m e n t s  w o u l d  h a v e  f o r  t h e  N a v y  t o
h a n d l e  c o n t a m i n a t e d  s e d i m e n t  From  t h i s  P r o j e c t ,  f u t u r e  N a v y  p r o j e c t s ,  a n d  o t h e r  Puget  S o u n d
c o n t a m i n a n t  n e e d s . T h i s  m u l t i u s e r  f a c i l i t y  w o u l d  r e d u c e  t h e  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  o f  s m a l l e r  s i t e s  i n  P u g e t
S o u n d  (and  l e a d  t o  a  c o n s i s t e n t  e v a l u a t i o n  a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  a p p r o a c h  t o  conffined  d i s p o s a l  o f
c o n t a m i n a t e d  s e d i m e n t s

. .
lioni-  at Naval Air St&,nNonhm

B e f o r e  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  c a n  c o n c u r  w i t h  A l t e r n a t i v e  T w o  alnd  t h e  f i n d i n g  t h a t  i m p a c t s  o n  m a r i n e F . 2 . 3

b i o l o g i c a l  r e s o u r c e s  w o u l d  b e  s i g n i f i c a n t  b u t  m i t i g a b l e ,  s e v e r a l  P r o j e c t  i s s u e s  n e e d  t o  b e
a d d r e s s e d  i n  a d d i t i o n a l  d e t a i l .  T h e y  i n c l u d e :  ( a )  P r o j e c t  eflfects  t o  s p e c i e s  l i s t e d  u n d e r  t h e
Endangered  spec ies  Act  o f  1973  (ESA)  as  endangered  or  th rea tened ,  (b )  adlditional  m i t i g a t i o n  f o r
m a r i n e  b i o l o g i c a l  r e s o u r c e s  b e y o n d  w h a t  w a s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  DEIS.  0  more accurate
quantilication  o f  i m p a c t s  t o  m a r i n e  h a b i t a t s ,  ( d )  remcdiation  a n d  m i n i m i z a t i o n  p l a n  f o r  r e m o v i n g
a n d  r e d u c i n g  t h e  c u m u l a t i v e  b u i l d - u p  o f  c o p p e r  c o n t a m i n a n t s  from  nuc lear  powered  aircraft
carrier shps ( C V N )  horneported,  a n d  ( e )  m o n i t o r i n g  f o r  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  c o n t a m i n a n t s  a n d  t h e

?I  c l e a n - u p  o f  a n y  c o n t a m i n a n t s  f o u n d  a t  t h e  p r o p o s e d  m i t i g a t i o n  s i t e  n e a r  P i e r  8  a t  t h e  N a v a l  A i r
h’  S t a t i o n  N o r t h  I s l a n d  ( N A S N I ) .  T h e  E S A  l i s t e d  s p e c i e s  i n c l u d e  t h e  e n d a n g e r e d  C a l i f o r n i a  l e a s t

t e r n  ( T e r n ) ,  e n d a n g e r e d 1  C a l i f o r n i a  b r o w n  p e l i c a n  ( P e l i c a n ) ,  a n d  c o a s t a l  p o p u l a t i o n s  o f  t h e
threa tened  western  snowy p lover  (P lover )

pJQjg.t m T h e  p r o p o s e d  a c t i o n  m a y  a f f e c t  f o r a g i n g  f o r  t h e  Tern  a n d E2.4

the  Pel ican I m p a c t s  to  fo rag ing  ac t i v i t i es  o f  these  spec ies  inc lude :  (I)  addiltional  coverage of
I  .49  acres  o f  San  D iego  Bay  waters  by  the  new wharfandl  ferry/flag  l a n d i n g  b e y o n d  e x i s t i n g
c o n d i t i o n s ,  ( 2 )  p e r m a n e n t  f i l l i n g  o f  1 . 2  t o  2 . 5  a c r e s  b e h i n d  t h e  e x i s t i n g  P i e r  J/K  area ,  (3 )  impacts
to  San  D iego  Bay  wa te rs  a t  the  proposeld  C V N  b e r t h i n g  s i t e  a t  N o r t h  I s l a n d  b y  p r o p o s e d  2-year
demollition  o f  P i e r  J / K  ;and  c o n s t r u c t i o n  (of  a  new whar f ,  ( 4 )  po ten t i a l  su r face  wa te r  tu rb id i t y
i m p a c t s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  d r e d g i n g  activitlies,  a n d  ( 5 )  p l a c e m e n t  o f  50,000  cubic  yards  o f  dredged
m a t e r i a l s  f r o m  t h e  m i t i g a t i o n  s i t e  n e a r  P i e r  B  t o  e n h a n c e  ttiensitive  b i r d  h a b i t a t  a t  N A S N I .  W e
s u g g e s t  c o m p e n s a t i n g  lthe  loss  o f  1 .2  to  2 .5  acres  o f  hab i ta t  useable  by  Terlns  o r  P e l i c a n s  f o r
foragimg  b y  m a k i n g  a n  e q u i v a l e n t  a r e a  o f  s h a l l o w  w a t e r  h,abitat  n e a r  P i e r  B  a t  N A S N I

. -
W e  c o n c u r  w i t h  t h e  f i n d i n g  o n  DEIS  page  3.5-19  ( l i n e s  3  t o  6 )  t h a t  t h e  d r e d g i n g  f o r  t h i s F.2.5

m i t i g a t i o n  w o u l d  n e e d  t o  b e  c o m p l e t e d  a t  t h e  s t a r t  o f  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  p e r i o d  a n d  p r i o r  t o
i n i t i a t i o n  o f  t h e  p r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t  i n  ordler  to  c rea te  Te rn  fo rag ing  hab i ta t  bry  f i l l i n g  b e h i n d  Pkr  J/K
p r i o r  t o  t h e  p e r m a n e n t  l o s s  o f  b a y  habihat. Wh i le  th is  spec i f i c  measure  may  o f fse t  the  second

e f f e c t  i d e n t i f i e d  a b o v e , ,  a d d i t i o n a l  signibcant  i m p a c t s  t o  Tern  a n d  P e l i c a n  f o r a g i n g  r e m a i n  T h e y
are  assoc ia ted  wi th  effects  n u m b e r e d  I  <and  3  above The  coverage  o f  I  .49  acres  of  bay waters  by

c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  the  w h a r f  a n d  ferry  doclk  w o u l d  p e r m a n e n t l y  r e d u c e  fUture  f o r a g i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s
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f o r  b o t h  Ilk l’cl~cm and the  Tern T h i s  redulction  i s  particularlly  s ign i f i can t  because  the  Terns  and
t h e i r  y o u n g  a t  rhe  N A S N I  n e s t i n g  c o l o n y  a r e  d e p e n d e n t  u p o n  s m a l l  m a r i n e  f i s h  s u c c e s s f u l l y
captured  ad jacent  to  th is  nes t ing  a rea . D e m o l i t i o n  o f  P i e r  J / K  a n d  t h e  p i l e  d r i v i n g  a s s o c i a t e d  with
t h e  n e w  w h a r f  c o n s t r u c t i o n  w o u l d  r e s u l t  i n  s h o c k  w a v e s  b e i n g  s e n t  t h r o u g h  t h e  w a t e r  c o l u m n
Forag ing  by  Terns  and  Pe l icans  can  be  adverse ly  a f fec ted  i f  shock  waves  resu l t  in  fish  a v o i d i n g  t h e
Pro jec t  a rea ,  d is rupt  concelntrated  s c h o o l s  o f  fish,  or  force prey fish  to seek deeper waters
A d d i t i o n a l 1  i m p a c t s  t o  f o r a g i n g  T e r n s  a n d  P e l i c a n s  w o u l d  occulr w h e n  f o r a g i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r
these  spec ies  a re  fu r ther  l im i ted  by  boa ts ,  barges ,  and  work  pl,atforms  cover ing sur face  waters  of
the  ProJect  area T h e  FEllS  needs  to  address  the  s ign i f i cance  o f  th is  actioh,  g i v e n  t h a t  d e m o l i t i o n
a n d  n e w  w h a r f  c o n s t r u c t i o n  w o u l d  o c c u r  i n  I W O  years

The  Pro jec t  iwulvcs  Ihe d r e d g i n g  o f  490,OOUl  cub ic  yards  o f  mater ia l  a t  NASNI  to  c rea te  an
a d e q u a t e  d e p t h  f o r  b e r t h i n g  a  C V N Because  Tern  and  Pe l i cans  a re  s igh t  f eeders ,  d redg ing  and
i ts  assoc ia ted  tu rb id i ty  can  potent ia l l y  reduce  these  spec ies  ab i l i t y  to  successfu l ly  capture  prey
i t e m s W h i l e  l a r g e  t u r b i d i t y  p l u m e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  d r e d g i n g  a r e  n o t  a n t i c i p a t e d  b e c a u s e
re la t i ve ly  l a rge  percen tages  o f  sand  mate r ia l  wou ld  be  d redged ,  the  FEIS s h o u l d  f u l l y  d e s c r i b e  t h e
n u m b e r  alnd  l o c a t i o n  o f  s u r f a c e ,  m i d d l e  a n d  b o t t o m - c o r e  s e d i m e n t  s a m p l e s  t a k e n  t o  c h a r a c t e r i z e
t h e  a n t i c i p a t e d  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  s a n d  i n  t h e  dreldging  f o o t p r i n t .

T h e  FEIS  s h o u l d  e n s u r e  t h e  d r e d g i n g  w o u l d  n o t  r e s u l t  i n  a  sulrface  t u r b i d i t y  p l u m e  g r e a t e r  t h a n
1 . 0 0 0  f e e t  i n  w i d t h  o r  l e n g t h  a n d  s u r f a c e  t u r l b i d i t y  w o u l d  n o t  p e r s i s t  l o n g e r  t h a n  o n e  h o u r O n
paye  3 S-  IO  ( l i n e s  7  I O  l4), t h e  D E I S  s t a t e s  “ T h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  c o n t r a c t  w o u l d  i n c l u d e  a
requ i rement  fo r  a  biological1  m o n i t o r  T o  l i m i t  t h e  s p r e a d  o f  t u r b i d i t y d u r i n g  t h e  T e r n  n e s t i n g
s e a s o n  ( i  e  A p r i l  t  t o  S e p t e m b e r  I S ) ,  b e s t  m a n a g e m e n t  p r a c t i c e s  ( B M P )  woulcl  be  used  ”  T h e
FEIS s h o u l d  p r o v i d e  f o r  sillt  cu r ta ins  to  be  used  as  a  means  to  l im i t  the  spread  o f  su r face  tu rb id i t y
w i t h i n  S a n  D i e g o  B a y  i f  d r e d g i n g  a c t i v i t y  i s  s c h e d u l e d  d u r i n g  t h e  T e r n  n e s t i n g  s e a s o n The FEIS
s h o u l d  i d e n t i f y  w h e n  a n d  h o w  oflen  b i o l o g i c a l  m o n i t o r i n g  w o u l d  o c c u r ,  a n d  w h a t  p r o c e d u r e s  t h e :
N a v y  w o u l d  i n i t i a t e  w i t h  t h e  d r e d g i n g  c o n t r a c t o r  i f  t h e  a b o v e  i d e n t i f i e d  l i m i t s  o f  t h e  t u r b i d i t y
p lume  or  the  t ime  f rame  o f  sur face  tu rb id i ty  were  exceeded .

T h e  DEIS i d e n t i t i e s  o n  p a g e  3  3 - 8  t h a t  dred,ping  o f  t h e  p r o p o s e d  s h a l l o w  w a t e r  m i t i g a t i o n  s i t e
w o u l d  r e s u l t  i n  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  5 0 , 0 0 0  c u b i c  y a r d s  o f  m a t e r i a l  lbeing  removed  wilth  a p p r o x i m a t e l y
15,000  c u b i c  y a r d s  b e i n g  u t i l i z e d  a s  fill  i n  the  whar fa rea  and  the  rema inder  used  to  enhance

s e n s i t i v e  l b i r d  hqbitat  a t  N A S N I C o n s i d e r a t i o n  a l s o  n e e d s  t o  b e  g i v e n  t o  t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  4 9 0 , 0 0 0
c u b i c  yands  o f  m a t e r i a l  d r e d g e d  f r o m  t h e  p r o p o s e d  C V N  bertlhing  a r e a  a t  N A S N I . W e  c o n c u r
w i t h  t h e  N a v y ’ s  p r o p o s e d  Iuse  o f  sand  to  enhance  Tern  and  P lover  nes t ing  s i t es T h i s  P r o j e c t
p r o v i s i o n  w o u l d  b e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  b o t h  t h e  M e m o r a n d u m  o f  U n d e r s t a n d i n g  (MOU)  b e t w e e n  t h e
F W S  a n d  t h e  N a v y  a n d  t h e  P r o g r a m m a t i c  E I S  f o r  D r e d g e d  lvllaterial  D i s p o s a l  t h a t  w a s  developeld
by  the  Navy .  We  suygest  [the  sand  be  depos i ted  and  spread  olut  o n  t h e  o c e a n  b e a c h  f r o m  Z u n i g a
P o i n t  t o  t h e  C o r o n a d o  f e n c e  l i n e  a n d  adjacelnt i n t e r i o r  a r e a s  o f  t h e  b a s e  a d j a c e n t  t o  Z u n i g a  P o i n t
U s e  o f  t h e  s a n d  a t  t h i s  l o c a t i o n  c o u l d  i m p r o v e  n e s t i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  t h e  P l o v e r The
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d e p o s i t i o n  a n d  s p r e a d i n g  o u t  o f  s a n d  m a t e r i a l s  a t  t’his  l o c a t i o n  s h o u l d  b e  c o n d u c t e d  olutside  t h e I’1
P l o v e r  n e s t i n g  sleason W e  s u g g e s t  u s i n g  s a n d  m a t e r i a l  a t  o t h e r  N a v a l  p r o p e r t i e s  t o  p o t e n t i a l l y
e n h a n c e  n e s t i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  t h e  T e r n  a n d / o r  t h e  P l o v e r .  T h e s e  p r o p e r t i e s  i n c l u d e  N o r t h
a n d  S o u t h  D e l t a  B e a c h  a t  t h e  N a v a l  A m p h i b i o u s  B a s e ,  C o r o n a d o ,  C a l i f o r n i a  a n d  t h e  o c e a n  b e a c h
a r e a  a d j a c e n t  t o  t h e  N a v a l  R a d i o  R e c e i v i n g  S t a t i o n ,  C o r o n a d o ,  Calilfornia W e  w o u l d  w e l c o m e
a n  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  t h e  F W S  t o  f o r m a l l y  d i s c u s s  u s e  o f  d r e d g e d  mate:rials  to  enhance  Tern  and
P lover  nes t ing  hab i ta ts . B a s e d  o n  s u c h  d i s c u s s i o n s ,  a  s p e c i f i c  p l a n  o f  a c t i o n  s h o u l d  b e  d e v e l o p e d
a n d  p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  FEIS regardling  t h i s  i s s u e

F . 2 . 8

G i v e n  t h e  extenit  o f  issues  ra ised  iabove,  we  recomtmend  the  Navy  inlitiate  a n  u p d a t e d  IMOU

I

F . 2 . 9
i n v o l v i n g  i n - w a t e r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  a n d  T e r n  c o m p e n s a t i o n  a n d  c o n s u l t a t i o n  p u r s u a n t  t o
sec t ion  7  o f  the  Endangered  Spec ies  Ac t .

&litional  M’titvmI IUX,S T h e  p r o p o s e d  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  t h e  n e w
wharf and ferry  landing described1 on page 3.S-  I8 would cover 1.49 acres of San Diego Bay
waters T h i s  w o u l d  r e s u l t  i n  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  i m p a c t  for  w h i c h  t h e  N a v y  n e e d s  t o  p r o v i d e  s p e c i f i c
m i t i g a t i o n  i n  t h e :  F E I S . I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  l o s s  o f  f o r a g i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  Terns  a n d  P e l i c a n s

2 p r e v i o u s l y  i d e n t i f i e d ,  s h a d i n g  frorm  these  s t ruc tures  would  have  commuta t ive  e f fec ts  on  a lgae ,
e e l g r a s s ,  b e n t h i c  i n v e r t e b r a t e s ,  a n d  m a r i n e  f i s h  u t i l i z i n g  t h i s  a q u a t i c  r e s o u r c e .  T h e s e  c o m m u t a t i v e
e f f e c t s  n e e d  t o  b e  a d d r e s s e d  a n d  m i t i g a t e d  i n  t h e  F E I S T h e  n e e d  f o r  m i t i g a t i o n  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h i s
issue  was  ra ised  by  the  FWS and  the  Na t iona l  Mar ine  F isher ies  Serv ice  (NMFS)  i n  p r e v i o u s
m e e t i n g s  w i t h  t h e  N a v y  a n d  i t s  biiological  c o n s u l t a n t s .  T h i s  issue  s h o u l d  be  addressed  in  T a b l e
E S - 3  a n d  T a b l e  2- I  I  “ S u m m a r y  o f  S i g n i f i c a n t  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t s  a n d  M i t i g a t i o n . ”  W e
reques t  the  Navy  meet  w i th  t h e  F W S ,  N M F S ,  C a l i f o r n i a  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  F i s h  a n d  G a m e ,  a n d
C o r p s ’  R e g u l a t o r y  B r a n c h  t o  d iscuss  th is  i ssue  a n d  d e t e r m i n e  a p p r o p r i a t e  m i t i g a t i o n  f o r  t h i s
i m p a c t . T h i s  i s s u e  s h o u l d  b e  r e s o l v e d  a m o n g  t h e  a b o v e  l i s t e d  a g e n c i e s  a n d  b e  a d d r e s s e d  i n
the  FEIS.

Accurate-  t o  Marine-  T h e  F E I S  n e e d s  to  adequate ly  quantif)  i m p a c t s
o f  m a r i n e  habitan  losses ,  These  hlabitats  i n c l u d e :  ( a )  i n t e r t i d a l  h a b i t a t ,  ( b )  s h a l l o w  subtidal  h a b i t a t ,
and 0  eelgrass  lbeds T h e  DElS  iidentifies  t h a t  I  .2 to  2 .5  acres  o f  San  D iego  Bay  waters  w o u l d  b e
f i l l e d T h e  FEl!5  s h o u l d  q u a n t i f y  t h e  a m o u n t  o f  impacted  acres  and1  no t  a  range  o f  acres .  I t
s h o u l d  a l s o  quantity  h o w  m a n y  a c r e s  o f  i n t e r t i d a l ,  s h a l l o w  s u b t i d a l ,  a n d  eelgrass  w o u l d  b e  l o s t
with this propo:ted  till S u c h  q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  i s  n e e d e d  t o  e n s u r e  I )  n o  n e t  l o s s  o f  t h e s e  h a b i t a t
types  wou ld  resu l t  and  2 )  sur face  e leva t ions  o f  the  mi t iga t ion  s i te  a re  excava ted  to  an  appropr ia te
level These  e leva t iona l  l eve ls  need  to  spec i f ica l ly  address  the  losses  o f  each  hab i ta t  t y p e
regard less  whether  the  a rea  impacted  suppor ts  eellgrass  o r  i s  unvegettated  i n t e r t i d a l  o r  s h a l l o w

water  hab i ta t T h e  FEIS s h o u l d  Iprovide  a s c a l e d  e n g i n e e r i n g  p l a n  o f  t h e  m i t i g a t i o n  s i t e  w i t h
sur face  contours  re la t ive  to  Mean  Lower  Low Walter  ( M L L W ) .

I F.2.10
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J o h n  C o o n ,  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  t h e  N a v y 6
S o u t h w e s t  D i v i s i o n  ( C o d e  OSALJC)

T l h e  FEIS a l s o  s h o u l d  e s t i m a t e  a c r e a g e  o f  p o t e n t i a l  eelgrass  i m p a c t s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  c o n s t r u c t i o n
ofthe Pro jec t P o t e n t i a l  eelgrass  imlpacts  t h a t  n e e d  t o  b e  a d d r e s s e d  i n c l u d e  ( a )  t h e  I  2  t o  2  5
a c r e s  t o  b e  t i l l e d  b e h i n d  P i e r  J/K.  (b) a c t i v i t i e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  d e m o l i t i o n  a n d  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  t h e
n e w  w h a r f ,  0  shadtiny  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  p r o p o s e d  n e w  w h a r f ,  ( d )  d r e d g i n g  o f  t h e  s h o r e l i n e  t o
c rea te  the  p roposed  mi t iga t ion  s i t e  near  P ie r  B ,  e )  e x i s t i n g  eelgrass  beds  p lan ted  a t  a  mitilgation
s i te  created  near  P ier  B  for  Nava l  Project  P-549 a n d  e x i s t i n g  eelgrass  bleds  near  the  proposed
d r e d g i n g  o f  t h e  n e w  C V N  b e r t h i n g  alrea  a t  N A S N I ,  aind  (f)  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  n e w  f e r r y  l a n d i n g
d o c k T h e  FEIS  shtould  a lso  identity  w h e n  a n d  w h e r e  d e t a i l e d  p r e - c o n s t r u c t i o n  eelgrass  surveys
w o u l d  b e  c o m p l e t e d  a n d  t h e  e n t i t y  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  c o n d u c t i n g  t h e  sutve:ys

.  . ,enledlatlonD  for RemovlnntlheCulnuldrtve  Build-Up
*

ofCoDDerofroln  CVN  s bme  PQIt!4

T h e  DEIS  i d e n t i f i e s  l e a c h i n g  o f  o n e  C V N  p l u s  periodtc  (assumed  to  be  tw ice  a  year )  m-wate r  hu l l
c l e a n i n g s  w o u l d  retsuIt  i n  a n  a n n u a l  i n p u t  o f  8 4 0  p o u n d s  o f  c o p p e r  i n t o  S a n  D i e g o  B a y T h i s
a c c u m u l a t i o n  w o u l d  b e  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  C V N  t h a t  i s  c u r r e n t l y  h o m e p o r t e d  a t  N A S N I T h e
DIEIS  s t a t e d  t h e  a m o u n t  o f  c o p p e r  firom  t h e  C V N  i s  n e g l i g i b l e  compare:d  to  an  es t imated  to ta l
a n n u a l  i n p u t  f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  b a y  o f  l8:2,ooO  p o u n d s  o f  c o p p e r .  T h e  N a v y  n e e d s  t o  a d d r e s s  t h e
c u m u l a t i v e  i m p a c t s  o f  c o p p e r  i n p u t  r i n t o  S a n  D i e g o  B a y  b y  h a v i n g  t w o  CvN’s  h o m e p o r t e d  i n  o n e
re la t ive ly  smal l  a rea  of  the  bay . Copper  i s  a  con taminan t  and  i s  tox ic  to  mar ine  resources .  We  a rc
c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  the  b i o a c c u m u l a t i o n  o f  c o p p e r  i n  marline  o r g a n i s m s Its input into the baly  needs
t o  b e  m i n i m i z e d  t o  t h e  greatest  ex ten t  p rac t icab le T h e  FEIS needs  to  Iprovide  a l ternat ive
m e a s u r e s  t o  r e d u c e  t h e  a m o u n t  o f  c o p p e r  e n t e r i n g  S a n  D i e g o  B a y  f r o m  t h e  h o m e p o r t i n g  o f  CVN!
a t  N A S N I .  T h e  FEIS s h o u l d  e v a l u a t e  e m p l o y m e n t  o f  s k i r t s  a r o u n d  t h e :  h u l l s  o f  CVNs before
c o n d u c t i n g  c l e a n i n g  o p e r a t i o n s ,  a s  w e l l  a s  o t h e r  p r a c t i c a l  remediation  a c t i o n s

Moniwfor  of CortUtnjnantszt&,,!p  of any
. . . .

ConlamiinantsFound  ProposedMltllPatlone  Near  1 l&  B  at NASNl

T h e  DEIS i d e n t i t i e s  p o t e n t i a l  s o u r c e s  o f  c o n t a m i n a n t s  t h a t  w e r e  i n  t h e  i m m e d i a t e  p r o x i m i t y  o f  t h e
p r o p o s e d  m i t i g a t i o n  s i t e  n e a r  P i e r  B .  T h e s e  w e r e  t h e  e l e v a t e d  PAH  c o n c e n t r a t i o n s  i m m e d i a t e l y
b,ayward  o f  P i e r  B  a n d  p o t e n t i a l  s o u r c e s  o f  contaminalnts  f r o m  I R  S i t e  I / O u t f a l l  3  a n d  I R  S i t e  9
T h e  FEIS n e e d s  t o  i d e n t i f y  w h a t  s p e c i f i c  c o n t a m i n a n t s  a n d  c o n t a m i n a n t  l e v e l s  h a v e  b e e n  f o u n d  a t
e a c h  o f  t h e s e  s i t e s .  w h a t  m o n i t o r i n g  e f f o r t s  a r e  b e i n g  c o n d u c t e d  a t  eaclh  o f  these  s i tes  to
d e t e r m i n e  t h e  extelnt  o f  t h e  c o n t a m i n a t i o n ,  a n d  w h a t  m e d i a t i o n  m e a s u r e s  w o u l d  b e  o r  arle  b e i n g
elmployed  t o  r e m o v e  a n y  c o n t a m i n a t i o n  f o u n d  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  p r o p o s e d  m i t i g a t i o n  s i t e

SPECIFIC COMMENTS - -  P u g e t  S o u n d  N a v a l  S t a t i o n

Pw  4.1-5 Line  33 D i s p o s i n g  dreldge  f i l l  i n t o  a  n e a r s h o r e  c o n f i n e d  drsposal  o r  c o n f i n e d  a q u a t i c
d i s p o s a l  f a c i l i t y  m a y  p o s e  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  g e o l o g i c  o r  sei,smic  r i s k  d u e  t o  l i q u e f a c t i o n If  these areas
u n d e r w e n t  l i q u e f a c t i o n  t h e n  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n t a m i n a n t  r e l e a s e  c o u l d  o c c u r  i n  P u g e r  S o u n d

1E2.12

F .2 .13

FL2.14



J o h n  C o o n ,  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  t h e  N a v y
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SouthIwot  Division  (Code OSALJC)

be  4. I-7 L&  34-39While there is little information on tsunamis in Puget Sound, the risk of
a  s e i s m i c  i n d u c e d  t s u n a m i  m a y  e x i s t  s i n c e  t h e  “earthqualke  h a z a r d  i n  t h e  r e g i o n  i s  s u b s t a n t i a l  * ’
More ana lys is  is  needed  to  assess  the  tsunami  r isk  for  the  Pro jec t ,  espec ia l ly  i f  nearshore
c o n t a m i n a t e d  d r e d g e  d i s p o s a l  i s  a  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .

paSs  4 2-  I Lines 16Z S h a l l o w  g r o u n d w a t e r  i s  abunldant  a l o n g  t h e  w a t e r f r o n t  a n d  s e e p s
t h r o u g h  t h e  s h e e t  p i l e  i n  t h e  d r y  d o c k s T h e  N a v y  n e e d s  t o  e x a m i n e  t h e  g r o u n d w a t e r  f l o w  t o  f i n d
o u t  whethel  the  gloundwater  w o u l d  p r o v i d e  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  d e s i g n  c h a l l e n g e  for  any nearshore
c o n f i n e d  d i s p o s a l  l h c i l i t i e s  a n d  i f  i n c r e a s e d  b e r t h  d e p t h  w i l l  i n c r e a s e  t h e  c u r r e n t  c o n t a m i n a n t
re leases  in to  I’uget  S o u n d  f r o m  groun(dwater

UC  4.2- I I  .ines  242 C o n t a m i n a n t  c o n t a i n m e n t  m e a s u r e s  n e e d  to  be  cons idered  durin,g  P ier
D  dlemolition  a n d  r e - c o n s t r u c t i o n  a n d  i n  t h e  s t a g i n g  are,as  t o  p r e v e n t  c o n t a m i n a t e d  sedimelnts f r o m
enter ing  mar ine  waters  by  sur face  watler  r u n o f f .

be  4 2-6  I  .ines  aa A c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  r e g u l a t i o n s  i m p l e m e n t i n g  t h e  N a t i o n a l  E n v i r o n m e n t a l
P o l i c y  A c t ,  rnitigatioln  i n v o l v e s  f i v e  s t e p s  t h a t  a r e  o f t e n  c a l l e d  t h e  m i t i g a t i o n  s e q u e n c e :  1 )  a v o i d i n g

crl  t h e  i m p a c t .  3 )  mininiliziny  t h e  i m p a c t ,  13)  r e c t i f y i n g  t h e  ilmpact,  4)  r e d u c i n g  o r  e l i m i n a t i n g  t l h e
id, impact  over  ttme.  a n d  5 )  c o m p e n s a t i n g  f o r  t h e  i m p a c t .  T h e  N a v y  s h o u l d  u s e  t h i s  b r o a d  d e f i n i t i o n

w h e n  d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  Imitigation  m e a s u r e s .  B y  u s i n g  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n ,  t h e  N a v y  w i l l  c l e a r l y  d o c u m e n t
the  effort  t h e y  a r e  m a k i n g  t o  a v o i d  a n d  m i n i m i z e  impaclts  t o  f i s h  a n d  w i l d l i f e .

JQgle  4.3-4 L i n e s  292  T h e  F E I S  s h o u l d  p r o v i d e  s p e c i f i c  i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  h o w  t h e  Navy
w o u l d  r e s p o n d  I O  a  s p i l l  a n d  c o l l e c t  t h e  c o n t a m i n a t e d  m a t e r i a l  i n  a  c o n t a i n m e n t  b o o m  for  safe
disposa l

&c 4.3-6 Lines 9-;U T h e  t i d a l  c u r r e n t s  i n  P u g e t  S o u n d  c o u l d  w i d e l y  ( d i s p e r s e  c o n t a m i n a n t s
b o u n d  I O  c l a y  a n d  i n o r g a n i c  p a r t i c l e s  t h a t  a r e  s u s p e n d e d  d u r i n g  t h e  d r e d g i n g  o p e r a t i o n .  T h e s e
p a r t i c l e s  s t a y  i n  s u s p e n s i o n  f o r  r e l a t i v e l y  l o n g  p e r i o d s  r e s u l t i n g  i n  p o t e n t i a l l y  l a r g e  t r a n s p o r t
dist,ances T h e  corltalminants  w o u l d  b e  b i o l o g i c a l l y  a v a i l a b l e  w h e n  t h e y  s e t t l e  o u t  o n  t h e  s u r f a c e
of tlhe sedmient T h e  N a v y  s h o u l d  c o n s t r u c t  a  m o d e l  ofthe d r e d g e  p l u m e  a n d  u s e  e m p i r i c a l
i n f o r m a t i o n  f r o m  P u g e t  S o u n d  t o  e s t i r n a t e  t h e  a r e a  a n d  q u a n t i t y  of  d i s p e r s a l .  T h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n
s h o u l d  b e  u s e d  1.0  d e c i d e  o n  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h e  impalct A  c l o s e d - b u c k e t  c l a m s h e l l  d r e d g e  o r
anolther  t ype  o f  “envilronmental”  d r e d g i n g  t e c h n i q u e  s h o u l d  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  t o  r e d u c e d  t h e  a m o u n t
of sluspended  sedimeint

&c 4 3-8 Lines 9-a G i v e n  t h e  a m o u n t  of  s u s p e n d e d  s e d i m e n t  r e s u l t i n g  f r o m  d r e d g e  d i s p o s a l

a n d  P u g e t  S o u n d ’ s  w i d e  t i d a l  r a n g e ,  w e  d o  n o t  a g r e e  w i t h  u s i n g  a  “notch”  o n  a n y  c o n f i n e d
displosal  site The “ n o t c h ”  w o u l d  b e  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  p a t h w a y  a l l o w i n g  a  l a r g e  q u a n t i t y  o f
contaminated  s e d i m e n t  t o  e n t e r  t h e  Sound  a n d  p o s e  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  r i s k  f o r  f i s h  e n t e r i n g  t h e  f a c i l i t y .

-$3-S  L i n e s  32-4’L T h e r e  a r e  f e w  e x a m p l e s  i n  P u g e t  S o u n d  o f  c o n f i n e d  d i s p o s a l  o r
c o n f i n e d  a q u a t i c  d i s p o s a l  f a c i l i t i e s T h e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  imlpact  s t a t e m e n t  d o e s  n o t  p r o v i d e
e n o u g h  i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  ( d e c i d e  o n  t h e  m e r i t s  o f  a  n e a r s h o r e  d i s p o s a l  f a c i l i t y  f o r  t h e  Bremerton
c o m p l e x W e  c a n n o t  s~upport  a  c o n f i n e d  d i s p o s a l  f a c i l i t y  w i t h o u t  d e t a i l e d  she  s p e c i f i c  d e s i g n
ana lys is  tha t  demonst ra tes  the  fac i l i t y  will1  n o t  r e s u l t  i n  t h e  l o n g - t e r m  r e l e a s e  o f  c o n t a m i n a n t s  t o
the  environment

C u r r e n t l y ,  w e  pref’r~  dllsposal  o r  t rea tment  a l te rna t ives  fo r  contamina ted  sedhments  o n  u p l a n d
rathel  than 111  inteltidal  or subtidal  habitalts L o c a t i n g  t h e  ldisposal  f a c i l i t y  om  u p l a n d s  o f f e r s  m a n y
plannling  and  opera t iona l  advantages Ulpland  d i s p o s a l  woluld  n o t  d i s p l a c e  iimportant  i n t e r t i d a l  a n d
s u b t i c l a l  h a b i t a t s These  hab i ta ts  a re  usua l ly  ve ry  l im i ted  irn  indust r ia l i zed  a reas  where
c o n t a m i n a n t s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  o c c u r U p l a n d  d i s p o s a l  w o u l d  a l s o  a l l o w  e a s y  a c c e s s  t o  t h e  s i t e  f o r
f r e q u e n t  m o n i t o r i n g ,  m a k e  i t  e a s i e r  t o  d i s c o u r a g e  f i s h  a n d  w i l d l i f e  f r o m  u s i n g  t h e  s i t e  while  i t  i s
b e i n g  t i l l e d ,  a l l o w  f o r  a  b r o a d  r a n g e  o f  c o n t i n g e n c i e s  i n  c a s e  t h e  s i t e  f a i l s ,  p r o v i d e  a  f u t u r e
oppor tun i ty  to  remed ia te  o r  t rea t  the  sed iments  as  th is  sc ience  matures ,  and1  t ake  advantage  o f  the
decadles  o f  espcrience  Iwith  s o l i d  w a s t e  clisposal.  espec ia l l y  the  regu la to ry  f ramework  tha t  i s
alreacly  i n  p l a c e Give11  the  r isk  tha t  these  sed iments  may  pose  to  fish  a n d  w i l d l i f e  a n d  h u m a n
h e a l t h ,  t h e  hnown  l o w e r  r i s k s  a s s o c i a t e d 1  w i t h  u p l a n d  d i s p o s a l  s h o u l d  b e  we:ighed  carefUlly  aga ins t
the  lolwer  c o s t  of nearshore  and  in -water  d isposa l  a l te rna t ives

~4.3-9  Lines l2-  19 Concre te  or  s tee l  p ie rs  shou ld  be  used  for  the  p i les  ra ther  than  t rea ted
wood1  p i l e s T h e  N a v y  s h o u l d  a l s o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  n o i s e  a n d  v i b r a t i o n  i m p a c t s  t o  f i s h  a n d  w i l d l i f e
f r o m  p i l e  d r i v i n g These  d is turbances  can  often  be  s ign i f i cant  even  re la t ive ly  fa r  away  f rom

the  s i te

A n d e r s o n  a n d  Teitzel  (1986)  measured noise  a t  var ious  diistances  f rom a  p i l e  d r ive r  d r iv ing  s tee l
p i l e s  l(Delrnag  model  D-46 -23  wi th  ra ted  energy  o f  48 .000  to  105 ,000  fi-lbs) They  found  a  peak
imp&e  n o i s e  t h a t  r a n g e d  f r o m  106  t o  I20 dBA 200 feet lfrom  t h e  p i l e  d r i v e r T h e  s t a n d a r d  n o i s e
d r o p  o f  - 6 d B A  p e r  d i s t a n c e  d o u b l i n g  f o r  h a r d  s u r f a c e s  w o u l d  r e s u l t  i n  9 0  dBA at  6 ,400  feet  f rom
the  s i te T h i s  n o i s e  l e v e l  w o u l d  b e  e v e n  h i g h e r  o v e r  w a t e r T h e  e f f e c t  o f  t h i s  l e v e l  o f  n o i s e  i n  t h e
Project  area may  b e  e n o u g h  t o  a f f e c t  n e s t i n g  b a l d  e a g l e s  amd  o the r  wi ld l i f e F e i s t  a n d  A n d e r s o n

(1992 )  a lso  found  tha t  p i l e  d r i v ing  s t resses  juven i l e  sa lmon  up  to  600  mete rs  f rom the  source

-4.3-9  L i n e s  5-3  [- T h e  p r o p e l l e r  w a s h  f r o m  t h e  s h i p  m o v e m e n t s  (and1  assoc ia t ed  tugs )  can
resullt  i n  d e p r e s s e d  b e n t h i c  c o l o n i z a t i o n I n  a b s e n c e  o f  d i s t u r b a n c e ,  b e n t h o s  w i l l  r e c o l o n i z e  a
substrate  until  an  “eqtllilibrium”  c o m m u n i t y  b e c o m e s  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  t h e  a r e a T h e  r e c r u i t m e n t  f o r

the  laltel  success iona l  s,tayes  often  d e p e n d s  o n  b io tu rba t ion  tha t  c rea tes  an  iaerobic  s u b s t r a t u m
whlcln  i s  typically  very  c lose to  the surface Prope l l e r  o r  o ther  d is tu rbances  tha t  affect  the  sumface
s e d i m e n t s  w i l l  susl)cndl  the  aerob ic  sed i rnent  and  expose  aln  anaerobic  sur face T h i s  continual1

d is tu rbance  i s  l i ke ly  I O  keep the  benthic  communi ty  in  a  re la t i ve ly  ear ly  success iona l  s tage  tha t
woulld  no t  be  as  desiraible  f o r  f o r a g i n g  f i s h  a n d  w a t e r f o w l
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m 4 4-2 L i n e s  I -  15  T h e  s t u d y ’ s  c o n t a m i n a n t  s e d i m e n t  s a m p l i n g  i s  i n a d e q u a t e  t o  a s s e s s  t h e

currient  c o n d i t i o n  o f  t h e  s u b s t r a t e The samples  were  taken between March 1990  and Apr i l  1991
so  they  do  no t  descr ibe  the  con tamina t ion  tha t  has  taken  p lace  over  the  lalst  seven years .  The
s a m p l e s  w e r e  o n l y  c o l l e c t e d  o n  t h e  s u r f a c e ,  n o t  a n y  d e e p e r  t h a n  I O  c e n t i m e t e r s  ( c m ) If th,e
Navy ’s  estin~alc  o f  2  cm/year  f o r  t h e  s e d i m e n t a t i o n  r a t e  i s  a c c u r a t e ,  t h e n  t h e  s a m p l e s  o n l y

d e s c r i b e  t h e  c o n t a m i n a n t  r e l e a s e s  t h a t  o c c u r r e d  o v e r  a 2 to  5  year  per iod (between 1986 to  1991)

T h i s  m e t h o d  i s  n o t  a d e q u a t e  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  tlhe  s e d i m e n t  w h e n  t h e  N a v y  i s  p r o p o s i n g  t o
d r e d g e  a  m a x i m u m  d e p t h  o f  1 8 3  c m  for  the  proposed  Pro jec t ,  a  p ro f i l e  represent ing  90  years  o f
c o n t a m i n a t i o n

mBe 4 4-5 1.1rlcs  S-J& T h e  N a v y  s h o u l d  c o n s i d e r  a  c l o s e d - b u c k e t  c l a m s h e l l  d r e d g e  o r  a n o t h e r

type  o f  “ellvlronlnaltal”  d r e d g i n g  teclhnique  t o  r e d u c e  t h e  c o n t a m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  s u r f a c e  s e d i m e n t s
g  b y  s e d i m e n t  s u s p e n d l e d  d u r i n g  d r e d g i n g  o p e r a t i o n s .  T h i s  d r e d g i n g  e q u i p m e n t  i s  h i g h l y  s p e c i a l i z e d

s o  t h e  e x p e r t i s e  t o  m o b i l i z e  a n d / o r  o p e r a t e  s u c h  e q u i p m e n t  m a y  n o t  b e  a v a i l a b l e  l o c a l l y .

JQs  4.4-6  L&s  5-  I6  T h e  N a v y  s h o u l d  u s e  t h e  m o s t  c u r r e n t  d r e d g i n g ,  t e c h n o l o g y  t o  make  sure
tha t  the  sed iments  in  the  P ro jec t  and  d ispersa l  a reas  do  no t  become  conltaminated  by  suspended
s e d i m e n t  c a u s e d  b y  t h e  d r e d g i n g  o p e r a t i o n .  If  the  sources  o f  contaminaltion  a r e  e l i m i n a t e d  a n d
t h e  a r e a s  r e m a i n  c l e a n ,  t h e n  t h e  P r o j e c t  c o u l d  h a v e  a  l o n g  t e r m  b e n e f i t  t o  f i s h  a n d  w i l d l i f e : .  T h i s
b e n e f i t  c o u l d  b e  s&n&ant  s ince  the  Pro jec t  a rea  is  about  LOO  acres.

bye  4.4-6 Lines 1-J T h e  DEIS  d o e s  n o t  i n d i c a t e  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  p i e r s  t h a t  h a v e  t o  b e

relmoved  d u r i n g  t h e  d e m o l i t i o n  o f  P i e r  D I f  t h e r e  i s  a  c o n s i d e r a b l e  n u m b e r  o f  o l d  p i e r s  t o

relmove,  t h e n  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n t a m i n a n t  r e l e a s e  m a y  occt~r  i n  t h e  P r o j e c t  a r e a  b y  e x p o s i n g  p r e v i o u s l y
c o n t a m i n a t e d  s e d i m e n t s .  T h e  envirabnmental  i m p a c t  s t a t e m e n t  s h o u l d  qluantifj  t h i s  potenltial
c o n t a m i n a n t  s o u r c e

T h e  p i l e s  s h o u l d  b e  d i s p o s e d  a t  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  u p l a n d ,  s i t e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  t h e y  a r e  preserve:d  w i t h
creosote  or  o ther  wood preservat ives

. _
.  .Iljbce  4 5-l Lilly  j(g  pw  4.5-Z  && 14:  pw  4 5 3 (J&& A  drne  day  t rawl  survey  in

January  19%  I S  IIOI  sufticient  t o  quaultifi  t he  P ro jec t ’ s  impac ts  on  inver tebra tes ,  f i sh ,  and  j u v e n i l e
anadromous  f ish Ilf  add i t iona l  ( and  recen t )  survey  in’formation  i s  n o t  aivailable,  then  the  Navy
s h o u l d  c o n d u c t  a  ame  to  two  year  in,vertebrate  survey  on  the  seasona l  use  o f  these  organ isms i n

the study area W e  r e c o m m e n d  t h e  l o n g e s t  s u r v e y  p e r i o d  t h a t  i s  practlicable  because large inter-
a n n u a l  v a r i a t i o n  o f t e n  o c c u r s  i n  biolIogical  c o m m u n i t i e s
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S o u t l h w e s t  D i v i s i o n  ( C o d e  O S A L J C )

1 0

& 4 S-2 LIIKS 21i-&  No  b i rd  surveys  were  comple ted  fo r  the  Pro jec t T h e  N a v y  s h o u l d
c o n d u c t  a  OIW  I O  I W O  year  b i rd  survey  i f  no  recent  survey  in fo rmat ion  i s  ava i l ab le W e  r e q u e s t  t h e

FWS rev iew  any  b io log ica l  survey  des igns  tha t  the  Navy  deve lops  as  par t  o f  the  p roposed  Pro jec t

m 4.5-6 Lina B e n t h i c  infauna  d e n s i t y  m a y  r e - e s t a b l i s h  i t s e l f  w i t h i n  a y e a r ,  b u t  t h e
comimunity  d ivers i ty  can often  take many years to recover T h e  l a t e r  s t a g e s  o f  b e n t h i c
r e c o l o n i z a t i o n  t y p i c a l l y  h a v e  l a rger  o rgan isms wh i le  the  ear l i e r  s tages  have  smal le r  o rgan isms tha t
a r e  o f t e n  m i c r o s c o p i c The  la rger  organ isms assoc ia ted  wi th  the  la te r  s tages  prov ide  a  grea ter
variery  o f  f o r a g i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  d e m e r s a l  f i s h ,  m a c r o i n v e r t e b r a t e s ,  a n d  w a t e r f o w l

m;  4 5-6 1.1~s  18-H The  contaminants  re leased  and  t ranspor ted  by  tlhe  d r e d g e  p l u m e  w o u l d

be  immedialcly  a v a i l a b l e  t o  f i s h  a n d  w i l d l i f e  b e c a u s e  t h e y  w i l l  b e  d i s s o l v e d  i n  t h e  w a t e r  c o l u m n  o r
d i s t r i b u t e d  on the  srdliment’s  surface ‘ T h e  N a v y  s h o u l d  e s t i m a t e  t h e  q u a n t i t y  o r  e x t e n t  o f  t h i s
p o t e n t i a l  r e l e a s e ,  b y  m o d e l s  o r  o t h e r  mleans,  i n  t h e  FElS

UC  4.5 -7  L ines  7-  14  H e r r i n g  m a y  a ’ l s o  u s e  macroalgale  a t tached  to  p i les  and  revetments  as
s p a w n i n g  s u b s t r a t e T h e  N a v y  s h o u l d  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  s h o r e l i n e  lfor  h e r r i n g  s p a w n i n g
and, if it is significann,  should time the implementation elf  the Project to avoid the spawning and
i n c u b a t i o n  p e r i o d

us  4 S-7 Lines  303 B i r d s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  g u l l s ,  a r e  a t t r a c t e d  t o  clamshlell  d r e d g e  o p e r a t i o n s
b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  f o r a y i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s F o r a g i n g  b i r d s  i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  o f  t h e  d r e d g e  o p e r a t i o n  c a n
be a  significant  lropic  p a t h w a y  f o r  c o n t a m i n a n t s .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  t h e  l a r g e  n u m b e r  o f  glaucolus-
winlged  g u l l s  n e a r  t h e  B r e m e r t o n  s h i p y a r d  c o m p l e x  c o u l d  b e  a t t r a c t e d  t o  t h e  d r e d g i n g  o p e r a t i o n ,
piclk  u p  c o n t a m i n a n t s ,  a n d  t h e n  b e  p r e y e d  o n  b y  b a l d  e a g l e s  o r  o t h e r  r a p t o r s

&fi  4.5-l I I .i&l7-40The study presents very littIle  information on the use of Project area by
federa l  threatened and endangered  spec ies I f  n o t  alreaidy  a v a i l a b l e ,  t h e  N a v y  s h o u l d  c o n d u c t  a
s u r v e y  o f  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  a n d  u s e  o f  t l h e s e  spec ies  near  the  Bremer ton  sh ipyard  complex A

survey  ou ts ide  the  immed ia te  P ro jec t  a rea  may  be  jus t i f i ed  because  o f  the  po ten t i a l  I O w i d e l y
d i s t r i b u t e  contaminalnts  i n  t h e  d r e d g e  p l u m e  a n d  t h e  h i g h  n o i s e  a n d  v i b r a t i o n  l e v e l s  e x p e c t e d
dunny  the  denll)lnion  a n d  r e - c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  P i e r  D

bve  4.5-15 Lines- A  d e t a i l e d  m i t i g a t i o n  a n d  mlonitoring  p l a n  o r  a t  l e a s t  t h e  N a v y ’ s

c o n c e p t u a l  c o m m i t m e n t s  f o r  m i t i g a t i o n  s h o u l d  b e  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  final  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  i m p a c t
s ta tement We requlest  t h a t  t h e  F W S  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  d e v e l o p i n g  t h i s  p l a n

&e 4.6-4 Line 21 Marb led  murre le ts  are  federa l ly  listed  as  a  threa tened  spec ies  under  the

Endangered  Spec ies  Ac t
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-8.6-4  Lines  3- Ia W e  c a n n o t  a g r e e  w i t h  t h e  N a v y ’ s  n o  e f f e c t  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  g i v e n  t h e
p o t e n t i a l  n o i s e  that  w o u l d  a c c o m p a n y  pille  d r i v i n g ,  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  w i d e l y  d i s p e r s i n g
comam~nated  sedurlent  i n  t h e  d r e d g e  plulme.  a n d  t h e  o p p o r t u n i s t i c  f o r a g i n g  o f  g u l l s  a n d  o t h e r
b i r d s  iltl  t he  vicinity  oftlhe  d r e d g i n g  o p e r a t i o n  t h a t  m a y  b e c o m e  p r e y  f o r  b a l d  e a g l e s .  T h e  N a v y
s h o u l d  w o r k  w i t h  t h e  F W S  a n d  N a t i o n a l  M a r i n e  F i s h e r i e s  S e r v i c e  to  c o m p l e t e  a  b i o l o g i c a l
assesslment  for  the  Pro ject  that  addresses these issues

4 . .
~;,5-18. Sec[iollJ N&firStation131sland.3..5w,3.5.2Environme m.l
conseouences  and Mit&iQn  Mewres.  3.5.2.5

.  .  .
Mw lMeasures T h i s  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  DEIS

discusses  crcat  i o n  o f  a  s h a l l o w  w a t e r  m i t i g a t i o n  s i t e I n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  mitigaltion  s i te  c rea ted  for
the  first  C V N  h o m e p o r t e d  a t  N A S N I  ( P - 5 4 9 ) .  t h e  s h o r e l i n e  o f  t h e  m i t i g a t i a m  s i t e  w a s  r i p - r a p p e d
We reltluest  what  al-molilng  o f  t h e  s h o r e l i n e  b e  a v o i d e d  i f  f e a s i b l e . If not feasible, the FEIS needs to
i d e n t i f y  t h e  e l e v a t i o n  a t  w h i c h  t h e  r i p - r a p  w o u l d  b e  p l a c e d  r e l a t i v e  t o  M L L W  f o r  a s s e s s i n g  t h r e
impaclls  associated with1  a r m o r i n g  t h e  s h o r e l i n e  a n d  p o t e n t i a l  l o s s  o f  shorebilrd  f o r a g i n g  h a b i t a t .

T h i s  s a m e  s e c t i o n  o f  thle  DElS d i s c u s s e s  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  a  f e r r y / f l a g  l a n d i n g  d o c k  t h a t  w o u l d
g  cover 6,600 s q u a r e  f e e t  o f  S a n  D i e g o  Baly  waters as compbared  to  the  ex is t ing  2 ,472  square  foo t
Ed  st ructure The FEIS needs to just@  increasing the size of this dock structulre,  and address thee

c u m u l a t i v e  iml,acts  f rom s t ruc tu res  cover ing  San  D iego  Bay  wa te rs .  The  F E I S  s h o u l d  p r o v i d e  a n
u p d a t e d  SUI~~~II  y u f bay  coverage  f rom a l l  Nava l  structurles  i n c l u d i n g  t h e  p r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t

Pace  :i,6-I3 6  l‘err~~BioloPv.3.6.1.6.1.1  HlomeDoFtinp  T h i s
s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  d o c u m e n t  d i s c u s s e s  t h e  u s e s  o f  p l a n t e d  t r e e s  ( e u c a l y p t u s ,  f i g  a n d  t o r r e y  p i n e )  b y
n e s t i n g  g r e a t  b l u e  h e r o n s ,  b l a c k - c r o w n e d  n i g h t  h e r o n s  ancl  s n o w y  e g r e t s .  T h e  P r o j e c t  w o u l d
r e s u l t  i n  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  n e w  f a c i l i t i e s  i n c l u d i n g  a  CVN  warehouse ,  a  f l ee t  r;upport  b u i l d i n g ,  a n d
a n  e q u i p m e n t  laydown  b u i l d i n g .  T h e  DELIS  i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  t h e  P r o j e c t  woulld  a lso  increase  the
n e e d  t o  c o n s t r u c t  a d d i t i o n a l  p a r k i n g  a t  N A S N I The FEI!S should identif)  any  eucaIyptus,  fiI3  or

tor rey  p ine  t rees  tha t  wou ld  be removed as  a  resu l t  o f  these  fac i l i t ies . Any loss of these tree
s p e c i e s  s h o u l d  b e  m i t i g a t e d  i n  a  p l a n  t h a t  w o u l d  b e  d e s c r i b e d  i n  t h e  FEIS, and  be  ava i lab le  tab  t h e
F W S  for  rev iew and approval

SUMMARY CQMMENTS

T h e  DIEIS  adequate ly  s u p p o r t s  t h e  p r o g r a m m a t i c  f i n d i n g  t o  u s e  e x i s t i n g  home p o r t s ,  t o  modernize
t h e  B r e m e r t o n  c o m p l e x ,  a n d  t o  m a k e  n o  c h a n g e s  t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  E v e r e t t  c o m p l e x H o w e v e r , ,  t h e
l a c k  o f  s p e c i f i c i t y  i n  t h e  D E I S  m a k e s  i t  clificult  t o  fi~lly  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  P r o j e c t ’ s  f i s h  a n d  wildllife
i m p a c t s  o r  t h e  m i t i g a t i o n  t h a t  m a y  b e  n e c e s s a r y ,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  f o r  t h e  P S N S  p a r t  o f  the  Pro jec t
Therelfore.  we  be l ieve  the  DEIS i s  i n a d e q u a t e  t o  f u l l y  i m p l e m e n t  t h e  preferlred  a l t e r n a t i v e .  T h e
def ic ienc ies  wllich  we  Irave  i d e n t i f i e d  m u s t  b e  a d d r e s s e d  i n  t h e  FEIS,  a n d  i f  o u r  c o n c e r n s

F .2 .17

F.2.118

r e g a r d i n g  t h e  l a c k  o f  s p e c i f i c  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  d e t a i l  f o r  t h e  P S N S  c a n  n o t  ble  r eso lved  in  the  FEIS,
we request  that  a  suppllemental  D E I S  b e  d e v e l o p e d  f o r  t h e  P S N S  p a r t  o f  t h e  P r o j e c t The FWS’
W e s t e r n  W a s h i n g t o n  Ofice  ( W W O )  i n  Lacey.  W a s h i n g t o n  a n d  C a r l s b a d  F i s h  a n d  W i l d l i f e  Otlice
i n  Calrlsbad  ( C F W O )  i n  C a r l s b a d ,  Califoirnia  a re  ava i lab le  to  work  with  the  Navy  to  address
c u m u l a t i v e  i m p a c t s  I O  Ifish  a n d  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t s  a n d .  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h o s e  implacts  t o  E S A  l i s t e d
s p e c i e s ,  r e d u c e  o r  e l i m i n a t e  c o n t a m i n a t e d  s e d i m e n t s ,  a n d  d e v e l o p  enhancement  measures The
WWO may  be  contac ted  a t  360/753-94410.  a n d  t h e  CFWO  may be  contacted  a t  760/43  I -49910

T h a n l k  y o u  f o r  t h e  opplortunity  t o  commient.

G~~y+vg7”&---.+Q
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-
Comment
Number Response

F.2.1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

F.2.2 Please refer to the following responses to the comments contained in your letter.
-

F.2.3 This comment is a summary, listing issues that the USFWS believes need to be
addressed. Subsequent paragraphs in the letter provide USFWS’ detailed
comments and are responded to as described below.

F.2.4 See EIS section 3.5.2.5, mitigation measures for Threatened and Endangered
Species. The information in the EIS agrees with your comment that both the
permanent filling and coverage of open water foraging habitat are significant for
terns and pelicans. Both types of impacts are to be mitigated by shallow-water
habitat reconstruction near Pier B at NASNI. Section 3.5.2.2 has been clarified to
indicate that temporary impacts on brown pelican foraging and roosting are less

--a----
-.--suita’ble foraging and roosting habitat for these wiCk-iZlghg bids  iS avaikbk

throughout much of San Diego Bay and in coastal waters to the north and south.
Some short-term impacts on least tern foraging are considered significant in the
l-Tt?  ---1  _._--_  1 1  t-  ,ZL-,L,A A,,,,'L,l  - L:,, 9 c 3 c L,,
cl3 anu wuulu ue nur1@ireu  as ut!x11LJtxl  in SecllulL  3.J.L.J,  uy avoibmce  of

certain activities during the breeding season and, if necessary, by measures to
limit the spread of turbidity.

F35a  .A.” Sbsock wavnc  frnm pier p;le d r i v i n g  fhring &lll,olifiIon  mmd cnpstru,&oll_ of Lhe. . u.  b” **VI*. u-1.  YW --a.--

new wharf may impact some resident fishes by causing them to temporarily
leave the project area. Other schooling fishes that are typically transient in the
project area may be affected by shock waves by being temporarily dispersed
from their cchoolqC----A= Since pile-driving would occur for several sections of the
wharf construction for periods of several weeks to a few months, these impacts
would be localized and temporary and therefore insignificant. See also response
to comment F.2.4 above.

F.2.6 As discussed in section 3.3.2 of the EIS, changes in turbidity levels associated
with dredging are expected to be localized and temporary in duration. These
changes are not expected to significantly impact foraging birds (section 3.5).
Additional testing of sediment quality in the vicinity of Pier J/K was recently
completed (January 1999). The sampling design and numbers of sites proposed
for the sediment characterization study are described in the “Dredged Material
Sampling and Analysis Plan: MCON Project P-700A Berthing Wharf - Phase II at
Naval Air Station North Island, Coronado, California.” According to that
document, sediment cores were collected at 25 sites within four subareas.
Sediments were cornposited, generating one composite sample per area, with the
exception that two composite samples-were generated for an area immediately

-
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adjacent to Pier J/K (Area D). Each composite sample is being analyzed for
grain size characteristics. Preliminary results from these analyses indicate that
sediments are primarily (64-88 percent) sands with 12-36 percent fines. This
information will also be included in the dredging permit application, which the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will review as part of their role under the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act.

F.2.7 The USFWS’ recommendations, which are consistent with mitigation identified
in the BRAC  Final EIS, have been incorporated into the wording of the
mitigation measure in section 3.5.2.5 of the Final EiS.  Silt curtains would be
utilized during construction activities at the Pier B mitigation site and at the
NAB Fnhancement  Area, but not in the wharf area since this is outside of
sensitive areas identified in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
Between the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Southwest Division, Naval
Facilities Engineering Command (1993, as amended). Where feasible,
construction activities at the mitigation site would avoid the least tern nesting
season identified in the MOU, but coordination with USFWS (4/15/99)
determined that it will be more important to complete the mitigation site as
expeditiously as possible, even if construction extends into the nesting period.

F.2.8 In response to comments to maximize the beneficial uses of dredged material
from the proposed action, the Navy is proposing, as the preferred option, to
transport dredged material from Pier J/K and mitigation site to be deposited just
cn*l+h  nC +ho  r\T~v~l  Arnpb&iola Base for  +& rroatinn  of intm+iAal  /crlhtiAal3”UUI  “A LA,& IWU”UA I-at L*LUCIV*. Y . .b*  LIUUI, ” UY c-u--

habitat. Creation of this enhancement habitat in Navy protected waters is
consistent with the Coastal Act and supports the “San Diego Bay Integrated
Natural Resources Management Plan.” This action is discussed in section 2.3.3.1
nf thp FTS-1 U.b a-.

F.2.9 Consistent with the programma tic nature of the Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU), the recommendation to update the MOU is incorporated into the Final
EIS section 3.18.5, as a mitigation for cumulative impacts. An updated MOU
would obviate the need for formal Section 7 consultation regarding cumulative
issues.

F.2.10 The ferry/flag landing would be relocated to an existing boat landing south of
the BRAC CVN wharf and new construction contained within the existing
facility footprint such that there would be no issues associated with new shading
for that structure. Assessment of any impacts to eelgrass  in the wharf area
would be based on pre- and post-construction surveys, and any needed
mitigation resolved by applying the loss to the Navy’s Eelgrass  Mitigation Bank
credit, in accordance with the Southern California Eelgrass  Mitigation Policy
(NMFS 1992). Based on Navy studies conducted in February 1999, as
summarized in Volume 1, section 3.5.2.2, Facility Improvements, there do not
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appear to be any shading effects to invertebrates living under a comparable pier
at Naval Station, and therefore unlikely  to be any significant effects for food
sources of bottom-feeding fish. Fish studies during the same survey were
inconclusive due to the naturally low abundances during winter. Therefore,
potential effects will be addressed by pre- and post-construction surveys, and
mitigation for any significant impacts accomplished at the mitigation site.
Construction of the Pier B mitigation site, the NAB Enhancement Area, and
enhancement of western snowy plover habitat at NASNI will ensure no net
effects to birds, including threatened and endangered species.

F.2.11 Habitat that would be impacted by project dredge and fill activities in the wharf
area totals, comprised of 0.82 acres of low intertidal (+l  to -2.2 feet MLLW), 0.63
acres of shaiiow subtidai (-2.2 to -10 feet MLL-Wj,  and 0.05 acres of medium
subtidal  (-10 to -20 feet MLLW). This represents about 55 percent intertidal and
45 percent subtidal  area, although the intertidal habitat is primarily low quality,
abutting a vertical quay wall along the shoreline. These impacts would be
mitigated by constructing new habitat that would reflect one of two options,
intertidal (+4 to +1 feet MLLW) or intertidal/subtidal (+2 to -4 feet MLLW), at
the Pier B mitigation site. These options were coordinated with the agencies
(USFWS, NMFS, and COE) on 14 April 1999. The final design will be
1 -r--z-  - 1 J---z-  - ---2Ll2-  - 'C-,l.zl,,..---a-uererrruneu  aurmg  yermmmg, -----~1 accu=d~lCe  -~i'4i  ageilcy sptxlllldllu1w.

Impacts to eelgrass  will be determined based on pre- and post-construction
surveys, and mitigated using credits from the Navy’s Eelgrass  Mitigation Bank,
mm A-r,: 1-A L.“CL,,  :- &L.-a  wA&l-AAmII  &A  c 3 In  -e -cl3  UCldLlCU  1ulUlCl  Ll1  ULC 1c3yu1mc  LU  A-.L.Au  aud in XJr\l..-tx  1 onfic;nm  2  F  3  F  nLev UAUAALC  I,  3CLUUAL  J.J.L.J.

Navy will also create additional habitat at the NAB Habitat Enhancement Area.
This would target about 30 acres of principally 10-12 foot deep subtidal  area that
would be filled, using dredged material from the wharf area to create about 10
3e-w~~~  A ;m+nrC;A-1  rns~AR~+  elrr,Gm,v  3, -hfirq+  3&l  Frnm  3 r\larrr\~,A  ,,T\~oI  rlo,+h  fi\FQ&AC3 “A ALlLFlLlCIQl  ULLAUIlQL,  31”yuL6  CaL  Q”“UL &“.I  &AVAIL  u yIcAAuLLL.a  “yy”’  UL.yU. “1
+ 2.5 feet MLLW.

F.2.12 Mitigation for impacts to eelgrass  will be as detailed in the response to F.2.10
and in Volume 1, section 3.5.2.5. Preconstruction  surveys in all areas that would
be dredged and filled will be conducted a minimum of six months before
construction to determine the actual amount of eelgrass  that would be impacted.
Post-construction surveys will also be conducted in these same areas within six
months after construction is completed.

F.2.13 The DOD and EPA are evaluating potential control options for the discharges
that generate copper, including hull coating leachate, seawater cooling, and
underwater hull cleaning. The DOD and EPA will be establishing discharge
standards for these discharges from Armed Forces vessels. Copper is - a
widespread contaminant associated with many industrial and non-point sources,
including hull leachate  and cooling water discharges from Naval vessels. Navy
hull leachate  presently contributes an estimated 22 percent of the dissolved
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copper input to San Diego Bay (Johnson et al. 1998). For comparison, the civilian
pleasure boat hull leachate contributes an estimated 33 percent of the dissolved
copper input. According to the Nature of Discharge (NOD) report prepared for
Uniform National Discharge Standards (UNIX), leachate from anti-fouling
paints on all Naval vessels in San Diego Bay adds an estimated 0.19 micrograms
per liter to bay waters, compared to ambient concentrations of 3.7 micrograms
per liter. Although this represents a proportionately small increase, existing
copper concentrations exceed the water quality criterion. As stated in the EIS
(section 3.3.2)&e  amount of copper leaching from a CVN hull is estimated to be
slightly greater (0.37 pounds per day) than that from a CV. However, this
increase in copper inputs to the bay associated with berthing a CVN is expected
to be offset by planned decreases in the size of the Navy fleet, resulting in a net
decrease over the next several years in the total copper input from anti-fouling
paints on Navy vessels. The number of Navy ships homeported in San Diego
will be reduced from 76 ships in 1992 to 55 ships in 1999. Reductions in hull
leachate  from Navy vessels are expected to be roughly proportional to decreases
in the number and average size (wetted surface) of the ships in San Diego Bay.
Thus, CVN homeporting is not expected to exacerbate copper loadings to San
Diego Bay. The EIS (section 3.3) has been revised to provide this information.

F.2.14 The EIS describes the presence of elevated levels of certain contaminants
(polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons) in sediments immediately adjacent to Pier
Bravo. The available information indicated that these contaminants were likely
from the creosote pier pilings, were localized near the pier, and were not
detectable in areas closer to shore (i.e., the proposed mitigation site). Recent,
additional sampling (both in-bay and upland areas) confirmed that areas
dredged to construct the mitigation site do not contain significant contaminant
levels. A tabular listing of the data has been added to Volume 3, section 3.4. A
draft report containing these results has been prepared and is presently being
reviewed by the Navy (the  final version of the report has not been reieasedj.- - a
%&on  3.3 has been revised to read that during dredging at the mitigation site
dredging would occur only in water depths shallower than -5 feet MLLW. The
EIS does not address monitoring or remediation of sediments in the vicinity of
Pier Bravo or IR Sites, because these are beyond the region of influence that
could be affected by the proposed action for this EIS.

F.2.15 Design of the mitigation site at Pier B will be based on one of two options,
intertidai or intertidai subtidai, as specified in the response to IQ.11  and in
accordance with agency specifications during permitting. Rip-rap will be
needed to stabilize parts of the intertidal habitat and would be in accordance
with agency specifications. The  ktertkiai  habitat that would be impacted in the
wharf area is i0w  intertidai, and of i0w  quality since it is principally represented
by areas abutting a vertical quay wall. The new habitat at the mitigation site,
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irrespective of which option is selected, wiIl represent higher quality foraging
area for shorebirds compared to the areas impacted areas for the wharf.

The ferry/flag landing would be relocated to an existing boat landing south of
the BRAC CVN wharf and new construction contained within the existing
facility footprint such that there would be no issues associated with new shading
for that structure. Cumulative impacts from shading are addressed in section
3.18.5.

m-l-- z-  ------ - -I.-- -.---one  Increase  ill  s u e  w a s  ZTlZit&  to  EKpih~~~~  -’ ILUI UL~  lbMTiCX&  -With

Disabilities Act, defining the access/gangway width and the need to extend the
landing into deeper water to accommodate ship docking (minimum of 15 feet
water depth). Cumulative impacts from shading are addressed in section 3.18.5.

F.2.17 The Navy as part of previous homeporting projects at NASNI, and in
cooperation with The United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife
Sprvirp  Acwplmwd  2 N n r t h  Tclnnd hm-nn /qpt rnnkmy  ~iQat;~n  plan.  mmeY-*.  *b-,  --.  “‘rw” * -v-Y.  -*-.I  *-w-v*., a v--w--
service dnnumented  concurrence with this plan in their letter of 25 November

1997 .

This “heron park” has since been established with various Eucalyptus, ficus and
Torrey pine trees and innovative artificial nesting towers adjacent to the road
accessing Pier J/K. The boundary of the heron mitigation park was later
modified to include four Eucalyptus trees located at the southwest comer of the
intersection of Roe Street and Wright Avenue.

Individual trees outside the heron mitigation park identified to be removed in
this proposed project will not be removed prior to fiscal year 2000 (October 1,
1999) and removal is prohibited between the months of January through August.
This is outside of established migratory bird nesting season. The Navy in their
cooperation with regulatory agencies will continue to strive to reduce adverse
impacts on migratory birds in the course of planning for and engaging in
activities. Due to these actions, no new impacts would occur to the rookery as a
result of this homeporting project.

F.2.18 The Navy, as Lead Agency, does not agree with your conclusions that the EIS
did not assess impacts on the region. The EIS evaluated regional environmental
impacts for all  the environmental resources. The  issue of the EIS  impact
assessment specificity of detail is addressed in the previous responses to your
comments above. Specific detaiIs  concerning the composition of the sediment
and its compatibility with in-water disposal will be made during the permitting
process if the preferred alternative is chosen. Such details cannot be provided
during the early planning phases of a project. The EIS analysis is based on
existing information of nearby sediment characteristics.
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REGION IX

Sam

Captain T.M.  Boothe,  Captain

75  Hawthorne  St ree t
Francisco,  CA 941053901

lllv i _ ::‘:I

CEC, U.S. Navy, Commander
ATTN: John Coon. code: OSAL.JC
Southwest Division. Naval Facilities Engineering Comimand
IK!O  Pacific Highw,ay
San Diego, California 92 132

Dear Captain Boothle:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for DEVELOPING HOME PORTFACILITIES FOR THREE NIMITZ-
CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS INSUPPORT OF THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET - -
Coronado, Catt~ormia; Bern&on,  Wiwhington;  Everett, Washington; and Pearl Harbor,

3 Hawaii. Our commlents  on the DEIS are provided pursuant to the National Environmental Policy
W Act (NEPA), Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, and the Council on Enviironmental Quality’s

NEPA Implementing Regulations (40 CFR I SOO-  1508). EPA provided written scoping
comments on the Notice of Intent to lprepare the DEIS on March 11, 1997, EPA attended1 the
October 28, 1998 public hearing on the DEIS held in San Diego, Califolmia and met with Captain
Tom Boothe,  USN, and Navy staff to discuss the project. Our comments have been jointly
developed between EPA Regions IX and X, in coordination with EPA Headquarters.

The DEIS analyzes potential environmental impacts resulting from  constructing and operating
the facilities and inliiasttucture  needed to support the hlomepotting of three NIMITZ-class
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers (CVNs) within the U.S. Pacific Fleet at four alternative
facilities: 1) Coronaido, California; 2) Bremerton, Washington; 3) Everett, Washington; and
4) Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. The Navy proposes to construct and operate the appropriate facility and
infrastructure needed to support the homeportingof  three CVNs in the IPacific  Fleet. Two CVNs
will join the U.S. Pacific Fleet, replacing two conventiionally-powered aircraft carriers (CVs)
homeported at Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI), Naval Complex San Diego, California.
The current location of a third CV at Naval Station (NAVSTA)  Everett will also be reevaluated
in order to increase the efficiency of support infrastructure, maintenance and repair capabilities.
and !o  enhance crew quality of life. The  DEIS an;,!yzes  the potsntiai  environmental  ;ffec:s uf
the proposed action for six alternatives with varying levels of CVN honneporting facilities and
infrastructure (such as dredging) development. A No Action Alternative (defined as no new
infrastructure or facilities) is also analyzed in the DEIS. The Navy currently prefers Alternative
Two, which would homeport  two additional CVNs at NASNI (for a total of three CVNs),  and
homeport  a total of two CVNs in the Pacific Northwest (one each at Bremerton and Everett),
with no CVNs at Pearl Harbor.

U.S.pA  to C-&e.  Navv - Page TWQ

Based upon EPA’S review of the DEIS, we have rated the document as EC-:!, Environmental
Conceims - Insufficient Ilnformation. Please refer to the amached “Summary of Rating
Definitions and Follow-Up Action” for a more detailed explanation of EPA’s rating system. W e
have environmental concerns on several issues at the three alternative project sites identitied  (as
part of the “Proposed Action, ‘*  including issues related to dredging and dredged material
disposal; impacts to malrine  water quality and aquatic biological resources; air quality, pollution
prevention, and cumulaltive  impacts. We believe that the proposed project and Final EIS (FEIS)
can be improved by providing additional information in thlese  areas. We defer submitting
detaile:d  comments in connection with Pearl Harbor since that is not part of the Proposed Action.
Should the Navy subsequently determine: to homeport  a Nimitz-class carrier in Hawaii. we
reserve the authority to submit comments in that regard since that would be a substantial revision
of the Proposed Action., In particular, there are dredging and dredged material disposal issues
that would need to be examined by EPA in any Navy decision to homepon  a Nimitz-class carrier
at Pearl Harbor. Please refer to our detai,led  comments (attached) for a more detailed
presentation of EPA’s comments on the DEIS.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS.  Please send two copies of the Final EIS
(FEIS) to me at the letterhead address (code: CMD-2) when it is filed with EPA’s Washington,
D.C. office. If you have any questions, lplease  call me or David Tomsovic of my staff at 4 I5-
744-l 575.

Sincerely,  ,.

\>avid  Farrel, Chief
Federal Activities Office

Attachments:
a) Summary of Rating Definitions and Follow-Up Action
b) Detailed EPA comments on DEIS
c) CE:Q  public participation guidance - one page excerpt

cc: Slheila  Crofut. EPA Region IX, Seattle, Washington

F.3.1



SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

This ratmg  system was developed as  a  means 10 summarize  EPA’s kvel  of concern with a proposed action.
The ratings are a combmation  of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the environmental rimpacts  of the
proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS.

“LO” (Lack qf  Object&s)
The EPA review has not identified any potential enviraitmtental  impacts requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures, that could be
accomplished with no more than mlinor  changes to the proposal.

“EC” (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fullly  protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require Changes to the  preferred altetnattve  or application of mitigation
measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to walrk  with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts.

“EO”  (Environmental Objections)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that mulst  be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may tequire  substantial changes to the preferred
alternative or consideration of somrt  other project alternative (including the  no action alternative or a new
altemauve).  EP,A  intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

“EU” (Environmenkully Unsatisfactoty)~
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufftcient  magnitude that they are
unsausfactory mom  the standpoint of public health or welfate  or environmental quality. EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these  impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the
final EIS stage, this  proposal WIII be recommended for referral to the  CEQ.

Caregory  I I” (Adequate)
EPA belteves  the draft EIS  adequately sets forth the environmenlal  impact(a) of the preferred alternative  and those
of the  alternatives reasonably availabk to the project or action. No hutber  analysis or data collection is necessary,
but the reviewer may suggest the  addition of clarifying language or information.

“‘Category 2 “ (Insu,fficicnt  information)
The draft EIS does not contain suffic:icnt  information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should
be avoided in order to fully protect the  environment, or the EPA nviewer  has  identified new teasonably  available
alternatives that are witbin  the spectrum of alternatives analyzed  in the draft EIS. which could reduce the
environmental impacts  of the action. The identrfied  addlitional  information. da&  analyses, or dlixussion  should
be included in the final EIS.

“Category 3 ” (Inadequate)
EPA does not believe that the dmft  EIS  adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified  new, reasonably avulabk alternatives that are outside of the spectrum
of altemanves  analysed  in the draft  IEIS.  which should be analysed  in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are
of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft  stage. EPA does not believe that the draft
ElS  IS adequate for the putposes  of the NEPA and/or Section w9  review, and thus should be fomnally revised and
made available for public  comment III a  supplemental or revised dnft ELS.  On the basis of the potential significant
impacts  mvolvrcl.  this proposal could be ;1  candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From  EPA Manual 1640.  “Policy and Procedures IOI the Review  of Frderd  Actton\  Impilctlng  the Environment  ”

1. .ISWESATALTERNATI VE aTF:S  IN

AIDREDCJlNGAI?IDDREDGED

1)  Nuvul  Air Swion  North Isluncl  (N/4SNI)

l EPA Region IX has worked closely with the Navy 011 dredging issues related to the proposed
project and has revliewed  and provided comments to the Navy on a dredged materials Samlpling
and Analysis Plan (SAP) for dredgin,g  associated with the NASNI homelponing  alternativt:.  The
proposed  SAP was  p repared  s o  a s  t o  b e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  t h e  j o i n t  E P A / C o r p s
T e s t i n g  M a n u a l  ( E v a l u a t i o n  o f  D r e d g e d  M a t e r i a l s  P r o p o s e d  f o r  O c e a n  D i s p o s a l .  F e b r u a r y  loOI  ).
E P A  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  d a t a  f r o m  t h i s  Itesting  p rogram wi l l  be  su f f i c i en t  on  w h i c h  t o  basr  a
d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  s u i t a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  d r e d g e d  m a t e r i a l s  fo r  ocean  d i s p o s a l .

l The DEIS references sediment data1  collected for previous evaluations lof dredged materials for
S a n  D i e g o  B a y ,  i n c l u d i n g  t h e  m o r e  e x t e n s i v e  d r e d g i n g ,  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  tlhe prev ious  BRAC
homepotting effort While these data are not specificallly  for the materials being considered for
dredging and disposal as part of this  iaction,  they do serve as an indicator of the potential levels of
c o n t a m i n a t i o n  f o r  t h e  N A S N I  P i e r  J/‘K  a l t e r n a t i v e  a n d  t h e  P i e r  B r a v o  m i t i g a t i o n  s i t e  f o r  d r e d g e d
materials. EPA recommends that in iaddition  to the tablular  summary of the BRAC data (see
Volume 3, Section 3.4). all relevant sediment and biological testing data be provided in the  FEIS
A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  a  f i g u r e  s h o u l d  b e  p r e p a r e d  w h i c h  s h o w s  t h e  l o c a t i o n  o f  t h e s e  samples  re la t ive  to
the proposed action.

l The DEIS does not include an extensive discussion of disposal options for the proposed
dredged materials. While previous testing in the general vicinity of the project provides some
indication of the potential suitability of the dredged malterials  for ocean disposal, the final
suitability determination will be made by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers with EPA’s
concurrence. Therefore, the FEIS should include a range of disposal options, including
beneficial reuse (i.e., beach nourishment, backfill behind the wharf dike) and upland disposal for
materials not suitablle  for unconfined aquatic disposal. Standards to be met for each of these
d i s p o s a l  o p t i o n s  s h o u l d  a l s o  b e  d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h e  F E I S .  F i n a l l y ,  E P A  r e c o m m e n d s  t h a t  t h e  FEIS
discuss the practicability of using the wharf backfill area for isolation of any contaminated1
materials, similar to the Confined Disposal Facility as ipart  of the BRAC homeporting project.

l Recent Navy dredging in San Diego Bay highlighted the issue of military ordnance in bay
sediments. The FEIS  should discuss how the Navy would survey for orclnance and how
ordnance may atfec:t the dredging operation and potential disposal alternatives Any rcstricttons
on dredging operations, including measures necessary to avoid or minimize impacts to thrleatenrd
and endangered species and public safety, should be detailed in the FEIS.

F.3.2
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l The cumulative impacts discussion for the NASINI  (pp. 3.184.  3. ‘I 8-6, and 3.18-7) mentions 1 F.3.7
two other major dredging projects in San Diego Bay and potential impacts to marine water
quality. A project identified as “‘Central Bay Dredging” would dredge  approximately 3.3 million
cubic yards of sediment in the San Diego Central IBay,  while a project called “Bay Dredging”
would remove 18 million cubic yards of dredged rnaterial (we presume that the correct figure is
in fact I8 million cubic yards rather than I .8 million cubic yards). According to the DEIS.  the
Central Bay Dredging Project would request Federal funding in 2000, while the Bay IDredging
Project would seek federal appropriations in 2004 although it has yet to be determined whether
the Bay Dredging Project is in thie  Federal interest. There is no discussion of the potential
environmental impacts of these projects or whether the large volume of material can be disposed
of in a manner that is fully consistent with various State and Federal requirements, including
requirements at the existing ocean disposal site. There is also no discussion in the DEYS  of
future maintenance dredging operations needed for the BRAC  CVN homeporting project, which
will be operating at the NASNI by late 1998 (Volume 1, p. 3.18-3). We believe that future
maintenance dredging for the BRAC CVN homeporting and this project, as well as the Bay
Dredging and tlhe Central Bay Dredging Projects, should be elements of the NASNI cumulative
impacts analysis, including subsequent ocean disposal volumes, unless  maintenance dlredging
volumes projected to occur with the BRAC CVN homeporting decision have been incorporated
in the current NEPA analysis which does not appear to be the case.

l Lastly, in the context of Navy dredging at the NASNI for the BRAC CVN homeporting, we
note that the ocean dumping of clean sediments not suitable for beach nourishment wias  at times
conducted in an improper, inappropriate manner. Following an EPA Region IX inves,tigation
begun in 1996, EPA filed an enforcement action against the Navy’s dredging contractor in 1997
alleging numerous violations of the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act and
associated Federal ocean dumping requirements. This enforcement action has closed and
significant penalties were collected for the violations. We strongly encourage the Navy to
exercise a diligent oversight and monitoring of its contractors in their performance of dredging
and dredged material disposal folr  Nimitz-class  homeporting work at the NASNI and for
activities in Waishington  State as well. This will  serve to ensure more effective environmental
compliance and1  to avoid or reduce the possibility &f  adverse impach;  to water quality (and  aquatic
resources.

ii) Puget  Sound  Naval Station (PSNS)  Bremerton

l EPA’s March I I,  1997 scoping comments noted that Bremerton and Everett harbors are areas
of known contaminated sediments. We recommended that the Navy research the contaminated
sediment data sets held by state alnd  federal agenciles  to determine potential contarninaurt  levels
and problem areas, for presentation in the DEIS. The data summarized in Volume 4. Section 4.4
are insufficient to fully, accuratelly evaluate the secliment  quality within the navigation dredging
prism. The data depicted are averages of detected results only, with mo indication of the range of
chemical results observed for any given chemical of concern, or the location of the hi8h  values.
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F.3.101

The FEIS  should clarify the detection limits for undetected data. If the detection limits are
greater than the Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO) screenilng  levels (SLs),
maximum levels (hdLs), or Bioaccumulation Triggers (BTs),  these values would be treated
similarly to detecteld values in a “reason-to-believe” analysis requiring either further chemical
testing to confirm dletection  limits lower than SLs  (BTs,  etc.) or biological testing to reach a
decision. The FEIS should provide ai  better representation summary of clata  previously collected
frlom  the dredging areas, including ranges of observed concentrations. a ‘map  showing the
locations of the samples, and specific sample values (especially for samples having SL a&or
MIL exceedances). The FEIS should1  also include a timetable for the prolposed  sampling and
sediment testing program. If the results of this testing ,program  are available, a summary of such
results should be included in the FEIS. Should they be unavailable when the FEIS  is released,
they should be incorporated into the (discussion in the project’s Record of Decision.

* The combined sampling and analysis plan recently submitted to the DMMO agencies should be
referenced and described more fUy iin  the FEIS (see DEIS, p. 4.4-3). We recommend that
pauticular attention should be given to any relation between existing data (summarized in section
4.f4.1)  and the extem  and nature of the proposed additialnal  testing.

l Because few “deep core” sediment chemistry data are available for the site (p. 4.4-3).  there
appears to be little or no basis to substantiate the Navy”s claim that proposed dredging at tlhe
piers and turning basin areas would result in a decrease in surface sediment contamination.
Subsurface sediment chemistry information should be provided in the FEIS so as to demonstrate
that the removal of surface sediments, wil1  not expose a contaminated sedliment layer beneath.
Definitions of “surface,” “deep core,” and “subsurface”’ sediment should1  also be provided for
clarification.

l !SufIicient  toxicity testing has not been performed by the Navy on the slediments  proposeId  for
dredging. The Navy has not provided sufficient data in the current DEIS to support the
conclusion that dredlging surface sediments will result in lower contamieant  concentrations.
Additionally, the inlformation provided does not conclusivety  demonstrate that toxicity or
bioaccumulation will decrease due to dredging or that tlhis  project’s overall impact to sediment
quality will be less than significant.

l No sediment chemistry data are presented to document the quality of sediments that have
historically accumullated & Pier D. This information is particularly important given that
sediments under the pier are typically the result of long-term accumulation and have been
exposed to various ongoing and historical sources of contamination. Furthermore, these
sediments would not be well represented by samples taken from adjacent maintenance dredged
areas. Thus, there appears to be no basis for the Navy to conclude that the quality of resuspended
sediments from undler  Pier D, once reldeposited,  would be similar to the existing bottom
sediments in the deposition areas and that pier construcltion  would have less than signi  licant
impacts on marine sediment quality.



l ‘The DEB  assumes that loss of prey species and alterations of benthic lhabitat associated with
dredging would be a temporary impact (e.g., the benthos would be recolonized) and therelby
colncludes  that significant impacts to the biological communities at the Puget Sound Naval
Station would not occur as a result of proposed dredging. But such a conclusion does not
account for changes that would likely occur in those areas involving expansion of the dredging
prism (Pier D,  tumilng basin areas). In these areas construction dredging and future maintenance
drledging  would likely result in permanent alteration of the benthic community. More discussion
should be provided in the FEIS on projected or potential impacts to the benthic community
associated with the expansion of Pier D and the turning basins. The FEIS  should clarify the
expected frequency of maintenance dlredging  at these aueas.  Note that it lmay  be possible to
mitigate for any loss or long-term degradation of benthic habitat in the design of shallow-water
habitat associated with the Confined Aquatic Disposal (CAD) site. The FEIS should discluss
these potential mitigation opportunities.

*The Navy’s proposal involves loss of 3.5 acres of deep-water habitat associated with the CDF
(Confined Disposal Facility) and conversion of IO acres of deep-water soft-bottom habitat to
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shallow-water hard-bottom habitat associated with the CAD (p. 4.5-9) More information should
be provided in the FEIS to substantiate the Navy’s assertion that new halbitat associated with the
CAD site would adequately mitigate for loss of deep-water habitat at the CDF sites as well as
permanent alteratiorn of deepwater benthic habitat in tlhe pier extension and turning basin areas.

* According to the DEIS, salmonid impacts are not expected because operations would be
limited to periods outside of the salmon outmigration window (p. 4.512).  The  section does not
include a detailed analysis of dredging to widen and expand channefs.  In such a case the impacts
are not temporary because continued maintenance dredlging  is required. This should be
aclknowledged,  and potential impacts analyzed, in the FEIS.

l Reference should be made to Volurne 4: PSNS Bremerton Supplemcnttal  Information,
Section 4.4, Sedimewt Quality Informlation,  since this volume is separate from Volume I (main
text). Volume 4 contains information regarding where sediment samples were collected in the
vicinity of the planned berthing areas.

.

l The DEIS asserts that bioassay toxicity testing results indicate that the!;& contaminants may not
be affecting the biollogicai  communitly  and that “[dlredging could result in slightly lower
colncentrations of tolxic  chemicals in these sediments...” (see p. 4.4-5). However, the DEIS does
not provide data to !suppott  this assertion. Studies of fish have shown high concentrations of
PCBs,  mercury and chromium (refer to 1990 Sinclair and Dyes Inlets Acrion Plan). 73 per cent
o f  E n g l i s h  s o l e  h a v e  cancerous  tumors  o n  t h e i r  l i v e r s ,  while i n  c o m p a r i s o n ,  f i s h  c a u g h t  i n  m o s t
areas of Puget Sounld  are free of such tumors. The FEIS should, as appropriate, clarify these
potential discrepancies

l EPA Region X should be included in any future
associated with this project in Washington State.

habitat evaluation and CAD design efforts

iii) Nuvul Station (NA VSTA) Evrrrtr

l We believe that Altelmative  4 should more properly be titled Rrmovuf  o/ E~xisring  C&V.
Addil’ion  of  Four AOEJ;  and Relucution  cpf Two FFGs. Rellocation  of the two guided missile
frigates (FFGs) becausje  of the fast cornblat  logistic suppoflt  ships (AOEs)  would necessitate
dredging 50,000 cubic yards of sediment. This information appears on page 2-30 of the DEIS.
but is not carried over to the affected environment analysis found at page 5.4-3  of Volume I. N o
explanation is provided in that section about why 50,000 c:ubic  yards of sedliment  nerds to be
dredged. Similarly, the cumulative impacts section (see Volume I, pp. 5.18-6 to 5.18-7) contains
no reference to the action or its impacts. This should be addressed and analyzed in the FEIS.

l Alternative 5 should more properly be titled One CPlV,  Addition u/Two  AOEs and Rrlocclrion
of Two FFGs. The text discussion in Vlolume  I,  p. _T-30  (lines 24 - 26) does not specify two
FFGs although 50,000 cubic yards of sediment would be clredged  under this alternative.
Cumulative impacts for Alternative 5 are not addressed in that section or in the affected
environment section. This should be analyzed in the FEIS.

l Deposition of dredged materials from all projects as related to Alternatives I - 6 should be
analyzed in the FEIS. Only one disposal site is mentionedl. Its capacity to receive cumulative
dredged material totals should be addressed in the FEIS. ‘We recommend that a reasonable range
of disposal sites and options should be discussed, including any opportunitiles  that may exist for
beneficial reuse of dredged material associated with dredging at Everett.

w-WATER

i)  Naval Stution Evereur

l The Cumulative Implacts  Section states that construction and operation of seven projects in the
“region of influence” could produce discharges that would1  flow into surface: or groundwater
sources. Discussion is,  limited to the statement that regulaltions  would limit impacts from the
homeporting of one CVN (p. 5.18-5).  The addition of four AOEs and relocation of FFGs  is
proposed under Alternative 1. Two CVlNs  are proposed under Alternative 4. The addition of
two AOEs and relocation of FFGs  is proposed under Alternative 5. These alternatives, and the
indirlect  and cumulative impacts from the seven projects, should be addressed in the FEIS



II) Puger So~nrd  Nuvul  Sturion Bremerron

l The DEIS (p. 4.3-2) lists contaminants associated with Operable Unit B of the Puget Sound
Naval Shipyard National Priority List (NPL) site and discusses them at pp. 4.4-l to 4.4-6. The
DEIS states thlat  water quality impacts would be less than significautt when carried out in
compliance with permits issued1  by responsible regulatory agencies. The DEIS referlences
shipyard maintenance improvement projects (p. ~4.18-1)  scheduled1 for fiscal  year 20102. The
potential for direct impacts on marine water quahity  due to in-water work (pier construction and
dredging) in the same timeframle as arrival of another CVN (2001-2005)  and the same
geographic area qualifies these actions for a more detailed cumulative analysis in the FEIS.

-TERRESTRIAL:

i)  Nuval  Slurion  Everett

l High levels Iof polychlorinateld biphenyls (PCBs) have been found in eagles at Hoad Canal.
~, The FEIS  should provide an analysis of PCBs  and other toxics  in (eagles and other wildlife due
t, to contaminated food sources and whether the proposed project may aggravate this condition.

l Projected or potential impacts of the project (direct,
Estuary Wetland area should be assessed in the FEIS.

indirect, cumulative) on the Snohomish

i)  Nuvul Air Station North Island

Volume 1 (pp. 3.2-6 and 3.2-7) indicates that operations associated with two additional CVNs at
N o r t h  I s l a n d  w o u l d  r e s u l t  i n  a n  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  q u a n t i t y  o f  chemicalls  t h a t  a r e  h a n d l e d ,  s t o r e d  a n d
disposed of at the home port location. However, this section indicates that such impacts would
be partially of&et  by decommissioning of two non-nuclear carriers at North Island by 2005.
Because of this, impacts are defined as less than significant and “no mitigation measures are
required.” We are concerned regarding the potenltial  impacts to water quality due to increased
s t o r a g e ,  u s e  a n d  d i s p o s a l  o f  h a z a r d o u s  c h e m i c a l s  a n d  h a z a r d o u s  m a t e r i a l s  a t  N o r t h  Island.  a n d
also concerned that the Navy indicates that no mitigation measures; are required to avoid or
minimize such adverse impacts. We encourage tlhe Navy to adopt and implement a mitigation
measure at Nakrth  Island that would lead to a reduction in the volunne  and toxicity of chemicals
and other substances that can adversely affect  water quality at this facility, e.g., substituting less
toxic materials that are able to accomplish the mission just as effectively (refer to pollution
prevention comments below).

ii) Puger Sound  Naval  Station Brrmerton

l The DEIS’s analysis of potential surface and groundwater impacts is insufficient. The DEIS

states that, “Surface and groundwatler impacts associated with disposal in  the proposed landfill
locations are not addressed as part of this impact assessment. It is assumed that environmental
issues associated with an existing landfill have already been addressed by the landlill...”
(,p.  4.2-3). These “environmental issues” are not specified or articulated in the DEIS. For the
p~urpose  of the cumulative impacts analysis, the Navy should make a reasonable effon  to
articulate these issues in the FEIS  for agencies and the public.

4) Naval Air Starbn  North Islund (IVASIVI’)

l The DEIS indicaltes  that the proposed project’s emission levels at the NASNI would be lower
tlhan the de minimus thresholds set forth in EPA’s general conformity rule - - thus the project
dloes  not require a general conformity determination (,for  San Diego). Specifically. the DEIS
(Volume I, p. 3.10-9) states that “(rleview of the data...shows that emissions would be less than
tlhe thresholds that trigger a conformity determination under the 1990 Clean Air Act (I 00  tons per
year for CO and 50  tons per year for NOx  and VOC).“’ The DEIS discussion on air quality
ilmpacts  in San Diego concludes by stating that “[slince air quality impatcts  from construction and
operation would be insignificant, nat mitigation measures are proposed to reduce project
emissions at NASINI.” (Volume 1, PI. 3.1 O-l 1).

\Ne  acknowledge that the emissions data presented in the DEIS support the Navy’s staternent that
the project falls below the de minim&us  thresholds found in EPA’s general conformity rule, and
that no formal conformity determination is required for the project’s colnstruction and operation
iln  San Diego. Nonetheless, EPA classifies the San Diego Air Basin as a serious ozone
nonattainment area and a moderate carbon monoxide nonattainment area. In light of’ the
significant air quality problems that continue to chamcterize  the San Diego Air Basin, we
strongly encourage the Navy to adolpt  and implement all reasonable, feasible mitigation measures
tlo  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 stewarphip.

In light of the San Diego Air Basin’s current nonattainment status for both ozone and carbon
monoxide, we recommend that the Navy discuss the aidopting of non-regulatory based mitigation
measures  to reducle  project-related emissions to the greatest extent feasible. A varisty of
mitigation measures would help to minimize CO, NOx  and VOC emissions from the project’s
construction and operation at the NASNI. One significant mitigation measure to reduce  such
emissions would be to use electric dlredging equipment, a recognized mleans  to reduce criteria
pollutant emissions associated with dredging projects in ozone nonattainment areas (e.g.,, the
Corps of Engineers’ Los Angeles-Los Beach Harbors 2020 Deep Draft Project; and the Corps’ -
50-Foot Dredging Project at the Port of Oakland). Although the amount of material proposed for
dredging under the Nimitz-class homeporting project is considerably less than in either thr Los
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Angeles or Oakland dredging and deepening projects, real benefits to San Diego air quality may
accrue from reducing NOx  and VOC emissions associated with dredging activities. Such a move
toward electric dredging in Nayy projects in San IDiego  may also be carried over in other respects
as well, e.g., the use of electric dredging equipment in future maintenance dredging tbr this
project and the BRAC CVN horneporting.

E3.12 “signiIicantly  preclude tribal members from sharing in the economic benefits of the proposed
action.‘* Again, however, we note that there is no indication in the DEIS about whether the Navy
engaged in a govemment-to-government consultation with this Tribe regarding potential impacts
to the Tribe’s resources (i.e.+ the fishery) or other issues that may be of concern to the Suquamish
Tribe. The FEIS should discuss any coordination and consultation efl’orts  that have taken place
between the Navy and the Suquamish Tribe regarding #the  proposed project.

i) Nuvul  Station Everett

+ We note that the DEIS discusses the use of mass transit and a ferry system to reduce traffic
volumes associated with personnel at Naval Station Everett. We encourage the Navy to adopt
those mitigation measures as part of the proposed project, and include appropriate commitments
in that regard in the FEIS and the Record of De&ion.

Fj NOISE

i)  Nuvul Station Everett

Cumulative impacts from six on-base projects and the offsite Weyerhaueuser Redevelopment
Project may produce significant noise impacts depending on their scheduling. This should be
analyzed in the FEIS, in the context of each action alternative at Everett.

The President signed an Executive Memorandum of April 29, 1994 regarding “Govemment-to-
Government R.elations  with Native American TrilbaI  Governments.” Documentation of
government-to-government consultation with the Suquamish, TuIaIip and StillaguamJsh
Tribes on issues of concern for these Tribes should be provided in the FEIS, including the status
of any outstanding issues of conlcem  to the Tribes that may have been brought to the Navy’s
attention during the NEPA process. We speeifkallly  ndte the following:

l Volume I (p. 5.17-4) refers to the disposal of 50,000 cubic yards of dredged sedimlent  at the
Port Gardner open water disposal site within the TuIaIip  Tribe’s “Usual and Accustolmed”
fishing places. There is no discussion in the DEI!S  regarding govemment-to-government
consultation thlat  may have alreauiy  taken place between the Navy and the TulaIip  Tribe or how
the dredged m,ateriaI  disposal may affect the Tribe’s use of the fishery natural resource, or the
Tribe’s viewpoint on this matter. These issues should be addressed1 in the FEIS.

l Volume I (page 4.17-4) states that dredging and disposal of 425,000 cubic yards of material
would result in increased use of the waters near the Sinclair Inlet and the Suquamish Tribe’s
“Usual and Accustomed” fishin;g  places, but that such impact wouhd  be short-term and would not
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AJ-IUUEW!REVENTION F.3.13

EPA believes that there are significant opportunities for the Navy to incorporate pollution
prevention techniques in the design, construction and operation of the project at all four naval
falcilities.  In several respects the DEK  was prepared with no consideration given to Executive
Orders and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance concerning pollution prevention.
energy etkiency,  water conservation, minimization of hazardous waste, reduction and recycling
of solid waste, and decreased use of pesticides. Refer 1.0  the sections bellow for additional details.

i) Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ  Pollution Prevention Guidunce

Tlhe  DEIS did not address pollution prevention features in the project to lthr  extent outlined by
thle  CEQ in.the  January 29, 1993 Eedm. The Navy’s FEIS could be strengthened by
specifically designing, constructing and operating this Iproject  with pollution prevention features
as an integral element. We urge the Navy to integrate a broad range of pollution preventialn
mleasures  in the prqject and to include appropriate pollution prevention commitments in the FEIS
and Record of Decision.

ii)  Executive Order 12902 - Energy E&iency  and Waler Conservation UI Federal Fucrlrrles
1

F.3.14

A number of new SltCUctures  and buildings would be required under the P’roposed Action. As one
example. proposed facilities at the NASNI would include a new warehouse, fleet  support
building and equiprnent laydown building (Volume 1, lp.  3.7-6). However, the DEIS gives no
in,dication  about whlether  Executive Order 12902 (dated ‘March 8. 1994)  ‘was  considered in the
impact documentatilon  for the project. Executive Order 12902 has several potential implications
for the project, including requirements in Section 306 concerning construction of new Federal
facilities. Section 306  of Executive Order 12902 specifically provides that for new Federal1
facility construction, the agency involved in the construction shall “design and construct such
facility to minimize the life cycle cost of the facility by utilizing energy efficiency, water
conservation, or solar or other renewable energy techniques...” and “utilize passive solar design
and adopt active solar techniques where they are cost-effective.” The FElIS  should address how
the Navy would ensure that the proposed project meets the applicable requirements of Executive
Order 12902. Appropriate commitments regarding energy effkiency  and water conservation
should be reflected in the FEIS and the Record of Decision.
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Iii,)  Execurive  Order 12856 - Fed&al  Compliance wirh  Right-to-Know L,PWS  unJ Pullutionr
Prevenlion  Requirements

As with Executive Order 12902, the DEIS does not acknowledge the various requirements of
Executive Order 121B56 as they may alpply  to the proposed project (we note, however, that page
A- 12 of Volume 1 dliscusses  the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Aclt  of
1986). The preface of Executive Order 12856 references a requirement elf the Pollution
Prevention Act of 1’990 that

“it is the national]  policy of the United States that whenever feasible, pollution
should be prevented or reduced at the source, that pollution that cannot be
prevented should be recycled in an environmentally safe manner; that pollution
that cannot be prevented or recycled should be treated in an environmentally safe
manner; and that disposal or other: release into the environment shoulld  be employed
only as a last resort....”

We recommend that the FEIS address the applicability of Executive Order 12856 to the prloposec
project, both in terms of the Executive Order’s pollution prevention requirements and its toxic
release inventory reporting requirements for covered facilities.

iv) Hazardous Wusrce  Minimization

The DEIS discusses hazardous wastes generated at the ,va.rious  facilities. Page 3.15-6 indicates
that, at NASNI, the 1CVNs  would replace CVs  “that generate approximately the same volulme  of
hazardous waste.” This page goes on to describe mitigation measures that the Navy has in place
at NASNI for hazardous waste incidents. In terms of miitigation  measures, page 3.158  indlicates
that “[n]one of the facilities and infrastructure required to support additbnal  CVNs at NASNI
woluld  result in significant impacts to health and safety. Therefore, no mitigation measures are
proposed.” Similar statements concerning  no mitigation measures being proposed at Puget
Solund  Naval Station, Naval Station Everett, and Pearl Harbor can be found, respectively. att  page
4.157,  5.15-8, and 6.15-6. We are concerned that the Navy may be foreclosing opportunities to
further advance hazardous waste minimization at NASNI and other facilities analyzed in the
DElIS  with the statement that no mitigation measures are proposed. We believe that the Navy
should determine whether opportunities to further reduce the use of hazardous materials and the
consequent generation of hazardous waste may be available as part of the proposed action. I f
suc:h  opportunities are indeed available, then they are reasonable mitigation measures that should
be adopted by the Navy in the FEIS and included as mitigation commitments in the Record of
Delcision  for the project.

F.3.1!5

F.3.116

v) Pesricides und Herbicides F.3.17

The DEIS does not indicate whether pesticides, herbicides or other materials regulated under the
Federal Insecticide. Fungicide and Rodenticide Act would lbe used in connection with the
proposed project. We heave  reviewed other Navy EISs that have referred to tlhe use of on-gwng
use of pesticides at naval air stations and facility pest management plans that specify the area to
be treated, the frequency of application, pesticide product name and EPA reg,istration  number,
mixing concentrations, and special precautions that are neeided.  To the extent that the Navy
envisions that the use of pesticides or herlbicides  may be an integral element of the proposed
project, that should be aiddressed in the FIEIS.  The DEIS gives no indication as to what types of
pesticides may be currently used at the four facilities, quantities applied on annual basis, and
perhaps most importantly, whether ahemiatives to the use of pesticides or herbicides are
availalble.  especially for highly toxic pesticides. We recommend that the FEIIS  provide additiolnal
discussion regarding the current use of pesticides at the facilities. whether the use of pesticides is
contemplated under the proposed project, whether pesticides not currently in use would be
employed under the prolposed  project, and if the Navy has evaluated an alternative to reduce  and
minimlize  such use under the proposed action. The FEIS should discuss whether an alternative
that minimizes and reduces the use of pesticides constitutes a reasonable alternative for purposes
of NEIPA  analysis. We recommend an alternative focusing on Integrated Pes,t  Management
(IPM), an approach emphasizing biological and non-chemical pest controls with a selective use
of chelmical  pesticides only when IPM approaches are not aidequate in controlling the problem.
Should chemical controls prove necessary, we encourage the Navy to use the least-toxic pesticide
available to control the problem. If use of pesticides or herbicides is proposed, the FEIS  should
discuss mitigation measures to avoid and minimize adverse health-related impacts to base
personnel and dependents, and whether the Navy has evalu,ated  an alternative to avoid pesticides
use as much as possible and/or an alternative that employs less toxic substances. We arc
particularly concerned that children of military personnel may be exposed to chemical pesticides
at base facilities (schoolls,  childcare centelrs,  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 time each day.

B)DIATION-REIJ-  - 1F.3.18

Section 7.4.4.2 (Air Molnitoring)  describes the Navy’s activities related to 40 CFR Part 61,
Subpart I, the radionuclide NESHAP. In 1997, after  extensive testing and review by EPA
regions and EPA headquarters, the Navy Ireceived  permission to use alternative methods for
demonstrating compliance with Subpart I. EPA determined that the Navy operations do not
exceed the NESHAP standard and that methods detailed in the rule could be modified to suit tlhe
special conditions found in certain shipboard situations. Section 7.4.4.4 (Independent Agency
Monitoring) described the harbor surveys conducted by the EPA National Air and Radiation
Environmental Laboratory (NAVEL). Thiese  surveys have demonstrated that Navy operations
have not significantly contributed to levells  of radioactivity in homeport  harblors.



WNVIRONMENT-

EPA is aware that a rmmber of issues and concerns regarding environmental justice
considerations have been raised in regard  to the proposed homeporting action, especially in San
D i e g o . We are aware of various concelrns raised by locall  organizations in San Diego regarding
the scope and effectiveness of public participation in the NEPA review process by potentiallly
affected communities, in particular low-income and minority communities. The Environmental
Health Coalition in San Diego, in a letter to the Navy, specifically requested that the Navy
prepare a Spanish language translation of the DEIS. In its September 30, 1998 response to the
Environmental Health Coalition, the Niavy  indicated that it is “committed to ensuring that low
income and minority populations have the opportunity to)  fully participate im  the [NEPA]
process” but that, in tlhe Navy’s judgment, translating the: DEIS into Spanish is not needed to
nchicve that goal.

EPA, subsequently hafd  phone discussions with the Navy (David Tomsovic,,  EPA, and Captain
Robert Westberg  and Bob Hexom, Navy) regarding the CEQ’s guidance mlemorandum to Federal
agencies regarding mechanisms by which Federal agencies can increase and improve public
participation in NEPA decision-making. EPA staff(Running  Grass) met in San Diego on
Octaher  28-29 with the Navy regarding: the level and adequacy of public participation for the
proposed project. In terms of enhanced public participation in the NEPA pbrocess,
CEQ has written that “early and meaningful public participation in the federal agency decision
making process is a paramount goal of NEPA.” CEQ’s NEPA Implementing Regulations re:quire
Federal agencies to make diligent effonts to involve the public throughout the NEPA process.
Participation of low-income, minority or tribal populations may “require adaptive or innovative
apprloaches  to overcome linguistic, institutional, cultural...or  other barriers to effective
participation in the decision-making processes of Federal agencies under customary NEPA
procedures.” In order to overcome various barriers to public participation in the NEPA process,
CEQ)  identified a number of steps that may be considered4 as appropriate in developing an
innovative strategy for effective public participation. For your reference we have attached the
secti{on  from CEQ’s guidance memorandum on public participation in the NEPA process, wlhich
outlines nine steps thalt  Federal agencies may consjder. The CEQ’s guidance memorandum
references several important aspects of the Executive Qrdlet  on Environmental Justice and the
accolmpanying preside:ntial  memorandum which have a bearing on the proposed project.
Specifically, the Executive Order requires Federal agencies to work to enme  effective public
participation and access to information in the NEPA process. Thus, within its NEPA process and
through other appropriate mechanisms, each Federal agency shall, “whenever practicable and
appropriate, translate crucial public documents, notices and hearings, relating to human health or
the environment for lilmited  English speaking populations.” (CEQ homepage, Environmenld
Jusr;,ce  under the  Nurional  Environmenrtal  Policy Act,  December IO, 1997,  at p. 4, found on
worldwide web).

Based on discussions <which  EPA (Running Grass) had with the Navy in San Diego on October
28-29, we understand that the Navy explressed  an interest in various suggestions for enhanceld

p.3.19,

l Volume 1 (Appendix A: Relevant Federal, State and Local Statutes, Regulations and
Guidelines) discusses Federal laws on public health and safety. We could find no reference to a
Federal law which may have bearing on the proposed project: the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide I

F.3.21

and Rodenticide Act, which regulates use of pesticides and herbicides.

l Volume I (p. A-6) discumes  various requ,irements under the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA).
F.3.20

This section in the FEIS  slhould  be modiliecl  to note that the Federal CAA also regulates
hazardous air pollutants under the EPA regulatory program for “National Emission Standards ~OI

Hazardous Air Pollutartts” (NESHAPS),  including radionuclides and asbestos.

l Volume I (Appendix A) should recognize the applicability to the proposed plroject  of three

I

F.3.22
recent guidance documents issued by the President’s Council on Environmental1 Quality - - these
are the CEQ guidance documents to Federal agencies concerning pollution prevention,
environmental justice and cumulative impacts. I

l Puoet Sound Naval Shipyard was listed as a Federal Superfund site on EPA’s National Priority-  -o--  --

List (NPL)  in 1994 due to,  contamination from PCBs.  heavy metals, and other organic
compounds found in soil, sediments, and groundwater at various areas of the silte.  The facility’s
NPL status should be acknowledged in the FEIS.

l Cuts of less than one foot are not typically considered dredgable using a hydraulic or clamshell
I

F.3.23

dredge (pg. 2-25). The FIEIS  should explain how and why this dredging would1  be performed.

l Altemlatives are presented out of consecutive order ( a 1 - 6 sequence). This causes confusion I
F.3.24

within the text of the DEIS.



I I

2. Public Participation

Early  and meaningful  public participation in the federal agency decision rrt&ip
p r o c e s s  i s  a  p a r a m o u n t  g o a l  o f  N E P A .  CEiQ

Sefforts to involve the public throughout the NEPAregulations require agencies tab  make diligetlt

procesz  Participation of low-incomc

--

populatior~.  minority polpulations,  or tribal populations may require adaptive or innovative
approaches to overcome linguistic, institutional. cultural, economic, historical.  or otha
potentkal barriers to effective participation in the decision-making processes of Federi
agencies under customaryNE!PA  pnxedures. These barriers may range from agency failure
to provide translation of &w.unents  to the scheduling of meetings at times and in places that
are not convenient to wolrking  families.

1

public about potential health and environmentall  impacts and  enhance: pubhc involvement;

l Translation of maior  documents (or summaries thcmf), provision olf translators at meetings,  Or Otha
-cfforls  as ilppro@ te to c~nsurc  that limited-English spcal&s potentially affected by a proposed actia

have an  ut&rst&ing  of th  prqoscd action and  its potential impacts;

l Provision of opportunities fur limited-English  speaking members of the affected  public  to provid
cotn~mcll~~ tluoughou~  dre ,NEF’A pmceu;

l Provision Of opportunitic~  for public  particiition  through means  0th~~ than written  comununicatiog__
such as personal intcrview~  or &c of audio  nr vi&o rccading devicct  to capnne  oraI  COIMIYOU;.

. Use of periodic ncwsktten nr summaria to provide updates on the NEPA JKOCCSS  to lwp the public
informed;

l Use of differeti meeting sizes ur formats. or v,tiation  on the type und number of media used.  so tha
conumunications  arc  tail&d  tn the particular community or population;

0 Circulation or creation Ol’  stm5alized  matefiab~  that reflect the con0Crn.S md  scnsiuvitks  Of pMiCUh
populations  such Y informauon  about  risks specify to subsistence consumers of fti.  vegetation. o. .
wildlife;

l USC of locations and  facllhties  thaw  arc  local. convcnrmt.  and accessible to the dImbled.  low-incoa
and Iminority  communitic5.  and Indian tribes; and

l Assistance to hearing-impaued  or sight-lmpincd  individual
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Comment
Number Response

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

F.3 .1 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. PHNSY is a
reasonable alternative in this EIS, and EPA should provide relevant commentsa
on all alternatives during the NEPA  process. EPA has been notified of its
responsibility. Please refer to Commanding Officer, Southwest Division, Naval
Facilities Engineering Command letter Ser 4PLR.BH/3140  dated March 26,1999.

F.3.2 The Navy concurs with this comment. A final sampling and analysis plan (SAP)
has been prepared and submitted to the resource agencies (in November, 1998).
Field sampling and analysis, following EPA/U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
guidelines (i.e., Green Book protocols), was conducted during January through
April, 1999. The results from sediment grain size, sediment quality, elutriate,
and bioassay testing will provide adequate information for evaluating the
suitability of the sediments for ocean disposal and potentials for impacts to
water quality and biological impacts at the disposal site.

F.3.3 The requested sediment quality and bioassay information, and associated figure,
have been included as an appendix to the SAP for sediment testing at Pier j/K.
This information has been added to Volume 3, section 3.4.

F.3.4 The ElS  has been revised to include evaluations of an in-bay Habitat
Enhancement site near NAB. Potential use of dredged material for creation of
~~=baw ch~llr\x.,-x.,~taw  h=h;t=t ~.a=+ M A R  h-c haam nr,al~~~tncl  ;n thn  ETC Rnach31Lau”“*-**aL~&  ALQVILQL  llGQ1  LYa7-K” 1143  “FFIL  GvaAuaLru UI UlG bW.

replekshment  of suitable material was considered but eliminated bEaG
creation of the NAB enhancement area results in vastly superior environmental
benefits, and is consistent with California Coastal Management Program goals.

F.3.5 Placement of dredged sediments within a confined disposal facility (i.e., wharf
backfill) was not evaluated because the existing information indicated that the
quality of the dredged sediments would be compatible with requirements for
ocean disposal.

F.3.6 A geophysical survey for ordnance has been conducted at Pier J/K and no
ordnance was identified. This effort included debris and magnetometer survey
with diver and a pile survey to identify location and size of possible debris. Also
included was a hydrographic survey of the mitigation site near Pier Bravo. Even
with the current available technology there can not be a 100 percent certainty of
identifying buried objects. A site specific safety management plan will be
developed to minimize risks if ordnance or other buried debris is discovered.
Final disposal would be in accordance with permit specifications and agency
requirements. Please see section 2.3.3.1 in the EIS for a discussion of the
proposed action.
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Number Response

Approximately 29,000 cy of dredged material from the mitigation site may be
used to fill approximately 1.5 acres behind the existing Pier J/K area. The
remaining 19,000 cy of dredged material would be disposed of at the LA-5
designated ocean disposal site, or used to enhance endangered bird habitat at
NASNI, and/or to create in-bay intertidal/subtidal habitat.

In response to comments to maximize the beneficial uses of dredged material
from the Homeporting proposed action, the Navy is proposing, as the preferred
option, to transport dredged material from Pier J/K and mitigation site to be
deposited just south of the Naval Amphibious Base for the creation of
intertidal/subtidal habitat. Creation of this enhancement habitat in Navy
protected waters is consistent with the Coastal Act and supports the “San Diego
Bay Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan.” This option wouldminimiz --= - --

e pubhc  health and safety risks that may resuit from debris contained in
the dredged footprint.

A site specific expiosive safety management pian wiii be developed in
accordance with D0D  Directive 6055.9, “DOD Ammunition and Expiosive
Safety Standards,” to minimize the risks if ordnance is discovered. Final
disposal would be in accordance with permit specifications and agency
requirements. Piease see section 2.3.3.1  in the EIS for a discussion of the
proposed action.

F.3.7 The quantities for the two reasonably foreseeable dredging projects have been
revised in section 3.18 as follows: Central Bay Dred&n& -1.96  million cubic
yards; and Bay Dredging, 15 million cubic yards.

F.3 .8 The Central Bay and Bay Dredging Projects are addressed in section 3.18. The
exact timing of these projects has not been determined, but it is unlikely  that
they would occur simultaneously with the proposed dredging for the proposed
action. The cumulative effect of the action and these reasonably foreseeable
projects would be affected by their separation in time. This discussion can be
found in section 3.18.3.

F.3 .9 Section 3.18 has been revised to include the cumulative effects of reasonably
foreseeable maintenance dredging associated with the BRAC CVN Homeporting
project. -- - - - -- l-.I---1ne cumulanve  effect is assessed. rcll- ---a--*:-1  - - - - z - t - - - - -  - - 1---  1 -I-- -one  porennal  malnrenance  areagmg
volumes that may be placed at the ocean disposal sites are unknown, in part, due
to the desire to use portions of the materiai  for beneficiai  reuse projects.

F.3.10 The comment addressing dredged material disposal operations for the BRAC
CVN Homeporting project is acknowledged. The Navy would ensure that
r;-;1  mw. ew.T\LlrmMP  .-lA mnc  w.n#-.*r  Chs.~..8-& -nm;*nr;mm  nwnTI;P;nT%P3A.u  UulA y’uuAcAA  w u u  ALUL  ACLLAA UUUU~AL AALuAuLuAuL~  yAuvAi3AuAw t h a t vwfl  be

included in the contract prepared for the dredging contractor.

F.3

-
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F.3.11 As indicated on page 3.15-3, lines 17-20, no additional (net) impact regarding
hazardous materials/waste would occur as a result of this alternative because
the number of aircraft carriers would not increase over the historical
complement of three. Sections 3.2.2.2, 3.2.2.3, and 3.2.2.4 of the Final EIS has
been changed to reflect this fact.

Since 1994, NAS North Island has implemented a successful Pollution
Prevention (P2) program for shore operations and will continue to do so in the
future. In kind, the Navy has an aggressive P2 Afloat program (CVNs  included)
administered by Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) Carderock with the
main objective of reducing hazardous material offload, handling, and disposal.
Together, these programs ensure P2 opportunities are explored, demonstrated,
and transitioned on a continuous basis throughout the facility, as well as, the
Fleet. Facility operations associated with the support of two additional CVNs
are in no way an exception to this reiterative process.

NAS North Island has been a major participant in the Navy’s I?2 equipment
nr-11 rnmnn  t nrfi-3- hxrr adonbjau “fllnannd*I-LUZUIZILC  yA”61UIAL  “J r 6 LALCSAkbA nrocessesr residbinu  i nb aA. the
substitution or reduction in the use of hazardous materials. Great strides have
been made in replacing solvent cleaning operations with aqueous technologies
throughout the facility reducing hazardous waste generation and air emissions
hv pbe~+~  1 NJ MM7  lhc nor  VPHrvv,vvv  *VU. yb*

&N,  ha;e
Rpront  P3 effnrtc  nhnad  c h i n  i n  nartirlrlar  2*.&b-l.. A  b -**v*w  UYVLUY “r-y,  LI.  yu* .1%-u*

led to an averag;hazardous  waste reduction of 75,000 lbs. per year to
shore facilities. In 1994, the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC)
established a centralized Hazardous Material Center at NAS North Island. Since
inception in 1992; the FISC  Hazardous Material Progralm;  servhg the Navy in
San Diego, has diverted over thirteen million pounds of hazardous material from
the waste stream by implementing the philosophy of source reduction,
substitution, and reutilization.

F.3.12 Your comment is acknowledged. Research conducted by the Navy has
determined that electric-powered hydraulic dredges and booster pumps are
available on the West Coast that could perform a portion of the dredging
activities proposed for the project. However, digging the footing for the rock
dike would have to be performed with the use of a clamshell bucket dredge.
Since there is no known electric clamshell dredge on the West Coast, use of
electricity to reduce emissions from this portion of the project dredging activities
would be infeasible. With the electric grid system readily available in proximity
to the proposed dredging and disposal sites, this power source will be offered to
prospective dredge contractors as a option to operating their dredging
equipment with diesel fuel. Since construction activities would not produce any
significant air quality impacts, no further measures are being considered to
mitigate combustive construction emissions.

3
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F.3.13 These Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance documents have been
utilized in developing the EIS analysis. Sections 3.2.1, 3.17, and 3.18 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 condition and the proposed action’s
contribution to generation and management of hazardous waste, pesticides, and
herbicides. ‘Ilhe EiS  discusses how these changes wodd affect ihe current
management of these materials.

The Navy continuously monitors its operations to find ways to minimizetheuse
AL  L,,,,,A,..”  -,c,,:,l,  ,,A  L-  ,.A..AA  &LA  e-wx-~s.~Gc;~  A  F1C.r)rlwArw.c  r*r~~Cd3cu1llaLalUuW  1lLaLClulW aAlU LU lruucc ULC EjCAICIclLIUIL UL AIQLQIUUW  VVca3~C:3. F o r

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
m3+ar;.alc  w.r;+tr  h3?r3w4n*,c  Tn3lnr;cblc Pln3co  nn+n  +hB+  i+  ic  hnralrcn  nf +ho TUax~v’cuuaLcIaa4.a  *vAuL  Awu4a~uuw  ua.abcAaa-. I aca3c  ALULL  ULUL  AL  w  ULLU-L  VI  UIL  A-U. Y”

compliance with its existing programs that the EIS conclusion is drawn that no
additional mitigation is necessary to address impacts associated with the
nrnnncd  artinny*  vyvuu.a  Ub UVI  L.

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 Regkter.  A
broad range of pollution prevention measures would be integrated in the project
through contracts for design, construction and base operations. Please also see
response to comment F.3.11 for additional discussion of the success of the
Pollution Prevention program at NASNI.

F.3.14 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.

Section 3.16.2 has been revised to state that the facilities associated with the
proposed action would be designed, constructed, and operated to meet the
requirements of 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.3
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Comment
Number Response

F.3.15 Executive Order 12902, Energy Efficiency and Water Conservation at Federal
Facilities, has been included in section 1.5.7 Public Health and Safety. Section
3.15.2 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.3.16 Section 3.15.2  has been revised to state that the Navy has implemented a strict
Hazardous Material Control and Management Program and a Hazardous Waste. m.Mmirnization  Program for all  of its facilities. Tne 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;
-------~-~  - - -  - - - - - ---~ - --I ----
processes  are&anged  tonnes  thatdunuremployhazardo-~  ZTl&SkikS;  i3.d care

is taken to avoid contaminating nonhazardous materials with hazardous
materials. Please see response to comment F.3.11 for a discussion of the success
of the Pollution Prevention program at NASNI.

F-3.27 G&inn  ? 15 7 h;rc  hppn  rpvicd  tn ctatp  that the  Navy rpql&es  fisat  its cop&a&~=Y-b.*-*-  Y.-Y.-  *.-w  -WI*. *w - -w- .Y YIIII  YII.  us- e v-.

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 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 Navy 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. 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
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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 (Chapter 12).

F.3.18 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS.

C9l?n
L-J.17

A-w--I-The  ‘hvTavy  has  ident&d  se”erd:  -ways  kl  -wk&h  to  eifi-ue  pmubfic  participation  to

low-income, minority populations in the San Diego area. Public hearing notices
.1.---  ,..Ll:,L.,A  :,  ,,.*,,,l  l-,.,1  -Aw..m-..---  :--l--A:--  IL-  T  I lx.----  /:-  C---l-L\
wr1r  yuulmAlt%l  ill  3tsvtTld11uLd11lt:wsycly~rs  ll1c1uull11;  UK  lad  1-rtxlsd  \Ul  qJcm.lsrl),

the San Diego Union Tribune, the San Diego Voice and Viewpoint, the Chula
Vista Star News, the Escondido North County Times, and the Coronado
Eagle/Journal & Imperial Beach Times. Two public hearings were held in two
lnc2finnc  frlnx*m+nx*m  C3n  nitbffn  anA  Cnrnn3An/\\  +n  3ee**rd  n*.hlir  finnw7nm;nmonI”L.u  CA”*  Lo \U”.“ILL”..AI  LICLLL L/AZ 6”  CULU  LuAuALauuj  LU  a33uc y UUUL LUI  IV CI  UC1  ICC.

All responses to public comments generated during the public comment period
provided in Spanish are translated into Spanish. Very detailed responses to the
comments have been provided in Spanish to ensure that the reader has sufficient
1lnAorctnnAino  nf  the  F T C  matorialc  uri+hnlr+  ncrcdinu  +n  rn~t-4  tha  TXC  itcalf-.Ub*Y.UI.UY* 6 “1  U.N.  YI”  **LuLbAAuw . . AUL”Ub ILLLULL& 6 L”  *L&au  U&L  blcl  1L3LU. nLe

Notice of Availability (NOA),  is translated in Spanish, and a toll-free telephone
number support hot line is available in Spanish as well (1-888-428-6440).  The
Navy considers that these efforts address the CEQ guidance memorandum on
compliance with EO, 12898,- ----

F.3.20 The discussion of the Clean Air Act in Appendix A has been revised to include
the information provided in this comment.

F.3.21 Section 1.5 and Appendix A have been revised to reference the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act. Section 3.15.1 has been revised to
indicate that the Navy requires that its contractors minimize the use of
pesticides, herbicides, or other materials regulated under the Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, and that this would apply to the proposed
action.

- --F.3.22 These Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance documents have been
considered in developing the EIS analysis. Sections 3.2.1,3.17.1,  and 3.18.1 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 this section 1.5.

F.3.23 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.

F.3
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-

These elevations are not uniform, such that 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. Section
2.4 has been revised to refer to average existing depths of proposed CVN
homeporting berthing and turning locations.

F.3.24 Section 2.3.3 explains the rationale for the alternatives presentation order. The
homeporting facilities needed to support CVNs and relocated AOEs for each
iocation  are discussed beginning with the action requiring the ieast amount of
improvements, through those with the most improvements. The Navy did
consider addressrng  each aiternative in sequentiai order, but it was considered to
be more confusing because of the extensive cross-referencing needed.

b

-

F.3



c UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National  Oceanic  and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Southwest Region
501 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200
Long Beach, California 908024213

NOV 9 1998 F/SW02 1 :RSH

I

-

e!d

Mr. John Coon
Southwest Division (Code OSALJC)
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
i220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, California 92 132-S 190

Dear Mr. Coon:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
Developing Home Port Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carriers in Support of the
U.S. Pacific Fleet. Our comments are confined to those alternatives that inciude  faciiities  at the
Naval Air Station North Island in San Diego. Additional comments f?om other eiements of the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration may be forthcoming, particular as they may
apply to alternatives with home port facilities at other locations.

Generally, we believe the DEIS addresses most issues of concern to our agency in an adequate
manner. However, the discussion relating to impacts from  the construction of a new 90 x 1,300
foot pier (page 3.5  1 S),  including necessary mitigation, is relatively superficial. AS Mr. Robert
Hoffinan  of my staff indicated at several pre-DE&  meetings, a determination will need to be
made regarding the impacts of this construction and adequate mitigation agreed to prior to the
issuance of the required Corps’ of Engineers permit. It would appear to be in the best interests of
+L Nm*nf +e aprnmnlich  thic  tack dImi-g fiis  stage  of  he project  planning in order to coordinateLllb  AIQI  ☺ l � Y�Y�*~*~*~Y1*  UIIY

all project mitigation requirements.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Ho&an at (562) 980-4043.

Sincerely,

William T. Hogarth,  Ph.D.
Regional Mministrator

cc:
USFWS - Carlsbad (Martin Kenney)
CDFG - San Diego (Marilyn Fluharty)

E4.1

@
Prmed  on Rec!cleJ  Paper

F.4
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National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

F.4 .1 Mitigation of impacts on marine resources is detailed in the responses to F.2.10.
In summary, mitigation at the Pier B site would be like-and-in-kind. The Navy
will also construct a habitat enhancement area at NAB, as part of dredged
material disposal plans. Eelgrass would be mitigated using credits from the
Navy’s Eelgrass Mitigation Bank, with the amount determined based on pre-
and post-construction surveys and consistent with established 1.2:1  ratios.

F-W
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To whom itt  may concern -2- September4,  1998

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

Your comments must be postmarked no later than October 12, 1998.

Tlhe San Diego Regional Board will also use the two public
hearings being conducted by the US Navy to-receive the public
comment. These two public hearings will be on (1) Tuesday,
September 29, 1998, at 7:00 pm, at Coronado High School -
Auditorium, 650 D Avenue, Coronado, California; and (2)
Wednesday, September 30, 1998, at 7:00 pm, at San Diego County
Administration Center, 1600 Pacific Highway, San Diego,
California

If you have any questions relating to this CEQA process, please
call me at (619) 467-2978.

Respectfully, ,

DAT T. QUACH
Associate Water Resource Control Engineer

DTQ

F i l e : G:\mydoc\word\homeceqa.doc

Cal’i/omia  Environmrental  P r o t e c t i o n  A g e n c y

-
u

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Sam  Diego Regioln

Inftlnd  Addnm.  lltI@~hvww  swcb  u  @wl-rrrqdJ9
Wll  Chimnon~  Mesa Bmkvud.  Suik  A,  Sm Dkgo,  Cdifomk  92124-1324

Phone  (6l9)467-29S2  l  F A X  ( 6 1 9 )  ‘571-6972

P e t e  W i l s o n
Gouma

Sepltember  4, 1998

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

On August 27, 1998 the San Diego Regional Board received a
Pubblic Notice from the US Nlavy  which indicates that the document
entitled "Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
Developing Home Port Facilities For Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft
Carriers in Support of the US Pacific Fleet in Coronado,
California; Bremeton and Everett, Washington; and Pearl Harbor,

. Hawaii" is avalilable  for public  review and comment at:

1) Coronatdo Pub1  ic Library, 640 Orange Avenue!, Coronado,
2) San Diego Library (Science & Industry Section), 820 E

Street, San Diego, and
3) Regional Water Quality Control Board Office, 9771

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, Suite A, San Diego.

In order to develop home port facilities for these three aircraft
carriers, the Navy must dredge and dispose of approximately
490,000 cubic yards of sediments from San Diego R;ly. Thp dredqc
and disposal of sediment will be regulated by w;rrrtf’  rl~!:r*Il.lrcyo
reguirements (WDR) adopted by the San Dicqo  Req~onll  W.1,  “7
Quality Control Board. The adoption of WDR  in ;1 (III ':(.I  r,!  ~~nnry
action because it requires the exercise of jrldclmcnt 01
deliberation of the Regional Board. Section 15357 of California
Water Quality Act (CEQA)  states that all1 discretion,3ry  projects
are subject to CEQA. Therefor the Regional Board is subject to
the requirements of CEQA when it adopts WDR for this dredging and
disposal project.

If no other state or local agency becomes lead agency before tlhe
adoption of WDR, the San Diego Regional Board will assume the
role of lead agency for this homeporting project. As lead
agency, the San Diego Regional Board will need to determine if
the environmental document satisfies all requirements of CEQA.
Consequently, please notify us as soon as possible if your agency
has responsibilities for supervising or approving 'the portion (of
homeporting project in San Diego Bay.

The San Diego IRegional  Board as lead acgency will use the EIS in
place of the EIR without recirculating the federal document for
public review lbecause Section 21083.5 Iof  CEQA allows the use of
environmental cdocuments  priepared  by felderal agencies when state
agencies carry out or apprlove  projects which are also subject to
NEIPA. Therefore you should review this Craft EIS for developing
home port facilities for three carriers as if it is a Draft E1IR
fa;r the project. If you have any comments please send them tal:

Calt~omia Ewimnmental  Protdon  Agency
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ST,  rc OF  CALYORWU - THE RCsoLlNcLa rGENc*
a-

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
46 I~REYONT  STREET. SUR 2044
aAN mANcIsco. CA  UloI-PW
volct AN0 loo (416)  sw4ma

November 3.1998

John Coon
Code 232.SD
Southwest Division (Code OSAL.JC)
Naval Facilities Engineering  Command
1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92132-5190

RE: Draft EIS, Developing Home Port Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class Nuclear
Aircrafi  Carriers, including at the Naval Air Statio,n  North Island (NASNI), Coronado1

v,
Dear Mr. Coon:

Thank you for tlhe opportunity to comment on the above-referenced EIS. Our comments
will be limited to the California aspects of the proposal. Our comments are organized
into overall/genleral  comments and page-specific comments, as follows:

A. General Comments

I.  Two areas of dredging are described, the primary one consisting of approximately
500.000 cu. yds. of dredging at thle  homeport  site on the north side of NASNI, and a
secondary area consisting of approximately 50,000 cu. yds. at the “mitigation” site on the
west side of NASNI. For the first of these, it is not;  clear to us what the Navy is
proposing to address the potentials  presence of ordnance in the material. In addition, foa
both dredging projects, the document does not fully address beach replenishment options.
These issues are discussed in furtlher detail in the “page-specific” comments below.

2. Procedurally,, as we know the INavy  is aware, and as the Navy submitted for the initial
homeporting of (a NIMITZ-Class carrier at NASNI (CD-95-95). a colnsistency  determination will
need to be submitted to the Califolmia Coastal Comunission  for homeporting of any NIMITZ-Class
Nuclear Aircraft Carriers at NASNI. This regulatory requirement arises under Section 307 of the
federal Coastal Zone Management Act’. The consistency determination should include a finding
as to whether the project is consistent to the maximlum  extent practicable with the California
Coastal Managelment Program and the necessary information to supptoort  that conclusion, including

’ 16  U.S.C. 1456,  with implementing regulations at I5  CFR  Part 930.

5.2.1

s . 2 . 2

Page Z
EIS Comments
Navy, NASNI

an analysis of the project’s consistency with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. (See CFK Section

t

s.2.;!
930.39 for a full listing of the information required for a complete consistency determination.)

3. When the Commission reviewed the original homeporting project (CD-95-95). the
Navy agreed to considler implementing a number of trafftc  mitigation measures to address
off-base traffic impacts (primarily within the City of Coronado. a popular coastal visitor
destination area). We would appreciate a status update on the Navy’s efforts to
impllement these measures, which inclulded:

(1) a parking lot  on base for vehicles currently parrking  on residential streets and
impacting coastal access, and alternative transportation for vehicles that will be associated with
the construction project;

(2) the relocation of the main entrance gate on 4t,h to 3rd and Alameda as rccommenlded in
the “UTP” and endorsed by the Navy;

(3) undergrounding of utilities on First Street to mitigate impacts on neighborhoods
caused by the excess clutter of traffic  and parking and colncems  regarding interference with ‘view
corridors and public health and safety;

(4) a parking lot  of significant c:apacity  at the Naval Recruit Depot. combined with Ferry
Service to North Island, coupled with measures to direct IUS~  of this service by Naval personnel
and (employees;

(5) Naval shuttle service from the Coaster (high speed rail servicin,g  S.D. County) friom
the Santa Fe Railroad station to NASNI during traditional work hours; and

(6) barging of equipment and supplies for the construction of the project from mainland
San Diego directly to North Island.

4. When the Commission reviewed the original homeporting project (CD-95-95). the Navy
agreed to submit a post-construction biological and water quality monitoring program. to insure
structural integrity and allow “early detection of bioaccurnulation in transplanted and resident
biota that may indicate a breach in the integrity of the facility.” The Navy also agreed that an
engilneering monitoring program would be prepared to evaluate the structural integrity of the rock
dike throughout its lifetime. When the Commission origilnally  considered this matter. the Navy
bad anticipated that the Regional Water Quality Control IBoard  (RWQCB) would require
fmalization of the plan within three months of its waste discharge permit issuance for the project,
whic:h  was expected (at that time) in the near future. For a number of reasons this deadline was
extended, and while the Navy has continued to agree to submit the final monitoring plan to the
Comtmission  for its review and concurrence (including a Ipublic  hearing), the plan has not yet been
finalized. We would appreciate a status update on the Navy’s efforts to submit and implement this
plan.

5.2.3

L2.4cL



P a g e  3 P a g e  4
E I S  C o m m e n t s Ells  C o m m e n t s
Navy, NASNI Navy, NASNI

5 .  T h e  N a v y  i s  w o r k i n g  w i t h  t h e  S a n  D i e g o  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  G o v e r n m e n t s  ( S A N D A G )  a n d
C o n g r e s s  t o  c o n t i n u e  t o  e x p l o r e  o p t i o n s  f o r  i m p l e m e n t i n g  b e a c h  r e p l e n i s h m e n t ,  t o  o f f s e t  t h e
losses  o f  sand that  occurred  because  the  originaLl  h o m e p o r t i n g  p r o j e c t  d r e d g i n g  c o n t a i n e d
o r d n a n c e  a n d  c o u l d  n o t  b e  p l a c e d  o n
We wou ld  apprec ia te  a  s ta tus  upda te
homeporting  P r o j e c t .

C o u n t y  b e a c h e s  ( a s  o r i g i n a l l y  c o m m i t t e d  t o  b y  t h e  N a v y ) .
o n  t h e  N a v y ’ s  e f f o n s  t o  o f f s e t  s a n d  l o s s e s  f r o m  t h e  o r i g i n a l

6. T h e  d i s c o v e r y  o f  m u n i t i o n s  i n  t h e  d r e d g i n g  f o r  t h e  o r i g i n a l  h o m e p o r t i n g  p r o j e c t  b e g s  t h e
b r o a d e r  q u e s t i o n  o f  w h a t  m e a s u r e s .  i f  a n y ,  t h e  INavy  in tends  to  under take  to  examine  the  overa l l
p r o b l e m  o f  r n u n i t i o n s  s t i l l  p r e s e n t  i n  b a y  sedimlents,  a n d  t h e  e x t e n t  o f  p u b l i c  h a z a r d  p o s s i b l y
r e m a i n i n g  i f  t h o s e  m a t e r i a l s  a r e  n o t  r e m o v e d .  A c c o r d i n g l y ,  w e  w o u l d  a p p r e c i a t e  b e i n g  appriseId
o f  a n y  e f f o r t s  t h e  N a v y  e x p e c t s  t o  u n d e n a k e  t o  d e t e r m i n e  h o w  e x t e n s i v e  t h e  m u n i t i o n s - i n - t h e - b b a y
p r o b l e m  r e m a i n s ,  n o t  j u s t  in  aueas t o  b e  d r e d g e d  b u t  o n  a  c o m p r e h e n s i v e
t o  e n a b l e  t h e  p u b l i c  t o  u n d e r s t a n d the nature of the threat that still exists.

E IS  Page  #

B .  P a g e - S p e c i f i c  C o m m e n t s

C o m m e n t

bas is  fo r  the  en t i re bay.

2-22 D i s p o s a l  o p t i o a s  l i s t e d  f o r  5 0 , 0 0 0  c u .  y d s .  o f  d r e d g i n g  t o  c o n s t r u c t  t h e
I/J “ m i t i g a t i o n ”  s i t e  o n  t h e  w e s t  s i d e  o f  N A S N I  t o  o f f s e t  b a y  fill  i n  t h e  P i e r  J/K  a rea  c lo  not
iu m e n t i o n  b e a c h  r e p l e n i s h m e n t .  T h e r e f o r e  i t  i s  u n c l e a r  w h e t h e r  t h i s  d i s p o s a l  o p t i o n  w i l l  b e

c o n s i d e r e d ,  i n  t h e  e v e n t  t h e  m a t e r i a l  i s  s u i t a b l e  f o r  b e a c h  r e p l e n i s h m e n t .

2-63 Where  applicaible  ( i . e . .  C a l i f o r n i a  a c t i v i t i e s ) ,  w e  w o u l d  a p p r e c i a t e  t h e

I5.2.6

S . 2 . 5

S . 2 . 7

1  S . 2 . 8
C o a s t a l  C o m m i s s i o n  b e i n g  a d d e d  t o  t h e  l i s t  o f  r e g u l a t o r y  a g e n c i e s  c o n t a i n e d  i n  t h e
I m p a c t / M i t i g a t i o n  C h a r t ,  w h i c h  i n c l u d e s  C O E , ,  C D F G ,  U S F W S . ,  N M F S ,  E P A ,  a n d
U S C G .

3.3-4 H i s t o r i c  “1R  S i t e  9”  is very clos,e  t o  t h e  p r o p o s e d  “ m i t i g a t i o n ”  a r e a
d iscussed  on p .  2 -22 ,  where  clredging  w i l l  r e s t o r e  t i d a l  a c t i o n  t o  w h a t  i s  n o w  u p l a n d .  T h e
EIS  does  nolt  a n a l y z e  w h e t h e r  t h i s  i n c r e a s e d  p r o x i m i t y  o f  t i d a l  a c t i o n  t o  t h e  “IR”  s i te
cou ld  inc rease  the  r i sk  o f  re lease  o f  con taminants  f rom IR  Si te  9 .

3.3-7 The  s ta tement  i s  made  tha t  the  lpresence  o f  o r d n a n c e  i s  u n k n o w n  “ b u t
w o u l d  b e  a d l d r e s s e d  b y  a  solbds  debr is  managelment  p l a n  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  C o r p s  o f
E n g i n e e r s  P e r m i t  N o .  94-208161  -DZ  i s s u e d  t o  t h e  N a v y  f o r  t h e  T u r n i n g  B a s i n  D r e d g i n g
(FY 97 MILCON Project P-549): P lease  p rov ide  a  copy  o f  tha t  cond i t ion  so  we  can
eva luate  i ts  adequacy  and untderstand  w h a t  i t  c o v e r s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  a s  w e  n o t e d  i n  o u r  first
c o m m e n t  a b o v e ,  t h e r e  i s  n o  i n d i c a t i o n  a s  t o  w h e t h e r  b e a c h  r e p l e n i s h m e n t  w i l l  b e
c o n s i d e r e d ,  i n  t h e  e v e n t  t h e  m a t e r i a l  i s  s u i t a b l e ,  f o r  t h e  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  5 0 0 , 0 0 0  c u b i c
y a r d s  o f  m a t e r i a l  t o  b e  d r e d g e d  t o  a c c o m m o d a t e  a d d i t i o n a l  CVN  aircraft  carr iers (at
NASNI.

S . 2 . 9

s.2.10

3.3-7 T h e  s t a t e m e n t  i s  m a d e  t h a t  “ L A - 2  .  .  .  o f f  O r a n g e  C o u n t y ”  h a s  b e e n
m o n i t o r e d .  D i d  t h e  E I S  m e a n  t o  s a y  L A - 3 ?  W e  g e n e r a l l y  c o n s i d e r  L A - 2  t o  b e  o f f  L . A .
Clo..  a n d  L A - 3  t o  b e  o f f  O r a n g e  C o u n t y . I n  a  s o m e w h a t  r e l a t e d  m a t t e r ,  i t  i s  o u r
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h a t  lthe  N a v y  w a s  r e q u i r e d  b y  t h e  C o r p s  t o  p e r f o r m  a d d i t i o n a l  m o n i t o r i n g
a t  L A - 5  ( o f f  S a n  Dliego)  because of  t l h e  l a r g e  q u a n t i t i e s  o f  m a t e r i a l  t h a t  w e r e  u l t i m a t e l y
deposited at that site from the initial lhomeporting dredging. The Navy has sent us a
“ B a s e l i n e  M o n i t o r i n g ”  r e p o r t  d a t e d  A u g u s t  2 8 ,  1 9 9 8 ,  f o r  L A - S ,  b u t  w e  h a v e  n o t  r e c e i v e d
a n y  p o s t - d i s p o s a l  m o n i t o r i n g  r e s u l t s .  I f  a n y  s u c h  r e s u l t s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  w e  w o u l d
a p p r e c i a t e  a  s u m m a r y  o f  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n . I f  t h e y  a r e  n o t ,  a  t i m e t a b l e  s h o w i n g  w h e n  t h e y
a r e  a n t i c i p a t e d  w o u l d  b e  u s e f u l .

3 4-1 T h e  “ G r a i n  S i z e ”  d i s c u s s i o n  i n d i c a t e s  htigh  percentages  o f  sand  conten t .
H lowever .  as  s ta ted  above  in  severa l  comments ,  there  i s  no  d iscuss ion  o f  whether  beach
r e p l e n i s h m e n t  w i l l  b e  constdered,  i n  t h e  e v e n t  t h e  m a t e r i a l  i s  s u i t a b l e ,  f o r  t h e
a lpprox imate ly  500 ,000  cub ic  ya rds  o f  ma te r i a l  to  be  d redged  to  p rov ide  the  add i t iona l
d e p t h s  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  c a r r i e r s  a t  N A S N I .  T o  r e i t e r a t e  t h e  p o i n t ,  a s  t h e
C o m m i s s i o n  n o t e d  i n  r e v i e w i n g  t h e  o r i g i n a l  h o m e p o r t i n g  p r o j e c t  ( C D - 9 5 - 9 5 ) .  t h e  C o a s t a l
Ac t  (Sec t ion  30233 (b ) )  requ i res  beach  rep len ishment  where  mater ia ls  are  su i tab le .

3 .4-6 The  E IS  s ta tes : “ . . .a geophysical survey would be conducted to locate
a n y  b u r i e d  o r d n a n c e  o r  o t h e r  u n d o c u m e n t e d  f e a t u r e s . * ’  F o r  t h e  o r i g i n a l  h o m e p o r t i n g
pro jec t ,  a  pre -dredge  geophys ica l  survey  revea led  no  ordnance ,  whereas  the  mater ia l
d r e d g e d  t u r n e d  o u t  t o  b e  r e p l e t e  w i t h  o r d n a n c e .  W h a t  m e a s u r e s  w i l l  t h e  N a v y  u n d e n a k e
to  prov ide  a  more  re f ined  pre -dredge  survey . 3 I n  a d d i t i o n ,  w e  n o t e  t h a t  t h e  E I S  i n d i c a t e s

this  is  a  $185 millilon  p r o j e c t .  W h e n ,  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n  r e q u e s t e d  m i t i g a t i o n  o f  s a n d  l o s s e s
f o r  t h e  i n i t i a l  h o m e p o r t i n g  p r o j e c t ,  otne  o f  the  cons t ra in ts  accord ing  to  t lhe  Navy  was
i n s u f f i c i e n t  b u d g e t i n g  b y  t h e  N a v y  t1o  e n a b l e  i t  t o  screlen  the  sand  or  p ropose  a l te rna t ive
f o r m s  o f  b e a c h  r e p l e n i s h m e n t . We  recommend tha t  the  Navy  ask  fo r  sufftcient  f u n d s  t o
m i t i g a t e  a l l  r e a s o n a b l y  f o r e s e e a b l e  p r o j e c t  i m p a c t s ,  i n c l u d i n g  f u n d s  t o  s c r e e n  t h e  s a n d  o r
propose  a l te rna t ive  fo rms  o f  beach  rep len ishment .  in  the  even t  the  500 ,000  cu .  yds.  are
s u i t a b l e  ( b a s e d  o n  g r a i n  s i z e  a n a l y s i s )  b u t  c o n s t r a i n e d  f r o m  b e a c h  u s e  bly  the presence ot
oirdnance  i n  t h e  m a t e r i a l .

3 .7-3 in  d iscuss ing  the  federa l  cons is tency  plrocedures.  t h e  d o c u m e n t  i s
genera l l y  accura te  bu t  i t  omi ts  tha t  aL  c o n s i s t e n c y  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  w o u l d  n e e d  t o  b e
s u b m i t t e d  t o  t h e  C o a s t a l  Commissioln  f o r  i t s  r e v i e w .  A s  m e n t i o n e d  i n  o u r  g e n e r a l
c o m m e n t s  o n  p a g e :  I,  we  recommerrd  t h a t  t h i s  b e  a d d e d  t o  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n .  A l s o .  w i t h i n
tlhe  same discussbn,  I6  U S C  S e c t i o n  1456(c)  (2)  w h i c h  i s  q u o t e d ,  t a l k s  a b o u t  f e d e r a l
d l e v e l o p m e n t  p r o j e c t s  w i t h i n  t h e  c o a s t a l  z o n e .  T o  b e  c o m p l e t e ,  w e  recolmmend  also
n o t i n g  t h a t ,  a s  p r o v i d e d  i n  I6 U S C  !Section  1456(c)(  I  ),  any  federa l  ac t iv i ty  wh ich  u&Vs
the  coas ta l  zone  is  a lso  sub jec t  to  these  requ i rements . A l s o ,  t h e  w o r d  “ d i r e c t ”  s h o u l d  b e
d e l e t e d  o n  l i n e  2 8 ,  a s  t h e  C Z M A  w a s  a m e n d e d  i n  19910  to  e l im ina te  the  “d i rec t  e f fec ts”
test.

s .2 .11

s.2 .12

S.2 .13

S.2 .14



P a g e  5
EIS Comments
Navy, NASNI

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. If you have any questions about the
need for or the preparation of a consistency determination. please contact Jim Raives, federal
consistency coordinator for the Commission staff, all (415) 904-5292. If you have any questions
about these comments, please feel free to call me at (4 IS) 904-5289.

Sincerely,

MARK DELAPLAINE
Federal Consistency Supervtsor

cc: San Diego Area Office  (Shlerilyn  Sarb)
EPA (David Tomsovic)
SANDACi  (Steve Sachs)
OCRM (David Kaiser)
Army Corps, San Diego Field Office (David Zoutendyk)
RWQCB. San Diego Region
Environmental Health Coalition (Laura Hunter)
CCC, JimI Raives

I s.215
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Comment
Number Response

California Cdastal Commission

s.2.1 A geophysical survey for ordnance has been conducted at Pier J/K. This effort
included debris and magnetometer survey with diver and a pile survey to
identify location and size of possible debris. Also included was a hydrographic
survey of the mitigation site near Pier Bravo. Even with the current available
technology there can not be a 100 percent certainty of identifying buried
ordnance. Among the items found with magnetometers were sheet metal, scrap
metal, possible anchor, steel rod, steel frame, and an unknown structure. Visual
inspection observed wire cable, timber piles, steel plate, steel pipe, scrap steel,
fishing net, rubber hose, a ring gear, steel bolts, rubber tire, and aluminum
ladder. A site specific safety management plan will be developed to minimize
risks if ordnance or other debris is discovered. A maximum 12-inch  debris grate
and ongoing inspections of dredge spoils will be required as part of the
Contractor Quality Control (CQC) Program during dredge operations. Final
disposals would -be  in accordance with permit specifications and agency
requirements.

In response to comments to maximize the beneficial uses of dredged material
L-nm thn  proposed  ac~~oph,  e&e  Navy & proposing,  2s  e-e nrpfm-rd ~pblep~,  f~AA”lll  U&L r*=-----
transport dredged material from Pier J/K and mitigation site to be deposited just
south of the Naval Amphibious Base for the creation of intertidal/subtidal
habitat. Creation of this enhancement habitat in Navy protected waters has been
presented to representatives of the California Coastal Commission, is consistent
with the Coastal Act and supports the “San Diego Bay Integrated Natural
R~snurcec Managem-enf  Plan,”---L----i-  -.---- Beach renlenishment  of suitable material was- ---- --r  -----
considered but eliminated because creation of the NAB enhancement area results
in vastly superior environmental benefits, and is consistent with California
Coastal Management Program goals.

s.2.2 The Navy is providing a Coastal Consistency Determination (CCD) to the
m 1*r- - -  m---a-1  m-.-----z--:--  :-I-i-i  1--rl--  AL---  LL- -11,LLL--Lz--  ,L IL, rrT@Lauxorrua  LoasIa ~omxus sion maepenaenuy rrom me a=mDunun  WI  me rcw.
The CCD may be presented prior to the FEIS distribution, but no later than prior
to issuance of the Record of Decision (ROD).

s 2 3.  . hTr\  -;k’*~e;r\n  TvhCL%Pl.%=dC  *.,nr*  nnn APA 3~  n~~rt  nF thn  RRAC fT7N nrninr+  DC tinIYU  AAULA~jQLAUAI uu=a3uc3  vvc~c  ALCCUGU  a 3 yaAL  VA ULF;  YI-L  L v IW ~AVJLL~  UJ *kv

significant traffic impacts were identified. However, quoting directly from the
Record of Decision, “The City of Coronado expressed support for homeporting
the CVN addressed in this project, however the City is concerned about the
lLTtnao+  nn CnrnnaAn  n4 311  r\T~vrr  nrninrtc  in the  arc)2

Y a&L  VA&  LVIUAI~UV  VA au *wavy  ~AVJLLLO  YI  ULL  UI~U. nLe  C+r  renr~~ctc  the  N a v v
YUbLILU  uLb  Awuv

agree to take action on several measures the City belie&  would ease th:
impacts of Navy-related projects in the area. The Navy has met with City
representatives and has found significant areas of cooperation and agreement,
kkc!ud&Lm  thn Cnllnurinm  cncwifir  aptinnc- Iamnna  nthor  thincrc 1 the  r\Tav~~  k6 ULL  I”LI”.VLIL6  c7yLLAAIL  ULLIVIY.  . . . LUIALVAL~  “&ALLA  UlU.p.yJ,J  . . . CI.L  A.,.,

willing to seek funding for a new entrance to NAS North Island, at the end of
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Third Street in Coronado, in conjunction with construction of a new commissary
planned in 1997.”

Relocation of the Third Street gate is a multi-faceted effort that required first the
relocation of the NASNI commissary and Navy exchange. Once construction of- -
the new commissary and exchange construction were completed, the old
commissary and exchange could be razed, and the Third Street gate could be
moved. Until funding was secured to relocate the commissary and exchange,
only limited activity associated with the Third Street gate relocation could occur.
Funding for relocation of the NASNI commissary and Navy exchange is now
available and design for the new commissary/exchange is nearly completed,* _^^^with construction scheduied  to begin in summer or fali of 1999.  Steps have been
taken to initiate the Third Street gate relocation as an official navy project.
Parametric costs have been collected and preliminary design considerations have
been formulated. The Navy is committed to continue to seek these funds.
Therefore, pianning associated with the project continues, but will be subject to
congressional approval as a Navy budget item. In any event, relocation of the
gate could not have proceeded until preliminary activities of commissary and
exchange construction had been completed.

A discussion of the traffic and parking improvements that have been
implemented by the Navy subsequent to the completion of the BRAC CVN EIS
are as follows: (1) A parking lot has been constructed immediately outside the
rrcl&n -& +ho  n-A  r\$  C;rc+  CCT~~+  +h-+ pan ho  qqcoA  hxr  no-nnnol urhr\  Jr\  nn+ havpprc CAL  ULF FA1U  “A 1113L  JUFFL  UIaL  LUAL  “L -La  “, ybAY”IU.ba  ..A.”  U” AIVC  *Lu.b
security passes for their vehicles. Without this lot, these vehicles would
otherwise be parked on the City streets. (2) A carpool/vanpool  program is in
place to encourage construction workers and military personnel to ride-share.
f'Z\ 1 TGli+i;crc  nn Circt et-root havm hcJon nlarPA  qqnArlprcn=nlqnA\dc/  “LAAICALIJ  “IL I -0% “&AL-b A.U.b “Lb*. ym,ALbu UI.UbA&1VCY.U. (4) A parking lot has

been constructed at the Naval Recruit Depot that is intended for use by ferry
riders. (5) The Navy has an information/education program in place to inform
personnel about trip reduction programs. (6) Equipment and supplies were
barged between San Diego and NA_SNI  during construction projects, including-------~
rocks for the dike and dredged sediments.

S.2.4 The Post Dredge Monitoring Plan presents the long term monitoring plan for
dredge sediments utilized as fill and in-situ Installation Restoration (IR) Site 1
Harbor Sediments for Out falls 9 through 15 located adjacent to NAS North
Island at the CVN Turning Basin. This “Near shore Confined Disposal Facility
Post Dredge Monitoring Plan” was finalized February 1999 and responds to
requirements described in the California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Order 95-118 as clarified in the August 20, 1996 “Supplement to Pre-Dredge
Monitoring Report” and to the conditions in the US Army Corps of Engineers
permit 9420861-DZ.

s.2
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Construction of this project began in September 1996, and was completed in
August 1998. The first of a series of post-dredging/monitoring events has been
completed. Monitoring of the CDF is being performed in conjunction with a
CERCLA Remedial Investigation at IR Site 1 out falls No. 9 through 15.

S.2 .5 The monies requested from Congress for the sand replenishment will  be
available to SANDAG once a cooperative agreement is obtained between
SANDAG and the Navy. This agreement has recently been signed.

S.2 .6 The Navy is developing a public outreach program to provide information
regarding the extent and nature of ordnance that may exist within the bay. The. -,,,,,LmLz-rr.T  -A-.-A - Tm-..--r  1 aaa
fiirstsenes Ofy1r3wluu1w  ULCLuICb xi-l Jallualy  1777.

A 1 E--;m..CcB  ~roc.fi~C~C;r\~A AJ-AALIILULC  ~AF3C1LulLAulI

was given to each of the San Diego Bay Area Restoration Advisory Boards
/DAR..\ A..,',,  &I..,.Tm-..~..wr  . ..ml\c.G-rrr. ;..fil..A;mrr &a hT.axr~l Cbk’nm C-rr lXnrrr\  R AR
\Al%USJ  UlUl..ll~  UK JalLualy uKcu.kLp, l.Lk~uuu.15 UIF rvaval dLauulL LICUL urrgu A-Y

(l/27/99), the North Island/Naval Amphibious Base RAB (l/13/99)  and the
Naval Training Center RAB (l/26/99).  Two handouts were provided during the
RAB meeting presentations: a fact-sheet explaining the purpose and goals of the
nrAn~n~o  nccoccmont  and  a cmall  fr\ntm  cnlirifino  nlrhlir  innlIt  nn nar+ipq  th;rt“AtA.ALUIILb  uvvruvrrLbr&b,  aaA.u  u  “ULUAA  *VI-*.  YVYb*.Yyy  y--Y-  “‘y”‘  v*.  r-‘“”  u--w

should be involved.

Interviews have been conducted in January and February 1999 with individuals
associated with historic ordnance handling. Navy employees at bases, ships,
and major commands were interviewed to identify any written records dealing
with ordnance disposal. Command histories were reviewed and historic
shipping logs were researched. Secondary goals of the interviews included
gaining a firm understanding of munitions handling in the past, changes in
munitions handling procedures, and current munitions handling practices.-

Additional interviews with Navy associations and retirement groups will be
held. The goal of this effort is to find and document any personal accounts of
munitions loss. Also being interviewed are diving groups that may have
encountered munitions during recreational dives in San Diego Bay.

S.2 .7 In response to comments to maxirnize the beneficial uses of dredged material
from the Homeporting project, the Navy is proposing, as the preferred option, to
transport dredged material from Pier J/K and channel dredging to be deposited
just south of the Naval Amphibious Base for the creation of intertidal/subtidal
habitat. Creation of this enhancement habitat in Navy protected waters has been
presented to representatives of the California Coastal Commission, is consistent
with the Coastai Act, and supports the “San Diego Bay Integrated Naturai
Resources Management Plan.” Beach replenishment of suitable material was
considered but eliminated because creation of the NAB enhancement area results
in vastly superior environmental benefits, and is consistent with California
Coastal Management Program goals.
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S.2.8 As described in the EIS, the agencies listed in Table ES-3 are those responsible
for monitoring the implementation of each measure. The California Coastal
Commission would not have monitoring responsibility for these improvements.
The role of the Coastal Commission is further discussed in sections 3.7.1.2 and
3.7.1.3.

S.2.9 Recent sampling within the area of the proposed mitigation site confirmed that
upland soils that would be dredged to construct the mitigation site are not
significantly contaminated. A draft report containing these results has been
prepared and is presently being reviewed by the Navy (the final version of the
report has not been released). A tabular listing of soil chemistry data has been
added to x7-1,,-,

vuu.une  3 ,  SeCii0t-i  3 . 4 .
-----.  --.Inuire  to  tie  absence  Of  gLT  :=-cmI:  sou

contaminants, creation of a mitigation site will not increase the risk of
m-x-Cm-;-me&  ~~l*~~.-w  cn  bLA  l.h-*v A .-JA:G-,,l  DPD  A
~UlLUlll~IalIL  lClCcl3C3  LU  UK  uay. ~uuuu~  LQI  AL-  iMXiij;S~S  O f  S2di.i3~IitS

offshore from IR Site l/Outfall 8 are being conducted as part of the sediment
testing of the Pier J/K sediments. Results from these analyses are expected to be
available in June 1999. See also response to comment F.2.6.

s.2.10

P-*43.L.  11

The Navy will provide copy of “Solids Debris Management Plan” consistent
with COE Permit no. 9420861-DZ  for Turning Basin Dredging P-549. For
further detail, please see response to comment S.2.1.

Tine Draft EIS intended to say LA-3 has been monitored. ?“he  Finai  EiS  wiii be
corrected to indicate as such.

s.2.12

The “LA-5 Ocean Disposal Site Final Survey” required per ACOE Permit #94-
3ftQLl  ,n7 t.rmc- rr-.rmr~IIA  4- 4~~  rem, -c C-L---- ‘19 n-&-L
LUUUA  UL  w  a 3  fur  wa~ucu  LU  UIC  ~u1y3  VI  cipp~eels  ~3  ucruuCXi nno a - - - -

1 7 7 0 . A  wpy  o f

this survey will be provided.
Please see the response to comment S.2.1 for a discussion of beneficial reuse of
dredged material.

S.2.13 A geophysical survey  for oidnance  ha been  conducted  at  Piei J/K; mk Pf~~it

included debris and magnetometer survey with diver and a pile survey to
identify location and size of possible debris. Also included was a hydrographic
survey of the mitigation site near Pier Bravo. Even with the current available
technology there can not be a 100 percent certainty of identifying buried objects.
hong  the items found with  magnetometers were sheet metal, scrap metal,
possible anchor, steel rod, steel frame, and an unknown structure. Visual
inspection observed wire cable, timber piles, steel plate, steel pipe, scrap steel,
fishing net, rubber hose, a ring gear, steel bolts, rubber tire, and aluminum
ladder.

A site specific safety management plan will be required in the dredging contract
to minimize the risks if ordnance or other debris is discovered. A 12-inch  debris
grate and ongoing inspections of dredged spoils will be required as in the

s.2
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previous homeport  project as part of the Contractor Quality Control (CQC)
Program during dredge operations.

For further detail, please see the response to comment S.2.1.

S.2.14 The Navy concurs that (1) any federal activity that aficts  the coastal zone is
subject to the requirements of the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA); (2)
preparation of a Coastal Consistency Determination (CCD) is required when a
federal project could have an efict  on the coastal zone; and (3) the CCD
prepared by the U.S. Navy for proposed CVN homeporting actions at NASNI
would be submitted to the California Coastal Commission for review. Section 3.7.1.3
has been revised to incorporate this response.

S.2.15 The Navy will contact the federal consistency coordinator of the California
Coastal Commission staff regarding preparation of a Coastai Consistency
Determination.

i
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N o v e m b e r  9,1998

M r .  J o h n  C o o n
S o u t h w e s t  D i v i s i o n  ( C o d e  OSAL.JC)
N a v a l  F a c i l i t i e s  E n g i n e e r i n g  C o m m a n d
I220  P a c i f i c :  H i g h w a y
S a n  D i e g o ,  ~CaliRornia  92 132-S 190

D e a r  M r .  C o o n :

T h e  C a l i f o r n i a  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  F i s h  a n d  (Game  (DFG)  has  rev iewed the  Draft
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t  ( D E I S )  f o r  D e v e l o p i n g  H o m e  P o r t  F a c i l i t i e s  f o r  T h r e e

ul
t,

N I M I T Z - C l a s s  Aircrti  C a r r i e r s  i n  S u p p o r t  o f  t h e  U . S .  P a c i f i c  Flleet.  T h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  t h e  N a v y
proposes  to  const ruc t  and  opera te  facilities  n e c e s s a r y  t o  s u p p o r t  t h e  h o m e p o r t i n g  o f  t h r e e
NIMITZ-clr~s  nuc lear -powered  a i rc ra f t  ca r r ie rs  (CVN’s )  in  the  PaciIic  Fleet  at  fouw  f a c i l i t y
c o n c e n t r a t i o n s ;  C o r o n a d o ,  C a l i i o m i a ,  Bremertcon  a n d  E v e r e t t ,  W a s h i n g t o n ,  a n d  Pearl  Harbor ,
H a w a i i  N A S N I  c u r r e n t l y  h o m e p o t t s  o n e  C V N ’ ,  t h e  U . S . S .  Stermis,  as a r e s u l t  o f  t lhe  1993 Base
R e a l i g n m e n t  a n d  C l o s u r e  ( B R A C )  d i r e c t i v e .  T h e  N a v y  h a s  p r o p o s e d  s i x  a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  t h i s
p r o j e c t .  Twlo  c o n v e n t i o n a l l y  p o w e r e d  aircmfl  ctiers  (CV’s),  current ly  homeported  a t  Nava l  Aiu
S t a t i o n  N o r t h  I s l a n d  ( N A S N I ! ) ,  N a v a l  C o m p l e x ,  C o r o n a d o ,  S a n  D i e g o ,  C a l i i o m i a ,  w o u l d  b e
r e p l a c e d  b y  t w o  C V N ’ s  i n  e a c h  o f  t h e  s i x  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  W i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  w o u l d  o c c u r
a t  N A S N I ;  A l t e r n a t i v e s  I ,  2 ,  a n d  3  w o u l d  a d d  t w o  C V N ’ s ,  A l t e r n a t i v e s  4  and 6  would add one
C V N ,  a n d  AItemative  5 woulld  n o t  a d d  a n y  CVN’s  b u t  w o u l d  stilll  r e m o v e  t w o  CV’s.  The  Navy
current ly  pre fers  A l ternat ive  12.

A l te rna t ives  1.2.3.  a n d  4 ,  w o u l d  r e q u i r e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  a  C V N  w h a r f ,  w h i c h  w o u l d
involve dredging and filling of 1.2 to 2.5 acres, and the relocation of a ferry/flag landing. in
a d d i t i o n ,  A l t e r n a t i v e s  1,  2 ,  a n d  3 ,  w o u l d  r e q u i r e  t h e  m o d i i c a t i o n r  o f  a n  e x i s t i n g  b e r t h  c u r r e n t l y
used as a transient berth. Alttmative  5, which proposes no additional CVN’s, and Alternative 6,,
w h i c h  p r o p o s e s  t o  b e r t h  o n e  < a d d i t i o n a l  C V N  ut  t h e  c u r r e n t l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  t r a n s i e n t  b e r t h ,  w o u l d
n o t  i n v o l v e  a n y  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o r  d r e d g i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  a t  N A S N I .

The  DE IS  s ta tes  tha t  approx imate ly  1.2!  t o  2 . 5  a c r e s  b e h i n d  t h e  e x i s t i n g  P i e r  J / K  a r e a  w i l l
be filled ancl  a corresponding size mitigation site will be constructed adjacent to Pier B (on
N A S N I )  t o  c o m p e n s a t e  f o r  t h e  l o s s  o f  s h a l l o w  w a t e r  h a b i t a t .  T h e  final  EIS s h o u l d  p r o v i d e  a n
e x a c t  a c r e a g e  o f  b o t h  t h e  a r e a  t o  b e  f i l l e d  a n d  t h e  m i t i g a t i o n  s i t e .  T h e  N a v y  p l a n s  t o  assess a n d
m i t i g a t e  a n y  i m p a c t s  t o  e x i s t i n g  eelgrass  (Z&e!ru  murim)  h a b i t a t  b y  c o n d u c t i n g  p r e -  a n d  p o s t -
c o n s t r u c t i o n  eelgrass  surveys  a t  the  p roposed  CVN whar f  a rea .  An  eelgrass  s u r v e y  w i l l  a l s o  b e

c o n d u c t e d  a t  t h e  p r o p o s e d  m i t i g a t i o n  s i t e  p r i o r  t o  s i t e  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  T h e  f i n a l  E I S  s h o u l d  a l s o
c lear ly  s ta te  tha t  impacts  to  eelgrass  h a b i t a t ,  from  f i l l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s ,  a n d

M r .  J o h n  C o o n
November  9 ,  1998
P a g e  2

shading by new structures, will be mitigated by planting eelgrass  at the mitigation site at a ratio of S . 3 . 1
.  .  .1 . 2 :  1  ( i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  t h e  - - C a l i f o r n i a -I . ). t

The  DFG be l ieves  tha t  the  Navy  has  adequate ly  addressed  the  ma jor i ty  o f  mar ine  resource ~~3.2
i s s u e s  o f  c o n c e r n  t o  t h e  D F G  w i t h  o n e  p o s s i b l e  e x c e p t i o n . We are  concerned  tha t  the
hiomeporting  o f  m u l t i p l e  C V N ’ s  a t  N A S M  m a y  i n c r e a s e  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  i n v a s i v e ,  non-inldigenous
m a r i n e  o r g a n i s m s ,  f o u n d  i n  b a l l a s t  w a t e r  a n d  a s s o c i a t e d  s e d i m e n t s ,  t o  b e  i n t r o d u c e d  i n t o  !San
D i e g o  B a y .  I n c r e a s e d  v e s s e l  a c t i v i t y  m a y  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  t r a n s p o r t  o f  i n v a s i v e  n o n - i n d i g e n o u s
s#pecies  i n t o  w a t e r s  o f  t h e  s t a t e .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  d r e d g i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  homeportilng
r e m o v e s  n a t i v e  o r g a n i s m s  t h e r e b y  r e d u c i n g  c o m p e t i t i o n  f o r  t h e  i n v a s i v e  s p e c i e s .  T h e  D F G
r e c o m m e n d s  t h a t  t h e  N a v y  d e v e l o p  a p lan  to  address  these  issues.

As  a lways ,  DFG personne l  a re  ava i l ab le  to  d iscuss  our  comments  and  concerns  in  g rea te r
c l e t a i l .  T o  a r r a n g e  f o r  a  d i s c u s s i o n ,  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  M s .  M a r i l y n  F l u h a r t y ,  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Slpecialist,
C a l i f o r n i a  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  F i s h  a n d  Giarne,  4 9 4 9  V i e w r i d g e  A v e n u e ,  S a n  D i e g o ,  C A  9 2  1231,
te lephone (6  19)  467-423 1 .

Sincerely ,

D o n a l d  L .  L o l l o c k , ,  C h i e f
S c i e n t i f i c  D i v i s i o n
O f f i c e  o f  S p i l l  P r e v e n t i o n  a n d  R e s p o n s e

CL: M s .  M a r i l y n  F l u h a r t y
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  F i s h  a n d  G a m e
4949 Viewridge Ave
S a n  D i e g o , ,  C a l i f o r n i a  9 2 1 2 3

s . 3 . 1
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California Department of Fish and Game

s.3.1 Mitigation for marine resources from the projects are as detailed in responses to
comments F.2.10  and F.2.11 and in revised text in Volume 1, section 3.5. In
summary, the amount of habitat that would be impacted for the project would
be 1.5 acres, comprised of about 0.8 acres of intertidal and 0.7 acres of subtidal
habitat. Mitigation at the Pier B mitigation site would be based on selection of
one of two options  for site design, intertidal or intertidal sub tidal, to be
determined by-the agencies during-permitting. The Navy will also construct a
habitat enhancement area at NAB, as part of dredged material disposal plans.
Eelgrass would be mitigated using credits from the Navy’s Eelgrass  Mitigation
Bank, with the amount determined based on pre- and post-construction surveys
and consistent with the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy.

S.3 .2 The total number of aircraft carriers in San Diego would not increase, as
summarized in Chapter 2 of the EIS. Therefore, there would not be a potential
increase of non-indigenous organisms from ballast water discharges by Navy
vessels.

-
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D A T E

T O :

MEMORANDUM
September 22, 1998

Ed Kleem2 Senior Planner

F R O M : Gail B d

SUBJECT: @IComments on D IS for Nuclear Homeporting
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --__,-----------I---_
DEIS  Failure To  Consider Cumulative Imnacts  In Tnnswrtrtion  Corridor

The DEIS Section 3.18 NASNI  Cum&five  Impacu  Figure 3.18-l Cumulative Prlojects  ir
San Diego does not identify any past, present or foreseeable fbture project in or related to the
transportation corridor serving the project area. In fkt, there appears to be a deliberate attempt
to avoid identitying such projects. Great care has been taken to idemify  projects as far away ar
Old Town and North Bay, yet large projects in and around the transportation corridor serving the
project area have been excluded from cumulative analysis. Failure to consider the cumulative
impacts of projects on the transportation corridor serving the project area constitutes a serious
flaw in this document.

Examples
(These lists are not inclusive, ‘but serve OI y&amples. Also see Map Attachment A)

Projects Included In Cumulative Analysis Projects Not Included In Cumlulativc
But Irrdwrnt  to Project Area Anal@  But Rdwmt  to Project Area
Kona Kai  Development, Shelter island A~aia  hgO-cOrOMdO  Bridge Seismic Retrofit

Financial Plan
Ritz-Carlton Hotel, Harbor Island Borietta Bay Master  Plan
North Bay Redevelopment Study Area Ctid Del Coronado Master Plan
North Embarcadero Master Plan Dmvention  Center E!xpansion
Navy Projects E~tlval Amphibious Base - cumulative projects

SPAWAR P-1951  Special  Wufur  Command Heodquulcn  IFacility
USS Coronado Pma~opcmiollal  storage  wardouse

e tc . P- 198  Small  Craft Wardm~toragc  Facility
P-2211 Wwrfrcmt  Opmtitm  Facitiy
P-211 spa5dopcdonsFo~Pia
P- 19 I 8eat  Tam One and ‘Three  Operationat  Facility
P-1441  m orQu#:  Diqosat  Mobile  UniI  Three
waIarbaat~
P-142!  Ar@ibkm  Ct)asUuUjon bltdh he
Admininntive  Facility

Proiectcd  Traflic  Exceeds LOS,. ADT and Perk; P&gd Trb !5&&& for Allgmrtivq
One.  Two. and Three (i.e.  three Ihomtwtied  CWQ)

Level of service (LOS) standards for State Route 73  and State Route 282 serving the
project area are set forth in the Congestion Management Plan Chapter of the Regional
Transportation Plan and the City’s Circulation Element of the General IPlan. The operational goal
of SR75 and 282! is an LOS no wabrse  than D. Cmrently, SR75 and 282 operate at LOS E and F
during peak perkxls. See data chart Attachment lB.  The existing condition is one with two
aircraft carriers homeported. Alternatives One, Two and Three propose a third horneported
aircraft carrier, with a complement of over 3,000 personnel and additional service vehicle trips.
These trips added to the existing condition, would substantially exceed the legally established
thresholds of significance of 200 peak-hour vehicle! trips or 2,400 average daily trips and would
exacerbate congestion on roadways which already opmtte  at LOS E and F during peak periods.

L..2.1

14.2.2

Fiire  3.18-l. Cumulative P~O]CCU  in Sill Bk80  Ar~r

3.1&2



SR75  & SR282

Darnell or ASSOCIATES, INC. m - usruom touII1l( 4x TRAFFIC PROFILE
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L.2 .1 The list of reasonably foreseeable projects included in the cumulative analysis
has been increased to include the San Diego-Coronado Bridge, Seismic Retrofit
Financial Plan, Glorietta Bay Master Plan, Hotel Del Coronado Master Plan, and
Convention Center Expansion projects. Projects at Naval Amphibious Base have
been reviewed by the Navy to identify those that are reasonably foreseeable and
appropriate to this analysis. The Operational Storage Warehouse is currently
unprogrammed and would reuse an existing warehouse. The Seal Teams One
and Three Operational Facility is a very small project currently under
construction that would also reuse existing facilities. The Amphibious
Construction Battalion One Administration Facility includes minor construction
and is also unprogrammed. For these reasons, those three projects are not
included in the list of cumulative projects, although all other projects
recommended for inclusion by the City of Coronado have been added. No
projects have been eliminated from consideration in order to allow for the most
rigorous analysis possible.

L.2 .2 Although Routes 75 and 282 are shown to operate at levels of service E and F
during the peak periods at the undesignated location depicted on the chart that
was attached to the comment memorandum, the proposed action (Alternatives
One, Two, or Three) would not result in a significant impact because the
incremental increase in traffic generated by the proposed action would be less
than significant. The traffic analysis in section 3.9.1.2 has been revised to
evaiuate the incrementai  increase in traffic that would occur as a resuit of the
proposed action based on the existing condition at NASNI between 1994 and
1998 that included a total of two homeported carriers. Alternatives One, Two,
and Three would provide the capacity to homeport  three CVNs, a port loading
-z-:1--  I -soar  r”  tie  hi&&  ioadhg  of  bee  cade-s.  TAhll-  L1^L---:T-ll--  IL---  ---2---vvnue rusrwncauy uuee ~drntx-3
have been homeported at NASNI, the number of homeported carriers actually in
port at any one time has varied. This is a result of the traditional operational
deployments and training and maintenance schedules of Pacific Fleet aircraft
^^A 1-1cdrrlers. please  see sec~ioil  3.0,  H-~toiicai  Base~re  old  Existing Coildiiioi~, f o r
more detail.

Because the proposed action is the construction of facilities and infrastructure to
clmnnrt  hnmop&-Q of  Cms,  tine evicting  cap&sv  to homke  pnrt  rnrri~rc  a t,,yyva.  A.VII.b bX.W.Y. “A.. bUIIIbI”  UI

NASNI and the number of carriers in port at any one time was used as a baseline
auainct  w h i r h  imp&  of  t&e  pp& ac?-jopb  abd  altomativpc  a t  NACNT wereuw---c ..AUU. AA*. CL*.b**aU.*.  b”  UC  * .* sv* .*

compared. Table 3-O in section 3.0 shows that the number of homeported
carriers in port at NASNI is substantially the same regardless of whether or not
NASNI homeporting capacity is fully utilized. In analyzing environmental
impacts  0~. t.ose rwxvlrre  areas rlirprtly  affertd  by tise n h v c i r a l  yconro  of*b”v-bb -II  bb c* UAIbbCbU r * -J --A I b”bl  .bb
homeported carriers at NASNI (e.g., traffic and air quality) the analysis relied

P

rj

Zc

d

W
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upon data collected when two homeported carriers were in port at NASNI.
Consequently, the impact analysis addresses the foreseeable impacts associated
with homeporting either two or three CVNs at NASNI.

As the number of personnel on the CVNs is greater than that on the CVs, the
proposed action associated with Alternatives One, Two or Three would generate
approximately 27 or less additional vehicle trips during the peak hours and 150
or less additional trips throughout an average day for 96% of the calendar year
(352 days). Please refer to section 3.9.1.2.3, Table 3.9.4 for a presentation of this
information. During four percent of the year (thirteen days, of which it is
estimated that up to twelve days would be work days), the increase in peak hour
and average daily trips wouid  be substantiai: nRn --- 1 ” nWn231~ ana  4,0/r, respectively. it
should be noted, however, the occasions when there are no carriers in port is

,. ““-”  Af-Anear;yfizle  Sittl@  p& #jiin  wjim there  Ore  ;hjye  du’&rs in  port  fit  & su,,Lt:  LI~,II~.

Hence, the analysis supports the Navy’s conclusion that the impact resulting
from homeporting a second and third additional CVN at NASNI  does not result
in significant increases in either peak hour or average daily trip traffic over the
I nnn  -.:,c,  _ ---1:c--  AC --A L-a-,,,,&,A  PX7  ,,A #x-I\  L--n-r\rCcJ  r\mT1777 exwul11;  culLuluulL  Ul Ullt:  l1ul1lcyulKu  LV a.lIU  UllC  ALulALcyul  LCU L * IY. pi

conclusion is consistent with the thresholds of significance cited in the comment,
which are 200 peak hour trips and 2,400 average daily trips. Please see the
response to comment L.4.5 and L.4.9 for a more detailed discussion on the
l.r\-fi-fi.-.e;mrr L~ot~l;ma  .sc  hl  AChl-llLuIIIc:yuIu.Lllj  ua3cuLc  a&  IYTWAYA.

L.2



CITY O F  C:ORONADIO

1625 STRAND WAY
CORONADO. C:A 92116-3099

OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGEFI
WL. (619) 522-7335
ma

November
(619) 522.7646

12, 1 9 9 8

John H Robertus, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Diego Region
977 I Clairernont Mesa Blvd , Suite A
San Diego, CA 92124-1324

r
t,

R e Draft EIS for U. S. Naw Homenonine Facj&

Dear Mr Robertus

On Tuesday, November 10, 1998, the City of Coronado first received, from an interested third
party, a copy of the notice purponedly issued by the San Diego RWQCB, dated !September  4,
1998, concerning the Board’s intent to utilize tlhe Navy’s Draft  E:IS  for Developing Home Port
Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft  Carriers in Support of the U.  S Pacific Fleet, in place
of an Environmental Impact Report required by the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). In view of the circulation and publication requirements applicable to such notices Isee
CEQA Guidelines, $6  1522S(a&  150871,  the City is concerned with the fact that it apparently did
not receive a copy of this notice directly fiabm  the RWQCB, even though Colronado  i s  a
community obviously most directly affected by tlhe Navy action in question We would therefore
request that you provide infonmation as to the Board’s efforts to c,omply  with the circulation and
publication requirements of Section 15087 of the CEQA Guidelines, with respect to the
September 4th notice.
of this notice:

This response is not meant as a waiver of any defect in the Babard’s  service

In any event, we consider the September 4, 1998 notice itself to Ibe defective because it fails to
comply with the requirements of Section 15225(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, in that it does not
state that the RWQCB “believes that the federaJ  document meets the requirements of CEQA.”
Far from it, the notice itself states instead that the Board is not yet sure if it Ireally  is the
appropriate lead agency, and goes on to assert thrat if and when it is ultimately determined that the
RWQCB is im  fact the proper lead agency, “the San Diego Regional Board will need to determine
if the environmental document satisfies all requirements of CEQA.” All of this clearly indicates
that no assessment of the Navy’s DEIS for CEQA compliance was done by the Bolard  prior to
issuance of the notice, as is contemplated by the CEQA regulation.

L.3.1

L.3.2

.

Mr John Robenus;
!San  Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board
IPage  2
November 12, 19918

This is particularly disturbing becausie  of the fact that in the DEIS itself, the Navy expressly takes
the position that it interprets CEQA “as  being inapplicalble  to federal projects,” (Navy DEIS,  1998,
pp l-7),  despite the recent enactment by the California1 Legislature, on August 10, 1998, olf  a bill
that clarified the State Legislature’s intent to include all federal agencies, as “persons” subject to
the provisions of CEQA (Stats. 1998, Chap 272 (co~difiecl  as Pub.Res.C.  $0  21006, 210661  )
Existing CEQA provisions, of course, also require that any attempt to use an EIS produced1 under
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEP14),  in lieu of an EIR  must be condlitioned
on a finding that the EIS “complies with the requirements of (CEQA) and  the guidelines adopted
pursuant thereto.” (Pub-Res.C. 4 21083 5, subd. (a).) And Section 15221(a) of the existing
CEQA Guidelines also  requires the RWCQB to ensure that any EIS proposed to be used in lieu of
an EIR first be determined to be in compliance with the CEQA Guidelines,

Furthermore, our independent evahJation  of the Navy’s DEIS, aided by input from retained
environmental consultants, legal counsel, and the publilc,  convinces us thlat  the DEIS is woefully
inadequate in failing to identity the various significant <adverse  environmental impacts that Iclearly
will befall Coronado as a result of this proposed project, and in failing to discuss (let alone
incorporate into the project) the feasible measures that are needed to avoid or mitigate those
impacts Because we believe that the Navy’s DEIS is so seriously flawed that its failings prleclude
meaningful analysis by government tdecisionmakers and the members of the public who will be
affected  by the project, we have formally called upon the Navy to return to the drawing board and
prepare a revised DEIS, pursuant to 40 C F R Q  1502 9(a), rather than proceed to a final EIS at
this time.

Our detailed response to the Navy’s DEIS, dated Novernber 12, 1998, inclluding all attachments, is
alttached  hereto for your consideration and appropriate action as the lead agency (In view of the
Navy’s selection of “Alternative Twlo”  as its “Preferred Alternative,” which clearly will require
substantial dredging activities, it is apparent that the R.WQCB  will have to assume the duties of
the lead agency under CEQA.) It should also be apparent from a review of our attached response
to the Navy that wie believe the inadequacies of the DEIS  preclude its use in lieu of an EIR  under
Pub Res C Q  21083.5(a),  since it fails to sati@ the requirements of NEPA,  let alone the more
stringent requirements of CEQA (especially those that call for the inclusion of feasible mitigation
measures in the ptroject  [Pub Res.C  $6  2 1002, 21002.1, 2 108 I] ) We therefore urge the
RWQCB to join us in calling upon the Navy to prepare a revised DEIS that properly addlresses
tlhe serious environmental issues we have raised in our attached response, and which properly
includes necessary mitigation measures ’ At a minimum, we believe thiat  the RWQCB cannot
legally accept the Navy’s current DEIS as a substitute for the EIR that is required by CEQA.

’ We note that Fedleral  environmental regulations themslelves  require the hlavy to comply witth
State laws that may have additional environmental impalct  statement requirements that are not in
conflict with NEPA 40 C.F R.4  15016  2(c) We see no conflict in CEQA”s  additional
rlequirement  that mitigation measures be incorporated in,to  the DEIS

L.3.3

L.3.4

L.3.li

i’



I

Mr. John Robettus
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board
P a g e  3
November 12, 1998

In view of the importance of this matter to our community, and our need to know the plosition  of
the RWQCB with respect to the Navy’s DEIS, it is rqulested  that the Board respond to this letter
in writing at its earliest convenience. If you or your staff have any qulestions  concerning the
comments and rquests  made herein, please feel free  to call me. I, and my staff, would be happy
to meet with you i person to provide any additional information that you require to carry out
your duties under the law. My direct telephone number lis  (619) 522-7335.

T h a n k  y o u
from you.

for your anticipated

Since re ly ,

Homer Bludau
City Manager

MLB/ldg

consideration of this matter . I look forward ~to  hearing

4 % !i

cc: J.  Coon,  SW’ DIV NAVFAC
Attachments
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L.3 .1 The RWQCB is responsible for determining their compliance with CEQA. The
Navy assumes that the comments regarding CEQA are provided to the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board for advisory purposes and not
directed to the Navy. The RWQCB has responsibility for complying with CEQA.
CEQA is not applicable to federal agency decisionmaking processes. While both
CEQA and NEPA encourage agency coordination to streamline the
environmental review process, state and local agencies have the authority to and
responsibility for implementation of CEQA.

L.3 .2 The RWQCB is responsible for determining their compliance with CEQA. Please
see response to comment L.3.1.

L.3 .3 Please see response to comment L.3.1 for a discussion of the applicability of
CEQA to this proposed action.

T9A
l&.3.*

T-L..  hT,,-, ,--LA---  l.t-L  LL- I?:-,1  FTC  1-,-----c--  ----1-z---
lilt:  1vclvy  cu1w1uers UldC  UK  rI.Ildl  CW, lllCUI-$WrdWl~  T~VlSlWIlS  as  a  i=t?%h  of

public comment, complies with NEPA  requirements and no recirculation of the
Draft EIS is required. This Final EIS discusses those “responsible opposing
VAcLI.,C that vaeie mnc  -se4 nrs.*mCn  .r  -“1F”“3 llUL auCy  &Fly &;s~;sszd .

in &hA *be  &n-A-  b’J
ULC bid 3~a~clllclll a n d

“i.ndicates[s] the Navy’s responses to the issues raised” as required by 40 CFR
1502.9(b).

e

‘Y

V

L.3
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CITY  O F  COIRONAOO

1625 STRAND WAY
CORONADO, CA 92116-3699

Mr John Coon
S o u t h w e s t  D i v i s i o n  ( C o d e  OSAL  J C )
N a v a l  F a c i l i t i e s  E n g i n e e r i n g  Clommand
1220  Pac i f i c  H ighway
San  D iego ,  CA 92  132 -5  190

OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
TEL. (619) 522-7335
FAX  (619) 522-7646

November 12,  15)98

Re Drawl  EIS bv  U S  Navy re Homeportina  of Three CVNs at NASNI_

Dear Mr Coon.

T h e  C i t y  o f  C o r o n a d o  a p p r e c i a t e s  t h i s  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  c o m m e n t  o n  t h e  “Draft
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t  f o r  D e v e l o p i n g ,  H o m e  P o r t  F a c i l i t i e s  f o r  T h r e e  NIMITZ-
C l a s s  A i r c r a f t  C a r r i e r s  i n  S u p p o r t  o f  t h e  U  S  Pac i f i c  F lee t”  [he re ina f te r  DE IS ] T h e  C i t y
is  fu r ther  th<ankful  to  the  Nary  fo r  the  30-day  e x t e n s i o n  o f  t i m e  Ipanted  t o  s u b m i t  t h e s e
comments, made necessary by the voluminous and complex nature of the DEIS
U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  w h i l e  c o n s i d e r a b l e  t i m e ,  e f f o r t  a n d  fimds  may  have  been  expend led  in
producing the DEIS,  our review and analysis  of lthe  document, and that of our consulltants.
compels us to conclude that thle  Draft EIS is seriously flawed W e  t h e r e f o r e  r e q u e s t  t h a t  a
r e v i s e d  D E I S  b e  p r e p a r e d  ( a s  o p p o s e d  t o  a  F i n a l  E I S  f o r  c o m m e n t ) .  T h e  r e v i s e d  D E I S
should recognize and address the  following deficiencies as tinher  detailed in this letter

C u m u l a t i v e  A n a l y s i s
T&k Analysis
P a r k i n g  A n a l y s i s
N o i s e  A n a l y s i s
A i r  P o l l u t i o n  A n a l y s i s
R a d i a t i o n  A n a l y s i s
P u b l i c  Safi:ty  A n a l y s i s
P r o j e c t  M i t i g a t i o n

T h e  resultmg  r e v i s i o n  s h o u l d  u n d e r g o  t h e  tie  d e l i b e r a t i o n  p r o c e s s  a s  t h a t  f o l l o w e d  f o r
the original, to include at least a 45 day review and comment period and public hearings in
C o r o n a d o ,  f o l l o w e d  b y  a  F i n a l  E I S  p r o c e s s

We be l ieve  th is  added  s tep  is  necessary ,  assuming  tha t  the  Navy  des i res  to  produce  an
a c c e p t a b l e  F i n a l  E I S  t h a t  w i l l  m e e t  i t s  o b l i g a t i o n s  t o  t h e  c i t i z e n s  o f  C o r o n a d o  a n d  t h e
genera l  public  u n d e r  t h e  N a t i o n a l  E n v i r o n m e n t a r l  P o l i c y  A c t  (NEIPA) Our  r e q u e s t  f o r  a
revised EIS draft  is supported in 40 C F R 6 1502  9 (a), which states’

” !/a draft slatemenl  Is so Inudeyuate  as lo preclude meanmngjid analym.  the
ug~~cy shall prepure cwd  crrculale  a rtwwd  &aft  of rhe appropriate portion.  *’

L.4.I

A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  t h e  N a v y  h a s  fiailed  t o  a c k n o w l e d g e  r e c e n t  C a l i f o r n i a  legislation
( A s s e m b l y  B i l l  N o  :2397),  approved  by  the  Governor  on  A u g u s t  I O ,  1 9 9 8 ,  w h i c h  c l a r i f i e s
existing  l a w  t o  definitively  e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  all  F e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s  a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  C a l i f o r n i a
Environmental Quallity  Act (CEQA) T h i s  r e c e n t  e n a c t m e n t  ( w h i c h  c;an  b e  f o u n d  a t
C l h a p t e r  2 7 2  o f  t h e  C a l i f o r n i a  S t a t u t e s  o f  1 9 9 8 ) .  a m e n d e d  S e c t i o n  2  IO66  o f  t h e  C a l i f o r n i a
P u b l i c  R e s o u r c e s  C o d e ,  a n d  a d d e d  S e c t i o n  2 1 0 0 6  o f  t h e  s a m e  C o d e SectIon  1 of the
c i t e d  S t a t u t e  f o u n d  a n d  d e c l a r e d  t h a t  t h e s e  s t a t u t o r y  c h a n g e s  d i d  n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  a  c h a n g e
in ,  bu t  were  dec la ra to ry  o f  ex is t ing  l aw C E Q A ,  a s  y o u  a r e  n o  d o u b t  a w a r e ,  requires
e n v i r o n m e n t a l  impalct  e v a l u a t i o n s  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  p r o j e c t s The recent  State
lelgislation  c l a r i f i e s  t h a t  C E Q A  a p p l i e s  t o  a l l  F e d e r a l  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  m i g h t  r e q u i r e  t h e
issuance  o f  permi ts . l i censes ,  ce r t i f i ca tes ,  and  the  l i ke ,  even  i f  those  ac t ions  a l ready
undergo review unlder  Federal law CEQA., unlike NEPA,  requires that nutlgation
m e a s u r e s  b e  i n t r o d u c e d ,  f u n d e d  a n d  p e r f o r m e d  a s  r e q u i r e d  w h e n  s i g n i f i c a n t  e n v i r o n m e n t a l
impac ts  a re  iden t i f i ed T h i s  i s  n o t  inlconsistent  w i t h  F e d e r a l  R e g u l a t i o n s  t h a t  i m p l e m e n t
NEPA.  i n  t h a t  t h e  r e g u l a t o r y  g u i d e l i n e s  p r o m u l g a t e d  b y  t h e  C o u n c i l  on  E n v i r o n m e n t a l
Qua l i ty  (a  Federa l  en t i ty )  a lso r e q u i r e  t h e  N a v y  t o  c o m p l y  w i t h  S t a t e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l
impac t  s ta tement  l aws ,  even  i f  they  iimpose  a d d i t i o n a l  r e q u i r e m e n t s  t o  t h o s e  o f  N E P A
( S e e  4 0  C  F  R  8  1506  2 ( c )  )  I t  i s  a p p a r e n t  t h a t  t h e  D E I S  d i d  n o t  c o n s i d e r  t h i s  C a l i f o r n i a
leg is la t ion ,  because  is  express ly  s ta tes ,  a t  Vo l  I,  pages I  -  7 ,  tha t  “ the  Navy  in te rp re ts  the
California Environmental Quality Act {(CEQA)  as being inapplicable to federal projects ”

I n  v i e w  o f  t h e  f o r e g o i n g ,  a n d  b a s e d  u p o n  t h e  aldditional  de fec ts  and  de f ic ienc ies
detailed below, the City of Coronado has determined that the Navy’s DEIS is so
inadequa te  as  to  p rec lude  mean ing fu l  ana lys is ,  and  the re fo re  demands  tha t  a  rev ised  DEIS
b e  p r e p a r e d ,  p u r s u a n t  t o  4 0  C  F  R  0  1502  9 ( a ) .  p r i o r  to  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  a  F i n a l  E I S  a n d
a  R e c o r d  o f  D e c i s i o n  b y  N a v y  a u t h o r i t i e s

This letter details and substantiates that the DEIS submitted for review is seriously
Ihawed,  in that it failis  to’

l Comply wrth  the  stared  legal arndfi&mental  requirements  of NlPA ;
l Acknowledge and respond IO rhe requirements qf CEQA  (see above discussron);
l Recognlte and acknowledge exrstmng  condltrons;
l Recognlre  and acknowledge prolect  and cumulatrve  traffic, parklng.  ~OIW,  arr

pollutron,  rcrdratlon  emlsslons  and publrc  safev  Impacts;
l Acknowledge and analy:e reahslrcfilure  condjoons  und  rmpacrs;  and
0 i&nllfv  mrrr~garron  measures for communrry  impacts.

Through the  years , NASNII  has incrementally expanded its functions and
c o m p l e m e n t  o f  p e r s o n n e l , s l o w l y  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  s c o p e  a n d  i n t e n s i t y  o f  t h e  n e g a t i v e
i m p a c t s  o f  i t s  o p e r a t i o n  o n  Coronaclo I t  i s  obv ious  to  even  the  casua l  observer  tha t
Coronado a l ready  is  severe ly  impacteld  by  the  traffic  and1  p a r k i n g  c o n g e s t i o n ,  n o i s e  a n d  a i r
p o l l u t i o n  i m p a c t s  o f  t h e  b a s e ’ s  operations There fo re ,  expans ion  o f  the  base ’s  CVN
c o m p l e m e n t  t o  t h r e e  s h i p s  n e e d s  t o  b e  l o o k e d  a t  i n  t e r m s  o f  w h e t h e r  t h i s  n e w  a c t i v i t y
e x c e e d s  t h e  a b i l i t y  o f  C o r o n a d o  t o  a s s u m e  s u c h  a d d i t i o n a l  b u r d e n s  w i t h o u t  s e v e r e l y
degrading the quality of life of its resitdents The City is concerned that this draft  EIS does
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n o t  a d e q u a t e l y  a d d r e s s  t h e  i m p a c t  o n  C o r o n a d o  o f  b a s i n g  t w o  o r  t h r e e  CVN’s o n  N A S N I , L.4.4
or  fi~lfill  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  MEPA t

T h e  N a t i o n a l  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  P o l i c y  A c t  amd  i t s  requ is i te  E IS  ana lys is  requ i res  full L.4.5
unb iased  d isc losure  o f  the  l i ke ly  e f fec ts  o f  Federa l  p ro jec ts The  City believes that
s e p a r a t i n g  t h e  i m p a c t s  o f  t h e  hlomeporting  o f  th ree  CVNs  b e t w e e n  t w o  EIS  ana lyses ,  and
t h e n  f a i l i n g  t o  c o n s i d e r  t h e  c u m u l a t i v e  i m p a c t s  o f  t h e s e  d e c i s i o n s  i n  t h e  m o s t  r e c e n t  E I S ,
e f f e c t i v e l y  c i r c u m v e n t s  t h e  f u n d a m e n t a l  o b j e c t i v e  o f  N E P A  o f  g u a r d i n g  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t
“through discussion and disclosure”

T h i s  Iletter  s e t s  f o r t h  t h e  m a j o r  c o n c e r n s  o f  t h e  C o r o n a d o  C i t y  C o u n c i l ,  whiclh  has
s o u g h t  c o n s u l t a t i o n s  w i t h  i n d e p e n d e n t  tech&al  e x p e n s  a n d  l e g a l  c o u n s e l ,  andl  has
r e c e i v e d  t h e  t h o u g h t f u l  i n p u t  o f  t h e  p u b l i c  a n d  C i t y  staff. T h e  r e p o r t s  s u b m i t t e d  to t h e
C i t y  b y  i t s  c o n s u l t a n t s  R E C O N  ( n o i s e  a n d  a i r  p o l l u t i o n ) ,  P A R S O N S  (traffic  a n d  p a r k i n g ) ,
a n d  J o e l  L .  CZehn  ( r a d i a t i o n ) ,  are a t tached  here to , ,  and  express ly  incorpora ted  here in .  A lso
at tached is  a l e g a l  ana lys is  b y  o u r  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  c o u n s e l ,  Quinton  &  P e t i x W e  h a v e
a d d i t i o n a l l y  i,ncluded  h e r e w i t h  t h e  i n p u t  r e c e i v e d 1  f r o m  t h e  p u b l i c  a t  o p e n  s e s s i o n s  o f t h e
City Council that have been devoted to discussion of the issues rais;ed  by the homepaIning
pro jec t W h i l e  w e  c a n  n o t  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  veti+ the  accuracy  o f  these  pub l ic  comments ,
m a n y  a p p e a r  t o  b e  w e l l  f o u n d e d ,  a n d  c lear ly  have  va lue  as  ev idence  o f  the  pub l ic ’s
p e r c e p t i o n  orf  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  p r o b l e m s  r e s u l t i n g  from  the  Navy ’s  cur rent  and  proposed
act iv i t ies ,  and  they  are  includled  w i t h  t h e  City”s  c o m m e n t s (Pllease  note this letter’s
“ A t t a c h m e n t s  L i s t ”  )

Mer  c a r e f u l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  a l l  t h e  f o r e g o i n g ,  t h e  C i t y  C o u n c i l  i s  f o r c e d  t o
c o n c l u d e  t h a t  t h e  D E I S  s u f f e r s  f r o m  s e r i o u s  i n a d e q u a c i e s ,  b o t h  i n f o r m a t i o n a l  a n d
ana ly t i ca l ,  tha t  render  i t  disalppointingly  lack ing  as  an  environmiental  d o c u m e n t  u n d e r
NEPA,  i n s o f a r  a s  i t  p u r p o r t s  t o  a d d r e s s  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  i m p a c t s  o n  t h e  c o m m u n i t y  o f
C o r o n a d o T h e  C i t y  q u e s t i o n s  t h e  a d e q u a c y  Iof  the  DEIS’s ana lys is  o f  the  projiect’s
i m m e d i a t e  a n d  c u m u l a t i v e  trafic,  p a r k i n g ,  n o i s e ,  a i r  p o l l u t i o n ,  r a d i a t i o n  e m i s s i o n  a n d
p u b l i c  safety  i m p a c t s  o n  C o r o n a d o Moreover ,  the  C i ty  questionls  the  lack  o f  p roposed
p r o j e c t  m i t i g a t i o n  m e a s u r e s Allow me to share  with you the following summary of
C o r o n a d o ’ s  c o n c e r n s ,  a l o n g  w i t h  g e n e r a l  suggertions  f o r  s u p p l e m e n t a l  data  a n d  ana.lyses
t h a t  s h o u l d  h e l p  t h e  N a v y  t o  m o v e  t o w a r d  conrections  o f  the  severa l  inadequac ies  tha t
h a v e  b e e n  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the  DEIIS Y o u  a r e  a l s o  r e q u e s t e d  t o  r e v i e w  a n d  c o m m e n t  o n  t h e
attached reports of the City’s technical experts and the submissions d  Coronado citize:ns

G e n e r a l  A n a l y s i s

I C a l c u l a t i o n  a s s u m p t i o n s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  thosie  re la ted  to  traffic,  p a r k i n g ,  n o i s e : ,  a i r
p o l l u t i o n  a n d  p u b l i c  s a f e t y  i s s u e s ,  should1  b e  s t a t e d ,  m e t h o d o l o g y  n o t e d  a n d  d a t a
sources should be lrstedl

2 D a t a ,  e s p e c i a l l y  d a t a  r e l a t e d  t o  t r a f f i c ,  p a r k i n g ,  n o i s e ,  a i r  p o l l u t i o n  a n d  p u b l i c
safety issues, should be recent and appropriate to Coronado
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I 1

C u m u l a t i v e  A n a l y s i s

T h e  c u m u l a t i v e  a n a l y s i s  b a s e  l i n e  s h o u l d  b e  o n e  C V N  a n d  o n e  C V  ( p l u s  t h e  d e p o t
l e v e l  m a i n t e n a n c e  f a c i l i t y )  i n s t e a d  o f  t w o  CVNs  a n d  t h e  m a m t e n a n c e :  f a c i l i t y ,  a n d
s h o u l d  a d d r e s s  t h e  r e c e n t  a n d  e x p e c t e d  i n t e n s i f i c a t i o n  o f  a c t i v i t y  o n  t h e  N A S N I
and in the City in general In sulbject area after sulbject area the phralse  “potential
i m p a c t s  w o u l d  n o t  e x c e e d  h i s t o r i c a l  leve ls  f r o m  h o m e p o r t i n g  t h r e e  c o n v e n t i o n a l
ca r r i e rs  a t  NASNI * is used in  the DEIS Suclh  a n  a n a l y s i s  i g n o r e s  h o w  t h e
project would ialter  the environmlent  from existing conditions F o r  thils  r e a s o n ,  t h e
DEIS ana lys is  fa i l s  to  compare  a  reasonab le  “no  ac t ion”  a l te rna t ive  alf the  present
level of base olperations with the possibility of three stationed CVNs  and transient
CVNs sharmg  lbase  facilities Thils  failure results in a significant understatement of
the negative effects of the project W h e n  c o n s i d e r e d  as par t  alf t h e  b a s e ’ s
c u m u l a t i v e  i m p a c t  o n  t h e  c o m m u n i t y ,  a n d  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  e x c e s s i v e  t r a f f i c  a n d
n o i s e  i m p a c t s  tthat  p o r t i o n s  o f  t h e  c o m m u n i t y  alreatdy  exper ience,  the  d o c u m e n t ’ s
findings of insignificance are contradicted by current traffic  and noise data

T h e  a n a l y s i s focuses  on  a  p ro jec t  to  cons t ruc t additional support facilities f o r  t h e
h o m e p o r t i n g alf  three CVNs at NASNI, no1 f o r  t h e  h o m e p o r t i n g  o f  t h e CVNS
themselves There fo re ,  the  no  ac t ion  a l te rna t ive  (thle  A l t e r n a t i v e  6  b a s e l i n e )  w o u l d
s t i l l  r e s u l t  i n  a  s e c o n d  C V N  beilng  h o m e p o r t e d  a t  N A S N I Since the 1995  EIS
f a i l e d  t o  a d d r e s s  t h e  i m p a c t  o f  h o m e p o r t i n g  a  secalnd  C V N  o n  b a s e ,  a n d  t h e  n e w
DElS assumes the homeporting alf  the second CVN would have no imlpact  because
the necessary facilities are substantially in place, a rreasonable  consideration of the
second CVN’s  effects on the City is never presentecl

The “project” should reflect the true effect of three CVNs based1  at NASNI,
transient CVN  use of the base’s facilities, and the additional persormel  associated
w i t h  t h e  PIA s ign i f i can t  ma in tenance  ac t i v i t i es  pe r fo rmed H o w e v e r ,  t h e  D E I S
n o t e s  o n  p a g e  E S - l  t h a t  “(t)he  p r o p o s e d  a c t i o n  o f  t h i s  E I S  d o e s  n o t  i n v o l v e  a
r e e x a m i n a t i o n  o f  h o m e p o r t i n g  a c t i o n s  d i r e c t e d  b y  t l h e  1993  BRAC  process ”  As
s u c h ,  t h e  c u m u l a t i v e  i m p a c t s  o f  t h e  r e c e n t  decisiorn  t o  h o m e p o n  t h e  first  nuc lear
aircraft carrier at NASNI appeinr  to have been ilgnored These  impacts  were
anticipated by the City during the review of the earlier EIS when the City
requested that the effects of homeporting multiple nluclear  carriers  be considered in
the 1995  EIS At that time, I  wrote in my June 21,  1995  letter ” The  d ra f t  E IS
is only analyzing one part of a larger project that will be implementeld  by the year
2005 or  sooner The EIS should be revised so that the project description reflects
the actual project to be implemented, which is the hjomeporting  of 3 NIMITZ  Class
carr iers to NA!$NI,  C o r o n a d o  ”

I L .4 .10

I g n o r i n g  c u m u l a t i v e  i m p a c t s ,  t h e  DEIS  ins tead  focuses  on  the  net  personnel
difference between conventional iand  nuclear carriers,  and then notes a small (noted
as  ins ign i f i can t )  increase  be tween  the  base ’s  h is tor ic  (1993 )  car r ie r  personne l  h igh
and the proposed NASNI three carrier alternatives However, the traffic
environment hitis  worsened in the: interim period and that has been ignored by the
a n a l y s i s F o r  e x a m p l e ,  t h e  D E I S  s h o w s  6 6 , 0 0 0  A D T  ( p r e s u m a b l y  1994  data  per

L . 4 . 9
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CALTIWNS)  m the  t ranspor ta t ion  cor r idor  tha t  se rves  NASNI ,  whereas  p resent
CALTRANS  data indicates 70,000  ADT exists Weekday averages are  in  the
8 0 , 0 0 0  r a n g e  a n d  t h e  m o s t  s e r i o u s  c o n g e s t i o n ,  n o i s e ,  a n d  s a f e t y  p r o b l e m s  o c c u r
dur ing  weekday  peak  hours T h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  b a s e l i n e  o f  t h e  D E I S  s h o u l d  n o t  b e
1993 ,  bu t  shou ld  be  the  p resen t D o i n g  s o  w o u l d  more  accura te ly  recogn ize  the
marginal impact of locating additional CVNs  to the City

Moreover ,  the  impac t  o f  nuc lea r  ca r r i e r  ma in tenance  i s  unrea l i s t i ca l l y  m in imized
“ T h e  E I S  traffic  s t u d y  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  p e r s o n n e l  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e
PIA ac t i v i t i es  wou ld  be  o f fse t  by  the  p lanned  decrease  in  pe rsonne l  a t  o the r
NASNI operations and that there would be no Iincrease  in commuter traffic
v o l u m e s . ” (Page 3 9-6 of Vollume  I) However, the report provides no
d o c u m e n t a t i o n  f o r  t h e  a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  t h e  i n c r e a s e  i n  m a i n t e n a n c e  p e r s o n n e l  w o u l d
be offset by decreases in the number of other base personnel.

F u r t h e r ,  t h e  implact  o f  nuc lear  car r ie r  ma in tenance  under  the  PIA concept  is  fa r
grea ter  than  pure ly  a  personne l  is:sue. T h e  m a n - d a y s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  6 - 7  m o n t h
PIAs,  along wfith  the required concomitant materiaI/  logistic support, is
s ign i f i can t ly  g rea te r  than  tha t  here to fore  assoc ia ted  w i th  3  month  Se lec ted
R e s t r i c t e d  A v a i l a b i l i t i e s  (SRAs).

T r a f f i c  A n a l y s i s

1 Current data, trsing  current calculation methodolo,gy  (1994 Highwaly  Capacity
M a n u a l )  s h o u l d  b e  u s e d M u c h  o f  t h e  d a t a  presented1  c o m e s  f r o m  t h e  I995 B R A C
E I S  w h i c h  inclutded  data  Born  1993 and ear l ier Traffic  volumes have increased
and traffic  patterns have changed during this tirme period and need to be
recons idered .  (‘Traffic  pat terns  halve  changed as  thle  h o u r s  o f  o p e r a t i o n  o f  b a s e
gates have been restructured and  as increased traBic  congest ion  has  caused
commuters to use streets removed from the main commuting routes )

2 T h e  D E I S  s h o u l d  c o m p a r e  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  a n d  o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  t h e  “ N o  A c t i o n ”
a l te rna t ive  and  not  jus t  to  1993  traffic  c o n d i t i o n s I n s t e a d ,  t h e  DEI!S  u s e s  a s  a
baseline 1993 data that was generated before the USS Ranger (CV 61) was
decommissioned At that time thuee  CVs  were holmeported  at NASNI Since
then, two CVs (currently one CV and one CVN) have been homeported at
NASNI. The net change of two additional CVNs on existing traffic conditions on
Ci ty  s t ree t  segmlents  a n d  i n t e r s e c t i o n s  s h o u l d  b e  a d d r e s s e d .  M o r e o v e r ,  s i n c e  t h e
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  c o r r i d o r  traffic  vo lume has  increased  lfrom  65 ,000  ADT  in  1993  to
70,ooO  A D T  i n  11997,  t he  base l ine  (should  be  updated  to  1997 . W i t h  a  b a s e l i n e  f o r
two CV’s  established it then becomes possible to

1) Add the impact of increased crew size of CVNs versus CVs
2) Add the  average  impac t  o f  th ree  CVNs versus two CVNs  (a 50%
increase  over  the  base l ine)

3) A d d  t h e  i m p a c t  o f  IPIA  p e r s o n n e l  f o r  t h e  m a i n t e n a n c e  a c t i v i t y  o n
CVNs ( m a n - d a y s ,  material  l o g i s t i c  s u p p o r t  i m p a c t  o n  e x i s t i n g  C o r o n a d o
t r a f f i c  c o n d i t i o n s )
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t
A calculation of the traffic g,enerated  by the crew of a carrier in  p~ort  can be derived1 L .4 .16

f r o m  t h e  (data  w o r k e d  u p  f o r  t h e  i m p a c t  o f  a  singIe  CVN a t  Pear l  Harbor ,  as  se t
forth in the draft  EIS That study puts the peak hour number of trips to the carriei
i n  t h e  m o r n i n g  a t  1199,  w i t h  a  l i k e  n u m b e r  i n  t h e  a f t e r n o o n P r e l i m i n a r y  data1

d e v e l o p e d 1  b y  K a t z ,  O k i t s u ,  a n d  A s s o c i a t e s  f o r  a  S A N D A G  t r a f f i c  i m p a c t  a n a l y s i s
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  a  C V N  i n  pant  generates 4,256 dlaily  t r i p s  w i t h  p e a k  h o u r  v o l u m e s  o l f
1 , 7 0 2  i n  t h e  m o r n i n g  a n d  a f t e r n o o n . These a r e  c lea r ly  s ign i f i can t  impac ts ,
e x c e e d i n g ,  b y  a t  l e a s t  a n  o r d e r  o f  m a g n i t u d e ,  t h e  2 %  t h r e s h o l d  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e  foi
additional traffic  at intersections already operating at Level of Service E or F

A n a l y s i s  s h o u l d  n o t  r e l y  s o l e l y  o n  a v e r a g e  c o n d i t i o n s ,  b u t  shlould  d i s c u s s  h o w L.4.17
traffic vollumes  and impacts, vary with time and the arrival and departure of ships
Average conditions seldom exist, and do not reflect the impact that the daily long I
peak hour conditions impose on the City I

The DEIS should address reasonably expelcted  worst case conditions, which 1  L.4.18
includes at least two of the homeported carriers being in port alolng  with a transient
carrier W o r s e  c a s e  s c e n a r i o s ,  w h i l e  n o t  c o m m o n  o c c u r r e n c e s ,  s h o u l d  b e
addressed1 for these have the greatest likelihood of endangering the public through
i n h i b i t i n g  t h e  t r a v e l  o f  e m e r g e n c y  vehic les  ;and  fo r  conges t ion  re la ted  acc iden t
p o t e n t i a l

Assertions (such as “the additional personnel associated with the PIA
[ma in tenance ]  ac t i v i t i es  wou ld  be  o f fse t  by  the  p lanned  decrease  in  pe rsonne l  a t
o t h e r  N A S N I  o p e r a t i o n s  a n d  t h a t  t h e r e  woulld  b e  n o  i n c r e a s e  i n  c o m m u t e r  t r a f f i c
v o l u m e s ”  [page  3.9-61)  s h o u l d  b e  s u b s t a n t i a t e d T h e  i m p a c t s  o f  a d d i t i o n a l

p e r s o n n e l  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  PIA m a i n t e n a n c e  a c t i v i t y  m u s t  in&de  the  personnel
contracted from  the four local commercial ship repair facilities

T h e  N a v y  s h o u l d  e x p l a i n  t h e  d i s c r e p a n c y  a s  t o  h o w  t h e  D E I S  <and  t h e  o l d  B R A C
EIS can claim so little growth in on-base activity, when the traflfic  counts on Third
a n d  F o u r t h  S t r e e t s  o u t s i d e  N A S N I  h a v e  s h o w n  a  c o n t i n u a l  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n c r e a s e
T h e  D E I S  s h o u l d  also  a d d r e s s  w h a t  t h e  N a v y  h a s  d o n e  t o  m i t i g a t e  s u c h  g r o w t h ,
a n d  s h o u l d  d i s c u s s  a p p r o p r i a t e  m i t i g a t i o n  m e a s u r e s  t o  a l l e v i a t e  C o r o n a d o  t r a f f i c
p r o b l e m s

Analysis of the cumulative traffic impacts of the project should focus on the traffilc
c o r r i d o r  i n  q u e s t i o n  a n d  !such  f u n d a m e n t a l  c h a n g e s  u n d e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  a s  thle
p o s s i b l e  e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  b r i d g e  t o l l s  a n d  t h e  r e l a t e d  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  mitigatioln
subsidies from the tolls, instead of projects proposed on Harbor or Shelter Islands

T h e E I S  s h o u l d  d e t a i l  e x a c t l y  h o w  m a n y  CVNs a n d  CVs  a n d other  la rge  vesse ls

can be  blerthed  o n  N A S N I  i f  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  qpay w a l l  B e r t h  J i s  cons t ruc ted ,  anld

L.4.19

L.4.20

L.4.21

L.4.22

then  address  how often  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  c o u l d  o c c u r  a n d  w h a t  i m p a c t  w o u l d  resullt
from  such occurrences B e r t h s  L  t h r o u g h  P  h i s t o r i c a l l y  h a v e  a c c o m m o d a t e d  t h r e e
CVs Blerth  K can now aiccommodate  a CVN R e s p o n s e  t o  c o m m e n t  C - l  3  o n

p a g e  C - 2  o f  V o l u m e  2  o f  t h e  1 9 9 5  B R A C  Ells  a c k n o w l e d g e s  ( i n  p a r t )  ” (flour

I
6 of 12



I

aircraf t  carr iers  ( i  e  ,  a  mix  o f  CVs alnd  CVNs)  c o u l d  b e  p r e s e n t e d  a t  N A S N I  o n
rare  occas ions  in  the  future At least one of these four carriers would be a
transient  carr ier ,  and  w o u l d  n o t  b e  h o m e p o r t e d  a t  NA!SNI  ”  T h e  D E I S  s h o u l d
state how four CVNs are precluded from visiting the base at one time, olr  for that
m a t t e r ,  h o w  t h e y  w o u l d ,  g i v e n  p r e s e n t  a n d  p r o p o s e d  f a c i l i t i e s ,  b e  p r e c l u d e d  f r o m
b e i n g  s t a t i o n e d  a t  N A S N I W i t h  t h e  p a s s a g e  o f  t i m e  a n d  t h e  c l o s u r e  lof  bases,
m o r e  l a r g e  n a v a l  s l h i p s  ( b o t h  A m e r i c a n  a n d  f o r e i g n )  w i l l  m a k e  p o r t  c a l l s  t o  S a n
Diego and utilize Berths L through P, and their likely presence should be
cons idered  by  the  DEIS

Parking Analysis

T h e  p r o j e c t s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  t h e  on-baa park ing  requ i red
i m p a c t .  a n d the timilng  for developing such parking.

to m i t i g a t e of f -base

2 T h e  e x i s t i n g  p a r k i n g impac ts  o f  base o p e r a t i o n  o n  t ’ h e s u r r o u n d i n g
nleighborhoods  should be addressed in a c u m u l a t i v e  i m p a c t a n a l y s i s

res ident ia l

3 The DEIS should compare existing parking conditions to the “No Action”
a l t e r n a t i v e  a n d  n o t  j u s t  t o  1993  p a r k i n g  c o n d i t i o n s T h e  n e t  c h a n g e :  o f  t w o
a t d d i t i o n a l  CVN’s o n  e x i s t i n g  p a r k i n g  c o n d i t i o n s  o n  a n d  n e a r  t h e  b a s e  m u s t  b e
d,iscussed.

4 The DEIS should1  document (with the supporting, data, assumptions and
c a l c u l a t i o n s )  t h e  DEIS asser t ion  tha t  o ther  staff  d o w n s i z i n g  o n  N A S N I  w i l l  p a r t l y
mitigate the need folr  additional parking for the project.

N o i s e  Aarlysis

I The noise analysis needs a discussion of cumulative impacts C u r r e n t  noilse  l e v e l s
o n  T h i r d  a n d  F o u r t h  S t r e e t s  a l r e a d y  e x c e e d  C o r o n a d o  G e n e r a l  P l a n ,  Saate  a n d
Flederal  standards. T h e  c u m u l a t i v e  eflFect  o f  N a v y  re la ted  traffic  on  these  roadways
is not considered as part of the analysiis.

2 The noise analysis needs additional information to allow confirmation
C a l c u l a t i o n  a s s u m p t i o n s  a n d  d a t a  s o u r c e s  s h o u l d  b e  g i v e n

of its resul ts

3 T h e  n o i s e  analysis  s h o u l d  b e  s p e c i f i c  t o  t h e  p r o j e c t ,  n o t  j u s t  c o p i e d  f r o m  t h e
BRAC 1995  EIS T h e  “ C i t y  o f  C o r o n a d o  N o i s e  S t u d y  1998”  c o n d u c t e d  b y
R E C O N  f o u n d  t h a t  L e q  n o i s e  m e a s u r e m e n t s  a l o n g  ‘ T h i r d  a n d  Fourth1  Streets
exceed 70db and are  wel l  above  the  1993  f i g u r e s  s e t  f o r t h  i n  t h e  E I S These  l eve ls
above  70db ex is t  today  with  t w o  c a r r i e r s  h o m e p o r t e d  a r t  N A S N I ,  a n d  e x c e e d  t h e
thlreshold  of “Clearly Unacceptable noise levels for residlential land use” as defined
ini t h e  C i t y  o f  C o r o n a d o  G e n e r a l  Plan T h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  D E I S  a n a l y s i s  s h o u l d  b e
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Ln.4.22

L#.4.23

I

Lt.4.24

Lt.43

I

L .4 .26

L .4 .27

I
L..4.28

I

L .4 .29

I

b a s e d  o n  t h e  c u r r e n t l y  p r o p o s e d  p r o j e c t ,  n o t  J u s t  a d a p t e d  f r o m  thle  B R A C  E I S  f o r L .4 .29

cond i t ions  tha t  were  cur ren t  in  1993 t

.Air  P o l l u t i o n  A n a l y s i s

The air polllution analysis should compare future  conditions without the project to L.4.30

t%ture  conditions  with the prloject T h e  DEIS  a t  p resent  conc ludes  tha t  atr  quahty
in the fkture  will be better th;an  it is today It does not present the fact that the air
i m p a c t s  i n  t h e  Wure  w i t h  t h e  p r o j e c t  w i l l  b e  w o r s e  t h a n  t h e  fixture  wlthout  t h e
pro jec t

The air polllution analysis should  consider the required generatlon  of electricity off- L .4 .31

s i te  to  opera te  ber thed  CVNs Such  e lec t r i c i t y  genera t ion  wou ld  no t  be  necessary
wi thout  the  ex t ra  ca r r i e rs  p resen t ,  and  wou ld  have  an  impac t  om  t h e  r e g i o n a l  a i r
b a s i n

E m i s s i o n  f i g u r e  d i s c r e p a n c i e s  b e t w e e n  t h e  B R A C  E I S  a n d  t h e  n e w  E I S  m u s t  b e L.4.32

reconci led T h e  B R A C  EI!S  p rov ides  da ta  tha t  ind ica tes  emiss ions  about  th ree
t i m e s  g r e a t e r  t h a n  t h o s e  p r o v i d e d  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  D E I S There is no explanation  in

the new EIS  for this discrepalncy

T h e  a n a l y s i s  n e e d s  a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  a l l o w  c o n f i r m a t i o n  o f  i t s  r e s u l t s

I

L .4 .33
C a l c u l a t i o n  a s s u m p t i o n s  a n d  d a t a  s o u r c e s  s h o u l d  b e  g i v e n IFor  e x a m p l e ,  t h e

traffic inf%rnation  presented in the report is not suff%zient  to allow for an
assessment of the accuracy elf  the emissions factors

R a d i a t i o n  A n a l y s i s

1

2

3

4

4

C a l c u l a t i o n  a s s u m p t i o n s  s h o u l d  b e s t a t e d ,  m e t h o d o l o g y  n o t e d  a n d data sources

s h o u l d  b e  l i s t e d  C o n c l u s i o n s  a n d s c e n a r i o s  s h o u l d ,  i n  addltiorn  t o the  techmcal

p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  b e  p r e s e n t e d  i n  a  m a n n e r  a n d  i n  l a n g u a g e  w h i c h  mlay  b e  u n d e r s t o o d
b y  t h e  g e n e r a l  p u b l i c A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  t h e  p e o p l e  o f  C o r o n a d o ,  w h i l e  a p p r e c i a t i n g
the  qua l i t y  o f  the  pas t  Navy  sa fe ty  record ,  need  to  be  to ld  whlat  t h e  r i s k  t o  t h e
p u b l i c  w i l l  b e  i f  a n  a c c i d e n t  a c t u a l l y  &curs,  i  e  ,  w h a t  i s  t h e  r e a l  r i s k  w h e n  t h e
probability of the accident is backed out or becomes one hundred percent

I L .4 .34

Data should be recent and appropriate to Coronado I
L .4 .35

In order to reassure and further safeguard the public, the DEIS should address the L.4.36

n e e d  t o  i n c o r p o r a t e  i n t o  t h e  p r o j e c t  d e s c r i p t i o n  l o n g - t e r m  radialtion  monitormg  at
the base boundary with civilian residential areas The system should at a minlmum I
have the Ifollowing  charactefristics b e  e a s i l y  e x p a n d a b l e ,  p r o v i d e
data, include wind and weatlher information, and  be cost effective:

easy access

The following questions need to  be answered for Appendix “F”  10  the DEIS
I

L .4 .37

+
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1) W h a t  E P A  m e t h o d  i s  u s e d  t o  e s t i m a t e  a i r b o r n e  r e l e a s e s  f r o m  normal
operatrons7 Please provilde  the calculations to support the melthod

t

L-4.37

2) W h a t  i s  t h e  distaince  assumed be tween  the  base -boundary  res ident  (MIOI)
and  a l l  re lease  po in ts7  What  a re  the  assumled  d i s t a n c e s  t o  f a r m s  p r o v i d i n g  f o o d  t o

L-4.38

the  res idents7
I

3) F o r  t h e  f i r e  s c e n a r i o ,  w h a t  f r a c t i o n  o f  t h e  f a c i l i t y ’ s  r a d i o a c t i v e  i n v e n t o r y  i s

I

L .4 .39
released in the fire? What exposure pathway causes the largest portion of the dose7

4) F o r  t h e  s p i l l  s c e n a r i o , what  assumpt ions  a re  made  about  res iden ts ’ L.4.40
c o n s u m p t i o n  o f  s e a f o o d  t a k e n  f r o m  t h e  Bay7  What  i s  the  assumed d is tance  from
the  re lease  po in t (s )  t o  the  nearest  res ident  l(MOI)?  What  exposure  pathway causes
the largest portion of the dose7

5) F o r  t h e  fire  a n d  s p i l l  s c e n a r i o s ,  w h a t  w o u l d  b e  t h e  e c o n o m i c  i m p a c t s  o f L-4.41
these events7 I

6) W h a t  m o n i t o r i n g  i s  per fo rmed  to  de tec t  an  abnorma l  re lease  o f  ‘L .4 .42  +
rad ioact iv i ty?

I

P u b l i c  Safe ty  Analys i s

I The DiEIS  should acknowledge the existing traffic safety conditions on the

I

L.4.43 (
transportation corridors  rierving  the project,, and identify appropriate mitigation. I

2. T h e  DIEIS  shou ld  p rov ide  a  r i sk  ana lys is  address ing  the  esca la ted  th rea t  to  the
public of terrorism and risk exposure due to the consolidatiorti  co-location of thlree
or  four  a i rc ra f t  ca r r ie rs  a t  one  geograph ic  loca t ion I

L.4.44 ;

Project Mitigation

I A m e n d  t h e  p r o j e c t  d e s c r i p t i o n  t o  i n c o r p o r a t e  full  F e d e r a l  f i n a n c i a l  suppo~  f o r

I

L-4.45
c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  a  b o r e d  t w o  l a n e  t u n n e l  o n t o  N A S N I  f r o m  t h e  b r i d g e  t o l l  p l a z a  i n
order to mitigate project and cumulative traffic,  noise and air Ipollution  impacts

2 A m e n d  t h e  p r o j e c t  d e s c r i p t i o n  t o  i n c o r p o r a t e  firll  F e d e r a l  f i n a n c i a l  s u p p o r t  f o r

I

L . 4 .46
c o n s t r u c t i o n  a n d  o p e r a t i o n  o f  a  r a d i a t i o n  m o n i t o r i n g  s y s t e m  a l o n g  t h e  b a s e
boundary in order to reassure and further sa.feguard  the public

3 I n  t h e  DEIS, the  Navy descr ibes  p lans  to  evacuate  N A S N I  w i t h i n  t w o  h o u r s  ilf  a ‘ L . 4 . 4 7
r a d i o l o g i c a l  a c c i d e n t  o c c u r s In regard to this issue, the document should address
t h e  f o l l o w i n g  q u e s t i o n s

J

1) Where  does  tha t  evacuat ion  boundary  s ta r t  and  stop? t L..4.47

2) Where  wi l l  evacuees  be  taken?  N o  p l a n s  f o r  s u c h  e v a c u a t i o n  o f  C o r o n a d o L .4 .48
c i t i z e n s  i s  m e n t i o n e d  o t h e r  t h a n  ‘ v a g u e  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  a t  s t a t e  a n d
l o c a l  l e v e l ,  deslpite  the  fac t  tha t  slome  Coronado  res idents  a re  c loser  to  the  CVNs
than are many of the base population I

3) T h e  Nalvy  has  prev ious ly  s ta ted  tha t  the i r  emergency  p lans  ame classi f ied L .4 .49

How can the City of Coronado develop an emiergency  response plan if full
d i s c l o s u r e  o f  t l h e  t h r e a t  a n d  Nayy  p l a n s  f o r  evacuaaion  a n d  o t h e r  r e p o n s e s  i s  n o t
made’ I

4) D o e s  t h e  N a v y  i n t e n d  t o  c o o p e r a t e  w i t h  t h e  c i t y  a n d  parttctpate  i n  t h e

I

L.4.50

d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  i t s  e m e r g e n c y  r e s p o n s e  p l a n  f o r  a n  e v e n t  i n v o l v i n g  a  r a d i o l o g i c a l
i n c i d e n t  o r  a c c i d e n t 7

Whi le  the  i ssues  ra ised  above  and  in  the  attachecl  s u p p o r t i n g  d o c u m e n t s  a r e  o f 1,451

g r e a t  i m p o r t a n c e  t o  C o r o n a d o ,  t h e y  d o  n o t  retlect  a n y  l e s s e n i n g  o f  t h e  C i t y ’ s  o n  g o i n g
s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  N a v y  a n d  i t s  m i s s i o n We w ish  to  make  i t  pe r fec t ly  c lea r  tha t ,  by  i t s
s u b m i s s i o n  o f  t h i s  l e t t e r ,  t h e  C i t y  o f  C o r o n a d o  i s  n e i t h e r  c h a l l e n g i n g  a  n u c l e a r  p o w e r e d
n a v y ,  n o r  a n y  d e c i s i o n  o n  t h e  p a r t  o f  thle  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  Nlavy  deemed necessary to carry
out lits  mission

Our purpose is simply to insist upon a fair and realistic consideration in the Final
E I S  o f  t h e  f u r t h e r  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  d e g r a d a t i o n  t h a t  C o r o n a d o  w i l l  c e r t a i n l y  f a c e  d u e  t o  t h e
h o m e p o r t i n g  o f  t h r e e  CVNs  a t  N A S N I T h e  N a t i o n a l  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  P o l i c y  A c t  a n d  t h e
C a l i f o r n i a  Environmelntal  Qua l i t y  Ac t  c lea r ly  requ i re  the  Navy  to  have  ava i l ab le ,  and  to
care!t%lly  c o n s i d e r ,  d e t a i l e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  c o n c e r n i n g  siglnificant  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  i m p a c t s
( i n c l u d i n g  m e a n s  t o  m i t i g a t e  a d v e r s e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  i m p a c t s ) I t  a l s o  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  t h i s
information be  of higlh  quality and be subject to accurate scientific analysis I n  o u r  v i e w ,
t h e  D E I S  f a i l s  t o  m e e t  t h e s e  s t a n d a r d s ,  md  appropr ia te  cor rec t i ve  ac t ion  shou ld  be  taken ,
w h i l e  t h e r e  i s  s t i l l  an  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  d o  s o  w i t h i n  t h e  f i r a m e w o r k  o f  t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e
process

We a re  conv inced  tha t  a  thorough  ana lys is  o f  the  env i ronmenta l  consequences  o f
t h e  p r o p o s e d  p r o j e c t  w i l l  d e m o n s t r a t e  s i g n i f i c a n t  a d v e r s e  i m p a c t s  o n  o u r  c o m m u n i t y ,  a n d
w o u l d  r e q u i r e  t h e  i n c o r p o r a t i o n  o f  m i t i g a t i o n  m e a s u r e s  i n t o  t h e  p r o j e c t A s  y o u  a r e  n o
d o u b t  a w a r e ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  a d d r e s s  t h e  e x i s t i n g  n e g a t i v e  i m p a c t s  o f  N A S N I  t r a f f i c  o n  t h e
c o m m u n i t y ,  t h e  c i t i z e n s  o f  C o r o n a d o  h a v e  j u s t  a p p r o v e d  b y  a n  o v e r w h e l m i n g  m a j o r i t y  a
b a l l o t  i n i t i a t i v e  autholrizing  t h e  C i t y  C o u n c i l  t o  s e e k  f u n d i n g  f o r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  a  b o r e d
tunrnel  o n t o  N A S N I  f r o m  t h e  b r i d g e  t o l l  p l a z a I n  v i e w  o f  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  b u r d e n  t h a t
w o u l d  b e  i m p o s e d  o n  C o r o n a d o  d u e  toi  t h e  c u r r e n t l y  p r o p o s e d  p r o j e c t ,  w e  w o u l d  s u b m r t
tha t  i t  i s  impera t i ve  fo r  the  Navy  to  cons ide r  the  p roposed  tunne l  as  a  reasonab le  and
f e a s i b l e  m i t i g a t i o n  m e a s u r e W e  w o u l d  w e l c o m e  t h e  N a v y ’ s  c o m m i t m e n t  t o  par&pat?  i n

v

L .4 .52

L .4 .53
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the: City’s efforts to achieve a mutually advantageious  solution to the very re:al
t

L.4.53 I
e n v i r o n m e n t a l  p r o b l e m s  t h a t  w e  j o i n t l y  f a c e

C o r o n a d o  welshes  t o  c o n t i n u e  i t s  g o o d  r e l a t i o n s l h i p  w i t h  t h e  N a v y ,  a n d  I  b e l i e v e
thad  c a n  b e s t  b e  a c h i e v e d  t h r o u g h  c a n d i d  c o m m u n i c a t i o n s I would1  welcome tlhe
o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  a t t e n d  a  m e e t i n g  i n  o u r  ofices  between Navy representat ives  and my sta f f
t o  tinher c la r i fy  and  d iscuss  the  C i t y ’ s  c o m m e n t s Thank you in advance for yolur
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  C o r o n a d o ’ s  c o n c e r n s ,  a n d  y o u r  c o n t i n u e d  c o o p e r a t i o n .

Sincerely ,

wei-

H o m e r  B l u d a u
Ci ty  Manager

ilcdIedlcarrier4
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M e m o :  9/28/98.  A s s o c i a t e  E n g i n e e r  E d  W a l t o n .

Cite  Coluncil  M i n u t e s :

N o v e m b e r  3,  1998;  (Dra f t  M inutes )
October  20 ,  1998;
October  6 .  1998;  and
September 15.  1998.

CitvCouncilmember Comments:

M e m o :  1  l/3/1998,  B r u c e  W i l l i a m s .

C o m m e n t s :P u b l i c

R e p o r t : I l/l 1198,  Bernd Franke for Institute for Energy and Environmental Researclh;
R e p o r t : 11/11/98.  Prepared for Environmental Health Coalition by Community Health

Assessments and Public Participation Center;
Let ter :  I  l/10/98,  C a m i l l e  ,Sears;
Le t te r :  I  l/6/98,  Mar i l yn  G.  F i e l d ;
Fax: 1116198,  Stephanie Kaupp for Environmental Health Coahtion;
M e m o : I l/3/98,  I.  Sutton Clark for City ‘Blue Ribbon Committee on Traffic”;
M e m o : 10/30/98,  Rankine Van Anda  for City “Blue Ribbon Committee on Traffic”;,
Let ter : 10/20/98.  Laura Hunter for Environmental Health Coalition (with attachments);
M e m o :  9/22/98,  G a i l  B r y d g e s ;
M e m o :  9129198,  L o u i s  d e  B e e r ;
Let ter :  9/24/98,  E  M i l e s  H a r v e y  f o r  T h e  L a n d i n g  H o m e o w n e r s  Associarlon,
M e m o :  9/10/98,  Carl  B rydges ;
M e m o :  9/10/98,  L a r r y  B r o w n  f o r  C i t y  “ T r u c k  T r a f f i c  Reductlonl  Comnuttee”.
Let ter  6/9/98  (da te  rece ived) ,  l vonne  Est re l la ;
Let ter :  5/26/98,  A d a m  Hamrick;  a n d
Let ter :  5/16/98,  D i a n n e  Dlearie.
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Date: November 10. 1998

T o : City Manager, Homer Bludau

cc: Community Development <Director,  Tony Pena
Engineering &  Project Development Director, Tom O’toole
Administrative Analyst, Gail Brydges

From: Senior Pllanner.  Ed Kkeaan

Subject: Comment on ‘Draft  Enviaonmental Impact Statement for Developing
Home Port Facilities for Three NIMITIZ-Class Aircraft Carriers in
Support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet.

While the way the EIS aIddresses  cumulati,ve  impacts is one of the greatest we&nesses  of
the document, this and other EIS failings are well documented in the comments already
submitted to the City Council. However, 1  do think it shoultd  be noted that page 3.7-3 of
the document notes that U . . .the  City of Coronado adopted a Local Coustd  Program
(LCP) in 1987 as part of their General Plan.” In fact, the Cilty  adopted its LCP in 1983,
and it was never made a part of the General Plan. In 1987 the City adopted a “Local
Coastal Element” to its (General Plan that notes in summary fotm the type of issues that
the City’s LCP addresses. Moreover, a separate issue is that the document’s
“So&economics” section should better address Coronado cumulative impacts in addition
to its present regional impact focus.

ikdledlcimier4
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Al the request  of the  City of Coronado, P-m  T~fqxtation  Group  hu  rwiewui  the hllia  and
circukttiun  section of the mn C~ronmen d lmpre1  st8tement (DEISI)  pqmd  by tha  Navy %r
the hwlopn~nc  of Home Path  Facilities at Naval Ajir  Station North  Island  (NASNI)  and campared
il  to Uw  Mfic  infotmation  prdidal  in the SANDAG  Siln  Dicgo-Cora~ Bridge Toll Removal
Impact  Study, publishal  October l4.1!H8.

Tbc  plrposa  of hc SANDAG  mdy  vu  to  dctcmrine  Iha  rfkcts  of :ranotip  the  toll 8hnn  the
btidgc  on tdtic,  8it  quality. noise and ufay  on the  m01t  rignificmtly  atTalc  portion of llhc  City
of Cctomb,  namely  P and  4.  ~Strccts. AR pur  of Ithis  analysis  a tdiic analysis  was  prpd  by
K8u,cndRu  ,a  ARwciata  Whiebl  nr)urlal  fburmfltic  sc8mlios:

Ehting  GAitionr  (1997).
Year  :2015 with  ToIt,
Yaar201swidtoutT0a.tlnd
Y eat ‘201 S without loll, 2 CVN’s  at NASNI,  and the  dhnbutiotr  of the  toll W
coaullutewnita.

L.4.55
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1 MR. EDWARD KLEEhuN
CITY OF CJORONADG
octdm  117,  19!N
h&c Two

L.4.55

MR.  EDWARD ICLEEMAN
_ CJTY  OF CORONADO

October 27.1996
we-

TmmC  pdh  rater qorkd  in  the StANDA My  we in the  mqe  of 6 to  I7 patmt  betwe=
1997 and 2015 if tolla  m  mno*  with lower ~cmnt  inmmsa expcdat  if tha  toll mm&s.  llhi8
avemgu  o bebeam  a 0.33%-  0.94%  gwah me pc’ yew. l?m DEN muma a 5% pnd mm
buwun  t 993  and the find pjat imipkmenlrdan  date  of 200s.  This  rvcnyu to l 0.4% pw4t
-@gaY=-

In  mmmwy,  a review  of the  SAUDAG  ton  Rrm0vd  tnrpm  Study  kr  nttkd  the  eonspad~n

thz!Qm’stin~tra!Ilc6rr~~theDEIS  isoutof&te.  T?mteview~&orci&ccdMte
aced to  aauaely decaminc m uct!plablr pow& me,.  ‘l%e  shady  hu  coalhad that the  sip
@on  ntcs utltd  Ibr  the DI3S mt reuormble when clampsed  to  trip parention datr cnllcctlcd
bdy. Oh iuucs  raised  in  our previous kltaa,  such u the  lack of ruf!kicn! umly%r  of tiho
&npacU  of the  project ott  puking rnld  use of oulblcd  tnfGc a&caing methodoloyy,  me  rid
afkkd by dau  tkuincd  hm  I)lc  SANDAQ  qott We hope thst  this brief review of Ih
SANDAG  report IU it canpares  to the  tmttic  anatysca  in cwan DEB has  proved  helpful. WC

rppfaiatc  the  opp~ftunity  to he of mice  to tk City of Coromdo  md nmrjn  rvrilrblc to di8aJss
Q eJ&ome  WI  these conmem.

MRSONS  TJWWORTATJN  GROUP

L.4.55
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619-W-9817 to: 4370371
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QuINTON  & IWIIX
Amtbcy8  Ill lrw

Michael  E. Quinton,  Esq. Koll  cmter*
StepknV.  Petii,&q. ,501  west  Bmhy,  suitr  710

619034411~

San Dkgo  CA !D3101-asu
FAX: 619/,W-98it

8.v.~ouu8el.coaI

October  18,  1999 l Y PArlt 6 UT CLASS MAlL

Homer  Bludrru,  City Dtanr,gu
city of Coron8do
1825  Strand Way
Coronado, CA 92119

Dear Mr. Bludaur

I have completed my review of the  Mwy’e  Draft  tnvitonmentrl
Impact StatmeAt  [DEIS]  which wa8 prepared to comply with the
rcquirwncntm  of the N8tisrml  Environmentrl  Policy Act, 43 U.S. Code
S 4331,  et l eq. [HTPAI,  in  connection with the IWavy’e  prupor81  to
construct facilitier  to support  the  homoporting  of l total  of three
HXMl?Z-clams  nuclear-powered aircraft crrriere  at  Navrl  Air  Strtion
North frlaad  (NUNI), lcmted  8t Coron8do,  C8lifmni8.  t h8Ve  8180
hrd an opportunity to review the trporto  of the ravirommmtrl
con8ult8nte~  ret8ined by the City to umlyre  thm portiona  of the
DEfS  which mrt8i#B  to their ~rtidlu  l m80 of expertire,  ~)crmely,
traffk,  8iX QJ8lity uad #Wi8*. I am forced to conclude  that the
DEIS i8 8WiOU8ly  fl8Udfd ilB 8t 108dBt thC8. WMl8  Of inqUimr,  Utd
that the  Navy rhould  be u-86 to make  l ubrt8ntid comctiona  and
rddl  tionr to it* 88rumj?t  ion., wtbodologilor 8ad  frrctu81
conclu8ionr,  in wcordann  with-  thab  fhdfaga  oil the City'r  t-0
independent l nvitoarntcrl wporta  .

We 8t8rt with 8 fUlnMlbt81  mDUi8. l t8ted in th. wt8tq
gufd8liaer  for ilpfemeaft8tian  of #CPA,  #rmutgated by the fmderti
cOu%il  011  mViWat8:l  (jU8lity  tam),  l t 40  C.t.R.  8  ~boom2:

(b) HElPA  procedurorl  wet  h&arm  that aarimmmntal infonwtbh
$8 8V8:fbbh t0 @Ii0 Off$Ci8llB  Uld CitiS8lW  kfOZ@  d8Ci8im
8rO Md.  8Ud kfm  8CtiW U@ Wm. m iaiCXUti= lll8t  k

L . 4 . 5 6

City City of Coronado
re: Xiavy  DXIS rag ltomeporting  3 Otis
October 16.  1990 .

of bida WrfftY=  k:CW8t8 8Cfenltffic  uJ8lysri#,  expert agency
comment8, aad ~ubl:f~  8crutiny  Iwo  l orential to implementing
=PA. k8t illI&Wrt8rbt, #EPA  document8 mu8t  concentrrt8 o:n  the
f88Ue8  that  8re  tmlly rignificrnt  to the 8etion in question,
rather th8n  8m8SiQJ  needle88 detail. (Lmpharia  added,)

Them•  principle8 h8ve  r8cently  been rciteratmd by the Ninth Circuit
court  of -818,  iZ'l the C88a  of Idah@ mrtfng m-M8 v. YJmma8,
I37 P.3d 11416,  8t 1151 (19th  Cit. 19961.

A n o t h e r  fund8mentr~l  principle  thrt  t h e  Navy should  have
followed in sprcparing thm  DtIS  18 ret forth in 40 C.P.R.  8 1501.24,
entitled Wethodology 8srd  8cientif  ic 8ecuracym:

Agenciar  8h8111  inrur8  the proferrion81  i n t e g r i t y ,
fncludtng  rcientiflc  integrity, of the dircuusion  md  anrlyrev
in l nvfroment81 inlprct  It8tement8. They rhrll  identify ray
methOdC~lOgiO8  u8ed  rnd 8h811  nuke  l XpliCit reference8 by
footnote to the scientific  8nd lother  8ource8  rmliod  uporn  for
conclurlioa8  in the rt8tement. ZIrr  8gency  m8y  pl8Ce  dl8CUmiOn
of methodology in aa appendix.

Unfortmately,  the iCity’  conrullt8ntr  hrve  identified reveral
imtaneer  in the  DEIS where the ll8vy h88 f8il8d  to comply  with  the
above  tEPA  implementing :regulrt  lone. It 8mO8r8  that the NIV1 h88
failed to provide information of .hlgh  qurlity.  8nd in  fact :  h88
t o t a l l y  omittad my rupparting dbt8  w i t h  rempet to kay
l nvironmmt81 lrmer th8t nrort cacezn the City oi  COronado  and  it8
rm8ident8  und vi8itOr8,  n8mely  tr8ffiC.  ait  qU8litY 8& 130180
pollution.

tirmr8,  While  ‘th m8vy-‘8  D!Lbts  8m8r8  t0  38Y  lip-•ORiCU
to the nqulrmmult  of dilDcu88ing  the CWd8tiVe  iup8et  the current
project will &mm  on  (Lhe  l avimrrrmat of arctamdo,  ortea~ribly
d@VOtiw  UI 8ntiXO 8OCtiOn Of th8  m:# to t&t tlmiCr it ugl#ly
fail8  to inchdo  an l d8qpta li8tiq  Of p8t  pmjOCt8  and OVer8ll
tr8ffic  growth and tkrdbr.  WTOIWaulBly  tOM1ud8lI  tbrt th8 CWmt
@rC+CJ881’8  iwet Will  Wt  h8v. 8 CUIEUl8tiWB  l ffeCt - th.
eavirolmult  .#

L.4.56

L.4.57

0004



619-W-W17

.v
#IQ:04

C!ity  Wanager , city  of Coronado
1X:  NavY  DEIS  r.8  Homeporting  2 CVNsr
Cktobrr 16, 1996

Pres~ll~ the N8v ir awarm  of itr obligation to inclu[de  8
dlimuraion  of cumulative  impacts  ln  itm 81s.  ~6 tb U.S.  wft of
Appeals  for th Ninth Circuit h.e  recently obeemed‘

The duty, to  discwr ~tnthtlve  impacts  i n  cm Envirmncntr~
Inprct  Statement 18 aundatoy. 8~ 40 C.P.R.  8 1501.16. ?hrn
controlling regul8tion   *cumulative impact.  l e:

th inaprct  on the l nvirozuwnt which rerulte  from the
iner~~atal impact of tbo action  when to other put,
preeent and  reasonebly  Iforeseeable future l ct ion.
regwdle8#  of what  agency (fod.r.1  o f  aon-federellb  o r
perro~~  undertakes much other l ctionm. cumlativ~  iaprctr
can1  result from Aad~vfdk~s~ffy  mAnor  but coltectfvefy
rigxaf  ifcurt  l cfionr taklaag plrco  over  8 period  of the.

40 C.F.Rs. 8 lS08.7.
Cfty of Caxand-by-the-Se8 v. U.S. f&pit.  of I’ru~~..  123 Y.3d  3142,
at 1160 0th Cir. a9971  kmphr.lr  added).

t? Both Mr.  Robert Sergeant, the  City’e  trsffic  consultant, and
;P MI.  Chrrler  IBull,  the noise consultnat,  hew  cotmented  that the

Ikvy*s  0P18 irr  deficient Iln  itm dircusrion  of curaulletive  impactr  in
akrch  of their l re8e . IW.  Sergeant  obsommm  that the traf  fit
trnalysis  in t’he  DE18  l imply ‘doe.  sot  rddroer  cwaulrtive  5sq1c’t9.~
lIPage Two of Sergernt*r :report.)  Mr. Dull riailarly note0  that:
The aoire bi8cursiw  [in the  03518) doeo not rd~dresr cumulative
iinprctr  associated with traffic on 8r8a r08&.~ [Pago 3 oi RECON
xevirad  noira mtudy. I no further otatee that:

(w] hile  IRO  l pecif ic !Lndividuel  project ir probably nrpoouible
for th8  existing  wndition,  tJberm  ir cleerly  an  adverse  a0880
condition on ~%irct  und  Powth l reetr. Thie  adverse condition
im  the reruft of  aumeroum  indiv idual  projecte,  aon*  Of r:hkh
M Y hawr,  in  and mf  tbkselveo,  cawed a direct l *@rre
imp.ct  . ma projactmd  rso1.a axpwure to reeldeate  l loag Third
md Fourth  Itroet.  of tl  d.Cikda 10  Cl-rl☯Y l bree a&  l
result gli CMIJ8tlW  NrVy Ud  City mjWta*  A8  NCbr  w 8x8
should  include l dliemmrlorr  Oi tbia Of feet ti i-t&fY
w81urea) which  the  city and  the #levy  might Itake to minimlge
thorn@ l f!fecto, mot  j1u.t  Zot  tha  w-d  v=Wt  but  for  811
tho.8 projecta  which  contrlbutm  t;O trmf!it  Oa  Third @ mwtb
StnetB  .) (rd. (mqlhaeia  .upplisd.  1 J

A
L.4.57
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a ll:ie  mull 619-444-3817

aq Uanager, City,  of Coronada,
xws  Navy DtIS  re; Womeportingl  3 CVNs
October 16. 1999

PRQ:lA

David Oottfredron, the  air qurrlity  consultant
i&E’8  deficiency, in tbat he ch8racteriree the

8180
cumulat;ve  air

L.4.59

quelity  discussion in the DfrS  8e  .eomewhat:  mi81eading.m  minca the
Rvy’u  conclusion  that rraisrlor~ will k reduced is bared solely  on
8 prcmnt-to-future  comprriwn of the propored  sction  alternatives,
which fails to taka  into account the future-to-future comparison of
prepred  Wpraferrtbda Alternetive  I2 to the ao-action  Alternative
(6. This 18ttcr  t:ype  of comparison  would more rccur8tely  yield the
xuult  thrt fncrered  pollutent  l nris~ions  could  k expected, not aa
omra:ll  decrerro  in l midonm, 88 the lhvy l srertr.

:In  view  Of the  foregoing, it l eemm fair to conclulde  thet  th.
ky hre not ful~!illed  it. dutiem  under NEPA  in conducting ttr
impilry into the environmwatal,  consequences of the prefmrrod home
porting dt8MatiVO. Again, qptting  back to basic  principlee,  it
uy bo helpful to racrll  tha fundamentrl  purport of IQEP&  aa #rated
by tho federel  Council on Rwix:oncnsntal  Qudity,  in itr regulations
iqlemcnt ing NEPA  : I

40 C.I.R.  I.e.  lbOO.1  hugore.
(8) The N8ticm.l  Envlronmentsl  Policy Act (NEPA)  lm our bark

nation81  charter for protection ojf th8  environment.  I t
establishes policy, mete  goal.  (sectIon  1011, and provides
means (sect ion 102)  for carying  out  the policy.  Beetion
:102(2)  conteine  aectlosr-forcingm  provisions to uLe cure that
:fsderrl  rgencier  ret  l ccorrdhg to tha  letter end eplrlt of tha
Act.  (Quotation mark.  la original.)

9mps:ration  of sccwate  end infonutive  emrironment81  dacwwntr ia
en  l s~rentle1  part of th8 kvy’r  oblig8tiom  w&t  NEPA,  rlace  thir
i8  .n  integral pert of the l aMion-forcingw procedure that leads
bcisioanusk~r~  to tak8  8 %Ud look”  et env:iroan8n tal  CW88Ql8nCO&
md hopefully, as  8 rrmult , m&i  decirionr  that an rlee  for the
poblicc  good. lokwteon  v. mtlbow  v..Jey  Cftfsen8  Couae~lZ,  490 U.S.
392,  lo9  #.cr.  1029,  a t  1046  10969).  T o  tbat end,  t h e  feder81  UQ
lu further declared itm  golbwr,  im part, 80 follows:

40 C.P.R.  a llsoo.a  RoutDy*
Fedex.1 .genciee  .Lrll  to the fullest 8%t8nt  Do.sibler

4

..4.60
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.v

C i t y  Marhager,  City 0L Coronado
re: N8vy  ma rm 8 Xomeporting  3 CVW
Octobar  116,  1998

l ccmhtion of utrmeoua  background d&tat ad to ilmp)u8ire
ma:1  l nvimunental irruea  rind l ltrmtivee. Envir~onment~l
%mp~Ct  8trtOwntr  ohall  be Cwlcir8,  clmr,  and  to thm  pint,
and rbll  be  supported  by l vidoncm that l gpmcier hrve  rude  the
aecor88ry�  l nvironwnt81 8nalsyaer.

ii
.

Uar  t h e  8EPA  procerr  t o  i d e n t i f y  a n d  aammo tha
XO8#0Mb1@  8ltOnn8tiVM  t0 pI�O@OWd l Ctfolru th8t  Will avoid Or
mlaldte rdwrre 8ffrctr  of the88 actloam  upon the qucrlity of
thm  human l wiramnmnt .
4:) Use  all  practicable  memr,  tmnrirtent  with  rho

rcqulrrwntr  of the  Act md othor l rsentirl coruider8itioM of
national policy, to rertore  and enhance the  quality of the
human  l nvtronmant and avoid  cDr minimlao  any poeribh  l dvermo
effects of their actions upon tha qucrlity of tha  human
l nviromnent .

rt ia certainly arguable  that thm  DWB udor  l cnMay Kmilm  to
nature  qp  to the l turdrrdr l et forth abeve  4~  rrctlon  MOOI.  lb) 4
and would k  subject  to lag81  challlongo,  if thal  M8vy  wro to fgaora
t&m  defect,  uhea they are brought to ito  l ttmtim-

A8 we have prwiourly  dimarmed,  I coacuw  w i t h  the  propoe
th8t the City rubmit  tinnly comwatr  to the  lbvy  l xpmrring it8
di88grWwat  w f t h  th8 factucrl  ikndingr  cndl the analyaw  and
~~~lurlolnr  cont8iJmd in th DEIS,  bawd upon t:ho ~vlou~  cemduct8d
by ita  indtpondent  l nviromwnt~l  wportm,  with rho  hop  that the
88q  would rwonrider  ita ~ritlton oa therm iooumo  rhkh arm
critical to the City, crcknowfodgo  ia  itr tinal  IBU  the  doflcimciom
in 4tr WCornrtioa  aadl  wthodologfer,  md own rrp  to thr reality of
tlm 8dvorllo  l v%-t81 corurqurtrcoa  t&t bavr been  identif ird by
the city'@ %zldemat coamultaat~,  80  tb8t  Ut  caa  m 011 to a
diocumdaa  of tha l pproprlnte mitigation meam~?ee  aecerouy  to
mlionto  tbow  r$nm,o  CaQooqumcmm.  #em  40 C.I.L.  S8 lSOJ.14  (f#
~6 isoa.n6(b),  along with  8  a%oo.a(f),  l apra. I f  tk kyr fail.
to correct,  thau  deflc~lencioo  ia ito ?bal  111, the City wuld h
800roprl8t:Oly  m88wtod itr  8ddpilrtr8tin  Ieeadh8  under llWA  md
would be in  8 goe%ticra to m.UO jUdki81 ?W%OW  Of ti kv’=
uttaa ia federal  dirt.rict  court.

.

city Mln8geT” Citp  of Coron8do
rer li8vy DEIr3  rat  ktmeportirrg  3  CV?b
~october  16. x990

If you h8va 8ay qW#tiOnm  or ~~ri~ornm  thrt my ba r8iaecl by
tha  dircwrion,  &h8-  do mot  herit8tm  to C811 me. Wo.
of coume,  #turd  tardy to l mrirt In tha  preparattion  of any film1
ruhirrioa  to the  lWry  concerning thut DEIS,  and will continua to
(work  uith  CiCy Strff, in wh8tever  wry th8t  may  k Ihelpful. I look
forulird  to diacurriag  the  matter further  when  w  wet next Tuesday.

BincmraIy  yam,

STEPHEN V. PXTfX

cc: R . Kr8ud,  City Attorney (by fax only)
J. kil  Drydgtr, A&h. Armlymt (by f8X oalyil

6
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Elondlts

In discussions with other juriadictfons,  two reasons were given for their
independent monitoring: community outreach alnd  emergency Iresponse.  Peolple
were reassured, knowing that Slomebody  is monitortng.’  Also, the monitoring
date are occasiomalfy  accessed ldirsctly  by Interested individuals and students.
Axes8 is  either by visiting the station  or via the Internet. In case of radiation
&xkfents,  govemment agenclesI  would refy heavily on the monitoring data, which
ia  stored on a  computer. With  thb in mind, many stations also collect data on
wind speed and  direction.

L
L.4.75Memorandum

DAlEz October 14,1998

TO: HOMER BLUDALI, CIM  OF CORONADO

FROM: Joel I. Cehn, CHP,  Radiation Safety Consultant

Ells  Rovkw 6 CommontrRE: Interim  Report on Radiation Monlltoring  Study
A task waa~  added to this study, for review of a portion of the Navy’s W/V

Homeporling E/S. The Navy’s comment period on the EIS has been extended
to November 12’“,.  This task has been started and preliminary comments on tha
two Appendices (IE  and F) have been  developed. These are included In thb
Interim Report, following Table l,,

Background
This sItudy  of radiation monitoring optjons  for the City of Coronado was

Mated  on September l&11998.  As welt as a  mvbw of option&  it also  Includes
a look at the benet%  from Independent monitoring of mdirtion  bveb  by the

P City, and a review of experiences by other j;urisditionr.  Ahhough  work k  Mill  ln
;p progress, this  intertm  mport  b submitted fo encounge  eady  fmdbrck,  from  the

City to the Consultant.

A.75
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Notes tol’abk  1.

1. PlC  = lpressurized  ion chamber, detecta  low-level radiation.
. 2. Web siiies  addresses: Idaho - http:/kww.noaa.lnel.gov/

Georgia  - http:lkww.ganet.org/
Ftbdeml  - http://newnet.jdola.lanl.gov/

3. GM =  geiger  counter
4. TI.0  =  ldosimeter;  accumulates mdiation bvels;  provides monthly total only.
5. Dept. cd Energy as&ted  by U.S. EPA, bcal  agencies and schools; 44 monitoring

etatiom;  more information  at Web site.
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COMMENTS ON
APPENDIXE

INFORMATIOI~  ON RADIATION EXPOSURE AND RISK COMMENTS ON
CVN HOMEPORTING EIS APPENDIXF

DETAILED ANALYSElS OF NORMAL OPERATIONS m
ACCIDENT CONDITIONS FOR. RADIOLOmLu,

SUPPORT FACILITIES,
CVN HOMEPORTING EIS

I Summry

Thi!S  Appendix presezlts  ul  ovcwicw  of what is known &out  the hazards of
exposure ta radiation. The rrtatcd  puxpow  is  ito  “give the ruder  I basic understanding of
the . . . cxtmlcry  slnd risks  usocirtcd  with lxxposum  to low levelr  of ionizing mdiatioIL”

m Ncvcxthe1esrq  the MS pruexltcd  axe  accumte  and fepre=$  pretty well, where l&e

I miiation  safety community Istands  on the  risks  ofradiation  exposure.

nlerKxiskscanksuimmaxiw d as followa:  Higb levcl~~  of mdiation  caa  be lethal,
xxlodcmte  Icvcfs  c8n  XesuIt  in  illness  and  injlqy  (such Y culccr;),  and  low-levels My  CuIy
I small  risk of cancer. As with anything, the (dose  makes  the  poison. Some controveny
surrounds the  risks, if any,  af low-level exposurea. Studies of ,groupr  receiving low-level

s

exposures (such as radiation workers) have km  inconclusiv~-mcaning  the rislk  is too
small  or too diGcuIt  to measure.  Most scientists  assume  I sndl  dose results  in a small
risk, scaled down &om known risks 6om  high and  modeme  acposum.

Data  arc  presented on average mdiation cxposum  to the  Nwy’s  nuclear fleet
I pmannel  and radiation workers. Tbc  data u(!  inters&g  but  dbn’t  bavc  much meaning

. for Coronado mideats  (u&u  they happen  toi  work at  NAWII.)  lbese  exposures are
compamble  to those nccivedl  by other radiation workers (such as  nuclear  power  plant
wdcm.)  Hbvcvcr,  avenges  don’t tell  the whole  my-h  is hpomt to look at
ml&nlumdosts$nddosedi%tributjaru

I Comment ficw  Navy

..4.75

5
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hxlmry

The  Navy, in this Appendix, estimates potential radiation doses1  to Coronado
rSidcxlt.9,  in sevcrall  different ways.  Fii they estimate airborne effluents 6om  normal
operations and cdcdate  the rdting  mdiation  dose to selected on-base and off-base
Ldividuals.  Second, they estimate &borne  effluents from I hypothetical fire at a
adioIogical  support facility,  and the resulting radiation dose. Finally, <they  estimate the
bat  from  a hypotkticrl  spill of radioactive liquid into  the Bay.

The Appendfix  does not tjesaibc  the “norrml  operations” that cause airborne
smkuwtivity  to be  xrlcascd.  It is known that radiorctiive  waste can contain gases, such II
maporated  liquids. These  gases can k released to the  air during movement off of ship%
I during xnaintcnauce  octivitics  on ships. The Navy  appears to have estimated these
dlaser  as  some hction of the totaJ  radioactive invcotory,  although this is not clear.

c8fcuI8tioxu~  me nude to cstiul8tc  dispdoxl  of these  r&8su dklwn~  and
editnate  the r8dMtw  dose due to inhalation  a14 iage~nion  of tbe released  radioactivity.
‘Ilrw  dose to the off-base individual, assumed to reside!  at  the  base bouaduy.  is  calcuhtad
l O.Ir⌧dIii. TlufscoMlltrntpertbnncdinindcOnndeatutculatiollmdobtriaed0.6
ditIkm. Both dews  11c  vay small,,  but  the Navy  cdlcsdo~  could ati  be replicrtcd

,.4.7!3
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FROMtALLIHD TECHNOLOGY GROUP IO:S104901032

Comments for Navy
MEMORANDlJM

I

The  C i ty  shou ld  reques t  answers  t o  the  f o l l o w i n g  questiions:

I I ) Uhat EP.4  melhd  is used to e&mate airborne releases tkom  m>mal  operations?
Please  provide the calculations IO  support  the method. Since radiation  mo&ing  of
work-sites & buildings is perhmcd  by the Navy, thltse  data-not theoretical
estimates-should be used to evaluate the impacts 04  routine and other emissions.

2 ) R%at  is the distance assumed between  the bsAodary  resident  (MOI)  and all
release points? What are the assumed distances to Eim~s  providing fixd  to the
r e s i d e n t s ?

3) For the  fire scenario. what fraction  of the  facility’s radioactive inventory is released in
the  fire?  Hhl  exposure pathway (causes the  largest pohon  of the dose?

4) For the  spill scenario, what assumptions are made about residents’ consumption of
seafood  taken fbm  the Bay? What is the assumed distance from  tb  release point(s) to
the  next31  res ident  (.MOl)?  What  exposure  petbway  causes he IUgeSli  p o r t i o n  o f  Ihe
dose?

5) For the fue and spill scenarios, what would be the  aonomic impacts off &se  events?

DATE: November 9,1998

TO:

F R O M :

FIE

CCL

Homer Bludau, City of Coronadb

Joe l  1.  Cehn ([510-268-1571)
RADUTION  YIDNlTDRlNG STATIIDN

Per your request I am faxmg come preliminary information about a  poeaiible
radiation monitoring etatlon  for the City. What follomi are cfiteria  for  ewh  a
station. These cntefia  represent vuihat  is echievable  with today’8  technology, at
reasonable  cost Specific vendor names and details will k in my final report.

Off-the-&elf  hardware. We don’t what a custom rystem  that will require time
and effort to rwt  up and trouW+hoot.

Easily expandable. We want a main  monitoring etation  that can mcsive  and
proceee madiie from additiontat  etatione.  The acldrtional  et&one  may
eimply be radiatbn  eeneore on top of utility pobe. We want the option of
easily a&Iii  mm  eeneors in tlha future. (rrn p&Mlg  for hit& molnitoring
of 3 or 4 bdone  abng lhe  fentcu-line.)

Easy acceee  to data. I want to put the monitoring nadinge  on a Walrtd  Wide
Web eite, for anyone  to acceu  (even the Navy.) The Web cite  would
automatiwl)y  update the rsadinge every few minutes.

wind  and weether data inctuded. If high mdiationl  madings  are de@cled, the
first thing 10  cb h look at wind dlireclh. Ie Ihe carder  up-wind? Meaeuring
wind epeed and direction at the station woukl  be rreeful.

Coet+ffectii~.  A main monitoring eMion  and 3 uatellite  etatlone, with all d
tha above fwtume,  aan  k had for under $100.000, and poeeibly cloecr to
$5O,OW. Uplkwp  and maintemm would k on the order of $10,000 per
year.

I would guess that the Navy’s  negative feelings aboul  Cii monitoring himve  to do
wth  falsa  alarms.  VVRik  these yb  possible, the station wtll  not be wtred  to eet
off eirone  end klruone. In the mKtlt  caee,  ths Navy wrill  receive a few extra
phone celle  rsqrneeting  help in l xpkeining higher than avenge  readings. If they
really are good neighbore,  they eha~~ld  be  willirrg  to aK+erete  with us. Aleo. the
growing e⌧peri4me  with these  l yetems, from other communitloe, door  not give
any baeie for thoii  fear.

Please  al me at  any time, ti you would like lo dlea~ee  thie  further

l’hs  page updated on  Ncwmbcr  5

L.4.76
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Mr.  Ed Klccman
City of Coronado
1825 Strand Way

. Coronado, CA 92118

Reference: Naval Air Station North Island (NAM) CVN Noise Review (RECON
Number mm)

Dear Mr. Kleeman:

Based  on our conversations, I have revised my noise letter  of September 15.1998.
The fOllOWin discussion presents the September 15 information with a more
detailed discussion of the nature of the significance of noise impacts.

‘fk  noise Information presentfed in the environmental impact statement (EIS)  for the
homeporting of the NIMITZ-clasr  aircraft carri~m  (CVN)  at NASNL The data
provided in that report is for several locations that we recently evaluated as part of
our 1998 noise study for the City of Coronado. ‘Ike following discussion  compares
the results of the Navy’s consideration of area sound levels and those that resulted
from our analysis.

Noise is considered in three areas  in the EIS. Section 3.11 of the main rePor&
Appendix C ad the EIS, and Section 3.11 of the supplemental infimmation for
NASNI  all present data regarding uu noise. Community Noise Equivalent Levels
(CNELs)  arc  presented in Table 3.11-I  (page 3.1 l-2) of the EIS. Measured hourly
equivalent noise lcve1s (LJ  are  provided in Table 3.11-l of the supplemental
information. CNEL  is a 24-bur  average with weightings  applied to evenin  rmd
nighttime hours. b is an hourly average noise lkvel, which  in this case was
measured. There is a discussioia of the relationship between our recent  evaluation of
CNEL 8nd our  measured hourly  4 klow.

IhrveincfudctdaUblcforucholthcrercuafd#rwhich~~~~
resulta  to thosepresented  by the Navy. Whik  t&c  locationr  cauickrcd  by each
study Imy  diff;n  rlightly,  they Mt &Se  awgh  l’llr  fcuanabk  an-

I have addreut!d  two types of noise impacts: (1) ~direct  effects md (2) cumulative
effects. wt effecta”  PC those resulting &om traffic specifically  caused by tthe

Q4?  AdsdtofkslMm pp0seddom.  ycUmulativeimpa~~“resuh~xx~&=rnentali~in~
l tn ~USZll?-5 when consider~I  with other ti-prodWing  p@ecU  rad aggravating m

mm5 um4litiala.

cnM4u 00~4

A.77

Mr. Ed Klecman
Page 2
Oct0btr  14.1998

For direct  impacts, I considered the extent to which the proposed increase in traffic
as a result  of the project will increase noise lcve1s on area roalds.  For cumulative
impacts, I considered whether the noise conditions near area roads were  unaccept-
able and whether the incremental change, resulting from the project, would
contribute to that condition,,

Based on my review  of the ,Navy’s  report and consideration of the recent noise study
I completeld for the City, I believe that the Navy9  conclusion that there  will non  be I
direct adverse noise impact as a result of the lproposed  project is comt.  I do,
however, believe that there is the potential for an adverse cumulative impact as a
result of project.

This potential is funher  supported by the discussion of cumulative effects in the
1995 repor  entitled Draft Environmental Impact Slatemcnt  for the Development of
Facilities iru San Diego to Support the Homeporting  of One NMIZ  Class Airmaft
Carrier Volume 1. In that report, the current project is considered as a contributor to
cumulative impacts. Page 6-17 of that document indicates that:

The ambient noise levels would incrementally increase  with the
additional traffic associated with potential homeporting  of two
additional CVNs  and any associated baffic  increase related to future
poterntial  base realignment actions at NASNI.

CNEL

RECON’s  predicted m are similar to the Navy’s in all cases except for
receivers along Third and Fourth Streets, and a limited area  alorug  First Street. The
predicted  CNELs  WM  four ckciklr  different cm First and Third Struts and three
decibels different on Fourth Street. Our predicted CNEL  levels ‘were  based on
traffic volumes publiskd  by SANDAG for the year 2015, usin  speeds and traffic
mixes estrbliskd during hourly measurements and cor~espcmdimg tic counts.

The basis for the CNEL ltvelr in the Navy’s study are hourly ha calculated usiq
the Federal Highways Noise Ptiction  Model. The supplement infcmnation  aectioll
states th8l many agenciu  consider the peak hour sound level to be amsistent  with
theCNEL  IlwumethrtIhcNavy~cheperkhouraoirckveluthtCNEL.

To the extent that the brflic  distribution over a %hour  pried  mueta  certain
ruumptionr,uheperkhorrr4mdtheCNEL~dbeqrrivrltnlt,  Anunusual
distribution olrtnm  over  the day CoulQ however, make thir asstmpdorl  invalid.
Differences could be based on differences in modeled speeds or b&k mixes  it
pcmntagea  of  heavy truckr,  medium  trucks,  andl  automoWer. I could not  find the
traffic mix or apeed  usumptiomu  used in the  mockling  pmcess  in nhr  auteri&  I bud
&omtheNavydocumenu.soIcouldnotassessrhescassuu@orur

L4.77
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Mr. Ed Eueuna.n
Page 3
October 14,1998

The Navy’s CNEL figures are based on exiisting  traffic, while ours our based on
future traffic volumes. This is not  a significant difference bcause  future  traffic
volumes are not predicted to substantially exceed current vo11umes.  In each ciw
this difference in average dairy traffic would account  for kss  than one decibel.

While the assumptions employed by the Navy are not in the EIS, the conclusion that
there is not a direct effect as a result of the project is reasonable. The basis for  my
concurrence is that the projected increase in traffic is not  auffkknt  to result in a
noticeablle increase in noine.

The assumptions employed by the Navy MC  important for consideration of
cumulative impacts, howe;ver.  The Navy presents  noise levels baaed on existing
traffic vo~lumet.  The Nayy  predicted a CMEL of 67 and  68 A-weighted decibels
[dB(A)) on Third and Fourth Streets, respectively. With  these noise kvelr, the
incnmenltal  increase resulting from the proposed project would probably not
represent a significant impact. RECON’s  noise prediction based on future traffic
conditions was 71 deciklrs  for each  of these roadways. The difference between the
existing traffic used by the  Navy and  the fulturc  traffic volun~s  we  used is  no@
enou@t  to account for the differences in the two m

There is no definitive standard for assessing  cumul8tive  impacta.  The cumulative
discussion for noise combines the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)  CVN and
the current project and conckder that  there would be no significant cumulative
effect. The noise discussion does not address cumulative im~pcts associated with
traffic on area roads. The cumulative discursicm  for tmqmation,  on the ather
hand, considers a “future baseline scenario** which includea  a five percent growth
factor over existing traffic.

The dilemma presented by the cxiating  prop&  is that while no specific indivirhl
project is probably nsponaibk for the exirting  condition, them  is ckuly ari  ~fwne
noise condition on Third end Fourth Streets. Tbia adverse  condition L the leauh  d
numemu  individurl  projects;  none  of  which  may hrve,  in  md  ofthemtelver,
caused a direct dvase  inlpm,  The  projeclkd  noise  exposure  to leaants rlolng
Third and Fourth Streets of 71  deciklr  is  clearly  uivcm  and  a rtsuh  ofcumukive
Navy  andl City project% As  such, the ElS  shouId in&k  a diruuim of this  t&et
and identifj  me8sum which the City and  the Navy might t&e  to minimize  thoee
effects, ruti  just for the praposed  pmject  but  for all  projects  which  coatrikde  to
traffic QII  lhird and Fourth1  Streeta.

Hourly I,

ourmeasuredL,rweFce+ivaknt  onThirc1street&ndonAkmedabetwaXtuMrd
and  Second  Struts  and higher  on  Fii  Street  and  m Alameda  buwcca  Third rmd
FourrhSamets-

477

Mr. Ed IUeeman
Page 4
October 14.1998

calibrated Larson Davis scriers  700 integrating sound level meters and each were

I

L.4.77
configured rimilarly.  There was some difference in the precise location of the
meters, but it is most likely that traffic speeds,  volumes, and mix were different
during the measurement period. The  Navy report did not present the traffic data
associated with the hourly measurementa.

In conclusion, it would appear  that the Navy has underestimated the CNELs on
Fint,  TIM,  and Fourth Streets. For Third andl  Fourth Streets, both the Navy’s and
our prediction of  future conditiona exceed the City’s general plaur  standard. On First
Street, our predicted CNEI.  wouId  exceed the {standard by one dlecibcl while the
Navy’s estimate would be under the City’s 65 CD(A)  CNEL standard. In either
case, the Navy’s report concludes that the noise on City streets ins not an effect of  the
proposed homeporting becaur;e there is not a significant change in traffic on area
streets. To the extent that the traffic assumptions are correct,  there would not be a
significant change in noise as a result of the homeporting. Since predicted CNEIJ
exceed the glenera  plan standard, there clearly is a cumulative noise impact from
traffic to residences on Third  and Fourth Streets resulting from all contributing
SOUTCCS.

I hope this comparison is useful. If I can answer any questions, please call.

Charles Bull
President

CSB:sh

,
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KJeeman
city of Coronado

. 1823 S-d  Way
Coronado, CA 92 118

Rcferenn:: Naval Air Station North Island CVN ElS  Air Review (RECOIN  Number
3022N)

Dear Mr. Kkman:

Ei!l
We have reviewed the air quality information presented in the environmental impact
statement @IS)  for &eloping  home port facilities for three ~NIMl’IZclasr &craft

I
carriers (CVNs)  at Naval Air Station North  island  (NAM).  This ElS  will herein
be referred to as the CVN  IHomcporting  E& (U.S. Department of the Nayy  [DON)
199811).  Air quality is considered in three areas in the ElS.  Skction  3.10 of the main

$ ’
report, Appendix K of Volume 2, and Section 3.10 of Volume 3.

‘The  air quality discussion iis broken into two broad areas: canrstruction-r&cd
m- emissions and operation-related emissions. Construction emissions incluck
- - dredging and  other offshanc  activities and ctmstructicm  of onr;horc  support facilities.

Operation emissions include vessel emissions, emissions associated with
maintenance activities, onshore emissions aasociatcd with support fPcilitiev  and
activities, and commuter v&kle  trips.

It is noted that the propowd  action is for the construction of support facilities for the
homeporting  of three CVNs  at NASM,  nor for the homeporting  of the CVNs
themselves. l”hcrefm  the  no action akmative  (Akmative  6) would stilll  result in
a second CVN being homqxkd  at NASNI.
WOUM  any’ new facilitica  be

No new dredging  would occur aor
consbuclcd  under this dccmati~.

Drufging

I 1

..4.78

Mr. Ed Klceman
Page 2
October 14.1998

the cunrent  proposed action, the emissions determined from the BRAC EIS  ‘were
increased by a factor of 12.3 to reflect the revised  estimates.

Ihe  EI!s  concludes that the annual emissions resulting from dredging and disposal
activities would be 0.6 ton of volatile orgranic  compounds (;VOC),  4.5 tons of  carbon
monotide  (CO), and 13.8 tons of oxides  of nitrogen @40x).

Based on the discussion in the CVN Homeporting US,  it appears that the dredging
emissions have been  adequately addressed.

Facility improvements

It is stared in the EIS tha,t  air quality impacts from construction of a new berth and
structures for one additional CVN  ‘ken based on similar activities associated with
homeporting  a CVN at NASNS’  (CVN Homeporting  EIS, Ipage  3.10-6). In  the
BRAC EIS (DON 1995).  the construction, of the new CVN berth is identifkd  as
activity P-700. The peak annual emissions associated with activity P-700 ax= 15.46
tons of CO, 2.28 tons of WC,  22.1 tons of NOx,  2.01 tons,  of oxides of sulfur
(SOx).  and 1.35 tons of IO-micron partMates  (PMIO) (DON  1995).

In  the CVN  Homeporting  ElS  (page 3.10-7)  it is stated that  “the peak annual
cmissioms associated with facility improvccments  would be  0.9 tons of VOC, 5.1 tons
of CO, and 7.1 tons of NOx.”  Table 3.10-3  of Volume 3 of the CVN Homeporting
ElS  also indicates peak annual emissions d 0.7 ton of SOx,  and 0.4 ton  of PM10  for
t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s .

Therefore,  the BIUC ElS  activity P-700 emissions arc  appximately  three  times
those provided in the current El!%  Then is no explanation given as to why the
tissions  stated in the CVN  Homeporting  EIS  a~ approxi~mptcly  ~n~-third  ~&XC
presented in the BRAC 13s.

Page 3.10-S of the EIS states:  “Since off-site utility plants would provide the
ckctrical  power to generate  the  steam  &mad for each veascl,  emissions fmnn  this
activity SJe MC  pmentcdl  in this analysia.~

There  is insufficient information provided in the Homeporting  EIS to dctuminc  if
thcpqxucdactionwoulldrrurltinanincl~ekctricalc~d  Ifthepxupoacd
salon  would result in an kreascd demand on the ckctrical  supply grid within the
San Diego  ccgion,  this additional demand could  be  supplied by eaisting  power
plants within the San Diego Air Basin. The  incrrmcnul  &ruse  in electricity
~i~wouldrnuhliaapmparianrlllnacutindrrmduiautothtdrbuin.
Thcrcfanr,  although then  emissions would  o&r  off-site. tlhey  would wnaibutc  to
Jcgiodl  air quality cllhsionr  md  ahouk&  chaefuc,  be addressed .-

0029
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 Ed Kkeman
IPage  3
cktotm  14.1998

‘Vehiculur  sOurce~s  and Total  EMsions  Resuftingfiom  rhr  Proposed Action

The  discussion of vehicular emissions focuses on the supposition that vehicle
emissions will decrease over time iand  compares fut~ure  emissions to current
conditions (present-to-future comp~arison).  Although it is acknowkdged  in the EIS
that the proposed action  would increase the number of average daily ltripl  in the
project m the kollowing statements arc madez

‘pllc  to the implementation of state and federal vehicle emission staruiards,  the
average emissions per vehicle mile: traveled (VMl’)  for the Califomir  vehicle fleet
will decrease by approximately 44 percent from 1998, when one CV  [conventional
carrier] would depart NASNT,  to 2005, when the second CVN would arrive.”
(NOTE:  The mivaf  of a second CVN would result in a total of three CVNs
stationed at NASNI.)  “Consequently, emissions associated with the iIncrease in
project traffic at NASNl  from baseline conditions will be more than offset by the
lower  average emissions Per VW’ associated with future vehicle fleeta.”

While this is presumed to be true, the reduction in v~ehick  fleet emissions is not a
result of the proposed action and benefits all projects and actions in the dr basin
trqually.  Furthcmore,  this approach does not  consider the fact that thlc  Preferred
rtLmative  (Alternative 2) would result  in air etnisskns  to the air basin that would
not  occur if the no action alternative (Alternative 6) were adopted

1Jting Tabk  3.10-l  of the EIS,  it in  indicated that implementation of the  preferred
rrltemative  (Alternative 2) would result in an increase in VOC enqissions  of 9.2
tons/year and dectreases  in CO. NOx,  SOx,  and PM1 0 emissions of 40.&l  16.9,
1133.4, and 29.9 tons/year,  respectively, rcktive  to baseline (existing) conditiona.
liowever,  there is no mafyds  of future carditions  wUtout  the project cornpa&
with future conditions with the  project (future-~future)  included in the EIS.

l%erefarr,  the emissions freon  provided were ruurmed  to be caxut.  Data
pmwi&d  in Vohutnc  3 indicate that removal  of 8 conventional u&r ‘would  scauh ia
a &crease of 15329$42  VA&l’ per  yw while  &ii& d l CVN would  FcIuh ia ID
incmscof13,~l~Vh4Tpcrycrr.  nisfbmdoammsuadwmge
commuter  tip h!n#th of 13 miks  (one wry). All aba emission  tGm*  data (Waek
and  auxiliasy  qui]pmml,  ImsJbae i t - etc.)wereusedunclu~

0 0 3 0

Mr. Ed Kkeman
Page 4
October 1’4, 1998

The resuhr  of this compariron  indicate that by completion of lthc proposed action

L.4.80  .
(year  2009, the preferred action (Alternative 2) would result lin  an increase in
emissions of all  criteria air lpollutants  that would not occur if the no action
alternative (Ahemative 6) were implementedl.  Specifically, Alternative 2 woulld
result in emission increases of 12.1 tons per year of WC,  66.‘9  tons per year of CO.
18.4 tons Per year of NOx,  0.6 ton Per year of SOx,  and 1 .O ton per  year of PM10 to
the air basin that would not occur with the no action alternative (Alternative 6).

These  are lthe  maximum air emissions that wlould  occur as a result  of the proposed
action. Consequently, the conclusion of the IEIS  that the preferred action would
result in a reduction in air quality emissions does not seem jurtified.  For this
reason, these increases should be discussed irn the air quality conformity analysiir
presented iin  Appendix K.

A conformity determination for federal actions is required for each pollutant when
the total of direct and indirect emissions in a nonattainment area  caused by a federal
action would equal  or exceed the following rates:

VOC or NOx SO tons/year
c o 100 tons/year
SO, or NO, 100  tons&ar
PM loo tonr/ylear

The increases discussed above remain below the specified thresholds. Therefore, the
proposed action would still ibe determined to conform to the State Implementation
Plan as  cottcluded  in the EI!3.

It is imPortant  to note that the thresholds for requiring 8 conformity determination
are compatrd  to the sum of all direct and indirect emissions resulting from the
propod  f&d action. lf tthe  pmposed  action would result int  an incmased
electricity demand (as discuiscd  above), the resulting incmmental  inrrcrte  in
emissions due to the ekctricity  9enuation  would add to the operational emissions
discussed above. Additionally, changes to the traffic generadcm  rates  or total
vehicle mika  bwekd would change the vehkk  emissions discussed ahove  (for
example, the EIS assumea  an  rverqe cotnmuRtt  trip kngth  of 13 milu).  If change8
to these emisdons were found to be nhtantial,  it ir possible tlha  the total
opmth8llcmit ioludcxaedtkconfoti tydctamiart i ioadutrhold.

Nevertheku,  given the hfcntmathn  pmvickd,  the cperadond  emission8 fuultin~g
from the pIopo8ed xtioft  m:  not 8ntidp8ted  to exceed the thresholds.  Therefort:,
the conclusion in the ElS  that  dr quality impIrtr  are  less  than ~rignifiiant  would
scmdnunclungal.

‘I

L.4.80
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Cumulative

The cumulative air quality discussion in the EISl  (page X18-12) states,
“Implementation of the proposed action would J?roduce insignificant aJr quality
impacts in the:  region,  as  the imxeaw  in most pollutant emissions (except VGC)
from addition of one or two CVNs  (Alternative ione  through Four, and Six) would
be  reduced by a greater  -lt  from the rrmovn) of two CVs.”

As indica!ed  above,  this is somewhat misleadinsl  since this conchuskm Jr based
rokly  an a present-to-fitufe  comparison. A future-to-future compahon  of tJac
proposed actitm afternatives,  IU discussed above, reveals that the ,prcfelnd
alternative (Alltemative 2) would resuh  in increased emJssJons  when compared to
tic no action aJtemative  (Alternative  6). Nevertheless, the rrrulting  Increases In
emissions calculated from the rlvdlable  information would not exceed signifhnce
thresholds or trigger a conformity determination under the 1990 Clean Ait  Act.
Therefore, the conclusion of noI significant cumuJativc  air qurlity  impacts rppwr  vo
be coma.

Sincerely,

3dB*
David Gottfredson
Environmental Analyst

DMG:lJg  ’

Refennces C&d

U.S. Department of the Navy (‘DON)
1995 Fuu~JEnvJromcU impact Sutment for the Development of FacJlitJcs

in San DiegdCaonrQ  to Support thel  H-n8 of Gne JWW’IZ
Chs Airctd  hrriar. Southwest Division, N~vd Fdides Jhgineaiq

F.4.81

subject HomrlbItFUilitiO8Dt&EIS

Dw Mr. O’TooJ~

At  the  request of the  City of Cd,  Pamoxu  Tf8mpomtiou  Group h,  ml8~dl the  mfi5c
md chhticm  8octiot.t  of Vh Drd  Enviroatnurllt  Itqmcv  Statmcat  (DEIS) prepti  by the
Navy fix the  DewJopmmt  of Home Port FaciJitics.  tn  8cnmJ  WCC  found the docuunenv  Jacked
Micicnt  dctril  md nrbs!&rtiny  data  and rwlysir  to substantiate  it’s  couch&n  of no
aignilhnl tnrfic  impacls in the Viddy  of Naval Air Station No&  bland (NASNI). Wo
mmmttmd  the  City of &o&o  request tbc 1Navy provide a c:ompJetc  and aum~ehcarive
mdysis  of pomtiaI  W%c  impacls  at NASH  d Mew  to lhe bd off dd&J provided fm cbr PcarJ
Uatbot  imUJJWm

The  @anspodon  u&s  (Se&on  3.9) does  uoI  appear  to be based  on acw md cumut
iafiitiou.  Mhcr.  it maus  to rely  on infomnation devclopcd fk the 1993  US 00 m
Ilomeporriny of one 0%. Thii  kads  to the use of older da18 (JW)  and  older  utdylicd  tooJs
(1UUS  Highway Capacily Manual  as opposed C tJk 1394  mamaal). By t&8  cumznt  Jnfonaation
ad  malytiul  pmcesscs  l mart  cam-iv8 mIuavion of pot&  tf8fIii iuqru  w the
IunwnJiw  c#rlmunity  will bc devcJopcU  and pnW&d  to the p*lk  rpd decirion OrikCn.

L.4.82
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. hge  Two

limo  trip gumtion  mto  also  dew  not  ddrru  the hue of trsnsitot  carrion  which wiu  be Y
NASNI  on a Uoulid  bash. Due  to lhis  phnnd  activity,  tbc amount of hc  cimims  En ia  pat
may  be higher  than  cufmnt  pnaicos  thus causing the  8smunod  trip gabemtion  ntu  to k&o bw.
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. xNlrER0FFIcEMlEM0RANDuM:

DATE: September 28.1998

To: _ Tom O’Toole,  Director

FROM: Ed Wdtol&  Associ8te  Engineer &

SUBJECl-: E&S.  Hoqmting  F&litics

Tom, 1 ghnccd  tbmugh  Volume I of the US. tad have t& following comments:

ES-8 Line 23 - ‘The baseline for NUNI Is stated u two CVs;  this is confusing when
compared to ‘the  akrnatives which discuss the ranovd of the existing two CIh and the
addition of new CVNs.
the baseline.

h the rhanuivct the ~total  minus the ncmov~  is one greater thm
I believe the baseline number should be two CVs  md one CVN.

 Liuc  38 - What ia the sigtificancc  aitaia threshold for changes in traffic voluuae ~4.96
u  defined by &is  report? I

3.18-l Line 3 - Cumulative iqpacts  on  envitwnmental  ruoumes’  result 6om  the L.4.97.
i,twemental  effects of the project V&XI added to other put, present,  and  msosmbly
foreseeable future projects. The  E.I.S. approaches this as m inde;pendent  project rmd
wll with nsprct to put projects that have combined to adversely afkt  the quality of life,
Tlk  cumulrtivc  impacts hwe gone on uurecognized  (and  utunitigated

3.18-l  1 Line 40 -’  specid  activities such PlAa arc!  tanpomy  fluctlmions  and  arc  not L.4.98
included  in the qmtific8tion. Witi the possibility af three cmim with 2 PI& every six
years for a six-month duration, this  equates to 6 PIAs  (3  cmim  x 2 IPIAs) every six ywm
dor six months. Reducing this amounts to six mantiu  of evay ycu 8 PM should be
ocm. This seems more than 8 temporrry  fluctuntioIL11.4.90

.
2-25 Line 11! - The  probability of rll  three homeported  CVNs  and a rmsitat CVN L.4.91
simuhaneouslly  in port at NASNI  would be extraaely low.. . . ‘Ibis appears to be the
extent of evahatiq  the 4* CW  berth;  bumver,  dvtn the  hct  that  the Navy  is
expending resotms  to keep it indicates that uhis  will hppca  aud  should be t&at into
consideration in the “worst case  scenario.” .’

3.9-3 Table 3.9-I  - The  repented  ADT for the Coronado  Bay Bridge i, 66,000. Ibe ADT lL.4.92
over the bridge for 1996 md 1997 was 70,000. I

IL.493
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Couad Review & Comments  on “Dr&&tvirumrmDaament  u

i n e .Home Port  Fmlities lot, . . . . . .Three Ntmttt  CucraH Ca,t+rs tus t of t
LS. Pacific Fl&.‘l,  Homer Bludau, City Manager, introduced this item, stating%Duncilt
being asked to comment on the draft seven-page letter to be seat  to the Navy. Staff attempted to
amplify on issues identified at the last  public hearing.  and have commented on Cumulative
Analysis, General Analysis, Trafftc AnalYS& Parking Analysis, Noise Analysis, Air Pollution
Analysis and Radiation Analysis. staff is requesting tihat COUllCil review the draft letter, receive
public comment, and direct staff as to the cootent of tile letter. Mr. IBludau  further stated that
additional informatiou  would be forthcoming from Joel C&n.

Coluncilmember Blumenthal commented on the process. He thought it might be helpful ‘to  know
what will happen when the Navy receiwes these comments hm the City. Tony Pena responded to
Mr. Blumenthal’s request. stating that NEPA is a requirement for federal projects. C&ifomia’s
equivalent is CEQA. Procedurally, they are similar. When a project gets tothcsize thalt  ao EIB
or au EIS is requiredl, a draft EIS must be prepared and notif-tion must be provided such that  the
affccfed agencies and the public will be alerted to its release. In this case, the Navy has prepared
the Draft EIS. The comment period bas been extended by 30 days to allow for more thorough

r examination and commenting.
b incorporate and

When that  period expires. it is  the Navy’s responsibility to
respond to those comments generated ‘by  the draft with a final EIS. There  is no

deadline for the Navy to do that. Many of the comments received by the City on the Draft EIS
state that the Draft ls  inadequate as a NEPA  document. The City is requiring a much more
thorough analysis with greater detail on the assumptions that were provided to the Navy’s
consultants. The City’s consultants have not been able to conftrm  the fundings  the Navy provided
in ~tbe  Draft EIS because the assumptions the Navy used can not be subuta&ated in many cases.
The final EIS should not look very similar to tbc Draft EIS if the Navy responds to the City
adetptately.  When tlhe Final EIS is completed, tk City and public will have 45 days to respond,
andl  hen  the document will be cenified  by the Navy aa having completed the requirements for
NEPA.  The last time this  process was undergone  by the City md the Navy, the City provided a
long list of comments  that were responded 6 by the  Navy ‘s- Fii EIS in lip service onlly  . T h e
data from the Draft WPS  not justifred,  as requested. If I&  same thing happens again, the City will
have to detcrminc  h01w it wants to proceed.

Councilmember Williams stated that  Mr. Pena has carefully pointed out the difficulties being
encmtntered by the  City’s consultants in  the  review of the EIS. TIE  drafi  of tbc  letter by the  City
stata  tbat the fundamental objective of NEPA (guarding the environment through discussion and
disclosure) bas been effectively circumvented by tbc INavy’s  approach. This  leads to questions
abau the process the  Navy followed in  the dcvelopmcn~t  of tlx  Drift  EIS. Mr. Williams suggested
that Couocil  add solmt  verbiage 10  tlu ktter  concerning &at  prucesa.  The following questions
rhauld be asked: 1) What was the process that  was followed in selecting an EIS contractor? 2)
Was it an independent environmental contractor selected that  does not have close business ties to
UK Navy? 3) What. was the scope of work stated by the Navy? 4) What was the identilty  of the

prime c:ontractor assigned the task of devclloping the EIS? S) Who were the  subcontractors for the
various sections of the EIS. if indeed there were subcontractors? 6) What were the qualifications
and prior experience of the contractors involved in the prepiaration  of the studly?  7) What was the
type of contract awardedl,  i.e. Was this project advertised rfor bid? Was it awarded sole source?
Was it just an add-on clhange order to an existing contract? 8) What was the total cost of the
Draft EIS to the N a v y ?
materials perspective?

‘9) What was the type of contract from a fucd  price, cost plus or time and
These are all questions the City needr to have answered.

Councilmember Ovrom commented on the Navy’s presentaltion  of what the Navy feels deserved
mitigation in the North Island options, which was eel grass. Mr. Ovrom assumes that the reason
the Navy said that is because it is relatively inexpensive to mitigate the eel grass. Other than that,
there was a complete lack of talking about transportation and some other issues that are very
important to Coronado probably because mitigation of these issues would be very expensive. H e
suggested that in the second page of the letter some words could be added to give more emphasis
to the need for more mlitigation,  particularly in those areas that arc caused by traffic such as
traffic,  noise, parking, pollution, etc. Those are the most serious and ItlOst  flagrant areas that
were missed by the Navy. That means that this report was either poorly prepared or done in an
attempt to avoid those issues because of the expense of mitigation.

Mr. Blumenthal suggesteNd  that the letter salys  what is needed1  and expresses the frustration the City
is experiencing. The Ge,neral  Analysis section could be lengthened somewhat: to include the point
that  Mr. Ovrom made. For example, Item I2:
Coronado,” could be rephrased to say,

“Data should be recent and appropriate to
‘Data. especially relating to traffic atnd  noise, should be

recent and appropriate to Coronado.” Mr. Blumenthal stated his biggest concern is that the Navy
has already decided whait  it is going to (do. Is there any reason;0  go through this with the
expectation that there is some recourse that the City has if the  Navy bases a decision on suclh  a
faulty  document?

Mayor !Smisck  stated that the Navy plans 110  put two additional CVN’s in Coronado. The EIS is
being prepared to address all the different alternatives and all the environmental effects of those
alternatives. The Navy states that its preferred solution is to place the CVIN’s  here. The City
needs to  be careful with wbat its expcctntions are. The expectation that might be sought after i%s
that if the City can show that  by virtue oi the  CVN’s coming to Coronado, that there will be a
change ~to  Coronado. then the City should be provided some mitigation for Uhat  change. One of
the  biggest problems witb  the analysis is in its definition of the baseline. The  City has stated that
the baseline should be one CVN. HistoricalIy,  there have been a number of cat&s  that are non
CVN’s, but are big aircraft carriers which cause a lot of people to come to and from the base.
Perhaps one CVN should be looked at because there was an EIS done on one CVN and1 a
conv&ional  carrier as the baselint.  The City needs  to dectetminc  what the baseline is and then
f o c u s on addressing the impacts of all of additional trafftc birsed  on the general population growth
iothc area. How does thii idea of placing CVN’s here fall into place in that  larger picture?
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Mr. Williams expressed his concern with the  definition of the baseline. He stated that the ‘no
actlion”  alternative results in a second CVN being homeported in Coronado and is what tlhe Navy
considers to be the baseline. The reason for this is because the necessary facilities are
subutantially  in place: to accommodate the KcOnd  CVN.

Malyor  Smisek agreed that there is no agreement as to what  the baseline is. The Navy is stating
that the baseline is [two  CVN’s. Corcnado  is saying Ithat  the cumulative baseline should1  be one
CVN. Mayor Smisck felt that it might be most accurate as a compromise between the two  - to
have either three conventionals  or one!  CVN and one  coaventiona!. Mr. IBlumentha!  suggested that
that would imply acceptance of the Navy’s preferred alternative, which would leave Coronado to
seek  effective mitigation only. That <abandons  any possibility of as!cing  the  Navy to consider two
CVN’s instead of three. It is difficult to simply accept th actions of the Navy and to wait for
them to make things right for Coronatb.

Mayor Smixk commented that if Coronado can show tlhat  the impacts of a third CVN would be so
large that the mitigaition might be more than the Navy would want to undertake, the Navy might
reconsider its preferred alternative. The problem stems from the maintenance facility already
being  in place at Nolti  Island and fralm  the fact that three carriers have been homeported  at North
Island previously. Ihose  generic things make it seem insignificant to go with the Navy’s preferred
altlemativc. However, there are differences between the CVN and conventional carriers that need
to be considered in this equation.

Councilmember Ovrom stated that the:  Navy’s preferred alternative is being driven by Op Area and
training and not necessarily by training or facilities. The  decision has been made to !une three
CVN’s here.  Coronado needs to have the Navy addrers  mitigation. Mr. Bludau added &at NEPA
requires that feasible alternatives be looked at. Even id the Navy does&t Ike  the altematiives  or if
they  aren’t interested in using any of them. ti fina! document would be incomplete without them.
If the  City’s figures arc correct, and the savings to the Navy arc in the Ivcighborhood of $62  to $87
milllion,  tht  Navy slhould  bt  forced to admit that  this is  a viable option. If the Navy does not like
the Ilumativc,  they should inform the City of their reasons.

Counci!mcmbcr  Willliams  aged that it is  critical  to get the Navy to ac!tnow!edge mat miuigation is
rrcquircd. NEFA  nrles  will not require &at  mitigation is  undcrulren,  but at kasc  Coronado would
have the afmmmitiaa required to go c!scw!tcrc. Mr. Williams requested three tapes be made of
this  portion of the meeting to provide to t&  Senators’ tmd  Congressman Billbray’s offices..

Mayor Smisek invited public comment.

Miles Harvey, 1099 First Street, Landing Homeowner’s Association,, suggested that the letter
needs a complete separate section on mitigation. ‘Ihe tunnel vote will be: in and should be included
in the letter, to tell the Navy what the City of Coronado thinks about that aspect of getting from
tic bridge to North Island. There is a noise study mat  could be given to  the Navy. A cost analysis
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of what is required to make this work from the City of Coronado’s standpoint could be completed.
T!tc  Dra’lt  EIS assumes that the Third Street gate is a reality. That point needs to be hit on.
Coronado needs to oudinc: for the Navy every aspect of mitigation that can occur and where
Coronado can cost it for the Navy. Millions of dollars are being spent to build these carriers.
Hundreds of millions of dollars are being spent to operate them. The Navy caln  certainly spend  a
few million dollars to straighten out the Third Street gate problem and to participate in the luMC!

problem rod anything else Coronado comes up with in the way of mitigation. This is the one
opportunity to lay those things out with a proposed remedy. As far as the Drafi  EIS is concemeld.
it is fatally flawed in not using reality as the:  baseline. The  reality is chat  the CONSTELLATION
is bcrc  and the  STENNIS is here. The bascIinc has to be as of the date of the EIS. As of the da,tc
of this  Draft EIS, those carriers were at Nlorth  Island. For that reason, the Draft EIS can not
merely br amended. This;  EIS needs to be redone. whether it is in the form of a Final EIS or
another IDraft  EIS, although another Draft EIS would be preferable. Another aspect that is nlot
being mentioned is that which comes from aggregating the largest warships in the  world. Are
there any mitigations which need to be provided to Coronado to accommodate for  this?

Sut Clark. 344 A Avenue, stated that traffic congestion, high accident rates, noise, air pollution
and the n#d  for radiation monitoring are conditions which exist today with one CVN. The
addition of the  second and the third can only  exacerbate these conditions. At the same time,
Coronado needs to recognize that the Navy leas  valid reasons for wanting to horneport three CVN’s
at North Island. These reasons include proximity to training and operations areas, missile and
gunnery ranges, technical and team training schools, and the carrier air wings. Given the Navy’s
welldocumented  recruiting and retention problems, Coronado should understand the Navy’s need
to homeport ships where they  can access these facilities whillc minimizing time away from home
pon. T!u fundamental questions that must bc answered in developing an answer to the Draft EIS
are: 1) FKhrt  outcome does Coronado seek ? and 2) How best can that outcome be achieved? If
the premise is accepted that the adverse conditions previous!y  cited exist with two CVN’s then a
strategy should  be pursued which seeks mitigation of these conditions rather than discussion
alternatives which remove one carrier and with it a!! hope  of mitigation from rhe federal
govcrnmca.  Coronado’s residents, commuters and business are better served by a policy of
support ‘for the  Navy’s prtrferrcd  alternative, conditional on provision of mitigiation in the form of
funding for the tunnel prqpsa!  and for appropriate radiation tmonitoring. If a !proactive  strategy is
going to k adopted to seek mitigation, a firm but not antagonistic approach should be taken.
Coronado oteds to convey a desire to work together toward mutually beneficial solutions.

Lury  Brown, 326 First Street, commented that  the desirable end game needs to be kept in mind.
The Navy has decided that.  its preferred alternative is to homeport  three CVN’s in Coronado. This
should not be second gtrcs:scd. But Coronaclo does need to insist on mitigation and should give the
Navy some idea of what it is a&r. The basis for follow on action needs to be laid out. Coronado
lycds to accept three CVN’s and should say’ so to the Navy and mitigation should be insisted on in
a non-mm.

0040



November 3, 1998 DRL$T N o v e m b e r  3 ,  1 9 9 8

Rankine Van Anda. 1044  Olive Avenue, stated that Coronado sought a solution to its  traffic
problems eighteen months ago. The RSUh of the !Rarch  was a bored tunnel from thlc  bridge to
North Island. This would take lmore  than half the weekday bridge traffic off the streets of
Coronado, remove the couplet barrier, improve safety and allow options which don’t now exist to
ease the traffic flow elsewhere in the City. The tunnel fully mitigates the traffic congestion, noise
and related pollution caused by the homeporting  abf three CVN’s.
Council supports the tunnel concept.

Every member of the City
Somehow the word “tunnel” has been left out of the

response to the Draft EIS. Specific examples need to be given which will show that  the two
Icarriers  situation today would not pass NEPA analysis and that mitigation is in order today. For
example, the EIS acknowledges th;at  the interscctiorr  at 4th and Orange is at Level of Service F.
Any increase in traffi volume over 2% ia “significant.” That means mitigation, The 55  vehicle
Ipeak-traffic-per-hour  addition the Navy forecasts gets into that 2% zone. 55 vehicle pcak-traffic-
Iper-hour  is unrealistic. The Pearl Harbor study shows that a CVN contributes 1500 pea&  trips per
Ihour  plus another 500 for the support maintenance. The  Free Bridge !Study  for SANDAG puts the
peak  hour traffic for a single CVN in port at 1700. These numbers take the volume capacity
Iration  well into the 1.611.7  area. well beyond the 1.02 that is significant. A noise study has just
been completed, with a before and after tunnel anal:ysis.  The study s,hows  the CNEL noise level
ialong  Third and Fourth to be above 70 dbs, which exceeds City, State and Federal standards.
Only  the tunnel wiil remove enough vehicles to brinil these numbers into compliance. The biggest
concern with this response is that it is reactive and not proactive.

Tom O’Toole.  Director of Engineering and Project Development, stated that in his last five years
iin the Navy in the Civil Engineer Corps, one of the things he did was manage various projects
going on in Everett, Washington. Everett was proposed as one of the new home ports under the
600-ship Navy concept proposed by President Reagarn. Concentrating; all the efforts in one place
raises terrorist concerns. There was resistance from an Indian group iin Everett, which eventually
caused the project; to be terminated., This was done by proving a defective process in the EIS the
INavy  completed. At the same time there were back room negotiations going on to effectively talk
iMU  what the Indians  really  wanted - jobs, financial  assistance, etc. That compromise would
have allowed the Iproject  to go forward. The difficult task still has to be done of making the case
that the EIS is dlefective. That is what the law Irequires  first. Simultaneously, the political
discussions can be going on.

do.

Mark Smith, Bay Bridge Anchorage, stated that this is a huge risk and thalt  due to the decline in
educaltion  nationwide the Navy does not and can not get the personnel it needs to operalte  its
nuclear reactors safely. This will be an expansion of the Navy’s nuclear program. The danger in
this is not just to the Navy, but to the entire community. The problem with the EIS is that the
Navy selfcertifies.  There is. however, a way to stop this nuclear invasion1 of Coronado. But, if
an indisputable fact such as there not bci;ng  sufficient personnel to operate this equipment safely, is
combined with the use of lobbying. seeking a court injunction, petitioning the Congress anld  the
President, and publicizing the danger to the commun.ity  on this indisputablle  fact, Coronado can
meet with success in blocking this action.

Bev Dyer. 93 Trinidad Bend, applauded the Council for getting actively involved in this issue.
Ms. Dyer mentioned the terrorist threat of this action. Additionally, there are only two ways to
exit Coronado. That will not facilitate ease of evacuation. Facilities are being built to
accommodate six times or more the toxic and nuclear waotes  for 5 years or even more until there
is another place to take it. Waste must be considered.

Ed Kleeman. Senior Planner, concurred1 with Tom O’l’oole’s comments. He amplified on one
Point Mr. O’Toole made, saying that thle  City needs to highlight the deficiencies of the analysis
process. The draft letter was toned down with respect to one aspect that had been focused on
earlier. That was the fact that the alternatives reviewed in the EIS were selected in a way so as to
not include an altematiive that might have looked better tlhan the preferred alternative. This is a
good indication of the Ipreordained nature of the analysis. This point was downplayed in the letter
ad slhould  remain in the letter.

Mayor Smisek summarized by saying that the letter needs to be reworked. The tack taken may
need to be changed and formed into a mice package that will be impressive and make the polint  to
tt~ Navy that Coronado requires some kind of justification for where this is going, why this repon
has come out the way it has, and what the Navy is going to do about furing it. There may be some
major changes in portions of the report,, especially if the City can convince the Navy to look at
rcaIi?y.  go into an historical perspective Iof how they got there, what kind of impacts this has upon
tbe City and recommended ways of alleviating the problem. One of the items Ms. Field expressed

Marilyn Field, First Street. expressed her concern over focusing on the ngotiated  settlement when
the problem has not been clearly defrncd  as of yet. NEPA procedures must e:nsure  that
environmental information is availalble to public officials and citizens before decisions are made
rind  before actions are taken. Some of the consultants have reported that this document is badly
flawed. How can the  City  of Coronado make a jutdgment on wheticr  this project is something
where the risks and impacts can be mitigated before the risks and impacts arc known? Many
questions and concerns have been pDinkd  out. Before mitigation can be discussed, the Navy must
provide full disclosure. T’hat  means going back and re-issuing a new Draft  EIS. She is also
coacemed  over the seeming resignation to the idea that the Navy is goli to do what it in going to

bef clo&ern over was how the City made light of the deficiencies in the report. Mayor Smisek
stated1  that the objective is to point out the deficiencies and at the same time ~make
recommendations.

Mr. ‘Will&s  suggested that the question that needs to be asked with respect to the threat of
terrorism is, has the Navy evaluated the threat level ? The Navy should be able to tell the City
&at. The point needs to be made in the letter that the enclosures are part of the letter and priovidc
comments to which the City needs responses. For example, the letters from the attorneys have
several  questions in them that need to be answered. Tbc  Manager sboubd  be asked to take the
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Mr. Ovrom remin,dtd  everyone that there is a deadline that must be met. He suggested that a
comminee be assembled to work with the City Manager to gather all these comments and concerns
in a revised draft of the letter. The following needs to be emphasrlzed  in that letter: 1) the
technical flaws that  are in the US,  2) the reality baseline needs to be talked about - todaly  there is
one CV and one CVN. 3) the cumulative effects as the City sees them, and 4) the need for
mitigation. Certain areas need emphasis and should be called out specifically.

Councilmember Blumenthal agreed with Mr. Ovrom and stated that with respect to mitigation, the
City needs to be forceful enough to  include it in either a separate section of the letter, or inject
mitigation throughout the whole letter. Certain conditions are pointed out that are not <addressed
bby the Navy and could be pointed out with relevant mlitigation  suggestedl.

Mr. Pena  provided a brief scenario based upon his experience with previous EIS docunnents. In
$ hlis  opinion, the Navy is not going to prepare another Draft EIS. They will go right to a Final

EIIS.  The Draft EIS  is still the main document and will take on a new name - the Final EIS.
There WIII  be one column with all rhe City’s questiom and all of the rrequirements  for ,additional
alnalysis  and proper assumptions. There will be a collumn  responding 110  those issues. Mr. Pena
alnticipates  that those responses will not be adequate. A few figures may be thrown in. But the
dlocument  WIII  not say that the Navy is going to mmirnize  the impacts. At that time, there WIII  be
two primary options available to the!  City. First, the City can pursue that  matter in court to get a
proper document alnd  have the Navy admit that they have created a lot of negative impacts, which
will allow the City to place mitigation labels on those individual impacts that have been identified.
Qcond.  the City can release its consultants to prepare a parallel document. making: its own
assumptions.  and making its own analysis,  and coming up with it.5 own impact figures conclusively
what  is defensible, !rtating  that these are the real figures and this requires mitigation.

During further discussion. general c~onsensus  was that a special Council1  meeting should be held to
review the revisions made to the drrft  letter, with all iagreeing  that the letter needs to be structured
h a way that ensures that the letter states exactly what the City wants. Mr. Bludau suggested that
the Special Meeting to go over the next draft of I& letter be somletime  around the 10th of
November.

Ekuy Gill. First ~Street, asked how the public would be aware
responded that a 24 hour n o t i c e is required for Council meetings.

of that meeting. Mr. Krauel

oom
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Councilmember W’illiams  commented that the depavtment should be complimented on
preparing the temporary public services yard and the “laydown”  area for the equipment. The
treatment of the landscaping has made a difference to that area.

AYES: Blumenthal, Ovrom, Sclhmidt,  Williams and Smisck
NAYS: None
ABSENT: None

C . Council  Review and Comment9  aln  m Environmental  Imom
Statement for DcvcIoninn  Home pnrt  Facilities for Three Nimitz-Class  Airc[&
carriers in Sunnolrt  of the U,  S, Pacific Fl&”  City Manager Homer Bludau stated that
the purpose of this agenda item is to allow the public to address the City Council with their
concerns over this iissue  and for the Council to move toward comments l&at  will be prepared
and submirted  to the Navy prior to the deadline on Nlovember 12th. Representatives  fnom
Parsons Engineering have examined the traffic  aspects of the EIS; Recon Consultant Charlie
Bough hasxxamimd  noise impacts; and Recon consultant David Godlforson has examined
a11r quality impacts. Mr. Bludau stated that Joel Cehn has examined the radiation assessment
a n d  r a d i a t i o n  m o n i t o r i n g .

Joel Cehn.  Radiation Safety Consultant. stated he hu; examined Appendices E &  F of the
Draft EIS that deal with the risk of rradiation  exposure to the residents (of Coronado, stating
that four areas  are c:overed: 1) background information  on the risks of radiation exposure;, 2)
assessment to residents of normal operations of routine releases of airborne radioactivity
from the base; 3) assessment of the i&pact of accidental release of radiation from the base via
a facility fire; and 4) assessment of a spill of radioactive liquid into the Bay. 1l%e
information available from the EIIS is skimpy from the pcnpcctiive of allowing an

1 independent study to be completed. He tried to do an independent assessment of normaI
I o,per&ions,  beca&e  the Navy’s assessment showed a very low exposure to the residents of
1 Coronado. His result was also a veqr low exposure, however, not one which matched that of

I the Navy. Mr. C&n  assessment was six &es higher than the Navy’s, but it was still very
k,w.

1 Mr. Cehn continueId  that the highest exposure to residents of Coronado would come tirn  a
1 facility fire at the base. The &nbe&were  2000 timer higher than normaI operatiom~  in
1 terms of radiation exposure. which pm  that in the low to moderate cxpal~rrrr  category  - not a
[ life threatening one!.  -A liquid Ipill into  the Bay resulted ia smaller exposure figures than that
1 of the fire,  but higher than normal operations according to the Navy. Mr. Cehn suggered
1 that the City ShouIld  request more detailed infotmatiar  tirn  the Navy on what assumptions
1 were used ii  calculating  these impacts; how fu away LI  the resident &n  the tifility  f&;  etc.

I Does the Navy have any reaI numbers that they use? What type of measurements  are heiag
IIlZidC?

1 Councilmember  Williams asked Mr. Cehn about the interim report he provided with rzspcct
1 to the monitoring experiences  of others. The Navy hazt  stated that there is no way to monitor
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and hat a system of monitoring around the base would not provide information that would tK
helpfbl. Mr. Williams stated that Mr. Cehn h as shown a network of 441  such stations
throughout the country which monitor nuclear research and weapons facilities and are funded
by the Department of Energy. He  asked if any of those specifically monitor fa,cilities such as
those  211  North  lshd  a~ im  ba  for t CW’?  Mr. C&I  responded that the  Kings  Bay Nuclear
Sub Base in Georgia has a facility that would monitor such d,ata.

Councilmember  Ovrom  commented that the monitoring hstluments  in Mr.  Ceh’r  repd are
not sta,ted  as either “real  time” or whether the data rcceivctd  would have to lbc sent off for
evaluation. Mr. Cehn responded that he tried to stick with real time measurements to allow
constant monitoring info:rmation  available at any time. Ihe  only instrument thlat  does not do
that is the badge used by State of CaIifomlia pcrson~~el  and nt  the base entrance. The badge
accumulates radiation antd  after laboratory (examination will qluantifi the exposure. Mr. Cchn
stated lhat  is not his recommendation for thlis  system.

Councitlmembcr Blumenthal suggested chat: it might be difficult for the Navy toi have any real
numbers to use in this discussion. If they did have any such numbers, where would they have
come from? Mr. C&n responded that monitoring is being done all over the place, with real
measurements, and that the Navy must be dloing this as well.

Parsons Transporlation Group addressed the traffic issue. Bob Sergeant examined the trafIic
analysis that was includeld  in the EIS, stating it was sketchy ;at  best. It appeanl to have beer1
based on information fiorm  a traffic study performed in 1994195.  There have been a limitedl
number of updates since that time. The traffic volumes incorporated into the  current  EJS  ate:
traffic volumes that were occurring on the streets of Coronado in 1993/94.  This ia
substantially dated material. fhe traffic study also addressed a condition that compared the:
condition with the nuclear carriers with the condition, which occurred in 199.3/94.  That hi
different than the way a typical environmental study is conducted. A proposed condition
should be compared to a “‘no action” condition. l%e “no action” condition removes  a carrier
so that Me  would only be two nuclear carriers. That changes the significance of adding the
carriers. In the EIS, a condition of three nuclear carriers is being comp~nrui  to three
conventional carriers. This is not a tir comparison kcaru;e  of the differrnlt numbers of
sailors. Comparing the two-carriers sccriario with the preferred rltcmative  wolditioa  results
in A di%rcnce of 3 to  4 thousand  pcrsonnc:I.  That provides II much more subrnrntial  trafIic
impact. This aIso  relates back to the parkiig conditions. The “no  build” condition would
Iikely  clliminafe  the  DLed  for the permit  parking and improve the parking conditions.

Mr. Sergeant contioued  that the  study aIa;o  has  not addressed the cumuIative,  long-tern!
growth that has  occurred on NASNI  over the years. Older  analytic techniques lrre  being used
in the study.  Better techniques are rvaihbbc  today and should be used. The study ad&sscs
non-siglulized  intersections, when the majority of the intersections involved ult  signal&d.
Thnc  urc better ways to evaluate tbc delays that motorists will1 incur. There  is also a Iack of
substantiation on a number of sta!emcnts made in the US.
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R.econ  Consultant Charlie Bough adddressed  the noise aspects of the Draft EIS. He divided
nloisc  into two categories: a direct effect by the additional vehicles going onto 3rd and 4th
Streets and the cumulative effect of tlhe trafic on those streets in general. The direct effect is
gloing to be clearly associated with the traffic numbcr:s.  If the EIS is accurate in the tra%c
t-lumbers,  the direct effect should not be significant. That would mean that the noise would
nlot change perceptibly. New numbers would mean a different impact on noise. The problem
is,  that there is very little noise information in the EIS. The EIS nclicd on a series of
measurements made in 1993, at 4 to 6 locations on Cisty  streets. There is significant lack. of
information and innate analysis associated with this particular project. Even so. it would
seem that the direct effect of noise will probably not be a noticeable impact. On the other
hand, the cumulative effect on noise is a potentially significant issue.

Recon Consultant IDavid  Godforson addressed the air quality analysis from the Draft E.IS.
This, too, held insufficient data to independently verify the calculations given in the E,IS.
Many assumptions were made in thee EIS that were not necessarily good assumptions to
m&e. The future Ipreferred  altematilve condition was  never compared1 to the “no action”
alternative. The vast majority of the emissions from the project will be from the tralffic
related to the project. The EIR recognizes that the lprcferrcd  alternative will increase the
amount of traffic, but because the California motor vehlicle  fleet is going to be more eficilent
over time, the emissions in the future will actually be hcss  than they are today. The prcfenred
alternative would mean 3 new nuclear carriers, whiclh  would mean l.SOO,OOO  more miles
traveled per year. This would certainly mean higher emissions, but the EIR contends that
emissions will be less. The conclusion that air quality impacts will not ble significant may be
accurate, but the reasons the EJR gives for this are not valid.

Mayor Smisck invited public comment.

Art Osborne, 345 Alameda, stated that there is one aspect of the incremental increase in
tr,aflic that should be examined by the consultants and that is the  change in overhaul
procedures for the new CVN’s vs. tlhe old carriers. Power requirements should be readlily
available to the conrsultants.

L<aura  Hunter, Environmental Health Coalition, provided some information for analysis,
stating that Dr. David Richardson, Department of Epidlcrminology, SchooI of Public Health,
University of North Carolina at Chapel HiII,  has rev&cd  Appendix Es  which talked about
the health study that had been done. Dr. Ricbardsoon  noted  that the Navy failed to oote the
findings on radiation doses and  the relationship to c~ulccr  incidcnu  at. Thm  Mile Island.
There was also a leukemia study dorue  around the Pilqim  Power PIant hat  was not anaIylted
h the EIS and Dr. Richardson felt;  it should have been. He rlso tdisputcs  the Navy’s
interpretation of the: Portsmouth Naval Study. The second item Ms. Hunter highlighted VW
m article in Business Journal that reports on the purchw  of NASCO @y  ha-al  Dynamics
and Lhe speculation that more nuclear repair work wouI(d  need  to be  done here.
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LOU de Beer, rB45  E Avenue, spoke on a lcncr  from Pam Willis dated October 13, 1998. This
letter requested data in support of the EIS. 11 might be helpful lo  more clearly request what
data is needed from  the Navy, perhaps in the form of a list of references.

5g. b~rovr~l of Rtaucst  fuom Fire DcDorvmcnt  for Placement of Ftrc.Penartmcnt  Onen House Banners on Cttv

Betsy Gill, 41 I First Street, commented that the purpose of an EIS is lo  gain information and
d isc lose  environmentbl impacts  tha t  may  result  from  the  v e n t u r e .  ‘ T h i s  d o e s  n o t  e n t i t l e  t h e
city to any mitigaricn, but it does entitle the city to disclosure and information. It scams  that
that obligation has not been met. it would seem that the only way  to gel more comple~c
disclosure is through litigation.

Proo cttv  October 7th through lltb,  Staff
reported that  the requested banners are aplproximately  three feet high and fifteen feet long and
wouldi be placed in the c,enlcr median of Change Avenue and facing incoming traffic on Third
Street aI GlOriCtlil Blvd. Tbc City CourJcil a p p r o v e d tbc rlequcrt as rubmititcd.

Mark Smith, Bay Bridge Mooring, stated that in figuring out the amount of radiation that the
Navy could release, they referred lo  the  San Diego Bay as a rural area. The Navy claims that
they can operate a safe nuclear program. The Navy’s aviation program safety has suffered
greatly due to lack of qualified recruits. The Navy does not have and can not get the
pcrso~el  nceided  to operate a safe nuclear program. Aviation acciidents  result in mlcn  and
women dying. Nuclear accidents would mean the death of San Diego and Coronado. Please
seek an injunction against the Navy until it can shlow  that ir can get the personnel needed to
operate safely..

6 . COMMUNICA’TIONS  ORAL,e .

a. Director of A,dministrative Services Jack Van Sambcek,  on behalf of Bob Caesar,
Recreation Director, irntroduced the two newly hired full-time Coronado lifeguards.
Lieutenant Tom Grail has been working as a part-time LifeIIuard Lieutenant in Coronado for
I2 yt,ars  and is now the new full-time Lifeguard Lieurccnant.  Sean Carey is the new
Lifegulard Sergeant. He was wilh the City of Imperial Beach for eight yesan  as a Senior
Lifegulard who supervised the Junior Lifeguard Program there.

b. Councilmember Ovrom stated he met  with Captain O’Brien at the Air Station with
rrgardr  to the  Strand Management. He spoke about the naval reorganization at the base,
cornmcncing on October 1’.  and wondered with  whom the Council would1  be  discussing
issues.

Larry Brown, 326 First Street, commented that  the staff report  and  the work done by the
consultants halve  been good. The comments in the staff rcpolt  seem to be limited to the

7 . PUBLlCHEARJIYCS:

impact of additional p&onncI  as a result of these CVNs,  Perhaps that should
(0 include all of the other directly supponing activities lo that maintenance.

be expanded

Marilyn Field, I IO1  First Street, stated that this EIS has many of the same flaws as the
previous EIS. First of all, the Navy has not done a realistic worsx-care accident scenario
analysis from either a toxic chemical  spill or a radiation release. The City should rusk the
Navy 10  pick up  the  cost of a p&meter  monitoring system  that is managed by the City for the
citizens. The IEIS should be rcdolnc  to provide a well thought out plan for exactly how a toxic
chemical or radiation release would be handled. An accident plan needs to exist. Federal
regulations have recently  been changed to allow the stockpiling of potassium iodide to be
released throu,gh tbr  states.  The  Navy rlso needs to tell the City what it would do if there
were a probleni  with one of tbc  nucto&

Mayor SmiscJr  reminded the public of tbc Public: Hearing on these issues on October 27,
1998. al Villailc Ha4  a!  7p.m.

Councilmcmkn  Gvrom  stated that the document Ms. Hunta  referred lo  as a Navy Study wan
actually put OUR  by Pacific Shipbuilding Corporation. It  is not an official Navy document and
is dated 1993.

fba  City Council received the Consultant rtcports,  aod directed staff to co~~tiaue
compiling coaamea(r  from rtafl:  coorultaots,  and  the publit.

la. .Council Discussion o f  C~tv  F&gonscc  to C rrier Homcnortinn
Fnvir{ulmtnlaI  lmnacll  Stat- City  Manager Homer Bluc&  reviewed the Staff
Report, stating that the Council discussed like EIS on Nuclear Canicr  Homeporting at the Iast
meeting. The Mayor requested that the comment period be extended by 30 days. That
request was granted. The City Manager was told to brinii  on board whatever consulting
expertise is necessary in order lo look a1  technical  data associated with the EIS. That
technical data has been identified as trafIic,  radiation issues, noise, and air quality. StafThas
obtained the consulting expertise. RECON will look at noise and air quality. Parsons
Transponation  Group will assess tic:. Joel C&n will examine radiologicsl  issue
assessment.

I Mayor Smisek inquired u to  whether  all questions and commits will be sent off to the

I NaG  or will that a done u m of the Public Hearing process. Mr.  Bludau rewnded tit
the City’s  comments can come l t the Public Hearing or at any time prior to the close of the
comment period. The fist meeting in  No~tmkr  would be  the  final opport~ity  for Staff to
come to  Council wilb  a &a!I  letter with all ~wncans included.

Councilmember Schmidt stated  that one of the rasms  for lhe formation of
group (;discusscd  by Cowcil  under Itan l0j)  was  that council would like to

I the commentary period of the  EIS.  Lany  Brown, 326 Find  Street, TIRC,  ,ed  that tke
primary function of this coordinat@  bod)r  would be  to make SWE  the air WJU  clear on  the
EISimpactsfromaUofKhesediffcrmtpeKspcctiva.  Mr.Brownstated&attbcrcbasbetn
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substantial informal coordination among the people in these various groups, but no fiormal
mechanism for them to get together to discuss issues, misunderstanldings, direction for the
City, etc.

Mr. Williams announced the Publlic  Hearing on 0c:tober 27, 1998, aI(  7:00 p.m., at V,illage
Hall is for the submission of questions and comments. While there will not be my answers
given at that time, all questions will be answered in ltiting.
all the input is looked at properly. The City Manager’s ncommendarion  is appropriate.

Mayor Smisck IOpcocd  the Public Hearing.

Stephanie Kaup,,  1133  First Street, requested that Council provide the Public with copies of
the consultants’ reports before the October 20th  City Council meeting. And that alt  the
October 20th meeting the City allow an open question and answer session and not restrict the
Public to a three-minute time limit.

Mark Smith, Bay Bridge Mooring B-8, commented on the bigger picture. The Navy needs
the help of the P’ublic.  The Navy does not need these nuclear carriers and the Navy cm not
afford them. He handed out copies of an article to Council on this manter.

Betsy Gill, 411 First Street, statefd  that the City’s response to the EIS three years agoI was
we*. It seems that the City is mntmpting  to  make a monger  response this time. The!  two
carriers will heavily impact the City. Make the strongest record possible with regard to this.

Marilyn Field, I101  First Street. suggested that there is opportunity here. The artklc  Mr.
Smith handed out stated that Nuclear Aircraft Carriers provide no mrilitary  advantage over
conventional carriers and are many, many times more expensive to operate. This project may
be able 10  be stopped. Lowering the rttiting  standards of the Navy has been menticmtd
This is a cause for concern. She requested that, the Council make available its d&
comments to the Public so that comments can be made before the fd draft  is written.

There belag no further pobllr  cmmeol,  Mayor Smlrek  Closed the Public Herring.

Mayor Smisck dkted  that all mat&Is contained in the Council agenda  packets am  availlable
the  Friday prior to the Council meting  and UC  available for pubk  mview u  the  Gxmado
Libraty.

City Manager  Homer Bludau stated  the tonsult8nt!1  are under contract to dew  the EIS’
ltchnical  information with the OwpoK  of finding any  holes  in the Ells  uld  &ow  &qua&
time to address than. The  reports  will come in very  close to the Cowcil  meeting 0111 the
October 20th ‘l’lhe City will not submit coxunats  at the Public &bring on  October 2p,, but
will finrlizc  commmeots  at the Council mating of Novankr  3”.  He  ,addrcmd  the issue  of
tht 5:lS pm. time cert8in  for tbc  EIS  dimssions.  Council consensus  was  to continue  to
have the Counciil  discussions on the EIS  it 515  Pam  at the  mccting,s  of October 2p  md
Novanbtr  3”. in  orda to allow the public to  be present and to puticiprsc..

0050
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I In answer to Council inquiry, Mr. Bludau stated that the City Manager and Director of
Community Development Tony Pcna will be responsible for coordinating the City’s
comments.

9 . QOMMIS$ION  &ND  COMlWTT~;E  REPORTS,.

9% Pcbort  frolm the Port coqimisslontr  Conclerninn  Port Act- Port
Commissioner Paul Spccr reported on the following: the South Bay Power Plant; the
Aviation CDfficcs  at the airport being moved; rthe Embarcadero ‘Visionary Plan; the EIR for the
Skateboard Park at Tidelands Park in Coronado was approved; the Spirit of !St.  Louis has
been built and will be on display and will ultimately hang in the baggage claim area of
Terminal 2 at the airport; the Capital Development Progranu  have been reviewed and now
include the Ferry Landing Dock at Peohe’a; the rental car legislation was siigncd by the
Governor which means thalt  the Port can levy a transaction fee now; and the hdooring RFP
deadline passed, with 19 responses.

9b. J?ccommcndation  from the Traffic Ootrafilons  Committee to Install t
yellow Nug  Parkinn  Curb Zone on First Street Near theL I errv: nndinn  pfarketnlry,
Engineering and Project D~evclopment  staff have requested that a yellow no parking curb
zone be installed on First Street near the Fcmy  Landing Marketplace. By installing an 18-
foot yellow no parking curb zone, parking would be restricted during the business hours
when deliveries are made, but available at o’lhcr  times. The Traffic Opcratioru~  Committee
(TOC) recommended that II yellow curb zonlc  be installed and1 a resolution be fotied to
the City Council for approval. Under Consent, the City Couocil  rpproved  A
RESOLUTION OF THE ClTY COUNCIL TO DESIGNATE A YELLOW NO
PARKING  CURB ZONE ALONG FIRSI’  STREET NEAR THE FERRY LANDING
MARKETPLACE The Resolution was retd by title,  Ithe  reading in its entirety
unanimously waived and  adopted  by the  City Council u  REXOLUTION NO).  7597.

9G  RccPmmcndlltioa-the
Red Curb ParWnnZonca.ni&S&StrcrtNcllLfhZ  Fire  St&la,  The City Council d&ted
SufI to evaluate whether the  red  curb and green  parking zones  could be  reduced. The Tnfsc
Operations Committee UOC),  at its  August 27, 1998  mcctiqp,  mommended  that the red
curb k reduced and a rtsdution  k Ibmmdcd  to tbc City Council for rpprmml.  Under
Consent,  clhc  City CooocU  approved A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL TO
REMOVX RED NO PARKXNC CURB ZONES ALONG S1YCl.H  STREET NEARTHE
FIRE STATION. The Resolution was read by title,  tbe resdlog  la lib  rntkty
uoanLmously  wvrivtd  and  ndopted  by tht  City CounciJ  as  RESOLUTION NO. 7598.

RccommcnertionlrPm--
diadd&&kP.rkln.m  Staff qortcd  that in <an  effort to
improve the  parking u  911 Ninth  Street,  Mr. and  h4n.  Adkim,  with other midam,  hrvc
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and that  the City Manager should continue IIO revlcw  any ~pplic~r~
who may care  to submit an application.

Mr. Bluidau  asked for and received clarification that Council is directing that  the City
Manager continue 10  look for people  wha,  would submit supplication, even &ou@  be
Motion seems lo state that this person would serve both purposes  (the FJS  & &
monitoring). Council stated  &at the City Manager should be: prepared 10  look: to others if
Mr. Cehn does not work out. Mr. Blumenthal added that the  City should not wait until we
fmd  out ‘we may not be satisfied with the person we have,

l’h!. sulmil  lb-Pnd mart-
fl for De elf&w Port IF- for Three .Nlmftt ‘-

w-ii of the U. S. &i,&Flctt.”  Tony Peru,  Dirt&  of Community
Development, stated that comments are due on the draft EIS by October 12th. City
Council comments and public comments need 10  be included. An extension on the October
12th  deadline for comments has been requested and is expected. Mr. Peru  noted that there
is some ~concem  over the lack of analysis of  cumulative imlpacu  within the present draft
EIS. There is also a minimization of the number of personnel required (0  maintain nuclear
CUkS.

Mayor Smisck invited public comment.

bura  Hunter, Environmental Health Coalition, commented on the draft EIS. Sk
supponecl  a strong request for an extension of the time period for comments. Impacts of
rhe three nuclear carriers  will be significant, and the airwfg will  also have impacts on
traffic  both in Ihc  air and on the ground - thrac  is ignored in the EIS. This is also going to
be the EIR  for the project. We need more time for commenting.

Lou de&:cr,  845  E Avenue, suggested that congressional representatives be contacted to
stress the desire for an cxtmnsion. A detailed,. quantitative analysis needs to be done on
affk, noise and pollutions.  The Navy is not going to be swayed by emotion. We occd
hard, quatinblc  facts.

Marilyn IField,  1101  First Street, agreed  which the prior comments from the public. The
dnff  US is  very  uchdcd and lengthy. Slbc  urged tbc City to renew its  quest  for an
urtcnsion.

Mark Smith. Bridge Mooing B& agreed  that  the El!3  is not responsive. We Deed  more
time!ore!viewthis.  h4r.cebnisammdqu8tcpcnonfort!lirjob.

i
I
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R.ichard Dirtbenncr,  260 A Avenue, commented on the difficulty in obrair& a copy of the
draft EIS and on thee  importance of obtaining an extension.

During funher  Council discussion, thre Mayor stated tlhat Council met Ipreviously  in closed
session on this item.  There was no action taken, however, there was a recommendaoion
made that a two person subcommirtee,  composed of Mayor Smisck ilnd  Councilmemlbcr
Williams be formed. Mayor Smisek would contact Captain Deal, the:  author  of the EIS,
and up through his chain of co&and  (Admiral Skip IBowman. head of the Navy’s Nuclear
Power Program, has already offered his help on this issue); and Mr. Williams would
concentrate on the legislative side to request that there be a seventy-five day total rcvilew
pctriod.  The areas of the biggest coucem will be addressed by consultzu~ts  and the Counril
authorized the subcommittee 10  approve consultant sexvices. The Mayor stated the focus; is
in the area of work&g with the Navy on a common problem. The ob.jcctive is to suggest
solutions to the problem of City and Navy, including factual data, and recognition of
cumutative effects. Councilmember  Williams rccormmcndcd that a request be sent to the
Navy asking that Coronado residents be allowed to provide comments  fufi at the public
hearing;  with comments from residents outside Coronado being heard tlvreafter.

Council consensus was to form the above subconunirttn  for the stated purpose.

10h. @[oval  of a &&lion WL a Public&  to EdghlI&
Yndernround  (&lversiQr)J&&t  #IO  Along of P-A
Ii! pulevard and htr Staff rccponcd  that Underground Conversioi  District 110 bz
been discussed in conjunction with the Glorietta  Bay Master Plan and has been rrviewcd  ‘by
the utility companits. The  next stqp  in the process is the adoption of a resolution for a
public hearing. At the public hearing,  the district and its boundaries are officially adopted.
Councilmember Williams requested that  the City Manager include in  tbc packet for tbc
public hearing the Silver Strand Caknidor Management Committee’s recommendation to
Navy to underground utilities along the Strand and rhe elements of the Scenic Highway
Action Program be considered at  the public hearing as it relates  110 the $228,000 of
uncommitted funds..

Under  Consent, the City Council adopted A RESOLUTION OF THE CRY
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COlRONADO  CALILING FOR A PUBLIC HEARING
TO  DETERMINE WHETHER PUBLIC NECESSI’IY,  HEALTIH,  SAFETY, OIR
WELFARE REQUIRES THE FORMATION OF AN UNDERGROUND UTILRY
DlSTIUCI’  ALONG PORTIONS OF POMONA AVENUE,  GLORIETI’A
BOULEVARD AND YNEZ  PLACE HEREINAKK’ER CALLED UNDERGROUNID

OONVERSION  DISTRICT #IO;  ued  set the Public Hearing, to h!  heId by the  C&y
Council, for October 20, 199% at 530 p.m.,  h  the Council Chamber  of City Iwil,
18125 Strand Way, Coronndo  CA. The Resolution was read by title,, the reading In  Iks
cmltirety  unnnlmously  tired,  and adopted by the City  Council ras  RESOLUI’IOlN
NIO.  7594.



INTER-OFFICE
M E M O R A N D U M

DATE:

T O :

FROM:

S U B J E C T :

November 4, 1998

Honorablle Mayor and Council
city Manager

Bruce Williams, Councilmember

Comments for Inclusion in (City’s  EIS Comments

I would like for this memo to be included with the City’s comments on the Nuclear Carrier
Homeporting  Environmental Imlpact  Statement.

Because of the obvious and significant flaws in the EIS, I recommend we request the
following information be provided to the public:

‘l‘hcse  letters wcrt’  resubmitted  by the City of Coronallo  as part of their
attachment ancl  numbered by thie  City as pages 55 through 73.

IA. What was the process followed in sellecting  an EIS contractor? Was  an
independent environmental contractor selected which does lnot  have close business
ties to the Navy?

IB.

1C.

2.

3.

what  was the scope of work stated by the Navy?

The identity of the prime contractor assignled  the task of developing the EIS.

What were the qualifications for the various sections, if there were subcontractors

The qualifications and prior experience of the contradon  involved in the
prepariation of the study.

4. The type  of contract awarded: i e., was this project advertised for bid; was it
awarded sole-source; was it an add-on chaurge  order to an existing contract?

5. What was  the total cost of the EIS to the Navy?

6. Was thee  contract firm firted  price; cost plus; or time and materiais?

7‘hc  tollowing  Icttcrs  wcrc  previously receiveci  <and  hdve  becn  &ntified  ds
attachments to comment letter  0.12 from Environmental I lcalth  Coalition

l I.cttcr  tram  15ernd  Franke  for lnstltute  for Energy  anti  Envn-onmcmtal
Research  to ILdura Hunter, Envirvnmcntal  I llealth Coalition, November  I I,
1 9 9 8

l Report  prcp,jrecl  by Community Health  Assessments and Pubhc  l’articlpatlon
Ccntcr  for Environmental Health Coalition, November II,  1998.

‘0 Lcttcr  tram  Camille Sears to Laura l iuntcr,  Environmental  Ilcalth  Coalltlon,
November 110, 1998.

B Wldcr
1km-- tb
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MARILYN G. FIELD
1101  FIRST STREET, APT. 208

CORONADO, CA 92 I . 18

November  6,1998

Mayor Tom Smisek,
Members of the Coronado City Council and
Homer Bludau, City Manager
City Hall
18215  Strand Way
Coronado,  CA 92118

BY FAX: 522-7846

RE  : DEIS for Additional Nuclear Carrier
Homeport  I ng

Dealr  Mayor Smisek, Council members and ;Mr.  Bludau,

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to comment on the
Cft:y’s  comment letter on the Navy’s DEIS for the homeportlng of
an additional two to three nuclear aircraft  carriers in Cloronado
and1  the construction of  re lated  support facil ities.

As I stated at the Council meeting last Tuesday, I believe
the! City is prematurely focusing on mitigation measures before it
has a true picture of the impacts and risks of the Navy’s
proposal. The purpose of the DEIS process, as spelled out in
Fedleral laws and regulations and as described to the City in the
op in ion  o f  its outsidle  counsel,  Quinton  and Petlx,  Is to provide
citizens and politicians with a complete analysis of the Impacts
and1  risks of a project prior to their.maklng  any decisions on the
acceptabllity  of a project and whether or what mitigations might
make  it acceptable. This DEIS has not met thi6 initial standard
o f  disclosure according to the City’s own lawyers,  staff  and
outside consultants b,ired  by the City to advise It. Until the
City has a complete a,ppreclation of the problem It is premature,
tven  foolish, to try to negotiate a solution.

At the Council mietting  last Tuesday I heard the  Mayor and
othsrs txpress tht view that the Navy was going to do what It
wanted to do and the best the City could hope for was some
mlt,igation  in the form  of some money for the tunnel. But the
Council also heard Hr  O’Toole  of the City staff, speaking as a

I citizen. point out a situation in Washington state when an Indian
tribe was  able to STOlP  a Navy project with determination and

agressrve lawyering. This  possibility alsal exists for Coronado i f
the City has the will  to pursue it .  However ,  first the City must
InSiS't  on the facts and should insist on a reissuance of the
DEIS which will  give it  the opportunity to evaluate the impacts
beforle  making ,a  decision on how to proceed.

COngressm,an  Bob Filner has already called for the reissuance
of the DEIS wi’th full  disclosure. Congressman Bilblray  and
Senatlors  Boxer and Feinstein sholuld  be  as,ked  to da1 the same.

Permittimg  the Navy to respond to the extensive flaw6 in
the DIEIS  by making minor modifications in the Final EIS is
insufficient f lor two reasons: 1) the Navy Is likely to ignore or
respo,nd Inadequately to the many fundamental deficiencies in the
DEIS,  just  as it  did in  the EIS  for the Stennls  and 2)  the nature
of thle deficiencies is so fundmental that the City and the
cltzens should have adequate time  to digeist  and evaluate the new
information before making any decisions on the acceptability of,
or mitigation for,  this project.

Even if  the ultimate goal abf the City is only to get some
money for the tunnel, th is  i s  beast  achieved by taking the
strongest possible stance at this early stage ra threr  than lteaping
forward to sqgest  tepid, and I  believe inadequate! ,  mitigation
measures. In that regard, I note!  that ther letter rrrerely suggests
‘f iaancial support” --not even full funding-- for the tunnel and
a radiation monitoring system. E:ven  If the City shbould  ultimately
believe, after full  analysis of a revised DEIS, thkat  radial:ion
monitoring is adequate mitigation (I do not) for t :he risk that
the population could be  exposed to an accidental release Of
radiation in a hazardous amount, what about acclde!ntal releases
o f  tox ic  chemicals? Should not the City at least consider
monitoring for airborne toxic83 After all., the maintenance of
these carriers will  req,uire  much greater use and storage o:E
highly toxic chemicals (NASNI re:cently got a 600% increase in
its hazardous waste storage permit) and t:hese chemicals can be
just  as  hazardous as ra.diation. Moreover, there have been irt

least two recent accidents Involving toxic chemicals at  NASNI  In
the last two years: 1) the mercury spill in the Bay and 2 )is

chenical fume release a,t  a NASNI: cleanup site that: sent si~r
workers to the hospital for treartment (the  cause: the Navy
contractor violated written safety procedures).  Air  toxlcs
monitoring IS but one example of  other types of mitigation that
might be  considered upoln  a full  evaluation of the risk6 of the
project.

I contlnuc to have serious reservations about whether the
City should accept any additional carriers here because I lbelieve
the population could be exposed to the risks o f  a  serious
accidental radiation release 0 1 :  toxic chemical release or
explosion (such as happened recently at the Hanford Nucle8ar
Reservation when a chemical explosion caused a release of
plutonium.into the air) or  the risk of a terrorlsl :  attack ( made
all the more likely by  the concentration of such a large p(art of
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the Pacific fleet in one place). In such an event, monitoring

t
could detect the release but would not solve the Impossible
problem of evacuating 25,000 people from this island with its
limited means of egress,
Strand were impassible.

possibly no egress if the bridge or

I also have some specific comments on Appendices E and F. I
start by noting that these Appendices are extremely difficult for
a lay person to understand. I suspect there are few, if any,
people in Coronado who have struggled with It as I have and that
most people, possibly including the Council members and City
staff, do not understand it and Instead rely on the reassuring
probability statistics thrown out by the Navy at its public
meetings. These statisics  are highly misleading and greatly
understate the risks for several reasons:

health effects of low level radiation at the New York Academy of
Medicine. Although this is a field is which some controversy
exists, the findings of most of the papers presented were that
cancer risks exist at much lower levels than previously
thought.(See  the comments of Dr. David Richardson submitted to
the Council by letter of the Environmental Health Coalition dated
10/20/90.)  Whether or not the Navy agrees with this research, In
a disclosure document of this nature, it Is misleading not to at
least acknowledge it and analyze the data on the basis of this
more current research as well. Because the DEIS does not take the
higher risk factors Implied by current scientific thought Into
account, the Navy's risk calculations again may greatly
understate the cancer risk. The City should insist that the data
be redone using these more current and conservative risk
assumptions.

1. In all the risk probability analyses ,except  possibly
one.the  risk has been calculated by multiplying the assumed risk
by the Navy's own estimate of the probability of an accldent.(See
page  F-l, line 14 et. seq.). The Navy assumes this probability Is
an extremely tiny fraction (5 x 10 to the minus three power) (See
page  F-19, line 11 et. seq. 1 The effect of this is to greatly
understate the risk if an accident occurred, i.e., if you

r multiply anything by a tiny fraction, the end result is a tiny
;P number. But what the City and citizens deserve to know is what

the risk Is if there Is an accident. The City should Insist that
the numbers be restated to back out this probability factor.

2.  The one set of tables (Table F-9 and Table F-1l)that  may
back out the probability factor are to me lmcomprehensible. In
Table F-9 the risk to a maximally exposed off site individual at
NASNI Is stated to be 1.0 x 10 to the minus 4 power. Does that
mean anything to you? To the average citizen? The City shoul
insist that the risk analyses be stated in language that peo
can understand. t l e

6. The DEIS  risk analyses model Only two modest accidents,
Including only one accident involving an airborne release Of
radioactivity. There are many other possibilities for accidents,
such as airborne radioactive steam from  a Carrier’s reactor (such
as happened in the Puget Sound accident): sabbotage (such as
happened in the Groton, Conn. submarine base where the fuel rods
controoling  the reactor were almost severed): a spill of
radioactive primary coolant on land while it Is in the process Of
being transported from the carriers to the radioactive Waste
reprocessing plant; an earthquake on the faults that are right
next to this operation that caused the radioactive waste Storage
facility and/or the radioactive Waste  reprOCeSSing  plant to
collapse or the loosely compacted landfill on which part of this
project is located to liquify; a reactor going critical (the Navy
has yet to explain if the carrier could be towed out to sea at
low tide and how they would persuade the civilian operated
tugboats to maneuver it out of the Bay). The City should insist
that all possible accident scenarios be modeled using worst case
assumptions.

3. The risk analyses present the cancer risks of radiation
exposure in terms of the average ANNUAL risk. I for one am less
interested in what my risk is of developing cancer in any given
year than I am in whether the exposure to radiation will cause me
to develop cancer during my lifetime. The Navy method of 1
calculation again greatly understates the cancer risk. The City
should insist that the data be recalulated  to show lifetime risk
rather than average annual risk.

4. The risk analyses show the risk of FATAL cancers. not
total cancers. Again, this understates the risks. The City should
insist that the analyses be restated to include all CMCers.

5. The cancer risk assumptions used in Appendix F and
described in Appendix E do not reflect current scientific thought
about the cancer and other adverse health consquences of ionizing

, radiation,at  much lower doses than previously thought. In
September of this year I attended a scientific symposium on the

7. The meteorology assumptions are not clear. The DEIS says
it assumes 95% worst case meteorology. What does this mean? For
Coronado, the worst case meteorology is the prevailing winds
which blow from the base towards Coronado residences 87% of the
time. Do the Navy analyses assume the worst case is winds blowing
toward Coronado or winds blowing towards downtown San Diego
(which might be considered worst case by the Navy because It
would expose a larger population)? If the analyses assume the
wind is blowing towards San Diego, does it understate the risk of
the maximally exposed individual living In Coronado7

0. I note that Append1 x F describes the Navy's plans to
evacuate NASNI within two hours In the event of a radiological
accident, Including practice drills, but there are no such plans
for the residents of Coronado. There is only a vague statement on
page F-6, line 11 et. seq. about "emergency response" and
Communications with state and local authorities. This is
obviously inadequate. I point out that the Navy has refused to
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release its emergency response plans for a San Diecgo  Radiological
Emergency in response to a FOIA request by the Environmental
Health Coalition on the ground that it is classified! This Is
unacceptable. Emergency plans which are not well known and well
rehearsed are not effective. I further note that tlhe City
currently has no means to even notify its residentfs  in the event
of! a radiological emergency, which unlike most other types of
emergencies, wrould not necessarily be 'apparent to [people.  You cnay
recall that it was several days before the residents surrounding
Three Mile Island were notified of the radiation h(azard and,
because radiation is invisible and odorless, they lwere  unaware of
it: until notified.

9. All that most citizens know about radiation risk in
connection with the nuclear carrier homeporting is the reassuring
numbers presented at the Navy hearings, i.e., cancer risk of 1 in
2 billion. This number (Table F-l, pagje  F-2) not only is
dramatically understated bly  the factors described ,above, it is
the AVERAGE annual risk of a fatal canlcer of all people living in
a 50  mile radius of the project. This rnumber dilutes the risk by
averaging in the enormous population (of  Tijuana to the South and
the highly populated areas to the Nort:h  and West of San Diego,
and by assuming that the risk of upwind populations is the same
as downwind palpulations, and assumes NORMAL operatfons,i.e.,  NO
ACCIDENT. Even the companion maximally exposed individual risk
factor of 1 in  19 million assumes NORMAL operations. The City
muSt  insist thiat  Appendices E and F be redone to mtake  it clear to
the City and citizens what the true ri,sks  are.

10. It is, not clear what assumptilon  have been used to
calculate the risk to the MOI, i.e., tlhe most expo!Bed off base
person. The City should insist the the assumed disitance  of the
MC)1 be stated and that the exact distance of the Base boundary
from the closest element of the project, which I believe is the
carrriers, be used. I suspect that inappropriate distance
aSSUCtptiOn8  were used because the non-worker on-Base  populatiorl
ial shown to have a higher risk that the closest Coronado
resident,  but in f ac t , resident of Coronado are closer to the
carrriers than most on-Base residents and workers. .If  the assumed
distance has bleen  estimated from the reprocessing plant rather
than the carriers ( the carriers could be the locus of a n
accidental release of radiation just als  happened in the PUget
Sound accident) or the distance to residences been overstated,
thds  would again operate to understate this risk to residents.
Instead of considering the HOI figures as the relevant
statistics, we should be considering oruselves exposed to the rlisk
of the on-Base population, or greater Isince  residents are
actually closer to the carriers than tlhe on- Base population.
(Again, I note that the On-Base population has evacuation planr;
and Coronado residents do not, possibl:y  based on these
as~sumptions  which would not seem to be correct.)

I may have more comments when I complete my analyses next

week.

I am also attaching several documents: 1) a list of
questions submitted by citizens to Richard Guida several years
ago, most of which were never answered (the City should insist Oni
answe!rs to these questions.): 2) a document entitled A Short
History of Navy Nuclear Accidlents  prepared by the Environmental
Hea1t.h Coalition which the Coluncil  should consider as bearing on
their responsibility to seriolusly  evaluate the risk and
implications of a radiological accident, and 3) a Navy document
obtained in a FOIA request by the Environmental Health Coalition
which describes the overwork culture which  resulted in the Mystic
mercury spill in front of the turning basin just two years ago
(which the City should considler  as a indication of the conditions'
which are likely to Intensify as the Navy finds itself even more
shorthanded and which will increase the liklihood of accidents in
years to come).

The City should insist on reissuance of the DEIS in draft
form to reflect these comments and the comments from the experts
hired by the City, from City staff, from the Environmental Healths
Coalition and from citizens aind  should insist on time to evaluate!
the t:rue  risks and impacts of the project before it dlecides
whether this project imposes acceptable risks and impacts on the
City and before it begins to suggest mitigations. If the City
falls to seriously evaluate the rrsks and Impacts before making
the clecision  to oppose or mitigate, it will be derelict in its
duty to protect the health and safety of the men, women and
children who live here and who are trusting the City to protect
them.,

I suspect that the reason more citizens have not expressed
concerns about thiis  project is attributablle  to their faith in the
Navy and the City Council to tell them th,e truth about the risks
of this prolect.  So far, all the citizen2  have heard from both
the Navy and the City Council is that the project has negligible
risks. Now the City's nuclear consultant ,Joel  Cehn,  has informed
the City that the ‘draft EIS does not adequately present the
expected radiological Impacts to Coronado1 residents" (Memorandum
from Joel Cehn toi  Homer Bludau dated 10/5/98).  The City can no
longer avoid this, issue and must  insist that this Cit:y  and the
citizens be told the truth. If more peoplle  appreciated the risks
Of the proposed plroject, I suspect that the public attitude
toward this project would be overwhelming[ly  negative.

At the many Council meet:ings  I have attended ove!r  the past
three years, it often appears that certain of the Council members
are more sensitive to the concerns of the! Navy than to the
impact of this project on Coronado citize!ns and are all too ready
to accept Navy assurances of no risk withrout asking t:he hard
questions to detelrmine  the facts for themselves. Several Council
members have Navy or other military ties that seem make them
dissinclined to challenge the Navy, even by asking hard
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quest ions , or to take! a Strong position. But the City’s interests
are not a,lways  the same as the Navy’s  and in this instance the
city’s inlterests  are adverse. It is disturbing that the interests
of the citizens are being represented by Council members, who seem
unwilling~  to take, or even consicder,  an adversarial position, or
even seriously 1nvest:igate  whether the facts warrant a s,trong
adversarial position. I hope the Council members will thdnk  hard
about, and  consider areeking  legal advice about, whether their
financial, social and emotional ties to the Navy or the military
are creating a conflict of interest which interzeres  with their
responsibiility  under law to cons.ider ONLY th’e  interests of
Coronado residents in carrying out their official role as Council.
members in this process. If they can not, or are unwilling to do
this, the!y  should recuse  themselves from any considerations of
this matter.

Ve.ry  truly yours,

cc. Mona Wilson
Chuck: Marks

l‘hc following  was previously reccivcd  and  has bcvn  identlticd  as cln  attachment

to comment  IettcBr  0 12 from Environmental 1  fcalth  Codltlon.

l A S/ad
t lealth

Accuim  Is prepared bv the

This information was resubmitted by the
attachment and numkrecl  by the  City as

part of their



USS SALT LAKE CITY WATCHSTAIJDINC  INCIDENT
T O F  DSF;~cXENCTE~

11  . A  pt,tty  o f f i c e r  rrom  t h e  p r o p u l s i o n  p l a n  tducy s e c t i o n  l e f t
t:hc  shie,  gctc  &Sk, d e s t r o y e d  goverxent property a n d  u,as
arrested by the base ?ollicc.

7’. ThiJ  sane  petty off icer.wss  returned to the ship  and
subsequqncly ctood  w a t c h  a6 SZO  a n d  &l3 vhile u n d e r  t h e  :inflLenccz
of l lcohQ1 .

3. Separaiely: the  5hi;g's SZO  left his uzcchslcation without a

proper  r-21  i e f , signed  out of the logs, and scbsec,cenrly l e f t  r h e
ship.

c. T h e  c r .  uatch S.90,  who  was  ablare o f  the  p r o b l e m ;  d e s c r i b e d
above, iailzci t o  cz%t  approprlatc  action. It uas the s h i p ’ s
p r a c t i c e zo have  the  S50 spend most of hi; watch ox:side

F maneuvtrlng .
;P /

t-. -t-he t3P3  dLd  not ~~a::c  h i s  r e q u i r e d  t=ur aL C300. L

-/-
- - 6 .

-. 08

although he was  aware chat no tour had been co;;lpleced.

L

The 30  losged the EDPO for a tour in chz  !:ngine&ring Logs, -- r

This  was
Q

a standard practice l monlg SOITIC of the ship's SR!Os. i
",.

7. The  %C?O  under in6tr:Jcrion r.ade z tour  in lieu o f  the  ED?O. “,

8. The ship failed cc p:omptly inform its chain of command of
th(C dttti:s 8114  ccricfu~ness o f  t h i s  incident.

c The  s.L.r~  c ! i d  r,oC  con&lrct  a  forms1 cricig?;t. Thz  s h i p
i;tendcC  to'procccd  vtrch  a primary plant hydrostatic

!
test  without:  :

e!quacely resolvlrrg o r  cnderstazding t h e  isc.;es d e s c r i b e d  above. .
indicating a lack of eppreciacim  of the  scope and seriousness of J’
the:  probacm.

I’
/

i0 Jut  ‘h



1. Can the Navy guarantee that there will be noI accidental or
routtne: releases of radtation into the air from thre  Controlled
Industrial Facility or the nuclear /powered  vessels berthed at
NASNI?

2. If there could be an accidental or routtne rekase  of radlatllon
into tie  air,  can the navy guarantee that no radliatiorr could ever
escape the boundaries  of the Navy base? If the answer 1s  yes,  as

. stated 1~1 p-for Navy statements on thfs  issue, phase  explain  the
basis fcbr  thts  conclu:ston.  In particular focusing; on the proxilmfty
of residential housmg  (about one short block’? and 1 he prcva~lllng
wti~Is  which blow over the base towards Coronado residentl,al
ho11  s111;p.

4. What kind of radioactive i-wtopes  could lx rrlcrasrd  in  any
@z. concel\*ablr  awldents?
E

5. What  holds  of exposure and heallth  risks to Corona40
resrdcllts would result under various accident sccllaios
ilxluding  the worst case SCCIlaiOZj?

G. Whack  Is the:  redundancy of the systcnls designed to potecl
against nuclear accidents? How many  systems would have to fat!
in order for radlatiork to be released Into the air from  a)
Controlled IndustrialI Faciltty,  b) from  the nuclear powered
vessels berthed at Nl?

9. CLXIIJ  lhs  same  lypc Of accident CCCur  0~1 1)~ ~lennis?



I I

10. Could the same  type of accident czct~r  on the other nuclear
powered vaseIs  that are to be berthod  at M on a permanent Or
visiting batsis?

11. What other types of things can goI wrong causmg  radiation to
he released  fkom  the Controlled Indua;trfal  Facih@?  From
nuclear powered vessels?

12. Radiation has been (detected  in Sam Diego Bay. What testing
has been dlone to determine the sowcc  of t.hk  radiation? What
are the results  of such testing?

13. The Nasy  has stated that they have had an extensive
program to monitor radfation  irl the Bay. Why didn’t thts
monitoring program detect the radioactive  slag adjacent to
NASNI found by the CA Department of Toxic Suhsr;anccs  last
year? .

14. The FIX slates  thal: radioacllvc wasLc3 will  lx takw  10  ;J
permitted  radioactive \WStC  storage facilit_\-.  How many such

r fxililies  currently exist Is‘7 How long will the>* be accepting

;P ~~ucicar  wamte? What w,ill happen if 110 such f;dcililies  are
acceptrng  wxtes over the lifetune of the NASNI Conrrolled
Industrial Facrllty? .

15. What is the JIJIIJ~JIJu~~ storage capacily for solid a11d liquid
nuclear waste at NI slated in terms oCvolume and uxight’?  How
much radioactivity would this represent at ~~ra.%irl~unr  csp,acit$’

16.  What IS the average  length of tiluc that radioactlvc  materia
could be stored at NASNl?  What is the maximurn  length of
radioactive wastes coultd  be stored at NASNl?

17. How would tadioactJve waste be transported from NASNI to
a permanent  waste stora e facility? What  route would be used,?

t‘Lt’iiar  safegua,rds  are in p cc to prewn!nt  an accldcnt? ,

18. \trhat is the half lllc  of the radioactive m&xi& (3 IX rtorsd
Qi1 LhC  babe?  What iU Lila allJ~\lJJL idJJd  CUllcCJl~ral~c~JJ’?

19. The FEIS states that only low level radloactive materials will
be used,  processed, stored at or transported form NASNI. What
& the Navy% defhition  of “low levW’? How doea  It compare with
the defbition  of low level radiaatlon  used by publicly regulated
~x&I~~;~;~UIIS  COUZI~ How does it compare with European

20. There will be processing and storage of solbd  and llquld
radJoacUve  materials. Can r a
released into my afr?Under 3&t

(on kern  these materfals  be
circumstances% How would an

earthquake of various levels of magnitude on the faults dose!st  to
the facili ty affect this?

21. a) With respect to pubMy regulated nuclear fat
far must they be loc;ated  born residential houstng?

iii ties how

b) fie there ally  publicly regulated ~ruclcar facililics  as close to
densely populated residential .xeas  ;1s will be  the case a I NASNI
(CoroJJado  residellces  WUINJI  one block. hospital.  day care ceilrex.
school. convalescent home within one  mikl?

22. 15%~ does LIIC bhvy cotlsider  il. lo be safe lo have  a Tacilily~
w!wh could release radiation 1111o  the air withirr one block dl
densely populated resfdential  areib  and which. Ilxcause  of i&and
geography. cannot be evacuated in any reasonable time frame.
Please comment OJI this increased risk of a release of radiation ~1
the event of an carth,quake which could also make metho&  of
egress Jmposslble?

23. What would
In the event of a

be the bdavy’s  yrocced
release of radiatfdn?

UJ.e I@J. rlotifyillg rcsidellts

24. Please provide a layman’s language explanation of the
Controlled Industrial  Facility both physically and functfonalliy,
explaining step bv  step what will 1s~:  done including  o  description
of the system for filtering  or deconramlnatrn~  rndioasrive liquids
or solids  for reuse.

Pkdbc  c‘X@irl Wh?ilJer  &eJ* 01W 10)’ IUlli~ipk  LJirtS lib?  -fihX~Lio!l”
cr ‘~econ13J11111atjoll”  or “proccssJ11g”  CC/llllXllCJJll Jwli  lxxo~~~~:s
COllt&ruJJlaLed  and  if SO whal  IS 1111:  le\‘el of  cOJlJ~rlJicJatiurJ  (is iL
still ‘low level’ radloatcrfvlty?)

om!B
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.S April, 1996
S April, 1996 9)  What kind o:C problems wi

for l m l xtromo accidenta?
expect l d o n  a  routine  barni.  What 1spronar•d

Page  2

10) What  arm thm pal icios f o r  aotiCication ol problem?
to the  aoat dkraotrom. whnt  are thm  Navy”. ~llclos7

?ras  the  moat padme Chb

11) men thouglh  tha intent  of y-r  promonrrtion  io  to foam on the
k hilt  &or-side,  acme comentary  abut  nafo:y proce+~oa  with  nuclecw
ia  gwmral would  k informative. How big  <are  the  roactorm  on A CYN,  i tmu
wartm  lo produced (redundant. troa 6bovo). etc.
~rallor  morvod 4~  vrtch on an idling sutm.arJn~e  jr.  port hero.
for  burr. mia  incldont  did  not convey
frhould those kinds  ol problem  b-n  handlcdl~
‘the (iarvlc&blat) drunk csilor  from taking o-ACC
mtherr?



mm : U”  s. FIEU) F*c(EE  MI. : 61952ZZ0’521 .s.FIElD
Nou.  07 15’98 10:4w1 iqg

ROG  m. : 61%;220521 Mu.  07  19%) 10:s@fa  P19

I ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTIH  COALrITIOEJ
I 1717  u;crmu  BoaJeruQ  Suite  JO0  l San Dicao,  CA 92101  l (6119)23S-O281  Fu  (619)  232-3670

Mayor  urd  Chy Council
Caonrdo  C&y  C o u n c i l

BY FAX

added  Hcrlth  Corlitiola  (EHC)  dd  Iik:e  IO submit the following ques!ions  for.
r+rponx  by  the  US. Navy rrgrvdiag  the  hmporthg  mnd nuckar  expansion projta.  Thu
& a projut aat  will impact,  M)II  only  Coronado, but the ondre region as well.  Thfnk  YOU
for  helping the public seek the  iinformtioo  we need to ldow the true  inlprct  of thlr
projec t .

I.  WC  hi4 heard  &or  rhc sire of reach  nraor  is around  500 mcyhertr.  b this
JUrJfC? I)’  no;. uh~l  ir  lhc  size  Or cncr~  Oll~pLlt  Of t&h C8kCt  WaCIOr.  Do the  Cahef
rucws  hJW secondary coerainmtnt  likr  commercial per  plants, do? Do they hrw
luck  up coohng s)srcots?

r
b 2. W~JI UC  Ihe  MCWC  of rhc  cooling discharges from  rht  rrrcron?  How hot is the

WrlCP  I low will inlpircls  tm marine  life be rsscrrcd?

3. IVilI  8 pemunent.  con~imrot~s  mouiroring  scrtivo  k ebtablixhed  in Coronado 10
monitor rubc~mc  rrdiarioo?  Halw  will results be cxxnmuAu~cd  10  the  public?

4.  We undcwud  that the Ne\  y hrs special tams thal  respond lo au&cltJr emugencitcs.
How close is the ncucst  term lo Ccuonodo?  Will a spectrl  learn  be  IucIted  liere  on J

pcmuncnl  brlsis?

I 3. We undtcstmnd  tht the nutors  undergo  CCStiry  l d 8 Reactor Examination. Arc lthe
I muhs  of hcc cxerhatim  rvrilrMe IO the public? How caa  we  jet  copies?

6. Other that  the fidiologicrl  Safety  Committoe  of the Nrvy  uld  the Kuclur Rcguhto~
Comnlissicm,  does  any Jgenc>*  lube  jurisdiction cw  indeumdcnt  ovtmigbt  of the  Navy
mudcar  opmtioas?

7.  The accident  in Puget  So-d  their  Febnrrry  was not report& to &J officials.  whiilf
is~urance  do w hrve that  cbq  Navy  will rqxrrt  all  acddontdicidcnt4~44  to lod
0Bicial.s  immcdii8tcly7

8.  What rGc  demt  ofmdhtion  must  ouuf  kkfe  the Navy  cvmmtu  the am?  cbe
base?  cofondo?

9 . What ir  the size  of the  ua  ex;titcd  lo be  impacted b  the tvcot  of a uxc-mch  dowa?

7bank  you for your cunaiden  tion.

SiWfdy,

Laum  Hunter.  Difecto~
Cleorl  Bay Camjprigrl
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count%1

Subjects  Question6  ior  866ting  vith  Richrcl  GUfd6
Attention; City Clorlk

1. Can  the Nsq  6bSO:LUtOly  prevent 6 melt-down of a nuclear
reactor in 6 Navy ship while in tlhe  ban Diego harbor or
docked st North fslamd~
2.  What provisions itr  the Navy ra:king  to supply  l doquate
cooling of a reactor  facing  a melt-dovn while docked?

3. Cm the Nwy  gu8rrrntee no nuclear radioactive material
spillage, either resulting from a~) l ccddent or a mishap into
the harbor?

4. Can  the  Navy  gurrtrntee  that thlere  vi11  not  be 8 release
of radioactive gases  or dust into the air of Coronado - or
San Diego  - at a level above the normal  ambient
radioactivity (radon,, cosmic rays, l tc)?

5. Does the Navy plan to raturnirlh  or replace nuclear fual
in any of the nuclear propelled slhips  in the Sian Diego
H a r b o r  - and particularly docked at North Island (Coronado].

6 .  XC t h e  8n8ver  t o  !5.  iS y e s , vhare dome  the Navy propose
to etore  the rsdioacltive  fuel elercntm - or will the Navy
move the radioactive fuel l lerront's to some othrer repository;
end if 60, how  vi11  the  l hipaent Ik handled?

7. In th,fa  age of terrorist wtivities, vhat physical safety
precwtions  vi11  the Navy install to protect the nuclear-
propelled ship8  fro8 sabotagr  and/or  direct  sttack.  Will
these precautions be adequate l gain6t modern  r’trotely
launched1 provision  VcDSponS?

8. Why ~'6s  the San Dimgo  arm chosen  for bmrthlng  and dopot
mlntenancr  of nuclocrr propellad  Iships?
Submitted by I. A. Getting, forrtrly:
Scientific Advisor to Senator  •Sc~oop  J8ck60na,  chairnan  of
the joinIt  committee con Navy nuclear matters,
Chainan  of the President88  Scientific Advisory Committea
(PSAC) Panel  on Navy  Rltter6,
Mmber  aIf  the EPRI  (Electric  Power Research Institute)
Committee on tho'fhreo-Hilo  )ruclear  Reector  Accident.

April  5, 1996. bafore  noon

qllfasrron  for ~nr.  Richard Guida-  (fuosdsy,  April 9th)

1 .  I f  r a d i o a c t i v e  Iodine(13lr).  Cosium(l37CS),  a n d  Plutonium(Z39PU)
were  released  sccidontrlll ftom’onr o f  t h e  nuclear  c a r r i e r  reactors
In  the form o f  cteam  or vapor  for 30 rinutea,  and Clorona’dP residents
wore  dounwind. what  a f f e c t ,  w o u l d  i t  hsve u p o n  the resident87

S h o u l d  the above q u e s t i o n  b e  already asked thcn:(or  2 q u e s t i o n s  a r e  l llour~
2. Since N a r y  n u c l e a r  reactorah a v e  b a d  a c c i d e n t a  o r  apills  I n  t h e  past,

blut h o v e  n o t  b e e n  r e p o r t e d 1  tb t h e  gubl:Lc.  why  s h o u l d  t h e  p u b l i c
l l⌧pect to= notified of II carrier or s u b m a r i n e  nuclear  accj  d e n t  ~
I n  C o r o n a d o / S a n  Diego?

6 6 0  Cabrlllo  Avcl.
Cor~onirdo.  C A  3 2 1  18
L37-133r,

0037
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70: Homer Bludar,  City Manrgct
&w P’-t-:  (619) 522-7335
Mono”: F--*.  (619) 522.7846

Rqunse  to lCity’s  Comment Letter  to the Navy

No. of Palpa  (iocludiu~  cover rbeet) 6

From: Stephanie Kaupp
?bonv: (619) 522-7335
F8X (6 19) 522-71146
E-M&  ~hkYsrnr.rr.com

As  I member  of&c  Enviroamentrl  Health Cc~litr~,  md tcr~dW  of Coron;rdo,  1  wwld
Iike  to urlbmit  the following 740 names of reidcnts  from cities v&in  the San Diego
County, k&ding  Coronadb

Tksc are  nrmca of residents. rud  tnto the mord,  who could not attend  the public
hcarinss  on the  d&I  EIS aad  who oppose the U S by’s  Homcporting  of Three CVN’s
at NASNI  and supported the  testimony made by the Enviroamentrl  Halt  h Coalition and
Pvacc  Resoura  CaIta.

Please  in&de  these
the Navy

mates  with the comment City ob  Com~do is

‘bnk you  very  much

d s an ‘lttactlnlent

0 Sdn Diego  Resi&Ws  Opposed to the Nuclear Mcgaport  and Supporting
Testimony  of Environmental fGalth Coalition and Pcacc  Resource Center

‘I‘hls  information was resubmitted by the City  of Coronado JS  part
attachment and numbcrecl  by the  City as pages  99 through 1 0 3 .

OW  8
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N o v e m b e r  3 ,  1 9 9 8
W&Bested  ehsn&cs t o  draft  latter o n  t h r e e  CVlo  tlrrft  EIS___----.  -------------.---.---_-

To: Corom8do  C i t y  C o u n c i l
FKlOm: Sut C l a r k
Sulbjcctr  D r a f t  l e t t e r  rc T h r e e  C V N  d r a f t  E I S

1 . General .--.-- Tr8fflc  congestion, hiSh  8ccident  r a t e s ,  n o i s e ,
rir  p o l l u t i o n . a n d  t h e  neeld  f o r  r a d i a t i o n  monitOriln6  8te
c o n d i t i o n s  w h i c h  e x i s t  today  With  olne  C V N  homeportIcd  at
NA!SNI. T h e  a d d i t i o n  o f  a rcrconcl  (a d o n e  d e a l  7) snld  t h i r d
C V N  ( s u b j e c t  o f  t h i s  EIS)  c8n  o n l y  Iex8cerbste  thcslc
conditions. A t  t h e  seme  time, we  n e e d  t o  recoSnire  th8t t h e
N8vy bar  vrlid  r e a s o n 8  f o r  urntin  t o  p u t  t h r e e  crrricrs  8t
NA!SNI. T h e s e  ressons  i n c l u d e  p r o x i m i t y  t o
trsiningjoperstions  8res8,  l iesile/~Sunnery  ran,gcr,  technical
a n d  t e r m  trainin  s c h o o l s , 8nd the Carrier  Air  tJinlKs.  G i v e n
t h e  h’svy”r  w e l l  d o c u m e n t e d  r e c r u i t i n g  rnd r e t e n t i o n
problems ,, we s h o u l d  undcrrt8nd  t h e i r  n e e d  t o  homeport  s h i p s
w h e r e  t h e y  c a n  scce8s  t h e s e  f a c i l i t i e s  w h i l e  minimiZin6  time
curry  from hoaeport. T h e  fundsmentrl  q u e s t i o n s  YC  mrurt a n s w e r
i n  d e v e l o p i n  a r e s p o n s e  t o  thir  draft  E I S  sre,  filrlt,  wh8t
outcome d o  we  r e e k  ?  8nd,  recond, how  b e s t  can  we  a c h i e v e
t h a t  o u t c o m e  ? I f  we  8 c c e p l t  t h e  premise  t h a t  t h e  8dverse
c o n d i t i o n s  c i t e d  a b o v e  e x i s t  w i t h  t w o  CVN*s,  t h e n  ,, I  t h i n k
we  rhould  p u r s u e  II rtrrteglr  uhlch r e e k 8  miti~l8tion  of there
conditions. R a t h e r !  t h s n  di~~CuSsin6  sltern8tives  uhich r e m o v e
o n e  c8rrier  (8nd  w i t h  i t ,  prob8bly, 811 h o p e  O f  miti68tiOn
f r o m  t h e  Peder81  &ovcrnment),  I  bel!ievc  C o r o n a d o ’ s
renidcntn.
commutcrr, a n d  burinesr  are b e t t e r  rorved  b y  8  p o l i c y  o f
s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  Navy’8  p r e f e r r e d  hOlDepOrtin6  a l t e r n a t i v e
conditional on provision of  l itiSst!ton in the  form of--------.--
fundinl f o r  t h e  t u n n e l  prOpO881  rnd  f o r  8pproprirte
radiation  monitor ing.  Hopefully, by tomorrow, ,  you wil l  have
a mrsndstc~  t o  s e e k  ruch  nitiSstion.

2.  T o n e . I f  8  pro-8ctive  rt:rsteuy  t o  r e e k  miti68tion  ir
rdoptcd b y  t h e  C o u n c i l , I WOUfd  l U&lle8t 8 firm but lea8
snt86onis~t  i c  8pprO8ch  through 8ofteninS  s o m e  o f  t h e  lSn6Ua(fi!

i n  t h e  d r s f t  l e t t e r .  W o r d s  s u c h  8s * * s p e c i o u s ”  a n d
“d I a ingenuous” d o  n o t  c o n v o y  8 d e s i r e  t o  w o r k  to6et:her
toward  mUltU8lly beneficirl  solutionr.  I w o u l d  b e  h a p p y  t o
w o r k  uithl S t a f f  in producing s u c h  8  strste6y s n d  drsft
l e t t e r  rhlould  C o u n c i l  s o  d i r e c t  8nd  h a v e  a t t a c h e d  II lirt  o f
reeommend1ed  ch8n6rs tou8rd t h i s  e n d . ,

3. T-word’.II  --I
L e t s  n o t  b

We 8 1 1  kn o u  t h e  T-word1  t h e  T - w o r d  i s  TURREL!!!
l sf rsidl t0 887 i t .

1. Pa&e  1 ,  par8  1 ,  l i n e  8 1  d e l e t e  “ i f  t h e  pI8vy  d e s i r e s ” ;
repl8Ce  “8n”  v i t h  “ 8 ” ;

delete “scccpt8ble”.

2 . page 1, prr8 3 , l i n e 4 : repl8ce “refurin~~” wit:h

-failillS”.

3. P86C  2 ; delete p8r8 3  u n d e r  Ccncr81  Anrly8is.

4 . P a g e  3; r c p l r c e  “ s p e c i o u s ”  with1 “8re  contr8dic:ted  b y

c u r r e n t  trsffic  snd  n o i s e  d8t8”.

9. Page 4:  r c p l r c e  “di8inSenuous”  w i t h  “ir  misle8dinS  i n
that t b e  c h i l d r e n  o f  t h e s e  C V N  f8s~llles  .  .<..“.

6 . P a g e  6 , Noise  Analysis : Cite  rc!ccntly  completed Coronado

Noise Study.

I’. Psge  7 , Rsdirtion  hnalyris: Q u e s t i o n s  u l t h  resspect t o

seafood rnd  farm products1 appear ftrstultous.

Sincerely,

J .  Sutt.on  Clark
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ANALYSISaFTRETRANSPORTATION~-~
!ON -AThlASNL

Traffic  congestion is generally regarded as the most pressing problem impacting the quality of life of
Coronado residents. Bridge traffic to and from Coronado has more than doubled over the last 20 years with
weekday volumes now at 80,ooO  vehicles. Traffic  to NASM constitutes over 5S%  of this weekday volume
and, more importantly, contributes to peak traffic volutmes  on Route 282 that reach capacity for 1 hour in
the morning and 3 hours in the afternoon. The Coronado Blue Ribbon Calmmittee  on Trticc  concluded,
a!?~  a yur of study, that a tunnel from the Bridge toll plaza to NASM,  was  the only effective means to
deal with the tra@c  congestion as.iLa This condition exists when two, not carriers are
home ported at NASM. The proposled  tunnel should prrovide  sufficient capacity to handle the traffic
generated by the three 03%.

Volume I, Section 3.9 of the EIS deals with thle impact of future additional traffic  that would be
generated by 3 CVNs  beiig  home ported at NASM. This section devotes, just 9 pages to the traffic  issue
and the report uses data as far back as 1993. The conclusion of this abbreviated analysis is that “None of the
home port (Coronado) area  roadways and intersections would be significantly impacted because the changes
in traf%c  volumes and Levels of Service are below the significant criteria thresholds ”

The Navy arrives at this erroneous conclusion through the following analysis Prior to the
decommissioning of the USS Ranger in 1993, NASM !supported  3 CVs.  Therefore the only  personnel
increment to that 1993 baseline woulld  be the crew size of a CVN relative to a CV. The Navy puts this
aumba at 102 personnel, and calculates the net traf?ic  impact of the 3 CVNs  to be +430 AIDT,  and an
increase in peak hour trafhc  ofjust 55  vehicles. Additionally, the Navy addresses the issue of “up to 1300”
additional personnel required for the six months Industrial Availability, by saying that reductions in force
elsewbert  at NASM will offset this l?ersonnet  increase. No detailed delineation of this reduction in force ia
giVUl.

Conrrut this abbreviated analysis of the traffic impact on Coronadlo with the 38 page detailed study
done for Pearl Harbor- with a more current date of October, 1997. Considerably more effort went into a
trfic  analysis of a facility the Navy has no intention of using to homeport  a CVN  As the study notes, no
carriers have been home poned at Pearl Harbor since World War II,  and major changes to t,he infrastructure
would be required. Furthermore, thelre  is no air base in Hawaii to take the Carrier Air Wing, and work ups
would have to take place in SGCAL,,  which takes 6 days to reach from Pearl Harbor. It is clear that a traffic
analysis of homeplorting  3 CVNs  at NASM comparable to that done for pearl Harbor would show a
&&ant  impact on the traffic congestion of Coronado, with a requirement for mitigation, and such an
analysis should be done.

An updated analysis would use a more current hrseline  ( 1997) instead of 1993. This analysis cart  be
done by ulartrting  the number  of “Carrier Days in Port” to determine thfe  net change from  the 1997
baseline  whets 2 CVs  were home  ported at NASM, and 2005 when 3 CVNs  will be home ported at NASNI.

Using the  IUS  and  other sources, the “Days in Port’  for the CVNs  can be calculated as follows:

cARRlE24MONfa

DEPLOYMENT
STAND DOWN
lNDUSTRJALAVABABILllY
WORK UP C Y C L E
PRE-DEPLOYM1Y’l-T

MONTH!5 IN MONTHS AT SEA/

HoMEw -m
6

I
6
6 4
I

TOTAL DQUIVALENT  MONTHS 14
PERCENT IN PORT (t4/24) 58  3%

10
0 1 0 6

Calculation: 58 3% of 365 days - 213 average d<ays  in port per year  X 3 cat-tiers p 639
carrier days in port per year by year 2005.

Ety  checking the daily shipping activity log of the Pon Officer, it was determined that in 1997  the
Constellaltion  was in port I:50  days and the Kitty Hawk 265  days (9 months of an 11  month extensive
overhaul occuned in 1997),  for a total of 415 “Carrier Days in Port”.

Thus it chn  be seen that by 2005 the roads of Coronado will be cartying  an  increment of tragic
generatuj by an additional 1224  “Carrier Days in Port”, which relpresents  an increase of 54% in carrier
generated trafic

A calculation of the trafhc  generated by the crew of a c;arrier  in port can be derived from  the data
worked up for the impact of a single CVN at ;Pearl  Harbor, as set fonh in the EIS. That study puts tlhe peak
hour number of trips to the carrier in the morning at 1199, with a like number in the afternoon
Preliminatry  data developed by Katz, Okitsu  dr :  Associates (who are working on a traffic  impact analysis of a
6ee  Brid,gc  for SANDAG) indicates a CVN in port at NASM generates 4,258 daily trips. with the peak
hours vollume,  (which extends beyond one hour) in the morning and afternoon of I I ,700.

The ElS enumerates only one intersection in Coronado au  Level of Service “F”, which is Orange
and Fourth. That intersection has a capacity of 2450 vehicles per hour ( As determined by Linscott, <Law,
and Greenspan, and verified1  by the Coronado Blue Ribbon Committee on Traffic) That intersection is at, or
close to, capacity for 3 hours each weekday afternoon. There is no way that additional vehicles can be
accommodated in the peak hours without extending those hours, or, more likely, spreading the Navy
commuter traffic onto other residential streets of Coronado. That this has already happened CM be
demonstrated by First Street, where traffic in lthc past 3 years hals doubled during t.hc afternoon peak hours.

The EIS  fails to note that many unsignalized intcrsectionls  along the Rt. 282 commuter road to
NASM are also at LOS “F”‘.  The Linnscott repon on the Third Street Gate sets forth these additional
intersections at LOS “F” during peak hours

3rd&B,  3rd&C, 3rd8H.  4th&H,  4th&C,  4th&B,  4th&A,  4th&Pomona,  4th&Glorictta,
Alameda&  1 st.  and AJamedak3rd.

There is no mention of safety concerns along Rt 282- particularly that segment south of
Orange Avenue Caltrans  has expressed concerns about an inorclinate  accident rate- a situation whiclh  will be
exaccrbat:ed  by the increaseid  traffic generated by the third carrier.

Mtorc  extensive shipboard maintenance will be done on the home ported CVNs at NASNI than was
done with the conventional caniers.  Up to 1300  outside contract personnel (including personnel fiolm  hgct
Sound N;aval  Shipyard) will come to work during the 6 month period of Industrial Availability. Witlh 3
CVNs  in the cycle, this wilt occur 270 days out of the year. Again, a mwrement  of the impact can be
made by reference to the Pearl Harbor Traffic  Study, which put the additional pealk  hour traffic  load of this
activity at 477 trips in each direction in the peak hours.

Finally, there are other factors which will increase traffic, but are difficult to quantify
a) Additional truck traffic associated with the Inclustrial  Availability activity not
p r e v i o u s l y  p e r f o r m e d  a t  N A S N I .
b) Additional home port days resulting from Navy personnel retention concerns.
c) Additional ‘visiting ships” due to the increase in the number of dlecp water henhs  from  3
to 5.
d) Cadre staff at the maintenance facility when no PIA is in process.

Paragraph 3 9 1 2 elf the EIS states:
“The project’s impacts to the ground transportation system would be considered signi6cant  if

one of the following impacts occur: Additionad  trafBc  generated by the homeponing  activities would1  result
in an increase of 0 02 or greater in the volume/capacity ratio of (ar t  intersection that is projected to olpcmte  at
LOS E or F”. This will clearly be the case at intersections already classified as LOS F along Route 282. For
example; the intersection of Fourth and Orange is currently at capacity (1 .O)  with 2,450 vehicles per hour.
An incruue  of 02, or just 4~9 vehicles, is required to make the impact “significant”.  The additional carrier
will add 1,199 trips and the Industrial Avaitablility  will add 477 trips for a total of 1676 peak$ips  resulting
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in ;a volumcluprcity  ratio of I .68.  Eveln  averaging the peak  by using the incremental canier-days-in-pott,
the volume/upocity  ratio would still be I .41.

The homeporting of 3 CVNs at NASNl will have a &&ant (using the EIS definition of the word)
impact on trafRc conditions in Coronado. An vpdo&d and  more rkororrgk  frurc  rmuf’sis, siimilar  to what
was done for Pearl Harbor, is wuranrcd.  If the Navy finalizes the homeporting of 3 CVNs at ‘NASM,  then
mirigrtion is in order, and that mitigation should consist primarily of financi,al  support for the Iproposed
tunnel to NASNI from the Bridge toll ~plaza.  Over the pult  S years rlremrtive  forms of mitigation such as
van  pools, bus and ferry subsidies, at a cost of over S3,OOO,OOO  per year, ha,ve  been tried with minimal
im~prct  (2-3X  range) on Bridge trtic.  The tunr.el  will relmove  approximately 5%  of the weekday bridge
tnrffic  (including mold  trucks) from the streets of Coronaldo  In addition to  Irelieving  congestion, the tunnel
will bring noise and poUution  figures into  compliance witlh  State and Federal standards.

Rankine Van Andq Coronado Blue Ribbon Commitctee  on Traffic,  I O/30/98

E.~VIRGdME~NTAL  HEAL1 k COALITION
I;  t I Keclncr  Boulcvxtd, Suite 100 l San Diego, CA 92101  l (619)  235-0281  l Fxx (619) 232-3670

e-maltI:  chcoxlition@igc.rpc.org l Web rddror:  http.llwww  cnvironmcn~xlhcxl~t~.org

.

Ocrober 20. 1998

Mayor and City Council
.City of Coronado

1825 Strand Way
Coronado, CA 92 118

Dear Mayor and City Council:

Environmenlal  Health Coalition (EHC) appreciates the City’s
scheduled hearings, on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
currently under public review. EHC would like to formally submit the
following material inro  the City’s official record which we feel has bearing on
the City’s commen~ts  on the DEIS for Homeporting of Additional Nuclear
Carriers in San Diego Bay.

II.  Comments on the DEIS from Dr. David Richardson, Department of
IEpidemiology, School of Public Health Uolvcrsity of North Carolinrr,
Chapel Hill, NC

IEHC  Comments: Pleue  see attached expert comments raising the concerns
chat  the health studies upon which the Navy relied in chc DEIS were primarily
focused on external exposure to radiation of workers and thu  these studies
did not assess the impacts to community members from internal exposure (i.e.
inhalation of releases of radiation). Dr. Richardson is the first of several of
technical experts f&m which MC IU sought expert  review of the DEIS.

2. A copy of a proposal for l unicr  drydock  at PfASNl  taken fbm  the
AdminlrtrrtIvc  Record assocIatedI  with our kg11 rctloa  rgainst  the Nary
due to the fbst  carrkr  home porC  and a copy of the Sun  D&go Bwlnrst
Jourmf adick  dlisudng  future rnudur tep8ir  work by NASSCO.

ERC Cornmenb:  EHC remains ym  concmed  about  the possibility of
construction of both sub&  and1 carrier dry-docks in San Diego Bay that
could lead lo the refueling and  d&cling of RXUX corea in  San Diego. The
Navy’s verbal pmni~~ that  theta sue  no Cumnt  plms”is  not good enough
and will noI  protect our communities tiom such activity in the future. EHC
has rcputiy  oques@  that a prohibition on such activity be  iachtded  in
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&maado  City Council meetings does not lessen EHC’s ability to  legally chaJJenge the Navy’s
homeporting project.

environmental documents. The  Navy, in turn, has rrpeatedly  refused. This should be an alert (0
the City and the public and Ihe Ci~ty should aJso  request such a prohibition in its  comments on the
DEIS. - The Cil~should  aJso  request an explanarion  regarding ;hit
its generation, #its  merits, its  futune,  and its prohibition.

*y-dock proposal including

3. A copy of the Navy’s recent refusal to rdcase  fuJJ lnformntion  regardJng
Learned” report regarding the mercury  spill Ju the Turning  Basin.

‘Thank  you for the opportunity to  comment ion this  document.

EHC  Commemb:  EHC has requested, under FOIA. release of information regarding this
rcidcnt.  The Navy is still refusing 10  releti  over 150 documents inlcluding the IASSOIU
Lurned  repott.  Although the crew  it of the nuclear submarine force, the  rrcident  did not occur
on a nuclear submarine, did not imvoJvc  radiation or National  Security, and there is no existing or
pending litiguion.  Ihe reason fobi  the Navy’s refuraJ  10  release lhis  information is unexplainable
md should be (queried  by the Council.

Accidents involving release of hruardous materialsI due 10  fatigue and overwork of the nuclear
work force is of relevance to  the homeponing of acJdjtional  nuclear ctiers  and the  DEIS and is
of significant interest lo  the public.

4. Excerpts of the Court Martial Transcript In  which much dtcusslon  of the fact that
overwork andl  fatigue lead to the accident on the USS Mystic that  dlrcharged  clemental
mercury Into the  Bay. ThJs  accident resulted In $1.7 mJHlon  dean-up and fult  records are
stiJJ being  withheld (See above]).

EHC Comments: EHC is concerned that ovcwork  is frequently pwt  of the Nuclear NavaJ work.
experience and that this culture of fatigue is one element that could contribute lo  an accident.
This transcript and this accident ,authenticate that  concern. me Council should request that the
fuJJ  record regarding this  accident be released.

FinaJly,  The  Council should request that  full information be provided lo  the  public on this
project. nis  view wu recently  isupported  by over 120 Coronado nridents  wbo postcard or
wrote Jetvrs  of opposing the Mixed Waste and Hazardous Waste pennits  at NASNI  un~til  the
Navy fully discloses rll information rcguding the limpacts  horn the cn~clear  mcgaport  and  public
safety is  guatanteed.  These  recolrds  avrilable  upon request. ‘IMe  is much JnfomutJor~ chat  the
Navy is stilJ withholding regardin J thir project. A compJc&  discloson  of infomrrtioa  and
adysir of the fuB  project  rho&d  ?e  done prior to any additionrl  carriers  kJng  homeported  at
NASNL  TbeDElSrtllldocr~~rarl~Ibe~lNudtuHom~ort  projtc&‘II~CCity
should  request  that  tie  Navy d&J the enthe  project and that envirollmcntaJ  mdew  on the entire
project  be coaductcd for the benefit of the public *

WhiJe MC greatly epprdrttr the opporwmity  lo provide the City with inforxW.ion on
the  DEIS.  we must state for the  mcord that we arc  unaware of any officirl  role the  City has in the
dccisjoa of borne porting nucJcar carriers  Jn  San Diego and tha!  f&g to raise issues at  the

0’111
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Scr  N!j12/376b
Octobir  16, 1998

your request Is  forwarded to the Navy Tactical Support Activ:Lty
(NAVTACSUPPACT)  in order to d:atcrmfnc  whcthcr much  lessons
lcarncdl report exist8 within NAVTACSUPPACT  data baece.

Because that portion of ycour request has been partially
.deaied,  you are advised of yolk  right to appeal this
determination in writing to tlhe  Assistant General Coluneel  (F01A),
Navy Department, 901 M Street SE, Bldg. 36, Washington, DC 210374-
5012.

Thlr appeal must  be received in that office within 60
calendar days from the date of thim letter to be conrsidercd,  and
a copy of this letter ehould be attached along with a atatcmcnt
rcgard:lng  why your appeal should be granted. It ir recommended
that  the  letter of appeal and the envelope both bear the
notation, “Frccdanlafw*a

I ram the official responsible for the denial of your requcet.
If you have any qucetiona,  please contact Mr. James  B. Maeingill,
Attorney Adviror, at (619)  S32-1418.

Sincerely,

Captain U
. Judge Advocate General @ 8  Co:rp8
U.S. Navy
Stat  f Judge Adv0cat.e
By direction of the  Cormnader

copy tot  NASNI (0A) (w/o cm:11
NAVFAC ISWDIV  (Code 09C)  (w/o  em11
~~ACS'UPPACT  (w/copy of FOIA XeQ  Of JWW 20, 1990

and mredactcd  ancl)

1 4’

‘l-he  followrng  was previously receivcxi  anti  has been  idcntllflcd  as  nttachmcnts  to
commt’nt  letter  0.12 from Environmental Hlealth  Coalition:

. Memo with Enclosures from  Commancier,  Southwest Division Naval
Facilitlcs  Engineering Commanci  to Commanding  Ofticcr, Naval  Air 5tation,
North Island RE: Mercury Spill Lessons Learned,  Novc.mber  18,  1997.

a Memo from Gail Brydgcs  to Ed Kleeman,  Senior Planncx,  RE: Comments on
the DElS for Nuclear Homeporting, September 22, 199tl.

This inform&Ion  was resubmitteci  by the City uf Corona&)  as pxt  of thclir
nttachmcnt and numkred  by the City as pqes 130 through 151.
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Comments on Navy Draft EIS  Aug 199eB
sept  29 .1990
From: Louis  de Boor.
the  follouino  is an in formal  overvl,ew  o f  the  traffic  portion of
the  Draft NAVY EIS for NASNI Coronado .Ca  .

l.Cattar  toi  Hr  .Dan  M u s l i n  S W  D i v i s i o n  Nava l  Facilitlos
Eng.Conmand  S a n  Diego  C:a. From Off ice of the Pltrror  Coronado Ca.
Fog 7.1997
Cowent :  Thm  EIS  does not directly  addross  any  o f  the  quostionm
in  roforonce.

2 .RDf  Volume 1 page 3.+3,1  .Commant:  What uat  rrpecif  ically
observed  i .o . dato.tinaf,longht  o f  o b s e r v a t i o n .

3 .  Page  3.91-4 ‘Based  on 1 9 9 3  t r a f f i c  c o u n t , . . . :
Coamont  : Data is 5  years old.

4. 3.9-5.8  DON 1995a  ,1997a..  .  . ‘ u s e d  the  f a c t o r  o f  2 . 4 6  vehicle
tr ips  pot  clay. . : .ttip  rata  based  o n  mid 1980’1~  s tudy  at
MaYPort  .Fln NAVSTA..  . ‘3.9-5.10  ‘Trtrffic  c o u n t  et  NASX @a

f

l ..:
Coawnt  : Drto(  s ),  time  , , pot  iods of observation.

5.  3.9-5.14 l .  ..rato  o f  2 . 1  t r i p s  pot  parson  Ihas  bean
assumed. . . ”
Coamant:Avwaging  two  widely  soporatod  facllitios  is  n o t  a
crodiblo  technique  f o r  evaluating  average  o r  pl,ak  t r a f f i c
conditionshhat  uoro  the  critorir.inssumptions  Iott.  f o r  thim
tochniwo?

6 . 3.9-1111-20
Couront:  N4k.d  dotailod s u p p o r t i n g  (data.

7 . 3.9.7-111  -.  .  . wou.ld bo offrot  b y  tha plannod  docroasa  i n
porsonnol  et other  NASNI operations..  :
Cwnt:  Uhat docroaso,nunrborm,timo  period.

6onota1  Cornmont  .
The  traffic: analysis In  tha  draft BIS  is not l doquatm.fhora im  no
cumulatfvo  impact l nal:vsir,no rocont(  1997.1998) data included.
Averaging  l t u o  NAVSTAm  {traffic  c o u n t  i s  n o t  crodiblo  unlorrl  the
dotailod  crttoria  1s  prosontad.fraffic  da ta  in  the  tablos  d o o m
n o t  indicate  dato.tino.lonath  o f  obrorvation.

September 24, 1998

line Mayor and City Council
. City of Coronado

1 8 2 5  Suand  Way
Comlnado,  C A  92 118

Re: The Navy’s Drafi IEnvironmental  lmlpact  Statement (DEIS), Developing Homepott Facilitijes
1Tor Three Nimiu-Class Aircraft Carriers in Support of the U.S. Fleet

Dear Mr. Mayor and Members of the City Council,

The Landing Homeowners  Association represents the 92 residential units at The Landing and the
approximately I80 residents thereof. As IOU  are auare,  we have, for many years objected lo  the
traffic  generated on First Strcer  because elf  the  First Street Gate  at NASNI and the  designation of
First Street as a truck route. Because of our concern, HC  ha,ve  read the DEIS, but, of course, do
not have the factual data (0  question many of the statement.,a;  chans.  and conclusions mentioned1
in the DEIS  concerning traffic, noise, air Iquality,  health and1  safety and cumulative impacts.

However. we  do have llhc  following comments on the DEIS:

I. It is fundamentally aind fatally flawed lin that the informaltion  contained in the DEIS
spcaL  as of the date of its’ issuance and the basic facts relied upon do not exist today.

does not

Thlroughout  the DEIS it refers to the “current situation”  (as being two CV’s  homeported  at
NASNI and throughout gives credit to the removal of 2 CV’s. This simply is not It: as the
onl) major ships homeported at NASNI alre one CV (the Constellation) and one Cm  (the
recently arrived Stennis). For references to removal of 2 CV’s  see pp. ES-& ES-9. ES-17.  ES-
19.2+2-t9  and “the Status Quo” dcscrribcd  on p. 244.

It l is  also natcd  that “Beginning in 19913, 3 aircraft carriers wi II be homepotted at NASNI
again” 2-8&9.  This is noI  true,  has not been true, and will not be true.

There is no way a reasonable person could analyze the volumes of information by simply
subtracting one CV.

The DElS  says that the  population of NASNl  is 20.500 and has ranged from 17,700 to 2l.300..
2-9. A check with the Air Station Public Affairs Office pra,duccd  the information that the
population of the Atr Station and the Amlphibious  Base is currently 1 I.000 with the Amphibious



B a s e  p o p u l a t i o n  b e i n g  b e t w e e n
board the carriers.

3 . 0 0 0 a n d 5.000. These figures do not include personnel on

The DEIS  states: “‘The Navy is currently in the process of redesigning the Main Gate so that the
entrance would be  aligned with 3rd Street at  Alameda Boulevard and the exit aligned with 4thl
Street.” 3.9-4 and 3.18-I 1. The implication is that the gate  will be  realigned and that this will1
mitigate the trafiic  problems. This, however, doe not connpott  with the recent statement of
Mayor Smisck that due to the cost of the realignment and SANDAG’s  lack of funding the
n;alignment  “ i s  d e a d . ” .

2. So many of the facts and figures used  in the DEIS arc  outdated  and shoulld  be updated to the
current situation (downsizing. one CV and one CVN, cunrent  terrorist threats evidenced by the:
increased security at NASNJ, etc.). Traffic  trips rates based on a mid- I 980”s study at Mayporll
Naval Station in Florida would be  laug,hable  if they were  not in a serious D’EIS.  3.9-S. “Daily
tra~fiic  volumes ‘tzere  collected from Cal Trans.  the City Iof  Coronado and the Navy in 1995”
3.9-3. There must be  information that is less that 3 years old and reflects the different population
and ship mix at the Air Station at the present time. We allso  now have experience with the delays
in traflic  caused by al  threat alert condition and suicides and accidents on the bridge that
completely snarl up lthe  access to our island.

3. Unfonunately. by tr).ing  to justify a conclusion, there are,  what we believe to be,  substantial1
omissions of two vit#al  mitigation mcaslures.  There is no mention of the realignment of the Madn
Gate as a mitigation measure (although the DElS  seems to erroneously assume that it will
happen) and there is no mention of the proposed bored tunnel although it is on our municipal
ballot next month.

r
b 4. We have neither the capability nor the resources IO anialyze  the many, many other facets of the

DIEIS  but urge the  Clity  to do so or to employ those Rho  can do so.

5. Last, but not least.  we believe there must be discussion (probably under Health & Safety) elf
the increased threat of terrorist activity or strategic targctiing  by foreign powers caused by the
accumulating of three (and four if the transient dock is used) of the worlds Ilargest  warships in a
coinfined  space. This  must habe  an imlpact  on the desirability of gaining malximum  results from
an  illegal act. This really needs to be treated in the DEIS  if it is to “evaluate potential impacts”
from the proposed homeponing  of thrc~e  nuclear carrier with a transient dot  k for a foti  visiting
nuc lear  ctier.

6. Because of the faulty factual foundation of the DEIS,  iit does not fulfill its  purpose  of
evaluating “environmental effects from constructing and operating facilities and inmcture
needed  to support 3 Nimitz-class  caniccrs”  and the requirement of informing “of reasonable
a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  a v o i d  o r  m i n i m i z e  a d v e r s e  i m p a c t s . ” It is interesting to note that the DEIS
‘acknowledges that ‘NASNI can’t support 3 additional CVN’s for a total of 4.”  2-69.

i W’c respectfully request that the City  Council request that1  the DEIS bc re\nirten  in ~Jx  present
factual situation using cunent  information and providing data on mitigation measures. This izr

0 IS-‘1

one of the most i m p o r t a n t  mat ters  f a c i n g  t h e  C i t y  o f  C o r o n a d o  a n d  o u r  s u c c e s s with t’he last  EIS

was miserabbe. U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e  l a w  nequircs  t h e  N a v y  t o  p r e p a r e  a s u p p l e m e n t a l  EA
or EIS  “shoulld  new infotmatiorr  relevant to environmental concern!;  bearing on the impacts of the
proposed action become available” (2-3). the Navy should really go back to the draf?ing  boards
and prepare a1  new DElS  to avoid the confusion that would entail if it merely issued a supplement
to tk  current. draft.

A g a i n , we imtplore  you to give the r e v i e w  o f  t h e DEIS  the highest priority and take such actions

as mavbe  necessary or convmilent to insure that our quality of life is impacted as little BS
possidle  by the pro&d  homeporting  and that the City gets the benefit of the maximum amount
of mitigation possible.

S incere ly  yours ,
T h e  L a n d i n g  H o m e o w n e r s  A s s o c i a t i o n

by  E.  Mi les  Harvey

1
cc :  Board  o f  D i rec to rs
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; CVN. TBe  maty&  Jso  khw.Ird  waurting  the fead%ility  of homeporting more than one CVN
rl  each  IaaWon  with rctpttt  to (1)  what  rddit%maJ  construction  pxjecb  would bt zquhd  and (2)
what other rtclated  (but  not CVN-m)  prcjectr  might  be  mquhd  based on thy  number of

-homrl?Qti
.

lhe Navy tJm  detamfned  a reasonable rurgc of comb3natf&s  of  CVNs  and AOG f&r  a&
badm (DON IWJ).  some ccmbhtfonr of WiNI md AOQ weta contidwd  but ebnhted  u
dwy  did not s~tbfy  the CVN  tlome  Pod Objediws and  Rqufrwm~~.  FInally,  combf~tims  of
cvkb  r t batdons  were hught  tOgher intO  &n ahmaUves,  utKaprble  d prodding home
porh  for the! @ste CVNs  addressed  k tMs  ES  Each  altaruthr  nqukar a vuylq  level of
Mkc  dewrtopmmt  but utidies  cvlu  Home Rm3  oqecdves  and  Reqdrcmenls. lrli  addilicat  b
dte  wuonabde  l8Xh6e d five  rhemadves, a No Actfort  Akinativr  L included a#  rrqufred  by
NIPA.  The msults  d the uulyds  detemink 681Mged reasonable  home pat  rttaruttves  used
iri  this ElS  are  displayed in  TablIe  ESl. Table ES1  Is &o  reptoducdl at the  md  of Valrw  1.. .
CVN Home IPort  Facility and k&as-r  Improvanmts

Table  ES2 ihstmtrs  the f~cilititts  and improvemants  required for U&I  of the five CVN’  Htxu Port
dtunatives  ,irt  order to odsfy  the CVN Home Port 0bjecdve.s and Requimmts.  No
impruvuncnc~  would w undlu  the No Acdon  Akmative..

CVN HOMlDOR7INC  ALTERNATIVE COZiTS

Alttmuveotu Sl38283s5~
AkmauwTw 8l85,787&2l.a

Altelmdvenuee SS98,148324
Ahartuuverout l S2Q4J68?l8 .

Ah,tYudvr  Piw $40!3,119389
AlmanBuw8l8

Proposed Altcmitive

--. --
. .

. .____  - - . -_ . - - -_ __ _ - --- __-

3 0 ATrMlmEst  c
v&at I cw Homrportfng  flS . .

:
7abb  ESl.  Numkn  of CVNs  and AOEr  II Home Port ILocation  ~Itmnutivro

withla  thD  us.  Pacific Fleet

~ Pro~porcd  Altrrnrtivc
NAsrn
PSNS
NAVSTA Everett I

One Additional CVN with Rurmvd  offwo CV’s: Total of Two CVNs
One Additional CVN and Removal of Two AOEs:  Total  of Two CVNs
No Additional CVN and Additioln  of Two AOEs: Total of One CVN I

Neixl :bu  Addhnal  O'Ns  rnth Rwmvrl  of Two Oh:  Toal d Thrw  ON
ma 0~  Addibonal  WN  md  Removal  of Few AOfi:  TowI  dtwo  CWJs
NAVSTA  fvmn lhlovd  of cxildn(  ON  and  Addiuon  d Four  AOt:  No ma

- - NocvN  Noounp
Ahnuvr  Two

NW Two  Addieotul  CWs  -6th  Rem04  of Two  N’s  Total  d Tha  CWS
Fws No Addirional  CVN:  No Cban#~  -  tohI  d ckr’  O’H
NAVnA  bwtn ?~‘~AU&~~MICVN:  NcbOuq~-TtidChO’N

ZlDmdr.  three
No WN  No Uuny

m T*oAddrrion~lCWs  wWR-JdTwCVn.  TotaldThmCVM
KNS No Addieonal  CVW:  No kp -  TW  d Ou  CVN
NAVnA  Irmta
FHN!n

kmovrt d EmbUns  WN.  foul d No CVNa
Ow  OIX.  Tout of On  CNN

iii-uvr foul

NAsM 1 Ckw  Addrhnal  CVS  tih  Removal  dfr-a  CV,:  Total  d tw  CVNs I
INAwr.4  c\vmt

hfoAdPbautCVN:No~-TtidCtmCVN
Ckw  Addid  CVN’:  TobJ d two  CVt&

.
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AIIACnMENT 0

PROPOSED A:LTERNATIVIS

Cost Elements
Consrfucfion  or:

NASMl
PSNS
Everett

Second CVN :EIectriul  Trans
Dredge, Norr)t  Wharf
Utilities, Nortlh  Wharf

s54,44o,ocKl
Sl,OOO,OCD

$450,000
$3,375,0aKI

s550,00Kl
S270,OOO

S2,500,000
s62,58s,oato

PCS
PCS

s43,075,06ii
S6,077J510

S46,901,783
$59.2  12.67’3
$59.2  12.67’3
$2 1,442,oOo

S3,999,13~0
S47,843,46i
$12,703,027

$300,467,06i6

NASNI
PSNS
Everett

Reposed Atternarive  Ht~usin~ Subtotak
~RUCTION,  OPERATIONS, HOUSING TOTAIr

51,006,669,119
W69,~W’~

hs cost  ofaatus  quo ~~~0*955.960~
Ltss  cost of baseline (S2%344,462)

C(DST  OF ALTERNATlVE  FOUR .
COMPARED TO TAKING NO ACl7ON s~23,420,773

r,I

September 10.1998

MEM(llRANDuM

To:  MI Kleeman, Senior  Planner, City of Coronado

From: Larry  Brown, for  the Truck  TMfflc  Reduction Committee (ITRC)

Subject: Preliminary comments on the 3CVN  lbaft Environmental Statement (DEB)

These  comments are furnfshed  In support of the Uty  Staff’s review  of lhe  3CVN DEIS.
fbe comments are based on a first  readlng of the &~utlve  Summary and the traffic-
related portions  of the DEB  and a brief  dlscusslon  by the TTRC  of sallent  points
n?!atIrig to truck baffle. Any signlficamt  addltlonal  comments generated &om
further study of the dcxument  will be Iprovided  as soon as practkal.

l Page Es-l,  Ilnes  15-118  contain a NEPA-based statement of what the EJS  must provide.
The Cilty’s  analysis of the DEU  should be focused on whether lt providles  the “full and
Lafr  dfscuulon  of significant environmental lmpactr..etc.’  promised

l Pages ES-88~9.  Tbe  difference between the ‘status quo’ and Alternative Six - No
Actlon Is  puzzling at first glance. It may be explained  as the Iegitlmate  separate bases
for evraluatlng costs as compared to assessing environmental  Impact, bout  the
aplanadon  is  not readily  apparent. It should be rtudlled  carefully from the skeptical
perspective of whether it permits the understating of costs and envlrcxtmental
Impact  to support the prejudgment of the preferred altemadw.

l Pagle  m-16.  The bash for cumulative analysis is given as ‘.,projects  proposed for
constructton  after 19913 .“*, etc. Is  this a ‘full and fair’ basis?  The Clty”s  major
objectlion to the EIS for the BRAC  home! porting of USS Stennlr  was that  it dhregarded
cumuladw impacts, particularly ln its insistent disregard of the potendal  home
porting  of additional CVNs  and other ongoing  NASNI aKdvldeS  a~  well as ignoring the
exlsdng  dtuadon.  The 3CVN DEXS again ignores the incremental StennSs impact  as
well as ongolng  NASNI actlvldes  and the  existing  sltuatlon. To what extent does this
tnalyrIb  meet the Clty”s  request regarcllng cumulatlvt  :impact  ln the 3CVN fs,  scoplng
her Iifebruary  7.1997).

l Page E17,  BINS  13-31 and eFl8,  line 3639. Sumn
not mention traffk (ground transportation), although It  I assessed as significant  forY

of impacts  Ibr  NASNI does

PH?W.  The  is 8 recognttion  of ‘pm&cted  urnual growth Ln the regjon”  for
RWSY’,  whlcb  seems to bave overfwktd  ln the  NASNJ  ~assessment.  b there  a
feasoarablc  and fair eqpknation  for this7  Also note that  mike impect  b mat
mendomed.

l Rge EZO,  Hnes  29-30.  Reference IIs  made  to Appemul!x  B con-l respond  to
hues  takd  in scopinjg sessions and kctters.  7hls  apptmdix  has  not yet  beam
m&wed.butshoukibestudkdtoseabow  theCIty’swopingrequesWmrrddmscd

l )age 3.9-3, Table 3.9-l. Tbe IMy Tmffic  Volume on the bridge k oblviousb)
undemued,  and makes all the other numbers tn the  table suspec&  as well  as the -
acsults  of the analysis  (hcludtng  Ii36 In Table 3.93) eriug the  num&s.
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l w 3.94, linti 4-g. Wh:y  are 1993 Waffle counts used, when more upttxlate  b or
tas@  could be made atilablet  Arc these data consistent  with the traffic  w~lumc data
(e.g. Table 1) given in the Traffic Impact AnaIysb  - NASNI Third Street Gate study
cotxhted  by  l.L& in faII 1,996, or more mcent  Clty traffic  counts7

l m 3.94, IInes  g-12. ‘The  “redesigning  the  Main  Gate” at NASNI b characterized as
an don that will ‘greatly improve traffic operadons  -.etc.”  In fact the project
has bees  dormant for some time pending  resolution of issues  reIated  to disagreement
wltblu the  City as to the net benefits  of a rcvonflgured  the Maln  Gate, and to
whetba the Clty MS wiIUng to contribute  substantMIy  to ,payment  of assxiattd
costs on which  the Idavy  made  the project contingent  Therefore, whatever the
8ctd mcrl~u of the recksl~~ed  co;lflguratlon,  the  lmpllcathon  that the project is
ong&g Is dlslngenuots

.

.
l Rap  3.9-5, Unes 3-20. This andysls  b suspect because’of  the data upon which 11 b
basqd. HOW r&ant ls  a a@ rate that Ir based on a 1980s  study at the Maypxt  Navlf
Statlol  ln Fkr-lda?  How valid are the traffic  counts at NUNI  upon which  the 1.72
trips per person 1s based, or the 2.46 rate used for’other  home pordng  analyses, or
the rationale  of taking  the [average  of the two for appIIcaticn  here? Tbe  armlysls ls
full d assumptbns  that must be better JusCUkd If the analysis  ls  to be ucdl’bk.

l patC  3.9-6, Unes l-11. Adysls  rupportlng  personnel Iaetdlng at NASNI ignorer the
ca& staff at the maintenance  facIlltler.  Are these faclIldcrr  to be completely
unmanned  between PIAs?  The Stennb EIS also Ignored thhi aspect of persoonneI
load&,  and now, the 3CVN DEIS  takes It  as an exlsdng con&don  and therefore not
tnclu&d  lrr  the analysis. The final  sentence (lines  9-11) lrnplles  that having  the
addHona1  personnel (and consequent Increment of nafflc)  for a PIA  for thm CVNs
every trrp  years carrks the same Impact  as a PIA  for one CVN. In other wands,  the
hmead  impact  It not worse, It just kits Ibnger,  and is  tbenfore Inconseqpcntlzl.
Is tbal  a v&l conclusion?

l Page 3.9% lines  U&12. The characterizadon  of construcdon  traffic as
lnslgdkant  because it Is  rmalt  In  comparllson  to the very  large existtag  volume
refkcts  the Insenddtity  of the Navy (or at last those ofl%:laIs  Invohxd  in drafdng
and 8pprovlng  this  DEW to the impact  of Navy-rehted  tmck  traffic on Coronado.
The  850  muck trips  per day pamated by NMNI  (a number derived from the  LUkG
study mcntloned  above) represents, on avenge, I tnxk  anterlng  or exldxup NASNI
vh tk  3rd-4th  Streets coupkt,  Alameda Blwd  and 1st StrM  rvuy 4S secondr h
other rrordls, tJ%  DEIS b flng that adding more mcks  to 1~ already  lntolemble
volume Is  llndgnlflcmt. 2 though truck uaffk  tmlume  may not add signlflcantly  to
overall tnrfti  congtrtbn  Cwhlch Is  aIso  at an intolerable kc@ trucks  Barr I
dlspluportlonate  impact an 8 resldeudal comluunlty  fn compulsoIl  to sm8llI  wbkks l

because  cd their  noise  8nd  8lr pollutitnt  cbuacterlstics  and more imposing  tm8ss  8ad
btnmmles  These  pllltlr  should be emplh8slzed  in the my’s  commalts  WI the N8vy.

l pqc 3.%&  be% 2022. Tlw  cansldmtk>tl of barg!ng  ftx  mJmtrwh materhIs
md amclurdon  that 11 vns  infeaslbk Ir rppaxently  based an the recent  c~~lcrete
bptch pknt study which  did in  bet show &at  RO/RO  barylrpg  of co~c~rte  re8dy  n&t
&u&s MS tieaslbk.  TIM  Navy has not been 8bIe to show us any other  truu&sis  tb8t
demamates the general  IInfeaslbUlty  of barging  - on!y kr  qulte llmltai
l ppllatfons and assumed drcumstancer A comprehenstvle  analysis  of barging V
m&al, not just  ibo constru&m  ~terbll  but for @‘-@day  bglstic suppcxt  of

NASNI  actlvltles  (fncludlng  ships  berthed there). ((The  Clty-Navy Truck Traflk
WorkI- Group Is  1~ormuIathg  such a recommenda~tlon.)

l Ihge 3.9-8,  lines  25-30. The assertton  of ‘no Increase fn truck volumes” b based
s&Iy  on the fact Uhat  two CVNs  repface  two CVs  with an klentlcal  “‘number of
de&W’  This  Ignores the dlffe,rence  In maintenance requirements associated
tilth  nuclear propulsion vls-a-vls  convendonal steam propufslon,  and, probably
more important, the recent radical changes In Navy ship  maintenance policy ln
w&h substantially more depot level maintenance  is  performed In home port (Lc,
maintenance tbat heretofore  was  accomplkhed  ln shipyards). Tha,t’s reflected ln the
slw:-month  PIA  referred to elsewhere in the DEB  and the massive CVN malntenanct!
f&iIltks  just comp:leted  at NASNL

l Page 3.943,  Iine 412 cont’d  to page  3.9-9  lines  1-3. Although we should  welcome
addltknxd  parking space at NASNI  to accommodate whicks  that formerly parked on
our City streets, the need for it begs the question of slgnlflcance  ln regard to
parkIng requlremonts vls-a-vls  traffic  increases.

l NAS?4l  Supplemental  Tranrportaltlon  Information,  Table 3.9.5 folIowIng  page 3.9-l.
The Baseline Traffic VoIume  numbers here at not the same as those! shown ln Table1
3.9.1  (see above. piage 3.9-3). Why? Is that slgniflcant  to the analyids  ~sults?

l NAM  Supplemental Air Quallty  Information,  Tables 3.10-l  through 3.1012. The!
rlr quality standards In Table 3.10-I are given ln tllfferent  units  than the
comparable CVCVN emlsslons  in the Tables 3.102 through 3.1012, which  preclucles
me5anlngful compatWn  for most readerr

l NA!Wl  Nolse Supplementa)  Informadon,  page 3.111-l. Table 3.11-l. The sound Ievel
measurements In the  tabIe  were taken in 1993. These  1eveIs should be compared ~41th
CalUfornia  recommend& standards for low density resldentlaI  !and  we  (CNEL  60dB
acr:ordJng to the Coronado Master lMronmentaI Arses$ment,  199511,  and to the renrltt
of the mently  completed city  Noise Survey, for a nxanlngfuI assessment of nolse
Impact In comparbon to the DEIS  assessment (le. !~f  comment refenlng  to page ES-
17 abow.).  The lss’ue  of cumuIadwc  impact 4s refexant  here as well.



City of Coronado
T h o m a s  Smisek,
M a y o r
1825 Strand Wa,y
Coronado 92118

Dear Thomas Smisek:

I am a student at Southwestem College in  Chula Vista, CA. As part  of an
environmental p~roject  for a Business Law class I was asked to research the
Nuciearlration  al  the MetropoMam  San Dlego  arela.  As a result of this research,  I
dlscovered  facts that troutled  me greatly. 1  wanted to communicalte  these
findings to you so that you would use your influence  to help stop the  expansion  of
thii project.

During the next  rsevml yearn  there b a proposal  for the home porting of 3-4
nuclear alrcraft  crrrlers  in San OUego  bay. Each of these carriers will have 2
nuclear reactors on board. The  potential dangers; that these reacton  represent
should be a matter of both kxal &  natlonal concern. The concern should be
because of the slgntflcant  lncrersed  health risks  to araa  resldento.  This  project k
designed within 50  yards  of an adve  earthquaka  fault that has a maximum
credible earthquake of 7.0. The fault la  on fill sofls  &  thus susceptible to
Ilquefaction.  In the  event of an elarthquake  the weakening  of the Coronado Bn’dge
could make evacuation dilcutt.  ‘Should mdhtlon  be released from the reactors
due to fire ln  the radiation repair  facility the cancer risk  to the comlmunlty  could be
devastating. Thaw  mere presences  of the nuclear macton  makes ~4  a prime  target
for terrorism 6: trus  the unleashllng  of many of tha  hazards of this project.

This  is but a smal  sampling of the potential danglers associated with this project.
I urge you to get tnvotved  and stop this  now that romething can be done before It
h  too  hte.  I fear for our aafe!y  & well  being.

M4y 26, ww
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M e m o r a n d l u m

DATE: November 5. 1998

TO: HOMER BLUDAU. CIITY  OF CORONADO

FROM: Joel II Cehn, CHP. R,adtatton  Safety Consultant

R E : Final Comments on CVN  Homeporttng  Draft EIS

My prelrmtnary  comments on the Navy’s EIS were transmttted  to you on

October I  4’h As we dtscussed,  my frnal  comments are In  addttton  to these The

main addlttonall  comment IS to request that the INavy  use extstrng radiatron

monltortng  lnformatton  from North Island and other bases, to analyze the Impacts

of spills  and emlssrons In the (draft  EIS, the Navy uses only estimates When

real data are avatlable.  It  should be used My updated list  of comments is

attached (and can simply  replace the October 1141h lrst  )

In summary, the draft EIS does not adequately present the expected

radrologtcal  lmlpacts  to Coronado residents Tlhe risk values gtven  in the EIS

cannot be independently verified and their  presentatton  cannot be understood by

the average restdent

L.49

L.4.100



Interim Report RadIalIon  Monitoring Study page 7

Comments for Navy

The City  should request answelrs  to the followmg  questions

I ) \Vh;lt EP.4  method 1s used to estimate alrborne  releases from normal operatlons7 ‘L.4.101
P l e a s e  p r o v i d e  Ihe  cnlculatlons  lo support  t h e  m e t h o d S i n c e  radiation  monitloring  o f
work-sites  6 butldings  IS performed by the Navy. these data-not theoretlcal
e s t i m a t e s - - s h o u l d  b e  u s e d  t o  e v a l u a t e  t h e  i m p a c t s  o f  r o u t i n e  a n d  o t h e r  e m i s s i o n s

2 ) W h a t  i s  t h e  d i s t a n c e  a s s u m e d  b e t w e e n  t h e  b a s e - b o u n d a r y  r e s i d e n t  (MOI)  andl  all

I

L.4.102
r e l e a s e  poinIs3  W h a t  a r e  t h e  a s s u m e d  d i s t a n c e s  t o  f a r m s  p r o v i d i n g  f o o d  t o  t h e
residents’

. The following was has been idetdified  as comment letter 1.78:

r 3 ) F o r  t h e  fke  s c e n a r i o ,  w h a t  f r a c t i o n  o f  t h e  f a c i l i t y ’ s  r a d i o a c t i v e  i n v e n t o r y  i s  r e l e a s e d  i n

;P t h e  f i r e ?  Vihat  e x p o s u r e  p a t h w a y  c a u s e s  t h e  l a r g e s t  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  dose? I

lL.4.103 Letter from Stephanie S. Kalupp  and Elizabeth Gill, November 12,1998.

‘I-his  lcttcr  was resubmitted by the City of Coronado as part luf their attnchnncnt.

4 ) F o r  t h e  spill  s c e n a r i o .  w h a t :  assumptions  a r e  m a d e  a b o u t  resildents’  c o n s u m p t i o n  o f L.4.104
s e a f o o d  t a k e n  f r o m  t h e  Bay3  W h a t  i s  t h e  a s s u m e d  d i s t a n c e  f r o m  t h e  r e l e a s e  p o i n t ( s )
t o  t h e  nealrest  r e s i d e n t  (MOI)’  W h a t  e x p o s u r e  p a t h w a y  caukes  t h e  l a r g e s t  p o r t i o n  o f
t h e  dose?

5 )  F o r  t h e  f i r e  a n d  s p i l l  s c e n a r i o s .  w h a t  w o u l d  b e  t h e  e c o n o m i c  i m p a c t s  o f  t h e s e  e v e n t s ’ 1  L.4.105

6 )  W h a t  momtoring  i s  p e r f o r m e d  t o  d e t e c t  a n  a b n o r m a l  r e l e a s e  o f  radioactivltyY’  These

I

L.4.106
d a t a ,  wheln  u s e d  i n  A p p e n d i x  F ,  w o u l d  i m p r o v e  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  r a d i o l o g i c a l  i m p a c t
a n a l y s e s
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Aircraft Carders - CV, CVN
Revised: 16 Oct. 1998

Description: Aucrafr  camen  provide  a wide range of possible  response
for IIX Muonal  Command Au~UKe’ny.

The Carrier hlission
. to prsovlde  a crebble. susuurable. mdepndem  b-ward presence
arxd  ca~vcnuo~I  delenme  III  peacenrne.
l To opcrxe as Ihe  comcrsmne  of JouUlud  nurmnte  expdil~f~W
forces m  hmer  of CT-ISIS.  and

l To opcrxe  ;Illd suppon  axcraft  attacks cn  encnues.  praect frrcndly
faces and engage ffl  sus  tuned rndependenl  opcnurons in  WP.

Features: The wcra.f~  tamer  conunues  to  be tie  ceme
T

iece  of the  forces necessary forjonvurtdprestncr W h e n e v e r  mere  h a s  been  a
cns~s.  he  fit quesuon has been: Where are Ihe  canlen. Camers suppon a n d  o p e r a t e  a i r c r a f t  that e n g a g e  III s n a c k s  o n  wbome.  aDoaL
and ashore targels  ti dvcateln  free use of she  va;  and engage m  sustained  qxrauons  m  suppot  of  other  forces.

T
Aucrti~ cxncn  uc deployed worldwide  m  suppon of U  S tnterests  and comnutmcnts,  They  can respond IO  global cnscs: tn  ways rangmg
from pt:xetune  presence  IO full-scale  war. Together wnh  tiu  on-board Y  cvmgs.  the  camers  havie  weal  roles across rhe full spc~a~m  of

IbP codllcll

rhc  .VImIf: dass  camcn,  seven  operauonal  and two under consnucnon.  (are  the largest warships  tn  Ihe  world. USS  N~n~rrz (CVN  68) ui
undcrgomg  IU fust refueling  during  a 33-month  Refuehng  Complex Overhaul at  Newpon News SlupbuJdmg in New17  News.  Va.. UI
1 9 9 8

The last  of the  Fommf  tlass  camcr was decomnuumned September 30. 1998.

Point of ContacI:
f’ubhc  Affans  Offxe
Naval  Sea Systems Command
Washunglon.  DC 20362

General Characteristics, Nimitz Class

Builder: Newport News Shrpburldin Co., NewPort  News, Va.
Power Plant: Two nuclear  reactors. our rhaltsP
Lcnrth.  overall: 1.092 feet  (332  85  mcmrs)
Fli&  D e c k Width:  252 fee; (76.8 melcts)
Beam: 134 feet  (40 84 meters)
Disolocemcnt: Approx. 97!BOfl  mns  (87.3Of)  meLlIE  Ions) full lOad

‘I,.

I i  I,’ {

(;eneral  C’haracteristics,  Enferprise

Bullder~ Nrtiport  News Sh@bullbny  Co. Ncwporll  News. Va.
Power I’I.ml:  Eight  nuclcx  rc;Ictors.  four shafts
Length. overall: I.101  feet  2 llnchcs (335 61 meters)
FIIgh!  Deck Wtdth:  252 feel  1:75  6 merers)
Beam: I!13 feel  (3Y Y mcicrs)
Dlsplacelment:  XY.600  ms (801 .6-10  memc  tons)  full load
Speed: 3O+  knots  (34 5 miles  per hour)
Alrcrafl:  85
Shrp:&J[C . 01
Cre\*: Ships Cozprllly  !3750

1 Nodofk V a .
-‘Au Wm8  2.480

.mmment: ahlrssrfc lzunchcrs.  Three  ew 20 MM CIWS;  mounts
Date Deployed: November 25.  1961 (USS  E n r c r p r u r c  )

G e n e r a l  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ; ,  J o h n  F .  Kcnmrdy

Umldrrs:  Ncwpon News Stupbulkim8.  NC I T  News. Va
Power Pll~nt:  Eight  boilers. four shafts.  280,xl
Length. overall: 1052 feet (3 I5 6 meters)

low1 shaft horsepower

Flight Deck Width: 252 feel  1(76 8 meters)
Beam: 130 feet (3Y 6 meters)
Displacement: 82.000 ions  (full load)
Speed: 30+  knofs (34 5  rrules  per how)
Aircraft: Aooroxunatelv 85
Ship: uw ( :v-61). Maypat.  Fla.
crew: Slup’s  Company 3.1 I7  _ AK Wing  2,480
Armament: w  nusslles WIIJI  box launchnrs.  Three 2Omm  &&R  CIWS
Date Delployed:  September 7. 1968

General1  Chxncteristics,  Kitty  H a w k  C l a s s

Builders,:
CV  6 3  - iNewYork Sh~o  Bu~ldma  Corn. Camden. NJ
CV  b-t-  New York Naval  SmpyGd. B;ookJyn. N Y.
Potter  Plant: Eight hollers. four geared steam  twbmes.  four shafts. 280.000 shaft horsepower.
Len$h,  overall: 1062  5 feet (323 8 meters)
Flight  Deck Width: 252 feet  (76 8 meters)
Beam: 130 feet  (39 meters)
Displacement: Approx  80.800 ION (72.720 memc  tons) full load
Speed: 30+  knols  (34 5+  mllcs per hour)
Aircraft: 85
Shios:
US’ua  k (CV-4&.  Yokosuka,  Japan
USS  CoristcllaWuon  (CV-6J).  Saln Diego. Ca.
Crew: Ship’s Company: 3. I50 - Air Wtng.  2.480
Armament: w launchers, 3 2Omm &J&U  CIWS  moufi
Date Deployed: April  29. 1961 (USS Kury  Hawk . )

IReturn to the Fact File Table of contents.

0.  callf

Itt!ulw CIWS  mounlr (3 on Ntmtrz a n d  D w r g h ~  D  E ~ ~ c n h o w c r
Vmron and  later shqxs  of dr  Ch  )
031~  Deployed: May 3. 1975 (USS  Rlmrls  )
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I n t r o d u c t i o n

WIIIIJIII  Xi Arktn  IS the DIrector  of the NatIonall  Security Program at lthe  lnsutute  for Policy Studies, War,hlngtnn,

D C A former U S Army intelhgence  analyst,  Arkin  IS author of numerous books  and monlognphs  on  mllllary

poltcy  3nd the nuclear nctv~tes.  including Nuclcalr  BattlcTMds:  Globall  Links in the  Arms R3ce  (with Rjch3rd  W
Fteldlhouse) Hc is co-edttor.  wtth Thomas B Clochran  and Robert S. INoms.  of the Nuclear Weapons  Databook
SUICS. and a member of the editorial  board of (hit  Bulletin of Atomic ,Qicn(&.
pe3ce  and co-edltor  of the Neptune Paper scnes.

He is  also  a consulrJn(  10  seen.

Ioshu3  HJndlcr  IS the fnternational  Research Coordinator for the Greenpeace  Nuclw  Free  Seas cmpalgn,  and w;Ls
formerly a mllnary analysr  with the Arms  Race  and Ntt~lear  Wcqnms  Rescmh Project  at tote  lnstitue  for Policy
Sludue~ He IS co-author of Neptune Papers No. 2: Nuclear Warsbilps  and  Naval  Nuclear  Weapons:  A Corn-
plete  Inventory, ttnd  h3s published articles and reports  on naval issues. He has an M A. in lntemaoon~  Relations
from the Untvcrsny  of Chtcago

The ctnktng  of the Soviet Mtke  class submartne  and the exploston  and tragm  loss of ltfe aboard  the battle-
USS Iowa  (88.61)  In  Aonl  1989  are remmders  that peacettme  naval acctdenu are a fact of life.  Since the endshto

of World WJ~  II. the world’s kw~ec have had over I.200 documented mapr acctdents. resultmg  in dozens of ship
ctnhnes.  hundreds  of cxplosrons  and fries.  cosdy  repaur 3nd early vessel rcurements.  3nd  major loss of lufe.’ The

3cctdents  h3ve  occurred  in thlpy3rds  and ports
world hl3ny  of the 3cctdents  were spec~cul3r
nubltctzcd

, tn  harbors  3nd corrst;ll  waters, and on the high seas throughout the
rutd  are well knlown. The m3jonty. however. are obscure and lit&

A comprehcnsrvc  htstoncal  record of naval accidents does  not exist.  Officual  secrecy. particularly that of
the SOVIC~  Union.  as well 3s spondtc  news media  mterest  in  reporttng  routine acctdents. are  major tmpedlmenu  to
comptlmg  3 complete record Without  full documenuuon, II IO  dtfficult  to detetmme  fluctuauons  or vanattons  tn  the
frequency or types of acctdents.  Changes In  the naval accident rate. furthermore. are! not necessarily related to higher
or lower ooemt~ng tempos  No doubt wfety pracoces. damage preparedness, ship control technologies. and atds to
better

. -.
se3m3nshtp  heave  improved

Naval acctdcnts  occur m
greatly smcc  World War II. but 0-11s  has not eltmmated  serious mishaps.
a umque envtronment  The ocrztns  cctn  be violent and unrtlentmg.  The nature of

n3v3l  oper3ttons.  maneuvcnng  In  close quarters III a borderless medtum.  the presence of explosives and other
comhusttblc  m3ten3ls.  the fxt  that ships YC dangerous  places. full of moving machinery and electric3l  equipment
tncre3scs  the potcnrt31  for acctdents. whether brought on by “acts of God”  or human error. There are also numerous
3cctdents  (tJ  S -SOWI. western-Soviet.  and others between unfriendly  nations) which  have resulted from aggressive
or even hosttle  m3neuvenng.  a remmder  that  routine seagoing 3~uvtty  tames with  it unequalled  potenu31  for cns~s
or cnsts  esc3lation

It must also be noted that the U S Navy and the SOVICI Navy, and to a less;er degree Brittsh.  French, and
Chmcse  n3vtcs.  routmely  opemte  warshrps  and subm3rines  wtth  no&r weapons aboard- All five nations also have
nuctcar-oowered  SIIIDS. This  brings an added &menston  to naval acctdenu. namely the potenttal  for nuclear weapons
or rc3ctors  hemg  d3m3ged.  destroyed. olr  lost. The  number of nuclev  weapons and reactor acctdcnts IS a well-
guarded  secret  of the mtlttary  csoblishmcnts. but the mforma~tion avarlable  mdicatcs  that numerous serious acctdenuj
have t&en  oface  Thts  repon  concludes that there are some forty-eight nuclear warheads and seven nuclear-power
rc3ctors  on the ocean  floor as a result of these acctdents.

The puosose  of this study is to establtsh  a dawbase  of information about naval acctdenu, and then to. .
tnvesttp3te  that record in order to assess the nsks of naval acovtty  during  peacetime and crists  ~YLxIs.  Thus  assess-
ment itll help answer questions about public safety surrotmding~the  co%ovcrsial  nuclear shtp visits to foreign  (and
domesuc) ports. Finally, while naval arms  control focuses on the large issues of th~c  types and numbers of nuclear
weapons. the duty-today  costs and potential dangers are little
ttons of naval nuclear propulsron  are hardly even ratud.

Overview

ncogntted  or understood. and the long-utm impltca-

This report documents 1.276 arcidcnts  of the major navies of the world between 1945 and 1988. By
frequency of occurrence, 4f%  accidenls  involved major surface combatants (nol  inlcluding  aircraft canien). 359
Involved submx:mes.  228 involved atrcraft  camen.  182  tnvolved  logtstic support ships, 142  involved minor mtlilary
ships.  and 75 Involved amphtbtous  warships (see table I) Seventy-five acctdents were actual sinkings. 60 of
mtluztry  vessels, and I7 of ctvilian  boaIts.  The accidents have resulted mover 2.800 deaths, with  U.S. and Soviet
fat3ltucs  constttuung  about 65 percent of the total. The majority of acctdents occurred in the Atlanttc  Ckean  (624. or
49 percent). not ilncludtng the Medttenanean  Sea. 318 (or 215 percent) acurd in the Pactfic.  I IO (9 pc!rcent)
occurred m  the Medttcnancul  Sea, and 34 occurred in the Indian Ocean.*

Of the 1,276 xctdents.  799 h:ave  involved naval shops  of the United States This preponderance of U S.
accidents  does not mean  a htgher  acctclent  tote  than other natvtcs.  parhcularly  the SOVICI Navy Many hundreds more
SOVICI 3cctdenLc  cue known to have occurred, but due IO madcquate  daw  and excessive secrecy, we have been unable
fo document  thetr  tpeaftc  dates or ctrcumst3nces.

Neptune P3pen  No 3 Naval Acctdents  194%1988



Nuclear Weapons Accidents
The accldcnti  are dlvidled  INO 12 maJor care;gor~es by cause (sue table  2):
. Collisionx-  The most prevalent type of maJor accldenu  has been colltstons.  of which  th~ere  have been 456

documented czscs.  190 between1 rnllltary  ships, 184  between  naval vessd~  atnd  civdwn  ships.  There have been 51
colhslons  mvolvmg  aucraft  culiers. Thcrt  have alto  been 36 confirmed sn:lggmgs of submcrgcd  submanncs  by
fichmg  tnwlerq  or nets,  and 82 collislonr  by ships with  docks dunng mooring  or unmooring,  or with unldcnufied
obJCCtS

. Firts.  There have been 267 documented mapr fires aboard ships.  rltbough  many more arc suspected as
havmg  ticn  place In addtrion.  hundreds of minor  fues  have occurred at sea.  dunng ship  consuucuon  and over-
hauls These have by and large  IRON been included in dle chronology. Fires an by far the most prevalent cause of ship
damage.  but their regular occurrence precludes a comprchenslve  statwcal  analysis. Accordmg  101  official Navy
SO~ISLICC.  [from  I973 u) I983 there  were  an average of I48 fucs  per year  on U.S. ships or a1 shore bares.’

_ Groundings: There  have  been I30 documented  groundmgs  of shitps  and submwnes,  eltber  surface ship
groundmgs on sandbars. rocks.  and reefs, or submerglcd  bortommgs  of submannu.  Some of Ihe grwndrngs  have
been qulre  serious For mstance.  lhe groundmg  of rhe nuclear-powered ballistic rnluile submarme  USS Nothanael
Greene (SSBN-636) m  the Irish  Sea on I3 March 1986. ulumavly led (0 a decision to rerue  the submarme  early,

- Explosions. There  halve been I14 documented explosions and orlher ordnance rnlshaps,, mcludmg  ammu-
rutIon  explosions.  and cxplos~or~~ which  were the result of fires. Between  1985 and 1988. Ihe U S Navy had at leas1
49 ordnance detonailon  accldcnu  and hundreds of ordnance malfunctions on ia surface vessels (WC  table 3)

- Equipment failures: There have been 98 documented accidents involving maJor materA  fahres and
equipment mishaps, not involvmg  propulsion equrpmcnL

- Sinkings: There  have! been 75 documented sinkmgs as a result of ticidents.  eltber  of m111tary shops. or
c~vdlan  shllps suuck  by mllltary ships. This includes i!7 sinkings of submarines. Tbc most spectacular recent sinking
dunng the 1945-1988  pcnod  was the misslIe  explosion and subsequent  scuuling  of a SOVICI Yankee I class balhstic
misslle  submarine  off the coast of Bermuda in Ocmbr  1986 The  Yankee submarine disaster IS now joined by the
smkmg  of the M&e  auack  submarine in Apnl 1989. allthough this accident is outside the pcnod  covered by this
report.

- Weather conditions* There have been  65 documented accidents involving adverse weatber  conbrions,
affecrmg  1107  dtfferenl  ships.  Am example of a recent  weather-related accident  was a fr&  wave which  crashed over
the deck all the nuchr-powereel  aircraft carrier USS (Carl  Vinson  (CVN-70) on I6 August 1986, sweeping seven
men overboard.

_ Propulsion accidents: There have been 59’ documented propulsion accidents involving engines or bo~lcrs.
nuclear  reactor accldenu,  and wccidenu  involving the leaking of fuels or primary coolant waler.  either  at sea or in
dockyards,.

- Ordnance accidenta  (non-explosive): Then  have been 54  dawmentcd  major ordnance accldenlp  which
did nor recult  In  cxploslons.  These  are accidents relatmg  mos1ly 10 tbhe handling  and movement of weapons, or
misfired  olr  almcd  wwpons.

. Aircraft crashes on ships: There have been  34 documented serious accident lhat  have occurred when
aucraft  or hellcoprco  have crashed on takeoff or landling from aircraft  carriers. amphibious assaull  ships.  or other
surface warships  ‘The greatest number of crashes occurred  in 1981.  On 9 September 1986. a hehcoptcr  crashed on
Lhe deck elf the arnphlblous  sb~pl  USS Saipan  (LHA-I!).  lulling nine. On 17 July 1988. A French Navy nuclear
capable fllghier-bomber  crashed onto the deck of the aucraft  carrier Clemcnccau.  killing the pilot.

. Floodings: There  have been 27 reported caws of flooding. mostly of submarines, mosdy a resuh  of open
harchcs  and JCCCSS  panels.

. Miscellaneous: Them  have  been 80 miscelllanwus  accidents. involving ships capsizing and going adrif1,
gas leaks.  ships hl1tmg  suay mimes or torpcdocs,  friendly aircraft or ordnanlcc  striking ships, accidenn  involving
CIVIIIV~  mlerference.  and cases d sabotage or arson.

Neptune Papers  No. 3.  Naval Accldcnti  1045-1988
3

In &e early 1950~.  U.S. naval vesscll~  began carrying nuclear weapons. followed  by Soviet vessels in the
late 1950s  ‘Since hen,  nuclear systems have become commonplace aboard major surface warships and submarmes.
brurgmg  a nuclear  dimensmn  u) many accidents.  Naval nuclev  wtapons  now number  15,ooO to 16.000. It is difficult
(D  calcularc  how many  ,acc&nts  have Involved  nuclear weapons, ~ptiularly  in the earlly years when nuclear
wccapons were fint bclnlg incorporated into n,aval  forces. There  IS. however. ample endence  that  numerous accidents

halve occumd involving nuclear wwpons (see  uble 4). There arc $also  approxtmatcly  forty-eight  nuclear warheads
and seven  nuclear-power  rexton on the bottom  of Lhe  aems as a result of various  acclldenn  (see table 5).

AsIde  from  secrecy.  Ihe other problem in comprehendmg  the extent of naval nuclear accidents  resul~ts  from
tie way rhe navies defune an “accident. ” Official bureaucntic  rkfinitions  differ  from what  tbe pubhc  or a lay person
might  thmk of as an xcldcnt, and so by a de1ftmtiona.l sleight  of hand the MVICS  can claim  that a nuclear weapons
acccldcnr has not occurred.  A nuclear weapons accident  (also callud  a “Broken Arrow”). accordmg  10 U.S. Navvy
insuucuons,  includes:

a. Nuclear dcmnations  or possible dletonations  other than war nsk detonations.
b Non-nuclear detonauon  or bummg  of 3 nuclur weapon.
c. Raboacave contammaUon.
d Seizure,  Lheft or loss of a nuclear weapon or nuclear  component. incluclmg  jettisoning.
e. Public  hazard. acmal  or implied.”

There are two a&li~ohal  IesJcr  types  of accldenn  which are also defined by tbe U S. N;avy:  a nuclear weapons
“incident”  (or “Bent Spear”) and an “unexperud  event” (or “Dull  Sword”‘). A nuclear weapons Incident is dctincd
as an mcldent  which does  not fall  into the calrgory of a nuclear weapons accident but

a. Results in diamagc to a nuclear weapon or component requiring a major rework. complete replacement
or examination/rccetiction  by the Department of Enelrgy  (DOE).
b. Requucs  tnnmcdiate  action in the interest of safely.
c. May genemle  adverse  public relaltions  (national or intcmaoonal)  or premature release of information.
d. The povntrlal  consequences are stuch  as to warrant  interest  or action by Ihe rcciplcnts  of Bent Spear
messages.

An unexpccud  event is a still lower
fits one of the following criteria:

Pccidenc  cafegory which is neither a Broken or a Bent  Spear. but which

a. The possibihly  of detonation or ~radioac~ve  contamination is increased.
b Errors are commItted  in Ihe assembly usung.  loading or transporting of equipment which could llead U, a
subsmtlally reduced yield. increased dud probabdity.  or to unintenuonal  operation of all or part of a
weapon’s amring  and/or  firing  sqluence.
c. The  malfunctioning of equipment and material which could lead to a substantially reduced yield,,
increased dud probability, or IO unlinlcntional  operation of all or part of a weapon’s arming and/or firing
sequence.
d Any natuml  phenomena over which  man has no control  which results  in damage to a weapon or camp

nenl.
e. Any unfavlorable  envircmment  olr  condiuon. however produced. which subjects  a nuclear weapoc~  Lo

vibration.  shock, sucss,  extreme temperatures. or other lcnvironmen&  sufficient to cause questioning of the
rehabdiry  or safety of the weapon. This  Includes exposure or suspected expostue  of the weapon  or major
components 110 electrical or elatmmagneuc energy which could energize or damage weapons components.

Neptune P’apcrz  No. 3, Naval A,ccldents  1945-1988
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be Navy
The mmy of  d~  officd  de!iruuons  of nuclcs  wtipons accidents.  incidenb  and unexpted  events is th.31
may megonx  a mmor event as an 3ccldcnt  while the publw: might not. Converucly.  olher accldenu  th:lt

Ckldy have grave  UnpbcaOons  for public tiety 3~ not defined  as of’f~lal  nuclear  weapons  acclden&  l& U S.
Dcp3mncnt  of Defense acknowledges that  32 n~uclear wwpons accidents have occumd,  lncludmg  thrw Navy
zcldenu.’  In one Navy C:UC  (and eight  AU  Force cases).  however. the accldenr  did no( evm Inch&  M xnrd
3sscmblcd  nuclear wYhe;d. and thee were no nuclear m3kn3ls preucnt,  yet I( was still  reported  3s an “xcldent,“*
The Navy accident.  for IIXLIXC.  u dcscnbcd  as:

On 25 September 1959.  “a U S. Navy P-SM  aucraft.  asslgncd  to NAS Whidbcy  Island. Washrngton.
cnshcd  m  the Parllic Ckevl rboul  lo0 mdes  west of the Watshmgton-Oregon border. It was carrymg  an
unarmed  nuclear anusubmarmc  weapon  contammg  no nuclear material. The weapon was no(  raovered.‘*

If lhl~ qualdies  iu a nuclear w-ports accldeni.  Ithen  there arc a number of general  naval accidenu  which  involved1
fully assembled nuclev  weapons that should be:  included as well. The most dramaoc  one rurcownd  durmg  &
resemh for thus  report was a collision and subsequent fire  between Ihe a&aft  curier USS John  F .  Kcnndy  (CV-
67) and the cruiser  USS Blelknsp  (CG-26) on 22 November 1975  m  rough seas during nIghIt ur exerclws about 70
miles  wst of SICILY.  The collision caused major damage to bolh ship,,  as the overhangmg  flltgh(  deck of  the aircraft
cvrier struck the Bclknap’s supcrstructure.cau~smg  fms  and exploscons  which lasted  over two hours. Six were
Wled  aboard the Bclknap,  and OIW  was Wled  aboard  the Ktnncdy. The collision is one of the best-known naval
accl~deno.  The damage to the Bclknap  wvh(  so serious that it was takeIn out of commission for extensive repairs and
did snot return  IO the act&  fleet until 1980. But in all that has been written about the accldernt,  no mention h3.s  ever
been  made of the nuclear weapons present on both ships.  or the gmve  danga  wtuch  the Navy bl&e~J the nuclear
warheads  aboard Ihe Bclkasp mtght  face as a result of raging fires.

Just mmuus  after the collision, the commander of Carrier Stlriking  Forces  for the SixtJt Fleet  (Task
60) ‘sent  a samt  nuclear weapons accident “Broken Arrow” message to the Penmgon  and hrigher  commands.

Force

wammg  that a “high  probabdity  Iht nuclear weapons cm the USS Bcllknrp  were tnvolved  in fue and explosions,”
but 1lh31  there were “no dwazt  communications with Belknap at this time” and “no  posibve  indications that explo-
)Ions  were dually  rclavdl  to nuclear weapons.“’ In the end, the WSS  nuclur wut~&s  stomd  aboard the Bclknrp
for lhe Tenier surface-to-air  missile system &aped  detonation as tJ~e  five  WLS  contained af11  of the launcher and
stonrge  magazine Nuclear weapons stored aboaud the Kcnacdy also escaped  fi and  expllosion.

The U.S Navy and the Department of Defense have faded  UII  acknowledge that nuclur weapons  aboard
both ships were threatened. The jusufiuoon  for keeping the deta&  about the Bclknrp and Kennedy KCRI  is hlglhly
pohucal.  and relates to the:  U.S. Navy’s paluy aIf “ne~thcr  confirming nor &tying”  the prcslence of nuclear weapons
aboard  ships To adrmt 0131 the two ships had nuclear weapons aboardl. the Navy would hawe to deal ~vtth  the
conooversy. d not Lhe restrictions. over port calls where non-nuclear y;entimenu  IX palicies  pnvad.  The Belknap
VISIII~~ Span.  Italy. and Greece. and carried out a patrol  UI  the Black Sea.  wllh its nuclear  weapons aboard prior to,
UK 3iccidcnL

Feu of  the pohtical  consequences was clearly the reason for secrecy  sunounding  the IWO other “official”
Navy nuclear weapons accldcnu  @es&s the P-SM  accident dIscussed  above)  which have been  acknowledged by
the CkpYrmeni  of Dcfensc  (DOD). The ~USI. pncsumably  the Imkmg  of the attack submarine  USS Scorpion (SSN-
589)  between 2 l-27 May ‘1968.  is dcscnbcd  by the DOD as “Spnng 1968  / At Sea,  Atlanuc:  Dcl~ds remain classi..
fied ‘ * It IS well known tJw~  the Scorpion sank 400 miles southwest of the Azores  in more  than lO.OC0 feet  of water,
kdlmg  99 crewmen. What the Navy is not admitting is Ihat the ship was carrymg  IWO ASTCIIR  nuclear torpedoes

The second accident is even more vivid In  terms of Ihe secrecy smundmg  routme: Navy pacbce  relatmlg
IO the carrymg  of nuclear wupans. In I98 1. the DOD admitted lhat  it had lost a nuclear warhead at sea in I%5 and
dcsclnbcd  the accident  as follows:

December  5. 1965  / A-t / At ISe3. P3c1fic  An A-l (urcraft  loaded with  one nuclcu weapon  rollled  off the
elevauu  of a U.S. acnfr cmler  and fell into the ~3. fhe pilot. aircraft. and we3pon  were lost. The
mctdcnt  occurred more than 5100 miles from I3nd.

But the deruls.  which  have been  uncovered in preparing  this report, present a different  p~c~un. Whde  slcaming  en
route  from hombmg  opcr;luons  off VIWUTI  IO the U S. Navy base at Yokosuka. Japzm.  the aircraft  c;Lnncr WSS
Ticondcroaa (C’VA-14) expcnenced  al nuclear wwpons accident when an A-tE attack  JCI  loaded with  3 943
&rrnonuclur  bomb rolled off the Number 2 elevator. and !;ank In 2700  fathoms (16.000 feet)  of water The aucr3.ft
c3mer w3.s po$ltloned  about  70 mllcs  llrom the Ryuku Mnds chain  and 3bour 200 miles  east of Okm3wa.‘“Tw~
d3ys  alter  Ihe xctdcnt. the arcraft canrier  entered YokorS3.  Japan. for a rest and1 relaxauon  stop before  retummg  IO
bombing opcr3uonc  off the co3sI  Of VlCln3nl

In 1981,  when Ihe DOD released IU innocuous version of the xcldent. f3lling  1~  Idenufy  the ship Involved
and acn~3lly  lyln,g &out  the loc3oon  of the alrpl3ne  and bomb (even gomg IO the exmt  of saying  th3t  II acd

more th3n 500 mdec  from land). II wz; ttymg  IO avoId  the pohtlcal  repercussions of admltung  ~JLII. nuclear wwpons
were on bozud aucr3ft  tamers Involved in bombmg  operations during  Ihe Vietnam War. that U.S. ships routinely
c3rry nuclol  we3pons  Into Jap3nes.e ports. and 1h31  a nucle:u  bomb IS lying  70 miles  off the Jap3nese  co3st.

New dewIs  were alto  dIScovered  about several other accidents On I8 August 1959.  tie aircmft  comer
USS Wasp (CV!;.18)  had a major fire which  burned OUI of control In  hanger bay Number I. nccesstl;ltmg  the
floodmg  of the fonvard  magazines.  wlh  foam being pumped through the flight  deck.  Prellmmary prcpararlons  were
also made IO flood  the nuclear wwponts  stonge  spaces. but the comm3ndmg  olfic:er  decided  not to do F O 3s the fire
~3s  brought under control.” Other significult  wwpons h3ndlmg  accrdents  mcludled  a Bullpup  mIsslIe  xcident
aboard the USS IBon  Hommc  Richard (CV-31)  on IO Februvy 1970.  when Ihe misslie  slipped  off 1t.s  hoist  and
broke open. spewing  toxic  gases and Ilqulds;“and  a fatlure  in the top-side warhead handling hoist  for the Tales
surface-to-air  mlsslle  aboard  Ihe cruiser  USS Albany ((X-10)  on I6 Apt-11  1975.‘1S1111.  the extent of alccldenu
mvolvtng  nuclwr-armed  ships IS unclezu  due to secrecy.

Nuclear Reactor Accidents

N3val  vessels. particularly  submarines, bcg3n  using nuclear reactors  for propulsion m  1954. wtth  the
commlss~onrng  of the USS Nautilus (SSN-S7I). Naval nucleu  reactors now number almost 550, with some 360
vessels nucleu-powered.  Between 1945  and 1988.  there were 212 confumcd  accidents involving nuclear-powered
vessels, 49 mvolvmg  baillstic  missile  submanncs. 146  involving attack and cruise missile submarines. I3 mvolvmg
aucrdt c3rriers.  and 6 involving other nuclear-powered surface  ships (see  table 61).

In July 1983. when the Fund for Constitutional Government pubhshed  ai repoti  by David Kapbn entitled
“The Nuclear Navy.” the U.S. Navy prtpYcd a response in which 11 staled  “there: has never been a reactor  accident
In  the history  of the U S. Naval Nuclear Propulsron  Program.... The safety of the Navy’s nuclear powered warships
IS on the razord.  The Navy stands unequivocally behind  that  record. ““This statement IS repeated annually when the
Navy testfies  before Ihe Congress. The most complete st3temcnt  lhat  could be found was in 1980. when Admlnl
Hyman  Rlckover  stated.  “In  the over ;25  years of the naval  lnuclw prop&ton  program since the Nautdus  land
prototype  first  olpcr3tcd.  there has never been an accident involving a naval  re3cbor  nor has there ever been a rele3sc
ol r3dloactivlty  which  has had a slgnilficult  effect on the enlvlronment.  on the operators or the public.”  (emphasis
added) “When asked recently If the accord  remained  the s3me.  the U S Navy ol’fered  thts  statement. “AS of the
spring of 1089. the Navy h;LS had over 3.500 rcztor ye& of operation wuhout  3 rwctor accident  “I’
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YCI in the research for thrs repors a subnrmne xcuic?~  was uncovered that mdrcatct, in  fact that the U S
Navy Iht had a1 least one nuclear reactor accrdcnt  whrch affccmd the operators. On 21 April 11973, the nuclear-
powered atutck submarme. 1JS.S  Guardfish  (SSN-612).  erpcnenced 3 prrmuy  coolant leti  whtle runnmg  sub-
merged  about 370 mrles soullh-southwest  of Pugct Sound. Washmgton The submarIne  surfaced. venulated.  dccon-
~;unma~ted. and repatred the casually unasststcd  Four crew mcmhers  were transferred  to tJte Puget Sound N;lvaJ

HOSPILII for radroacuvc  monrtonng  “The sevcn~y  of the accrdcnt  IS unclear. but the way I[ 1s reported m  an officd
Navy document rndtcatcs  th;tt II fits the defmruon of an offictal  “acctdent.“The  accrdent  has never been reported in
the media. and other official  documents about  the Guardfish do not acknowledge that an acctdent occurred
Accordmg IO the deck log of the USS G uardfish for 21 April 1973, for mstancc.  the cubmarrne was reported as
oper-tumg “submerged zs before” during the cntrre  day wrthout  mcrdcnt The command htstor]r  of the Guardfish  for
I973 also makes no mentroni of an acctdent dunn8 the year.“Also,  the Navy admrts to a pnmvy coolant Je&
aboard1 the USS Nimilr  (CVN-68) on I I May 1979, and the attack submarine  USS Sword&h  (SSN-579) suffered ;t
propulsion wsualry of unknown cause on 24 November 1985 ‘*

How many other nuclear reactor acctdenlts have rally occurred is unknown smce asscssmg Lhe number of
nuclear reactor  “xctdcnu”  hrflge..s OI’ICC  again on the U S. Navy’s narrow rkfmitton  of what constrtutes a nuclm
rwctor  acctdentmAccordmg  to one naval regulatl~on. such an accrdent  is delincd hs

An uncontrolled rector crittcality resulung  in damage to the mctor  Core or an event
coolant which results m srgnificant  relwri  of ftssron  product from the reactor core.1*

such as a loss of

The US. Navy. however, has no qualms about lambastmg tJtc !Sovict nuclear reactor  scctdent  record.
statmg that there have been numerous serious  acclldents. - “Over the YCiYS.” the U S Navy reported us 1982. “Sov~cr
nuclear  submarines have experienced a number of propulsion related crsualttes.  evrdenced by the need for oursrde
assrswmce. mcludmg towrng.“”  According to the U S. Navy,

There have been a number of reports horn various sources concerning radrarion  relat~td rllnesses and deaths
of Sovmt nuclear submarine crewmen and workers, partvukuly  in earlier unrts.  Soviet nuclev  submarine
crewmen have been1 reported to receive what is referred to as “childless pay” and spe~c~al  treat~nent for
radiation r&ted  tllnesses.

The most serious Soviet nrctor  accident invdved  the Lenin. pm icebr&er  that began operations with three
reactors installed on IS September 1959. Accordtng to the U.S. Navy. ‘Then  is strong evidence this ship experi-
enced ia nuckar related casualty in the 1960s requirmg  the shrp  to be rbtmdoned for over a year before work was
begun to ulumately replace the three reactors wtthr IWO.“~ Propulsion citsualties are also  known to have occurred

1-r aboard a Hotel class ballrstic  missile submarine in I%1 and rn late February  1972; aboard a November ctass attack
.
,p submarme (which sank on 12 Aprtl  1970); art Echlo II cnuse  mIsslIe  sublmarine m August 1978; an Echo class att.sck

submartne  in August 1980: aurd the icebreaker Rossio  In November 1988.
The accrdcnt  record1 of the other nuclear powers IS even less well known. Wnh only a~  few nuclear-powered

submarines in compylson  to tJte U.S. and Soviet (Jmott.  the accident noes are assumed to be less. The Royal Navy

cknms to have the sztme”unblemtshc&*  rerord as the U S. Navy Yet according to mtcmal  Royal Navy statisucs.
bcrc were 712 “lncldcnu”  b~~wecn  1962 and 1978 inwiving nuclear power reactors atid Bntrsh alock  and
ba] .uc mrssrle  subrruu-tnes”Gf  the first 435 of the 712 report mctdcnts. 205 were caused by mechmtcal  problems.
JO7 by operator error, and 123 due to electrrc~ faults. of the IO6 rc3ctor  “scrams.” ;!9 were caused by operator
error

Submarine Acciidents

The recent s,wg of the Soviet Mike submanm has lfocuwd attention on dhe general question of subma-
me  accidents  Major  submmne accidents often prove 10 be fir!  most catastrophic of aJJ naval  accrdcnts  Since  the
end of World WY  l(, there have beets 359 major documented submarine  accrdents.  51 mvolvtng  blll1rst.K mrssrte
submar-mes and 31 J mvolving  attack and CNISC  missdc  boats.  The frequency of sublmarine  xcrdents  does not appear
to have dccbned a newer technologies were inuoduced.

Jn rEent  y,e~s,  there have ban a number of major accidents. A SOVICI nuclear-powered Echo II class
atwck submarine was spotted on the surfr~ce under  tow on 13 Janu~y 1986. with an evident propulsron casualty. On
13 March  1986, the nuclear-powered ballisttc missile submanrre.  the USS Nathanaet  Greene (SSBN-636). m
aground rn the I& Sea. the extent  of damage leadmg to the vctss~l being chosen as one of rhe early Poseidon
submarmes  to be rewed to sdsfy  SALT fJ  numerical  hmrwtions. The nucleu-powered  attack submarine  USS
Atlanta (SSN-712)  also ran aground in llhe Strait of Grbrdtar  on 29 Aprtl  1986. and the USS Sam Houston (SSN-
609) ran aground m Puget Sound, Washirngton.  on -‘9 Apnl 1988. The diesel-powered submarine USS Uoncfish
(SS-582) suffered explostons  and maJoc fiics in the Canbbwn.  krllrng  three. on 24 Apnl 1988.

Then  hre been at kast  27 total subrnvlne  sinkings since 1945. including five Soviet.  four U.S.. three
Bnush.  and four French submarines. Twenty-one submarines  have been lost at w. whrle SIX have been Avagcd
caher because  the stnktngs  took phce in port or tn shallow water. Two U.S. nuclear-powered attack subrnannes
have been  lost III the Atlantic,  the US T’hrcsher  (SSN-593) on IO April 1963. whrch imploded and sank in 8.500-
foot waters 220 milks east of Boston, Massachusetts. ktllmg  129 crewmen and ctvtllian observers;” and the USS
Scorpion (SSN-58’9)  between 21-27 May 1968. which sank 4100 miles southwest of the Azores in more than 1 O.tXIO
feet of water. klllmg  all 99 aboard.m Two diesel class U.S. submarines have also  sunk in the postw~  era: the USS
Cochino  (SS-345)  off the coast of Norway on 26 August 1949, and  the  USS Stickl~eback (SS415)  off I!U  coast of
Hawrui on 28 May 1958.

Five Soviet  submarines  are kno~wn to have sunk by the end of 1988. Sometime in Ihe !ate 1950s.  a Northern
Fleet WhlSkcy  class  submaftne which had been converted as it cruise missile test platform. sank. A Soviet Golf CUSS
hnllrcrrc  miczilc  submarine with three SS-N-S  missiles and nuclear torpedoes sank ;tbout  750 miles northwest of the
I - . _  - _ . -  .  .  . . _ _ _ _ _  _ - .

island of Oahu. Hawaii, on 1 I April 1968. On It April 1970. a November class attack submarine expetienced  a

nuclear propulsion casualry  while operatmg in heavy seas approximately 300 nautical miles northwest of Spain.
After fatlmg tong a tow tine to a Soviet bloc merchant ship which was standing nezuby. the submarine apparcnlly
sank the followmg  day.nGrt  3 October 1986. a misstle  aboard a Yankee I clztss nuclear-powered ball&c missile
submarme exploded while the submarine was on patrol 880 krlometns  east of Bermuda. On 6 October. after being
taken in tow, the submarme sank with am cstimXed  34 nuclear  warheads (includmg  two nuclear lorpdoes)  and [WO

reactors.  Two addntonal  Soviet submarine sinkings are also known. one of a Charhe class submanne in the Paaf~C
m June 1983 (which was subsquenlly  raised). and one uncorrfumed sinking of a nluclev  submtine  off the KOLY
peninsula in 1968.

Other submartne smkmgs whit h hsve occurred on the hrgh seas include:

- Spanish C4  submarine (27 Jun 1946).
- French submztnne  23261(5 Dee 1946).
- Btlosh submannc HMS Truculent (13 Jan 1950).
_ Brlush submarine HMS Affray (16 Apr 1951).
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_ French La Sibyllc (2s SCP 1952).
. Turkish  Dumlupincr (4 Apr 1953).
. Bnush  submarme  HMS  Sidon  (I7 Jun 1955).
. West  German  submannc Hai  (I4 Scp 1966).

- heh suhmarmc  Dakar (22 Jan 1968).
- French submvnnc  Mincrvc (27 Jan 1968).

_ French submvnne  Eurydicc (4 Mar 1970).
- WusurU  mldgct  submarine  (2 Jan 1’977).  and
- a Per~art  sublmanne (28 August  1988).

Dctads  on other lesser  catastrophic submarrne  accidenu - hcs. collismn~.  groundtngr.  and the hkc  -are
difficult  IO collect or confum  “For the United  States. some =entJy released  informaum  rnbcaltes  that submarmc
accrdcnts  acur  wlh great  RglJhly,  even though often no detzuls are nvtaled  to the pubhc w to the mlfic boa&
or cucumstanccs  Durmg  the fiive-year  pcnod  from I983 to  1987. for instau~.~. accordmg  to the Navy, lherc  were
446 reported marenal  damage mishaps  in Ihe submannc force. WI~JI  a doU;u loss of 536.8 mdboln, and 475 operaung
days IOSI.” A hutlc  more than cane-third  of aJl  matcnlal  mishaps occumd  while shops  w&e on tJ~e  hrgh  rear.  and 20
pcrccni  cKcumd  In  shIpyards.  The remander  occ~cd  In  or around wcu.-
Included

The maJOr submarine  accidenu  repo~W  duvlng the five-y&  pcna.i  from 1983  to  1987 (see table 7)

- Collisions. There  were  56 collisions. 50 by submarines. 6 by submarine support ship;.  The collisions
cauwd  particular damage U)  submarine sonar  domes and propellers. Thr,  ma&t-try  (22 collismns)l  occurred  m shop
that were: moored or m  the process of  mooring  or unmooring, eight  occurn:d  IO ships that We=  moored.  13 ac&
in  rcstncicd waters. and I3 occuned  on the high seas. Seventy-six percent of the collisions occud  while the
submanncs  were on the swface. There were hen  colhsrons  by submarines With  other  subma+,es.

- Fires.  There  were 149  fues  in Ihe submarine forces  (I I3 aboard  subrnat-irtes.  36 aboard  support  ships); the
most frequent type of material  mishap accounted for 32 percent  of all mishaps.  Forty of the fms; occur~d  While
ships welre  In  tie shtpyard.  36 ccccttmed  in port. and 37 acwcd  at sea.

- Groundings:  The  accidents included 12 groundings.  iwluding  !tix “at =a” submerged bnomings. five
entering or lwvlng  port and one durtng  mooting/unmooring. According to the nporr.  “All but cne of lhese  I2
groundmgs  involved some lack of supervisory involvement. e.g.. charts ncti  being updated. inattention to ~JIC  piloling
situauon.  failure  to analyze  sounding data. failure to operate  the fathcanetcr  pmperly.  running l~lo  fast for the
cond~uor ts .  and others.”

- Explosions: There Were 8S explosive  mishaps. IS percent occutrrd  during  loading and unloading of

r
weapons. and 33 percent acurrrd  during  torpedo  tube opcrat~orts.  There Were I4 non-ordnance explosions.‘z  four

;P
In  the elcctncti  systems. and three related IO diesel engine crankcases

_ Equipment failuresI:  The  Were 82 non-ordnance related equipment mishaps. 55 percent of which were as
a result of personnel error.

- IVeathcr conditionsi:  There  were I4 heavy weather accldenu.  seven while submartnes  were in port.
- Floodingr: There were 48 cases of floodings  in the various seawater  systems, followed by flooding  as a

result of Iproblems with hatches  and escape trunks.

the-y  [the SOVICI.C,~  have h3d over  ?Ofl tubmarinne accidenu.  some of which have been  ver)’  scnous.“-  Accordmg  to
molther  source,  Soviet  sulbmanne fues  “are far above the norm in p~roportiott  to theu  numbcen.“”

Dalngers  of Routine Naval  Operatiorts

Naval  xc1dcnt-s  have been  promlnenLly  featured in the news media in  recent yt%r~. nol least of whrch
&au= mmy have  been, spcct~ular  dlsastcrs.  This higher profile IS colncrdcntal  with incre~mg  publtc  interest
ahout  the nuclcx -S nace. arms control. andI zcldenti  WU.  The ~UCCUIW  n~ord  IWCY&XI In  thus  repon  damon-
strltcs  &13t  navd  acc&nts are not rare or isol.ated  occurrences. They arc a routine  byprociuct  of seagoing activity
and 35 such should be a pnssmg  ICSUC  of public CorKem.

Accidents  and ~vval  dlusurs arc alwo a byproduct of the IJY  of naval  forces in gunboat diplomacy air  open
~asf;ue  me nature  of the nayIcs  of the supeqpowers  and most NATO members, parhcularly  the global mobility of
modem  blue.  WJC,Y  navtes.  facrlltates  the debberate  placement of combatants and  support ships In  areas where there
M:  ongomg  conn1ct.s Mosr  rccendy.  we have seen naval vessels of a number of countries  involved m  attacks In  the
PersIan  Gulf. These  amcks - on the USS Stark (TFG-31) on 17 May 1987 and the US’S Samuel B. Roberts (FFG-
58)  tn  March 1988  - c;lrry  with  them a danger of pounoa! crisis  c!sca!auon.  The attack on the Stark, funhenmore,
as ~~11  as &Z downing of the Lraman  c~vthan  atrltner  by the USS Wincenoes  (CG-49).  were further complicated by
human cnor dunng a cnS(s.

Permanently  mloblhred  rndiLvy  forces, and the frequent use of naval forces for suasirm  and poliucal
sl8naJlng  means  the lntrrmlngllng  of opposing  navies  (whether  U S. and Soviet or those of non-superpowers). This
IS part~cul~ly  so during  cnscs  mobllirauons. and has become more common in recent years during  wade ranging
mld Intense  naval  exerctscs.~  There have been  23 documented accldenu  between  the vc:sscls of Ihe Urnted  States
and the Sov~ct  Union. air between the Umtcd  Kingdom and the SO~ICI Unum.  These  accldenu  should provrde  some
InsIght  Into the potcnrml  cosu  of routme  opcrauons tn  ~10%  proximity  to other forces or homelands. The scrapz
between  the USS  Yorktom  (CG48)  and &II:  USS Caron  (DD-970) and a Soviet dcsursyer  and mgate  in the Black
Sea on 12 February  1988.  the collision  In  the Sea of Japan between the aircraft carria  1JSS Kitty Hawk (CV-63)
and a Sovlct  Victor  I class nuclear-powered iattack  submarine on ;!l  March 1984. the pcksstble collisron  between the

nuclear-powered attack submarme  USS Augusta (SSN-710) and is SOVIC~  submartne in Iate  October 1986. and the
reported  xrapc between  the Bnush  Royal Navy nuclear-powered atlack  submarine  HMIS Splendid and a Soviet
submarine  In  early JXIIJW~  1987 in the Barems  Sea off Murma~~slc.  M Just the lates:  in a line of such confromtations.

Other  acctdcnts  are also suspected as having occurred. In 1976. the Hew Yo&m  rewed that there
h,ad  been  “At &st  nmc colhsrons  of nuclear-armed submarines over the past IO years. many V/&I  Sovtet
submarines. ““The=  collisions  occumzd  during U.S. rcconnaissarncc  patrols near the Stoviet  Umon.  a practice which
continues to this day In addition, there have been  a number of submanne confrontations between the superpowers
during  cnscs  In  olher  parts of the world. Accordmg to a recent book of U S. counurtcn’ortsm  policy, for instance. a
II S and Soviet  submarme  colhded  in the waters off North Africa when an armada of ships from both sides was
moblhzed  there pnor IIO  the bombing  of Ltb’ya  in April 1986.”

. l

After  rccearcl%nR  and docurnenwlg:  the naval record. the overwhelming concluston  IS that accidents will
hlappen. that  no amount  of engmeenng  or r&hanlcal  foxes WIII elimtnate  the hIlures  which  accompany complex
nnachlncrv  and ooerauons.  In namtive afrer  narrative.  the commlon element IS human error and falllb~l~ty.  TheI r

human factor cannot be undercstrmarcd.  particularly  where there is constant movement in a medium where weather
alnd ocunograptuc  conduons  are unpredictable.  and where rmhtary  ships must conunld  wlh  mcreasmgly  caturatcd
s,tlmull cauvd by dense sas and arspace. all compltcatcd  by the proltfcratron of sensors. sources of mtclli8ence
Informauon.  and rapldl commumcauons.

TSe human tactor  is not only apparent III errors relaud YO qutpmenr  handIm or poor command doztsion-
making  The= are 31 dccumenud cases of sabotage or arson causing maJor accidents,, I9 of which  occurrcld  in the
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1976; Thcrc YC 31~0 other mcidcnu In which disgruntled srulors  h3vc been involved in scn~ous criminal mcldenu
abovd  \hrps 1h31 did noI mvolvc  &Image lo equlpmcnl or the ship Fof ~ns~;u~ce,  on I1 Ocm& 1967. a wtlor  aboad
the USS Xlullany  (DO-S!R)  subbed I I men and then Jumped ovcrtxxd  J~XMH  ICI miles off Long Be3ch. Qllfomla.

In 3ddtuon lo CJV:S of s~bOl3gC wd YYO~. thcrc  have been 3 number of tncldcn& ald 3ccldcnu which were
connccrcd IO drug USA  by IIK ship’s crew In 1976, 37 crcwmcn  of fie  bdllsclc  mrssdr  tubmme  USS  Thomas
Jefferson (SSBN-6lR) were Rmovcd from the s’ubm3rme because  of :L manJuura mvcsugarlon Followtng a crash
of 3 ?blulnc Corps  EA.68  electronic warfare ut’@UK  while Iwdlng  on the USS Nimitz  (CVN-68)  on 26 May 1981.
kdlmg  14 and mlunng %  a debate  wzsprovoked  between Rep Jos@h P. Addabo (D-NY). Chat-man of Ihe
Dcfc~ns~ Approprlcrrlons  Sukommlrue  of the House of Rcprcwnwuves  and the Navy over whether d,mg use on
board tie cclmcr  m3y have contnbuud  10 the accldenL

Swcldcs  arc also a serious ISSUC.  From 1983 to 1987. there were 31 surclde  deaths 11”  &te U S. submarine
force (20 m Lhc A~lanuc Fleet, I I in the Pacific Fleer). including SUICII~ by one submanne officer l*O~e~II. the
N3vy lo-,l 79 persons IO rullclde m 1986. an incrc%c  of 23 percent oveu the average number of sulc&s  m he N3vy
bclwcen 1982 3nd 198S.a The mte of sulcldcs  rose from 9 2 per lOO,OOfJ  in 1984 to 12.4 perr l~,@)o I” 1987.

In 3n environment  where naval accldcnts occur regululy.  and where human mistakes, s&ouge,  sulclde,
and drug USC are constant problems. the issue of nuclear weapons and rcxror  safely IS an obvtous one for a con-
cerned public hl3ny of the: accidents described  lln lh~s  repon  arc affcakd  by the  routme  presence of nuclear  weapons
aboard  shlpc 3nd submmnes.  3nd the prolifcr3lion of nuclev  propulsion.  Nuclear we3pons were aboard Ihe USS
Rclkn3p  when I( ~3s operating in the Mcdiunanean  in 1975. mclurbng  its voyage to the Bbck SW near & Soviet
Union Nuclear  weapons were aboard Ihe USS lficondcrogr.  when tt was operating m the South China Sea dur@
rhe V~euxrn  War. wd  when 11 visilcd Japan for rest and rrlaxaoon before nwmmg  to IU  balmbmg operatror~s.

Today. nuclear  weapons ;un routinely present on all lirCd1  carriers.  Iogistxs  support ships,, subm3rmcs.  and most

surface warships  0x1~ h3ve Ihe capacity to carry them.
This  routine clur]ring  of nuclear weapons aboard naval vcs~lls  has become a much more controversial issue

since: the break m U S.-New Zealand relations. :md the ha&rung  of dre U.S. government’s @ICY of “neidKr
conhrmmg  nor denying” llhe prcscncc  of nuclear weapons on ships. InI many counu-~es, particularly in J3pan and the
Nor&  natmns, the IWJC  hlas  not diminished wiuh the U.S. show of intransigence. In fact, as has been demonsoafed
by the recent  D;mish  elections and base negotialtions between the United Sores and the Philippines and Spain, the
nuclear  IWC.  and mcrwsmgly naval nuclear wtrpons,  continue to be of great concern.

The non-nuclear policies of various governments. however, is often expressed as, or advanced as, a safety
tssue Quesuons are nlsedl as to the adequacy of indemnity rgrecmenlu  and commitments im  the  case of accidents.
and of the 3dcquacy  of emlergency and disaster  response plans in po~%s  which regularly hos11 nuclear-powucd and
nuclex-Ymed  vertels Wlhile this repon das na evaluate lhose  issues, no assessment of dangers could be complete
wlhout  3 hl<rorlcJJ  record1 of accidents which have occumd.

As the nuclear Issue has heated up in dhe 1980s. and as local communities have become more involved h
evaluatmg  dangers  to thennselves.  other causes Iof friction between the navies and IJK civilian community have
becabmc more pronounced In this  report, 185  of  the  accidents involved civilian ships. whdc:  377 of tie accidents
occulrrcd  In porn. or m harbor or bay areas lmmediatcly offshore. A number of colhsions  and groundmgs have been
the rcsulr of the n3vlcs’ nluconce  to rely on lacal harbor pilots. or other instances of poor Icooperation with local
authonues  A number of rniscelhncous  incidents involved airplanes or  pnctice  ordnance (Imissiles or ar~rllery)
which xcldcnwlly  alocked  civilian vessels, or land-based homes a.ndl businesses. An inen Sidewinder missile struck
the C’I~I~I.XI-I  011 tanker Wcrttrn  Sun on 30 July 1986 durini  an exercise off Norfolk, Vuginia.  for instance. On 27’
July 1987. U S Navy plarres conducting night bombing practice near Okinawa, Japan, hit a~  Malaysl3n  fretghlcr.  The
Jap3ncrc  Dcfcnse Force drcsel  submarine Nadashio  collided with a Japanese sporrs  fishmg boat m Tokyo Bay orr 23
July 1993. kdlmg  30 An unarmed Harpoon missile from a U S. F/A-I8 fighter  accidenolly  hit an Indian merchant
ship some 200 mtlcr  northwest of Hawaii on I II December 1988, kilhng  one The needs of the mdltxy for larger and
largccr ti3mmg arex  IO practice lhcir modem wleaponry.  and the encroachmem  of the civili,an community on mlltll;lry
and n3vJ  bxcq  th3L IS occurring worldwide will surely grow as an irsue  of contention in Ilre fulun.

hfany of Ihe conrenrious  issues cloudilng  mdiw-civilian  relations exist and are made vastly more compli-
calrId by rhc e\ltrcncc  3ncl abundant presence of  nuclear weapons and military nuclear reactors. Official  KcrecY
abo11r nuchxr  wc3pons IS so ingrained  Ih3t it tmpedes lhe flow of information necessary for pubhc dnlogue and

- -

.

debate. But secrecy  is not the rwl  issue. nuclear wwpons  arc Ongoing debates abour the environmenlal  effccfs of
nuclear acciden&  c# tf~ safety of spcclf~c  nucleu  weapons. or nuclev  reactors. or nuclear suategies.  cottld go on
forever  witi no n&utlon, with competing  conunuons  vord!  about levels of relative nsk 3nd ulumau  s3fety The
forry-cight  nuclear warheads and seven reactors sitting  on the borrom of the oceans as a result  of naval accidents
should noK)( provoke  the question  of whether they a~ safe or noL but how and why they got there in the first place.
Ulttm3uly.  society must determine whether Ihe COSU  are gxalcr  than the good which nuclear weapons supposedly
provxle.  An open rfccord  of nuclwr  abuses IS a gnal  danger 101  those who suppon the nuclear system and Ihe swtus
quo. A fuller amn8; of Ihe accldenn.  nuclear tcsung  and research. nuclear diplomacy. nuclear slrategies.  and the
extent  IO which nuclear waste 3nd resldule has been strewn over coundess counmes and the seven sea.%  is shlfung
Lhe pubhc’s views about conunumg  the nuclear err\.
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Chronology of Naval Acciidents:  1945 - 1988

07V11/4S.  In Fcblruvy  che USS
Washington (BB-56) and USS
lndi3n3  (BB-58) colhde III the
P3CltiC.

02mws: A u s. N3vy
mmesweeper smks after colhdmg
WIIJI  a U S destroyer off Boston
Harbor. Massachusetts

03/17/45.  A new submarine floods
and smks  afier  a worker opens a tor-
pedo rubc at Ihe BIoston Navy Yard.

O&Q9/4S  A U.S. Liberty ship
loaded wuh weal  bombs erplodcs.
seulng  three merchant shops  afire
and wusmg many casualrres  in Ban
harbor, Italy.

WW/45:  The  Alhal  tanker Nuh-
bulk collldcs wnh  the U.S. frerghter
St. Mihiel m fog off Massachusetts,
klllulg IS.

04R3/45.  A U S. Navy PE-S6
pauol  shop  stnks  after an explosron
off Cape Ehzabedr.  Maine, killing
49.

05R2/45. Acetylene torch fumes
igntte  III the hold of a U.S. Navy
attack boat, Todd Shipyards.
Brooklyn, krllmg  two.

06&?1/45. The US’S Franklin (CV-
13) suffers a bo~lcr  room fuc at New
York HYbor  during  deconuon  cere-
morues; damage IS; slighL

08RSl45: A French mmesweeper
explodes near ,Marse~lla,  krllmg
five.

09/17/45:  The Royal Navy battle-
ship HIMS  Vanguard is damaged by
an explosion  at Clydebank, SCOI-
land.

10108/45. The Royal  Navy de-
slroyer HMS  Zodiac  suffers an
explosion

lO/l2/45:  The Roy31 Navy vessel
HMS Loch Eribolll  srnks  afltr  col-
lrdmg  wtth the U S. merchant ship
Sidney Sharman m the Englrsh
Chvlnel  off SL;UI PomJ.  U.K.

IOR7/45 The Roy31 Navy tug
HMS  Swarlhy  smks m a g3le at
Spuhertd. U K.

I l/01/45.  A U S N.~vy  shore-
hbeny  boat  capsrres  III San Fran-
CISCO  Bay, Cahfomw.

I l/30/45:  The Royal Navy de-
stroyer HMS Kcmpcnfelt  suffers an
explosion.

OlR2J46: The Roy,al  Navy cruiser
HMS Cleopatra experiences  an en-
gme room cxplos~on

01/30/46:  The Roy;al  Navy
mmesweqer  HMS  Rbyl runs adnfl.

02&I/46: Thecnm;er  USS Prinz
Eugca  (1X-300) colhdes  wuh a tug
on a pre-test run from Bosmn to
Ph1ladelphta

02/10/46:  Ihe  Royal Navy Qesel
submarine HMS  Sa;ga  colhdes  WIT

the trawler Girl Lena at mghi m the
English Channel, smkmg  the Girl
Lena.

02/l l/46: Fue dYnages four Royal
Navy minesweepers docked at
Dover, U.K.. threatcnmg  the
magazmc  of one. .

(X/12/46:  The lend-lease Royal
Navy dot k landmg ship HMS
Oceanway IS mvolved  III a colhsron

OUIJ3/46:  A U S umk landmg rhlp
suffers an explosion of ammunmon
m Shanghu. Chma. kllhng  six and
mjurmg 44.

O%Ol/46:  In March tie French
drcscl  subrnanne Orphee explodes
m Cmblanca.  Morocco, lolhng  two

Neptune P3pen No 3 N3v3l  Accidents 1945

I I ‘! I’

(u/17/46  The USS W;lsp (CV-18)
runs aground off New Jersey

05/01/46  The USS Sul3r (DE-221)
IS destroyed by 3n explosion  while
unloadmg ammunmon at E.ulc. New
Jersey

OS/ll/46  The USS Franklin fCV-
13) leaks  carbon dmr.Ide  fumes
while 31 me Brooklyn N3v~l
ShlpyYd.  New York, klllmg  two

OS/30/46.  The flAgshIp  USS Estes
(AGC-12) IS shghdy d3maged after
,a colbsron wuh me USS Los
Angeles (CA-135). off Shanghai.
China.

06R7/46. A Sp3msh  C4  submvlne
(smks after colbdmg  ~IIJI  Ihe
Spanish desooyer  Lepanto off the
IBaleanc Islands. killmg  Ihe 46
aboard Ihe submvlnc.

08R7/46: The Royal Navy de-
stroyer HMS St. James smks  a tug
during  king pracwe.

09R4146: The Royal Navy tanker
HhlS  Green Ranger IS struck by a
torpedo during  naval  firing  pracllcc
in Podand  harbor, U.K. The vessel
is struck below the waurhne but
suys anoal

II l/06/46:  A U S. Navy launch hns
a buoy and caps~zcs m PorfJ3nd
harbor. U K.

II l/IS/46  The USS Frank Knox
(DD-742) and USS Hligbee  (DD-
8106) are dun3ged  3flcr colhdmg  off
Oahu. H3w311.

I I/20/46.  The USS Antietam
(0-36) suffers an cxploslon  31

LIIK Hunters Pouu Navy Yard m San
Francisco, kdlmg  one alnd mJurmg  34

I2105/46:  The French submarme
2326. an cx-German  U-boar. smks
20 mrles off Toulon m me Meduer-
rnnc3n  whde curymg  out drvtng
ICSLS.  killmg  ?I

19188

l?/l3/46 The USS Mimuri (BB-
63) IS hrr  by 3 s&u shclJ during  target
pr~coce  m tic Nonh ALLUHIC.

O+W/47  The USS Ernest G.
Sm.dJ (DD-838)  runs 3ground off
Block Island. Rhode Island.

04/l  5/47. The Royal Navy baule-
!.hlp H!!S Nelson IS &unaged  In  a
colhslon  wuh  the &ewl  submarine
HhlS Sceptre m  Porrlarld  harbor,
u K.

05/27/47:  The US S Johnston (DD-
82 I ) and the USS Torslk  (SSA23)
are damaged In a colhston  off New
London, Conntiocul.

06/104/47:  The Royal Navy desel
suh~manne f-&IS  Seoescbal suffers
an explosion.

06/12/47:  The US Valley Forge
(0~45) suffers an explosion  al the
Phlladelphra Naval  Base. mjunng
I7

0710 l/47. The IuL3i-1 niuruuons
shop Pdnigaglia explodes while
unlorrdmg  mumuons  al S3nlo
Svfano.  Sardmla.  Idy. lulling  68.

07/02/47:  The Royal Navy bescf
submarine  HMS Aurochs  is
mvolved  m a colhsron.

07/17/47:  The Gnadran  destroyer
hlicmac  IS dm3gcd rn a coUrsron
wrth the frelghrer Yarmouth
County In HaLfax,  Nova Scotia,
lulling  five.

09/?9/47:  l-he USS Douglas H.
Fox (DD-779) hlls a mme  In the
Adnauc Sea I8 miles from Tneste.
Il3Jy. lulJulg  IJuee.

I l/24/47  The u s. Amy tlawpn
Clarksdale  Victory IS wrecked off
thppa  Island nc3r  Bnosh Columbta.
C3nad3.

0?/18/48.  A USS Xlidway  (W-41)
13unch capsue. off Hyercs. France.
kllltng  eight.

02f2  3/48:  The Royal  Navy besel  sub-
mvllne  HMS Acneas  runs aground
and  s refloated the same day

03/012/48:  The USS Dun~caa  @D-
874) IS damaged by XI explosion  m
&I.C  Pacific.  lulbng  one.

03/l  I/48:  A Royal Navy firing
pmctrce rnadvcrtenlly  pklccs
fahermen  under fire off Walton-on-
he-Naze.  U.K.

04/19/48:  lk U.S. Navy drydock
@Boyle  No. 24 smks off Cape H.st-
teai. North Carolma.

06flIl/48:  A U.S. Navy llaunch  ntzsr-
mg an arrcraft tamer  smks m heavy
seas off Norfolk, Vugmm.  drownmg
30.

07/13/48:  The USS Portsmouth
(CL- 102) runs iu prow unto a
mudbank In rhe SL Lawrence River
but IIS subsquenlly  refloated.

09#4/48:  The U.S. mfflcswceper
No. 46 runs aground off Pigeon
Island Light, Lake Onrano.  New
Yor’k.

10/19/48:  A hbeny boat of the
Royal Navy aucraft  carrier HMS
Illustrious sinks in Portland harbor.
U.K., drowning 29.

Il/2!5/48:  The  USS Chandler
@MS-9) and IIK USS Olzbouro
(DD-846)  collide in the Yellow Sea.

02/l 5/49: The Royal Navvy sloop
HMS  Sparrow proceeds to Port
Sr;rr~lcy in the  Falkland Wands  after
freemg uself from ice III Admualiy
Bay.

02/?!6/49:  ‘l-he Royal  Narvy  mcmft
curler HMS Vengeance IS  holed by
Ice during  testing of spu:utl  arma-
mcnf and cqwpmenr in Lhe Arctic.

02C!8/49:  The USS Taclssig  @D-
7%) and USS Marsh @E-699)  are
damaged m  a collision  during  ma-
ncu’vcrs  in the Pacific.
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03/2X49.  The USS Perch (SS-3 13)
and tlhe USS Orleck (DD-886) are
dan-mged  m a colhslon  dumng  ma-
neuvers off San Dtcgo, C3hforrua.

03R6lW  The Royal Navy de-
suoyler  HMS Broadsword acclden
Lally dischvges  an 3rullery shell
over Portsmouth.  U.K.

O-i/15/49  A gun 3ccnJenllly  ex-
plodes aboard the USS Hollister
(DD-788) during m3neuvers near
Pevl  Harbor. H3wUl. hllmg  four.

04/23/49:  The USS Fechteler t DD-
870) and  USS Leonard h&tson
(DD-,352) are &unaged III a colhslon
off Olahu. Hawur,  mJunng two.

W30/49:  The Royal  Navy de-
stroyler  HMS Myogs  IS  dlm3ged  by
a prrrcoce  (orpedo during exercises.

05/07/49:  P3n-Amencan  Amc3ys
uys arm-amcraft fire from 3 U S.
curier  task force burst ne3r 3 plvle
on a Bermuda-New York fhght.

06/oiW9: The Royid Navy de-
stroyer HMS Chevron IS dam3ged
In a collision.

06x)3/49:  The  Royal Navy fngare
HMS  Loch Fada  expenmces an
explosion.

08a2/49:  The USS Livermore
@D-429)  runs aground at Bevse
Shoal off Cape Cod. MzsiK:huset&.

08R6/49. The USS Cocbino  (SS-
345) explodes and smks. III Arcuc
seas off Norway, drownmg  SIX NJ?

rescuers and a Cochino  ie~hrucum
On 2 I September the Sovler
pubhcalron  Red 3Ueges Lhe
Cochuno was sunk off Murmansk
whdt routing  out mduary mform3-
uon.

09/22/49.  The Argenune
mmesweepcr  Fournier smks 3lrer
sinking  a submerged roclk m Ihe
M3gcUsn  So311s. ktllmg  77
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10x)9/-19 The USS Chchalis
(AOCX3)  smbs aflcr an cxploslon
and fuc UI  Tuiurla.  Amencan
ISamoa.

I l/09/19  The  USS  Tusk (SSa26)
IIS rammed while submerged by the
IUSS Aldebaran  (AF-IO)  175 miles
off Labrador. Newfoundland.
Cann3da. The submarine suffers
thrn~ge 10 us penseope and super-
SlIUCIIlIC.

IsJ31/49: IJI 19j9.3  Polish ammu-
I~IUOII ship cvrymg  5100 tons of
bombs smks  III the English ChaMCl
off Folkestoru.  U K.. afllcr  a
colhslon  During 1968 harbor
clearing openuons  the ship en-
~plodes wtLh such force it causes
ccarthqde reports as far away as
,Anlucuca.

01/l  3/50 The Royal Navy &WI sub
I~IJMC  w Trucuknt srnki  after
colldmgutrhtheSwedhshOnl;nDivti
ten mllcs  eari of Sheerness. U.K. in

Ithe mmles  Esuuy,  kllhg 64.

03/18/50:  The nei-laymg  s!up  USS
Elder (AN-20) IS damaged by an
lexploslon off K wajalem Atoll tn the
IPac&c OceXl.

@li08/50. A Royal Navy midget
submarine explodes IJI Pwmoulh
hubor.  U K , lulling  one..

rO5/17/SO:  The USS General M.B.
Stewart (AP-140)  colhdes  with a
lbuoy m Pon Sad Harbor, EgypL
ldvnagmg  dc ship’s Ipropeller.

06/14/50.  The Royal Navy diesel
submannc  HMS Trenchant suffers
an explosion.

07/15/50:  Etght  ammumuon  barges
explode In Portsmoulh harbor. U.K.
On I8 July Bnush officds say
wbouge IS a suspecml  cause  of the
explosions.

070 5150 The Royal Navy aucraft
C~ICI  H%lS Vengeance drags 18
moormgs and collldcs with a
qu~ys~dc 31 SUvzqelr.  Nw~Y.

0’7/18/50. The USS hllissouri (BB-
63) runs apound  m  Chcupwke
Bay, suffenng hght  damage. On I9
July, Ihe Soviet  pubhcalron  Brp
fib ndlcules  Ihe qoundmg  of the
MISsolIn.

0’7/25/50:  The USS Benevolence
(AH- 13) colhdes  with SS Mary
Luckcnbacb while on a u-d run
after bemg taken out of mothballs
for SCIVICC  in the Korean War. The
Bcr~cvolcncc  smks OUIS& San
Francrsco  Bay, Cahfornla.  lolling
18.

013/J l/50:  The R0y.d Navy boom
defense vessel HMS Bamind expe-
nences  an explosion.

O!~/lS/SO: The Ffellch  wuther-ob-
sefvauon  fngate  La Phcc smks
after an explosion whllle a( anchor m
Lhlc Bale  de la Fresnage  near St.
Malo, L&ng  5 I. The explosmn  is
believed  caused by a dnftmg
mogneilc mine.

W/16/50:  The  Royal Navy de-
stroyer HMS Armada IS  mvolved  III
a colhslon.

09/2 l/SO: A torpedo fired from the
Bnush naval range at IBmcleaves de-
VIWUS from IU course and smks two
uulmg  bean m Pordznd harbor,
U.K.

09130/50: The French dcsuoycr
Amyot Dindcvillc IS dbmaged by an
explosion off Indochmn.

lO/l8/SO. The Royal Navy cnuser
HIIS  Phoebe IS  mvolvcd  III a colh-
sion.

I(R7/50  The Royal Navy cruiser
HMS Newcastle cxpenences  a fuc
m a tumel.

I ll/oy/50: The USS Drounson
(DD.868) and USS Chiarlcs  H.
Roan  (DD-853)  colhdc  in the
Arbnuc  during mghiulmc fleet
mJncuvcr>. klllmg  four

I l/l l/SO The USS Buck (DD-76 I)
ancl USS Thomason  (DlE.203) are
tinaged  m a colhston III the Korean
Bs:y.

Ol/l6/51  The Royal N.rvy dc-
suoyer  HMS Broadsword suffers ;1
fire. lolling one.

01/23/51 The Royal Nd~vy de-
stroyer HMS Daring suffers a fin.

01/12/51 The Royal Navy batdeshrp
HMS Vanguard IS damaged m a col-
hsmn wuh Ihc arcraft  carrier  HMS
Indlomitablc  in the Medltenanean.

02/14/51:  The Portuguese gunboat
Garo sinks  afuzr  colhdmg  with a
Portuguese warship off Portugal.

@I/16/51: The Royal Navy diesel
submanne HMS Affray smks In Ihe
Enghsh  Channel 30 mdes north of
Ihe Island of Guernsey. lulling  75.
Possibly the submarine was flooded
after 1~s snorkel massr weldmcnt
ruled.  On 22 Apnf  all B,rtush  “A”
class submarines  are docked
penldmg an mvesligauon  of the
Affray accldcnt

04/28/Sl.  The Royal Navy muru-
uons ship HMS Bcdcnhram ex-
plodes In Gbralur.  kllhng  rune.

05/16/51.  The small seapbne lender
USS Valcour (AVP-55)  IS set afue
m .a collrslon  wllh a colder. The fire
threatens Ihe ship’s magazine.

05/18/51:  The USS Dairoho  (CVE-
l ISI) suffers a blul. lullmg  five

05/19/51:  The French wnk landing
shq)  Adour  explodes  In Nha  Trmg.
VIemaIn.

05/23/Sl:  A stray U S Navy
I~&II smks a ftshmg boot rn
N~TaganseiL  Bay. Rhode Island.

05124ISl A U S Navy Ilbcrty
IJunch c~ps~zcs 3t Ncwpon. Rhode
IblJnd. ~llmy  I9
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06,fWS  I.  The Royal  Navy cnuser
HMS fsermuda  lutfcrs  an explosron.

UH/!3/‘5  I The USS LVisconsia
(BB+l) IS freed tiler  groundmg  on
mud fl.~u UI  New York Harbor.

09/08/S I The Royal  Navy banle-
shop MhlS Duke of York collldes
w~lh a fcq us the Mersey River.
U K.

10/03/51’  The Royal Navy de-
suoyer HMS Greoville  collides
w uh an Idun vessel.

lO/IS/!il:  The UN lroopslhlp
liongo Maru IS wrecked b;y a
typhoon  off southern Japan.

I IxU/!i  I : The Argenune  molorshp
hlaipu  smks after  collldmg  wllh lhe
troop shop USS General M.L.
Hcrscy (AP-148)  in fog m Ihc Nonh
Sea off Bremerhaven.  West Ger-
many. There are no reported
c=u;lltles.

I l/lO/S~l:  -f-he Royal Navy dluel
submarme  HMS Thorough IS dam-
aged m a coIlsIon.

l2tO?/Sl:  Aconverted U.S. Navy
landmg  craft  smks  off San I&ego,
Cdifonnu. lullmg  SIX.

Ol/l9/52:  The Royal  Navy de-
stroyer HMS Chivalrous IS m  a
coILsIon  near Malw.

03R8/52:  me USS Mount Baker
(AE1) collrdcs with a Soullh Korean
frctghrcr, lulling  W South Koreans.

04f?6/52: The destroyer
mlnesweepcr  USS Hobson (DMS-
26) rinks  after  colhdmg  wlllh Ihe
USS Wasp (CV-18) In the rnld-
A~lanuc:. klllmg  176 aboard Ihe
Hobsom The ships were pan of a
uk forIce  headed for rhe Medlrcna-
ne3n 10 Jam the Suth  fleet The
colhs~on  occurred when the Wasp
iumed  mto  the  wmd  10 recctve air-
ClXfL

0+26/52:  The USS St. Paul (CA-73)
suffers a powder bbit In a gun turret
while operaung  off Korw. klllmg  30.

05108/52:  The Royal Navy (de-
stroyer HMS Tenacious is gmundcd
m the River  Foyle. Northern Inland.

06/10/52:  The Royal Navy cnuser
HMS Cumbcrland runs aground on
Tmker  !ShoaJ, two miles off Ply-
mouth.  U.K.

w/14/52:  me Royal Navy these1
submarine  HMS Sleuth colhdes
with the desuoyer  HMS Zephyr  In
heavy  fog while leavmg  Portsmouth
hzubor. U.K. The Zephyr suffers
floodmgl  in one of ~tcj  magazmes.

06/14/S?: The  Royal Navy diesel
submarine  HMS Seneschal’s colll-
slon with the Darush  frigate Thetis
south of’ the Isle of WlghL IS rc-
ported. The submarine’s p&scope
and radru mast are damaged.

07/l  l/X2: A blast aboard a French
cruixr m Toulon  LUs one.

08/06/5:2:  A n  umdenufied  R o y a l

Navy suibmanne tames  away the
fuhmg  gear  of the Fleerwocnl  Queen
Alexandria trawler off the Isle of
m, U.K. The submarine is not
damaged.

O&i/07/52:  The USS Boxer (Cv-21)
suffers am explosion and fire off Ko-
rea, ltllhng  rime.

08/11/5;!:  The USS Gregor:y  (DD-
802) and USS Marshall (DO-6763
are sllghllly damaged after  callhding
off San IDlego. Cahfomia.

091??5/5;!: The French diesel
submarine  Sibyllc (ex-HMS Sports-
man) fails to surface after a dive off
Toulon. France, Lilhng  46. Hhc sub-
mannc  is behcved  to have burst

IORJISI!:  The USS Tigrone (SS-
4 19) suffers a fire al tie PtuL3delphla
naval base. inJunng IWO c~v~luns.

I l/12/5!!: The high Speed  ~;lflSpon

USS Ruchamkin  (APD-89)  IS

rammed by a tier 60 rmlcs  eat of
Cape Henry. Vtrgml3.  during  ma-
neuvers, lollmg  five soIdlers The
lanker captam derues he knew
mancuvcrs were bcmg conducted  In
the Yea.

1 l/16/52:  The USS Picking (DD-
685) and USS Porter (DD-8100)  are
shghtfy damaged after collrdrng UI
dense fog off Vugmla.

I l/17/52:  The Royal Navy aucrdft
czuner  HMS Lmpiacablc IS mildly
damaged1 by a docksrde fire In Lon-
don.

I l/23/52:  The USS Ivisemao  (DE-
667: stites  a submerged roclk tn
Korean waters. causq timage  to
her sonar and hull. It proceeds to
Sascbo. Japan. for repzurs.

I IR8/52:  An lsrseh naval  ship dls-
appears clunng a storm  In the hledl-
terraIle2ul.

12/l  l/53:  The USS Sitkoh  Bay
(CVE-86) colIidcs  W&I a frelghrer  In
be Paclf;lc. but none are hurL

Ol/l3/53:  me minesweeper USS
Condor I(AMS-S) IS heavily
damaged by fue.

oim53: me ROyd N3Vy  de+
suoycr HMS Dutchess  suffers an
explosloo  wtule in the U K..
tiagq the ship and krllmg: one.

02403/53.  Shouge  mqulncs ye
under way In Devonport.  U K., af[sr
damage IO hc Royal N.lvy  aurcraft
camcrs HMS Warrior and H[MS
Triumphs  is reponcd

02/03/53  T h e  Roy31 N a v y  aucrtit
tamer  HMS Indomitable suffers an
explosion whllc UI Malta.  hllmg  three

0?/19/53:  The USS Prichett (DD-
561) and  USS Cwhing (DD-797)
colhde  while operaung  off lhe COJS[
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of Korea. Both shops  require dry
docking in Sascbo.  <Japan.

03AWS3:  The  Royal Navy destroyer
HMS Tcrmagaol  sdfen  a Tue.

03106/53:  A bomb dislodged from a
plane Landng  after a combat mission
over  Korea bouncer WCC  across rhe
deck of Ihe USS Oriskany (CV-34)
and explodes, hlllng two and
iIlJlJlilIg 15.

031Qll53. The Egnpuan
mmcswacpcr  Sollum sinks during a
slonn  off AJcxandna killing 54.

04KW53:  The  Turk&h  diesel
submarine Dumlupincr (formerly
USS Blower (SS-325)) sinks after
colliding  with the Swedish freighter
Nabohnd m Ihe Rudanellcs. TUG
captam  of Ihe Naboland  is held by
Turlush  aulhorilies  in connection
with  the incident.  and on 11 April
Sweden protests his,  yns~

04/28/53:  The  USS) Bcnaingtoo
(CV-20)  suffers an lcxplasion  off
Cuba, lulling 11.

OS/l  3/53: The USS  Wright (CVL-
49) IS  hit by a urge!  drone  off Key
Wea.  Florida.  lullirlg  Uuee.

05/18/53:  An unidcntificd  fast
pauol  boat  suffers fii and cxplo-
sons In Aarhus  harlbor,  Denmark,
which sllghlly damage the Royal
Navy vessel HMS Gay Archer,
moored alongside.

05/20/53:  The Roy,al  Navy
minesweeper HMS Coquette is in a
collision.

07/16/53:  The Royal Navy de-
sfroyer  HMS Vigo suffers a fire.

07/18/53:  The Royal Navy de-
stroyer HMS Carram suffers a fin.

08/Ul/S3: In Augusl  the USS
Harder (SS-568) IS towed  across

she Adantic  lo New London.
COMCCtJCUt.  by the 1JSS Tringa
(ASR- 16) after  breakmg  down off
the east  COW  of Ireland.

08RSIS3: The Netherlands charges
Thai  U.S. Navy shops fired on a KLM
clvdian  airliner over the Canbbcan
Sea The U.S. Stale Deparuncnt  laltr
report anu-amzraft  arulluy shells
lwen accidentally fvl:d  withrn  two
tnilcs  of Ihe plane.

W/13/53:  The Royal Navy de-
!ruoyer HMS Delight IS damaged by
Ike in Glasgow. Scodand.

W/15/53:  The  Royall  Navy de.
:suoyer  HMS  Contest suffers a fire.

10101/53:  The Royall  Navy de-
!suoyer  HMS Diamond collides with
I&C  cruiser HMS Swiftsure during
exercises.

10106/53:  The  Royall  Navy
lmmcswcepcr  Hh4S  Rattlesnake suf-
rfers a gun ruing  accident.

10/16/53:  The  USS ILeyte  (CV-32)
lis  badly damaged by an explosion
and subsequent fire  caused by Ihe
accidental ignition of hydraulic fluid
on a catapult while m1corc.d at
Charlestown  Naval Yard. Boston.
llolhng 36. The  fire  takes live hours
110 extinguish.

12/28/53:  Tbe  Royall  Navy frigate
iHMS  Amethyst suffers a fue  in its
!SlOlWOOlll.

Ol/l8/54:  The Royall  Navy wker
IHMS  Wave Victor suffers a fwc  off
lthc  Devon Coast. U.K.

01/21/54:  A U.S. uoopship  rams a
U.S. Navy landmg  craft off Inchon.
!Sourh Korea. drownirng  28 Marines.

O3109/54: An Australw  destroyer
rams  a plcr  when  II auumpu  to dock
~WI~OU~  tugs tn  Melbourne, Ausua-
Illa.

03/17/54:  A U S. Navy tank landmg
ship  runs aground aI Eleulhera
Islland. Bahamas.

03/17/5-l: The Royal Navy de-
suoyer  i&IS  Zest suffers a fin.

OSi/l3/54:  The  Japanese tishmg  boat
Kine-Maru susums  damage  as a
rcsuh  of shots tired by vessels of IJU
Netherlands. Austraha.  and New
Zealand  during  target pracuce  In
“Area George.” The Japanese
Ministry  of Foreign Affars  laur
presents  a claim agamsi  the Umtcd
States on the grounds llhat Japan had
permiued  the use of “Area George”
to U.S. forces, but had not approved
IU;  use by other counmlcs.  The U.S.
Stale  Department reJccu  the claim.
saying that  “Area George” IS located
on the high seas and dat  IU use does
not rquue permission from Ihe
Japanese govemmuu.

0$X/54:  The USS Bennington
(W-20) is damaged by an explosion
and fire  off Newport. Rhode Island,
lulling 103 and ffljunng  201.

O!if27/54:  The Royal Navy frigate
HMS Curzoo  runs aground and IS

lam  nfloaud.

07101/54:  The Royal Navy de-
stroyer HMS Vigo suffers a fuc.

07/14/54:  The Royal Navy tanker
HMS Wave Commantder IS

involved In  a collision.

09103/54:  The Royal Navy aucraft
catier  HMS Eagle is dlamagcd  by
an  aviauon fuel-W  blast al Ihe De-
vonpon  dock, killing one.

09/16/S4:  SCVCKI weeks before its
first  sea mals. a small steam pipe in
Ihe reactor compartment of Ihe USS
Nautilus (SSN-571) bursts. fillmg
the area  wilh suam  during  a w of
the sum system whllc: the ship  is al
the Elecu-~c Boat ShIpyard  In
Gromn.  Connecucul.  The lest  IS part
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of a quality conuoi  effort IU)  check
the adlquacy of the shlpyard’s
mspecoon  system. The Incident
iNUillfiy  PpPeVS  m be mmor.  *re
arc  slight  personnel lJlJWl:S  and no
radialJon  luuzds. Howev~u,  subs-
quent  mvesugatlon  shows IJIC  silu-
soon  IS more serious. Spcxlficauons
called for seamless pipe.  bul
O~KIY~  slanchlon  p~pc had been
used. AJJ suspect pope LS  lrippcd  out
and llhc  mrstie  leads 10 more
smngcnt  quahty  control measures.

101oW54: The USS Lafley @D-
724) hits  and smks  the disucsscd
yacht Able Lady while alnempring
rc5culc.

10/011/54:  The Royal Navy dc-
stroycr HMS Chevroo IS involved
in a mmor  collisron.

lORy54:  The Royal Navy destroy-
en  HMS Battleaxe and HMS
Scorpion coihde  during an exercise
in the Bay of Biscay. The Battleaxe
suffers a five-foot-hole in its bow,
bui  is able to return to PIymouIh
Sound, U.K., unassisud.

10/27/W  The Royal Navy frigaw
HM!S  Releotless  and HMS Vigilant
collide off western  Scotland during
night exercises.

10/31/54:  The USS Nor& @DE-
859)1 rams  ihe superstructure of the
USS’ Bergail  (SS-320) dltuing  war
games  off Norfolk. Virgmia  The
Norris suffers flooding im  five  of its
companmenu  and the Bergall
suffers damage lo its  SupwrsfNCtwe.
Bohr proceed ID port  for repairs.

I llF)9/54:  A Canadian Navy ship
coIlrIdes  with a ferry in Halifax. Can-
ada, Lolling lhree.

12/112/54:  A Norwegian submarine
IS  damaged  by an explosion  al
Ber,gen.  Nonvay.

12/115/54:  The Royal Navy d.icsel
subrmanne  HMS Talent, undergomg

a refit.  is swepl 0uL of a Chalham
dockyard by an Inrush  of waEr.  due
[o a rn!lsWe m  esumaung  Ihe SIX  of
lhe udt.

Ol/oj/SS:  The USS Monterey
(CVL-26)  IS slightly dama;@ after
colbdmg  with a freighter near  Ihe
mouth of lhc tisassippl  A&r.

01/071’55:  Three U.S. Navy dock-
landing craft capsize  in heavy  seas
off Bcaufon.  North  Canha.  Fauhy
sttxring  gear blamed.

01/12/55:  The USS Power (DD-
839) and  USS Warringtoln  (DD-
843) colhdc  during mght  e:xerciscs
off Puerto Rico.

01/14,/55:  The USS Tcoclb  (SS417)
is grolunded  off Cape Henry Light-
house, Virgmra.

01/22/55:  The  Royal Navy frigate
HMS  Flint Castle experiences a
FKC.

02/21/55:  The  USS Pomodoo (SS-
486) ~ l s  damaged by an cxiplosion
and fire caused by excess hydrogen
formation during bawy  charging in
the San Francisco Naval Yard. Cali-
fornia, killing five.

03/l  l/55:  A U.S. Navy tank landing
ship lams  a trawlu  in Puget  Sound,
Washington. killing lJlrcc.

03/18/55:  The USS General  R.E.
Coilam  (AP-139) runs aground  at
Red IHook Flats. New York Harbor.
News reports are censored for 24
hours.

03/113/5S:  The USS Cw;in  Young
@D-793)  is driven agroumd  by high
wmds  at Fall hver.  Massiachusetu;.

05/10/55:  A small mllilary ship (of
unspecified nationality)  explodes at
Kaohsiung. Tuwan.  killing 49.

OS/I  l/55:  The USS Nautilus (SSN-
571) suffers a small leak  in a fresh-

waler line m  lhe sle;Lm plarll  as 11
leaves on its shakedown cruusc  from
Groton.  Conncct~cu~  forcmg  Ihe
ship  u) return  lo pan for qullck
repaus.  The Navy says Ihe leak did
nor involve Ihe reactor.

0513  l/515:  ‘I%  Royal Navy
rmncswepw  HMS Northumbria IS

mvolvcd  In  a collision.

06102/515:  A Yugoslavtan  naval  ves-
sel sinks in the Adnauc Sea.  lullmg
26.

06/17/55:  The Royal Navy bcsel
submaine HMS Sidon sm.ks  afar  a
torpedo  explosion  in the folrward  tor-
pedo compartment while IJIC  ship  IS
in Ponlland  harbor. U.K., krlllrng  I3

07tW55:  T?IC  Royal Navy diesel
submarnne  HMS Sturdy suffers an
explosrlon.

07/14/155:  The Royal Navy cruiser
HMS 13lakc  suffers a fire.

07/19/‘55:  The Royal Navy de-
stroyer HMS Chevron IS  involved
in a collision.

07/27/55:  The Danish diu;el
submarine Saclen is gull by fire  in
Copenhagen.

08/141’55:  ‘The Royal Navy baule-
ship H[MS  Kiog George V runs
aground while being towed inlo  tic
Fti  of Clyde, Scotland.

09/26/55:  The Royal Navy aucraft
camelr  HMS Hermes loses power
when a marlung  buoy wcdlgcs  In a
prope’ller  bracket The ship  is towed
10 Belfast, Nonhem Ireland.

10/07,/55:  The Royal Navy fngale
HMS Venus suffers engine  mom
damage.

10/19/55:  The USS Wisconsin
(BB-64) is grounded for one hour In
the East River. New York. Harbor.
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10/19/55:  The Royal Navy crursef
HMS Ccyloo suffers a fm.

IO/3 l/55:  The USS, English @D-
6%) and the USS Wallace L. Lind
(DD-703) collrde  III heavy seas
dunng anusubmanne CXCK~SCS  off
Norfolk, Vugrnra.  The  English has
3 I feet of IU bow bent and broken
off and rhc Lind suffers an eight-
foot hole. Borh  head for Norfolk
under escort.

1013 l/55: A Soviet  crutser  hits  a
mme  and smks  someumc  rn Ocm
her.  Confbcung  reports described  rn
rhe lJew York Tj~gtg  of 25 April
1956 place Ihe stimg  in the Black
and Baltic  Seas. Passably  the ship is
an lwhn warship grven  to the
Soviet  Unwon as war reparauons.
called the Novosibirsk.

1 l/l l/55:  The USS  Boyd (DD-544)
IS lowed IO port afier saxkmg  a Japa-
nese frerghter  off San Dtego.  Cab-
f o r r u a

I I/12/55:  A U.S. Navy plane
cmshcs  Into  Ihe USS Hopewell
(DD-68 I) during  maneuvers off San
Drego.  Caltfomra.  kJUing  three fliers
and two sallon.

I l/14/55:  The radar ship USS
Searcher (AGR4)  isdamaged by
explosions and fire {off  Cape May.
New Jersey, ktllmg  three.

I I/22/55:  Heavy wrnds  damage SIX
U S. Navy destroyelro  moored at
Newport, Rhode Island.

IIR3/55:  S u  sailo~rtarckillcdasa
result of a Jet landing mishap on the
deck of Ihe US$ Ticondcroga (CV-
14) In the Med.nenalnean  Sea.

lu)4/55:  A Bntrsh,  troopship  r.t
blown aground by heavy winds in
Ihe River  Clyde, Scotland.

OIx)j/56.  The  RoyaJ  Navy fngate
HMS Venus suffers a Tue.

101/06/56:  The USS IBasilooc  (DD-
824) runs aground nczu Hampton
Roads.  Virgmut.

~01/?0/56.  The USS .Iames V. For-
ratal (CVA-59) collhdes  wnh  the
USS Pinnacle (MSO462)  at
Norfolk, Vtrgmra,  slightly  damagrng
the Pioanck.

~OlRlI56:  The Royall  Navy dresel
submarine  HMS Artemis collides
with a motor fishmg  vessel off the
Isle of Wrght  rn the EInglish  Chan-
nel. The submarine  is undamaged
and continues on exercises.

101123/56:  The Royall  Navy de-
stroyer HMS Scorpio0 crashes into
he Londondeny.  Notthem  Ireland.
Idockside.

OlR5/56:  The  Royal1 Navy
Iminesweeper  HMS Mutioe suffers a
Tue.

1OlR7/56:  The Royal1 Navy frigate
HMS Puma expencmlces  a Tue.

IM/os/56: The Royall  Navy diesel
,submarine  HMS Seturctter  is dam-
(aged in a collision.

102/10/56:  ‘Ihc Royal Navy de-
:suoycr  HMS Cbicftaritt  collidts
with  the naval tanker HMS Blue
Raapcr in foul weather whik en
Iroute  from Malta to B&It.  L&a-
man, and suffers damage to its bows.

02/2 I/%:  The Royal Navy frigate
HMS EastbouroC  suffers au  explo-
don.

03/l  l/56: The USS Columbus
((CA-74)  and USS Floyd B. Parks
((DD-884)  are damaged after
collrdmg  off Luzon.  Phdippines.

03/18/56:  Frfrcen  shops  of a U.S.
destroyer fleet break their moorings
during a storm off Ncwpo~  Rhode
Ilsland.

0 I/18/56:  The USS Willis A. Lee
(DLA)  runs aground olff Jamestown,
Rhode Island.

04122l56:  The USS Nautilus (SSN-
5’7 I) is  snared m the nets of a fishmg
vessel off the New Jersey  coast 140
ml1c.s soud~asf  of New York, while
runrung  at a deprh  of 150 feet. The
submarine  nearly drags the vessel
under water. but the Nautilus IS un-
aware of the mishap.  does not
SLIdace.  and conunues  to Croton.
C~onnc.cucuL The esurnared  damage
IS 51,300 to =h vessel.

W26/56:  The USS Rcmey (DO-
688) runs aground m  the Persian
Glllf.

04/28/56:  The USS Nautilus (SSN-
5;7  I) suffers a fue  caused by a
welder’s torch, whrle  berthed at
New London. Conneccrcut. during
repau  of damage  caused by snaring
of  a fishing net on 22 Aprrl. The
blaze ignites  cork msullaoon  and
burns pamt  from the hull. The Navy
reponr  that damage from the Tue.
the third to break out on the Nauti-
lus, is slight-

O!i,07/56: The USS Eat00  (DD-
5 110) and USS Wiscoosio (BB-64)
are badly  damaged after a colhsion
in fog off Virginra.  Ca~mmandcr
Varley of the Eaton is later court-
ma&led  and found negligent.

O!ilD8/56:  The  Royal Navy frigate
HMS Redpok colhdes  with a yacht
in Copenhagen, Denmark.

05/10/56:  The Royal Navy dresel
submarine  HMS Talent IS involved
in a collusion.

08/04/56:  The USS  Windham  Bay
(WE-92)  IS heavdy  damaged by
fure  while rn Alameda. Cahforma

08/19/56:  The expenmrcnlal  sodrum-
cooled nuclear reactor of the USS
Seawolf  (SSN-575) suffers a f~lurc
rn rhe steam plan1 dunng  a full
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power rest run whde  the new ship  rs
ar Groron.  Connecucut.  A Iti of

sodrurn-potassium  alloy being usedas
Ihe thud  flwd tn  the suarn  generator
aggmmes stress corrosilon  in the
system. causing  two cricks  In steam
plpu-rg  and a le.&  In a superheater.
hl.&e:,hlfr  reparrs  permit  the Sea-
wolf to complete iIs iniual x3 mals
on reduced power In February 1957.
Due to rhe drffrcultres  of running a
s&nun-cooled re3cror.  me:  Navy
decides  ro replace the SeawolFs
sodrumcooled  reactor willh a waur-
cooled reactor, and use only waur-
cooled desrgns  UI  the future.

#/?2,‘56:  The Royal Navy de-
stroyer HMS Decoy suffers an
explosion.

09R9!56:  The Royal Navy
mInesweepers  HMS Broatdly. HMS
Etchimgbam.  and HMS Bisbam are
extensrvely  damaged by fire at
Portsmouth harbor, U.K.

09R9!56:  A shell explodes aboard rhe
USS  Buck (DD-761).  hlbng one.

1  OAW56:  The Royal Navy frigate
HMS Keppel colhdcs  wnh a
Tor-pomt  ferry, near Plymouth, U.K.

lO/o6,156.  The Royal Navy ftigatc
HMS Orwell IS  mvolved  m a

collrsion.

10/131/56:  The Royal Navy diesel
submarine  HMS Anchoritc runs
agroulnd  In  Rolhesay  Bay. U.K., and
is reflloateJ  rwo  days later.

10/15!56.  During  Ihe herg;ht  of the
Suez cnsrs  the USS Nautilus (SSN-
57 1) arccrdentally  fues  two dummy
pracuce  torpedoes at a Bnosh  mer-
chantman during naval marneuvers  in
European waters. The Nautilus
mistakes  the ship  for an aucraft
camelr  on ns sonar.

10/23,/56. The USS Antictam
(CVS-36) rs grounded for six hours
off Brest.  France.

I l/22/56:  The Royal Navy dresel
submarure  HMS Scorcher suffers a
fire  dumg exercmzs.

Olx)3/!i7:  The Royal Navy coaslal
minesweeper HMS Ilmington
suffers a Tue.

03107/57: The USS hlissiola  San
Francisco (AO- 123) suffers explo
sions and fues  when 11 colhdes  with
the Lrbenan  freighter Elna II in the
Delaware River neu New Castle.
DChWiUC.  hlling  un.

05/15/57:  A U.S. Navy A3D  Sky-
wamor  wcraft  crashes whrk
landmg  on the USS Boo Hlomme
Richard (CVA-31) off San Diego,
Cahfornia.  Uhng  three.

05/l  5/57: The USS Franklin D.
Roosevelt (CVA-42)  reporledly hns
a submIerged  object off Ronda.  TIC
obJect  IS not thought to be II subma-
nne.  The  Navy later dernes  that the
tamer  had hit an object, clarming
instead that a propeller had broken.

05/20/!57:  ‘fhe USS Aotietam
(CVS- 36) crashes into a river wharf
in New Orleans, Lours~ana..  The
wharf IIS heavily darnagcd.  while
darnagc  to the carrier IS light.

OSRlL57:  A U.S. Navy expenmen-
tal  X-I submarine is damaged by a
blast 411 the Porrsmouth  Naval
Shipya&. There are no injlunw.

06108/:57:  Eleven depth charges ex-
plode prematurely off the stem of
the USS Whitehurst (DE-(634)  18
miles  off Pearl Harbor, endlangering
the lives  of a Hollywood mlovie  cast
on board IO shoot a movre  scene.

06/19/57:  A high-pressure steam
line explodes aboard the USS
Fraokliu D. Roosevelt (C’VA42)
off Jacksonville, Florida.  klllmg  two
and injluring  five.

07106/57:  The Royal Navy aircraft
tamer  HMS Eagle suffers a fm.

07/13/57.  The Royal Navy fngnte
HMS Redpole  IS mvolved  un a COIL-
sron.

07/15/57:  A Royal Navy destroyer
depot shrp  suffers a fue.

07/18/57:  A TNT devrce  aboard rhe
USS Somerswor(b (PCER-8-t9)  ex-
plodes off Monouk Pomr.  New
York, krlhng  rhrce.

07127i57: The USS Mauna Loa
(AE-8) suffers a fue  off New York.
The fire  IS exungurshed  before I(
reaches the ship’s  3.500ton  cargo of
explosives.

08x)7/57:  The USS Cobbler (SS-
344) and  USS  Tusk (SS426) are
slightly damaged afur an underwa-
ter colhsron  during  maneuvers off
New Jersey.

08/19/57:  The USS Wisconlsio
(B B-64) scrapes its bottom IWXU  a
sea buoy off Cape Henry, Vuginra,
during  a storm.

08/25/57:  The USS Lenawee
(APA-195)  and USS Waatuek
(APD-125) colbde  in the Pacific,
kdhng  one.

08/28/57:  The Peruvian diesel
submarine lquique IS freed from a
sand bar where it had run aground
during u-r& in the Long Island
Sound, New York.

08R9/57:  The Royal Navy coasraj
mineswqzcr  HMS Badminton is III
a collisron.

09/01/57:  ln the fust  few days of
September, the USS Nautilus (SSN-
571) suffers damage ro two pen-
scopes while nsmg  under Ice
condruons  during  an exploratory u-rp
under tlhe  Arctic icepack.  The
Nautilus returns from under the
icepack  to the open sea to perform
repairs on the surface. It rakes  I2
hours 111 rough seas. freezing  tem-
peratures. and gale wrnds  to fu one
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051?8/58: The USS Stic!klcback 
(SS-4 15) sinks after being rammed 
by It= USS Silverskin (DE-59) off 
Pearl Hubor. Hawaui. There im no 
casualues,. The submmrie had lost 
pow~er and dnfted mto he  
Silvccrstciio's path. 

09/03/58: The Royal N ~ v y  diesel 
submmne HMS Amphion hits a 
Bntish naval trvning ship. 

for launch~ng Ihe Regulus I1 sea-lo- 
lmd missile. was sevctral hundrtd 
feet below the surface when he IcA 
developed in an rmproperly adjusted 
sonar compartment fitung for an 
electr~cd cable. 

penscope. The other n dama,ged 
beyond repau. 

malfuncoclrung of a valve. and 
according 0 ht: Navy caused no n- 
dmactive conUninatlon or damage 
to he  power pbuu. 

MX)2/58: The Royal Navy fleet 
supply ship HMS Fort Duquanc 
suffers a fue. 09/LJ/58: The Royal Navy de- 

stroyer HMS Camperdown suffers 
a fire. 

09/05/57: The Royal Navy de- 
srroyer HMS Decoy nrns aground. 04/17/58: The Royal Navy aucraft 

cmer  HMS Bulwark is involved m 
a collision in he Suez Canal. 

12/11/57: The IRoyail Navy 
rnlneswccpr HMS Alcastoo lows 
power. 

11X)6/58: The Royal Nwy de- 
stroyer m l S  Alamein experiences a 
rue. 

0911 1/57: The Royal Navy c~uiscr 
HMS Blake suffers an explos.ion 
and fue whde in GLasgow. Sco~land 

09R9/58. The Royal Navy de- 
suoyer HMS Hogue colhdes w~ th  
h e  Bnush uawler Northern Foam 
wh~le trying to prevent the arrest of 
the trawler by an Icelandic paw l  
bod1 for illegally fish~ng ~n Iceland~c 
waters. 

06/11/58: The trawler Sit. C l~ i i r  
catclhes a Royal Navy submiurne m 
ILS net off' Land's End. U.K. :Ihere 
IS little damage. 

04/24/58. The USS Yarndl @D- 
54 l )  IS damaged by a dummy 
torpedo fucd by a submanne during 
pracuce. 

I2lIU57: The IUSS IManlcy (DD- 
940) a barfly daunagcd in heavy SCIS 
in the eastern Atlanlic. 

11/10/58 The USS Ranger (CVA- 
61) suffers an explosr~on I ~ I  he 
magazlne area seven decks belorw 
the waterl~ne while off SYI FIYI- 
clsco. Cal~forn~a. k ~ l l ~ n g  1 \ 4 0  Pi 
careless act by two crewmen uyng 
to obwm gunpowder trom he 
rnagmne to fuel a mlnxure n m  jet 
engine they had burlt cauvcd the 
explosion The Navy w ~ d  he t'wo 
men were known rocket enthus~mts 
and were not aulhoriired lo be 111 the 
magu~ne area at the ume of the: 
explos~on The "relauvely m~nor" 
damage rakes about ai  monlth to 
reparr due to the locauon of the 
accident 

09/12/57: The USS Wasp (CVS- 
18) suffers a second frrc while in 
bydock In Boston. Massrhusetrs. 
causing minor damage. 

06/20/58. The Royd Navy 
mincswu:per HMS Hound is m- 
volved ~n a coll~sron. 

01/10/58: A plime c;~opult explodes 
aboard rhe USS Kcairsage (CVA- 
33) off Yokosulh. Japan. killing 
Ihne. 

04R5158: The USS Nautilus (SSN- 
57 I )  springs a smaU saltwaur leak 
In one of the steam condensen 
shod y after leaving Groton. 
Co~ecucu~. as h e  submarine 
heads south toward the Panama 
Canal to m s l t  to the Paclfu for iu 
expcdiuon to the Nonh Pole. Afur 
passing through h e  Cmal and 
experiencing a fire (514158). the 
Nautilus puts into Man Island 
Naval Shipyard, near San Francisco. 
California. for repairs. The source 
of the leak cannot be pinpoinltd, 
however. and h e  ship proceeds to 
Seattle, Washington. During the mp 
to Seattle. Ihc captain daidcs IO use 
h e  same type of addiu ve lhat is 
sdd for leaky car radiators IO try 
to repair the leak in the condenser. 
Upon arriving in Seattle in law 
May or early June. 140 quanr 
are purchased and half are pourtd 
intothecootng system. The 
reactor plant is stancd and the leak 
sopped. 

10/10/58: The Royal N ~ v y  dme) 
submarine HhlS Andrew i s  in- 
volved in a collision. 

09R0157: The Roy a1 Navy diesel 
submanne HMS Taciturn collides; 
wih a merchant shtp during 
exercises off Brighton. U.K.. in rhc: 
Engllsh Channel. No m g c :  is 
reported. 

07/013/58. The USS Chcmung (AO- 
30) imns ilground 5(X) yards off 
Alcanaz llsland ~n San Francisco Bay. 
Cal~forn~a. dunng a naval proc:esslon. 

01/14/58: The 1Roydl Navy boom 
defense vessel 1iMS Barcornbe runs 
r p u n d  olM h e  Island of Omsay. 
Argyll. Sc~dami 

10/11/58: An explosion floods the 
eng~neering room of he  USS Sara- 
toga (CVA-60) at Jxksonville. 
Ronda. 

07/C6/58.: The USS Carley (AO-95) 
loses power during a mo~nsoocn in the 
Aralbian Sea. and is, in dmger for 
scve:ral days unul ill can be towed by 
U.S. ships. 

09R 1/57: The Roy a1 Navy 6:- 
suoyer HMS Delight is mabed by 
the Clydc tug Forager u the 
Pnncess her, Grecnock, Scotland. 

!- 

01/18/58: The IUSS IEscx (CVA-9) 
is damaga3 by lire at. sea 10R1/58: The USS Rich (DD-820). 

USS Moalc (DD-693). USS Ellyson 
(DD-454). and he destroyer USS 
Sumner are damaged in a severe 
storm off Nonh Carolina. 

OIL3 1/58: A bomber explodes on 
he flight deck of the USS Hancock 
(CVA- 19). killing two. 

07/C18/58: A U.S. Navy barge rued for 
reuarch m underwaur ctxplo~sions 
suffers an explosio~n and flash fire 
whr~le in port at Norfolk, Vulpnla. 

6 09/26/57: A U.S. Navy A3D Sky- 
warrior crashet whik auunpting u, 
land on the USS Forreslal (CYA- 
59) dunng NATO exercises un the 
Nowegian Su. 

11/12/58. The Royall Navy d~esel 
submvlne HMS Alaric coll~de,s 
w~ th  a jetty. IOf23158: The USS Lindrnwald 

(LSD-6) is disabled off Greenland 
when the neering engines fad. 

OM)4/58: The :Swedish diesel 
submarine I l k r n  sinlks in a shipyard. 
Malmo. Swedur. 07/1;9/58: The US!; Piper (SS-109) 

runs aground on a !;andDrar of~f 
Provincetown, b;sach~uxtui. but is 
pulled free after seven hours wilh 
minor damage. 

11/18/58: The Royail Navy d~esel 
submarine HMS Rorqual expcn- 
ences a fire. 

09129157: The USS Purdy (DD- 
734) and the Brilish uawkr Elritislh 
Coluqbia coUlde off  Thc Nether- 
lands. sinlong he uawlu. A smalll 
hole is punched in the Purdy's hulll 
above the waurlne. 

10R3158: The Royal Navy frigate 
HMS Grcnvillc inadvertently surges 
fonvard while pr-paring to leave 
Ponhnd harbor. U.K.. and collides 
with the minesweeper HMS Shoul- 
ton and Lhe subrnmne suppon ship 
HMS Chaser. 

02/1a58: A nxket plropeUed anlisub- 
marine weapon backfues aboard lhe 
USS Eatoin (DD-SIC)), killing one. 11/28/58: The Royal Navy dc- 

suoyer HMS Caesar sulflcrs a fire. 
07/;!3/58: A fuel cmk accc~dentally 
fall!; from a FJ4B Fury fighter being 
launched1 from the USS Ticomder- 
oga (CV- 14) while operaung off 
Calrfornia. lulllng ILWO. 

02/16/58: The lfuel supply subma- 
m e  USS Guavioa (ASSO-362) 
runs aground in high winds and foul 
wealher aftcr draggirig iu anchor in 
;an Salvxlor. Ell Salwdor. 

12/23/58: The Royal Navty fng31e 
HMS Undaunted  collide!^ W I L ~  the 
minesweeper HblS Prlaxtlon off Cy- 
prus. 

10109/57: The USS Mirrioo San 
Migucl (AO-129) runs aground on1 a 
r e f  in b e  mid.Pacirr. 

051Wl58: n e  USS Nautilus (SSN- 
57 1) suffers a fire in h e  insularion 
around one of its turbmes as the ship 
i s  running submerged in Ihe Pacific 
shortly after kaving Panama on its 
way a its k u c  mission. The insu- 
lation had become oil-soaked during 
the submanne's lhrce yean of 
operation and had caught fire. The 
rue is put o u ~  w i l h  rnlnor injuries. 
but the submarine must surface to 
ventilate. 

IOf27/58. The Royal Navy frigates 
HMS Undine and HMS Ulysscs are 
both damaged above the waterline in 
a coll~s~on off rhc Ilc d'Oucssant. 
Bri~tany. France. 

12/30/58. The Royal Nu\ry dc!itroy- 
en HMS Jutland and HhdS 
Dunkirk coll~de dur~ng dayurne 
maneuvers off Mdu.  ccluiing !jllght 
dunage. 

10R3157: The USS Forrestll 
(CVA-59) u slrghlly damaged aftcr 
a colbs~on wuh an 01le.r u SUL 

07/24/58: The USS Skate (S'SN- 
578) suffers damage to ills pr~>pcller 
whcn it coll~des with Ihc US!; 
Fulton (AS-I 1) wl'llle the urrder is 
maxed ID a pier in1 New London. 
Connecti~cu~ 

02/27/58: The IUSS 'Tripoli ( C W -  
64) IS towed IO Bremerhaven. West 
Germany. after mnning aground in 
the W ~ K I  estuary. 

11/O5/58: The USS Growler (SSG- 
577) springs a leak dtulng a deep- 
sea dve but surfaces without 
dmage off the Isle of Shods. 
southcast of Portsmouth. New 
Hampshue. The Growler. designed 

1 1/16/57: The ~ P P S ~  rc- 
poru rhac the reactor companrmenc 
of the USS Nautilru (SSN-f '1) 
flooded several days ago after a 
small leak dcvelopcd whik th~e 
s u b m e  was in pon in Conlnao 
cul. The lmk was due lo the 

03103158: The IRoyall Navy dc- 
stroyer HMS Dccoy sulfen a fm. 12/31/58 In the IJ~: 19510s, a Soviet 

Northern Fleet &esel povvcrcd sub- 
marine. possibly a VVh~skey c l : ~  
submarme, rcportcdly s~nks. lh 

08f22/581: The USS Prcsligc (MSO- 
465) sinlo after mmnlng, agrolund off 
Sh~koku. Japan. 

01/01/58: The lUSS Corrcgidor 
(CW-58) cracks its hull m a storm 
off Ihe bores. 

05/23/58: The Royal Navy cruiser 
HMS Lion suffers a fire. 
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11/01/59: The USS Willis A. Lee 
(DL-4) suffers a fur after an 
explosion of an anti-airctaf~ round 
dunng exercises off Newpo* Rho& 
Island. 

merged global circumnavlgmon, 
suffen a leak m a nnan condenser 
cuculaung water pump. neceultat- 
ing the shutdown of the pon reactor 
for five hours to effect repami. 

m: flwdcd as a precauuonary 
rnt!asurt. vessel was spec~ally convened lo be 

a test plalform for a Soviet cruise 
missile, which was under dkvelop 
menL The submanne went to sea 
cvrylng empty mluile con~tainen 
and sank on I& return voyalge. 

the West German coasd vessel 
Christel in fog 30 mdes off Gel. 
West Germany The Sovlet shp  
reponcdly stands by with ~u englnes 
stopped while the Christel's crew 
works to plug a hole. then steams off 
when he  Christel is out of immedl- 
a t  danger. 

09/01/59: The Royal Navy &vmg 
tender I-CMS Detp~water suflrenafue. 

11/06/59: The USS Threadfin (SS- 
J 10) IS rammed by rhe Greek 
freighter Nikolas Mikhalos at the 
e n m c e  to the Suez Canal as both 
sh~ps an exiung IO the Red Sea 

03X)1/60: Ln the btg~nm~ng olf 
March the USS Tr~iton (SSN-586), 
whlle mvellng down the A&muc. 
spnngs a w e r e  leak ~n IIU starboard 
propeller shaft due to loose bolu and 
an unproperly ~nsurlled waur seal. 

05/01/59: Tile US;S Randolph 
(CVA- 15) suffers a flash elecmcal 
explosion at lrhe Norfolk Navd 
Base. Virg~nila, lolling one. 

09/29/59: The UISS Bristol (DD- 
857) cdhdcs W I ~ I  Ihe IluLan 
mcrchmt vessel Italia Fassio In fog 
~n the Nantucket !Shoals area off 
hiasuchusetu. The Bristol is 
sl~ghdy damaged. 

01/1 1/59: The USS Vallcjr Forge 
(CVS-15) rs damaged In a storm off 
N o h  Carolina 0811 5/59: The U.S. Navy discloses 

hat a ruptured water p~pe aboard the 
USS Nautilus (SSN-571) pady 
flooded a compmen t  while the 
ship was submerged off Newfound- 
land four monlhs ago. No injuries 
resulted. 

O5/21/S9: T)re Royal Navy boom 
defense vessc:l HMS Barnard runs 
aground. 

1 1/08/59: The Sovlel cruses 
Sverdlovsk collides with the 
German coastal vessel Hilda 
Rebecca In h e  Lel  Canal. Thc 
Sverdlovsk continues mto Ihe Baltic 
while LIU Hilda Rebecca has to be 
b c h e d  for repaus. 

01/28/59: The pon propelller of the 
USS Skate (SSN-578) IS damaged 
in a collision with the USS Cubera 
(SS-347). The occident oocws 
dunng routine o p e ~ n s  off the 
U.S. cast coast just afur b e  Culbera 
delivered mail to rhe Skate and 
moved away. 'Ihe Navy says 
nobody was hun. 

1Cl/0j/59: The UlSS T~ench (SS417) 
runs aground on ;a muclbank; in Ports- 
mouth. U.K. The subnnanme 1s Lfud 
orff h e  mudbank wlthout bunage. 

03/19/60: The USIS Darby (13E- 
218) collides w~th  the Swedish ore 
carrier Soya Atlantic off Cape 
Henry w h k  rcnvnlng from exer- 
cises off the Vugin~ia Capes. llulling 
two. 

OSR1/59: i71e Royal Navy frigate 
HMS Rocket colhdes with a buoy. 

11)/0j/$i9: The U.SS Flrankllin D. 
Roosevelt (CVA.42) c:ollid~es w~th 
hie USS Pawcatuck (AO-108) 
d~tnng refuebng off V~upnla. Borh 
vcsxls are shghdly damnage~d. 

05R8/5!3: A U.S. Navy FJ Fury jet 
crashes aboard he  USS Essex 
(CVA-91) east of Ji~ksonvdle. 
Florida. caus~ing errplosions and rut. 
lulling two. and injuring 21. 

08/18/59: The USS Wasp (CVS- 
18) is heavily damaged by an 
explosion and subsequent fues when 
a helicopter engine explodes whlle 
being tested in hangar bay Number 1 
as he  ship is operating 250 mdu 
east of Norfolk. Virgmia. The rues 
and reflashes cake over two hours to 
conuol. The ship was canying 
nuclear weapons. In the fist 30 
minutes as the fues burned out of 
convol and h e  fonvard magazines 
were flooded, preliminary prepara- 
lions also were made to flood the 
nuclear weapon magazine. It was 
noc flooded, however. and M 

1 1/09/59: A fm  is &scovercd in the 
pump room of the USS Midway 
(CVA4l) at the Subic Bay Navy 
Base. Phdippines. Arson IS blamed 
for the incident. 

04/05/60: The Royal Navy diesel 
submanne Kh4S Nanvb~al runs 
aground in hrgh wmds off Sc~odmd. 03102159: A depth charge explodes 

aboard he  USS Conway ODD-507) 
in the Allanclc, injuring WID. 04/07/60: The US.S Shangri-La 

(CV-38) suffers an expl~os~on of an 
au separator operated by a gasoline 
molor while near \/alpairaiso. Chile. 
injuring three. 

10/05/Si9: The USS Sttadragon 
(S'SN-584) on rhe: surfiace all ~ g h t  
dimng iu sea trials colllides with a 
whale. or poss~bly a large slhark, off 
Pommou~h. New Hampshiirt. 
bending one of its propellers. The 
submarme procetxis to1 Portsmouth 
fo~r repaus on ils own ]power using 
iu; other propelle~r. 

06/18/59: The Royal Navy subma- 
rine depot ship HhdS Maidstone 
suffers a1 rue. 0310959: The USS Kennccth D. 

Bailey (DDR-7 1 3) and the USS 
Haiti Victory (T-AK-238) collide in 
the Suait of Gibrallar, killing one. 

11/27/59: The Royal Navy cruiser 
HMS Tiger suffen a fue. 

06/30/59: The surboard rudder 
guard of Ihe IUSS IMacoa (CA- 132) 
1s scraped oflr in rhe Welland Canal 
(connec ling Lake Erie to Lake 
Ontarioll, delaying shipping for 17 
horn. 

12/16/59: The USS Searcher 
(AGR4) reaches Boston. Massachu- 
setts. safely under ow  after being 
disabled at sea for five days with 
boilu uouble. 

04/24/60: The USS Triton (SSN- 
586) suffers a ~ r i cws  calsualty in the 
after torpedo room when a hydraulic 
line to the stern plane m~echnism 
bursu just prior to the end of iu 
global circumnavil~auoc~. Qurck 
action by crew members prevenu 
the accident from getting out of 
conuol. The leak is stolpped and 
hydraulic power is restored 

03/16/59: The Royal Navy destroy- 
e n  HMS Corunnn and HJdS 
Barrasa colltde. 

1007A9: The Royal ]Navy frigate 
HMS Redpole coll~des willh an oil 
I~ghur,, sustar~nlg an eight-foot hole 
in 1 1  bow. 

04/07/59: The USS Tritow (SSIY- 
586) suffers a galley fire urused by 
testing of a deep-fat fryer, lwhilc in 
New London. Connecticut. Acctwd- 
ing to the Navy. the fe s p n d  from 
thc galley into the venulali~m linm 
of the crew's me=. But quick 
action by crew members "rturluxj in 
Lhe savmg of the ship's equ~ipment 
and possible loss of life." 

07/08/S!k Th~e Royd Navy cruiser 
HMS Biirmin~ghamn urd desmyu 
HMS Delight collride during 
exerciser off M t ; s  killing two. 

minutes h e r  rhe nuclear weapon 
magazine reponed no significant 
rise in temperature. But water from 
thc fire-fighting efforu eventually 
leaked Into the nuclear weapon 
magazine around eleclrical cables. 

0111 1/60: An anesung gear cable 
aboard the USS Independence 
(CVA-62) breaks a3 an aircraft lands 
while the shp is operating off the 
Florida c o a  lulling one. 10/15/'59 "Apparently ~nwnuonal" 

dimage to elecm~cal cables of the 
USS Nautilus (SSN-5171) IS &rov-  
eicd dumg overlhaul at the naval 
shipyard in Portsmouth. New 
Hmpshue The Navy say% the 
dunage appears to comfmui to the 
ellecmcal system and "docs not 
extend to the nuc leu ireacttx planL" 
The Navy d~sclosure of the incident 
follows an aruclc m h e  hnsmoulh 
U W l  whlch re[mm a series of 
i r ~ ~ d e ~ n u  mvolving "sabouge-type" 
damage to the craft mcluding fues, 
cut cables. broken p~ples. and other 
damage to viral pans 

0711 1/55): Th~e USS Gearing @D- 
7 10) is damaged a h u  colliding with 
r freighter in Chesa'palre Bay. 

05/25/60: The USS Saratoga 
(CVA-60) collides; with the (we 
camer Bernd Lcolnhardt off Nonh 
Carolina The accident touclhcs off a 
jet fuel fire on the Saratoga wh~ch 
is quickly exlinguahed. 

OU04160: Eleven men are swept 
overboard from the USS Daly @D- 
5 19) dunng sea trials 200 mdes off 
the Virginla c o a s ~  killing seven. 

08RSlS9: A U.S. Navy F8U 
Cnrsader jet crashes into the rear of 
thc USS Indtptndeace (CVA-62) 
off Norfolk. Vuginia. killing one 
man and causlng a fire. 

07/3 1/55): 'Ihr USS Upshur (AP- 
198) is heavily damaged by T i  at 
thc BrooUyn A m y  Terminal. New 
York. 

W/09/59: The U.S. Navy t m m s  
thc USS Ratoo (SSR-270) and the 
USS George K. M.ckenrie (DIE 
836) raenll y coU~dcd during 
maneuvers in the western P'xifu:. 

02/13/60: The USS Skate (SSN- 
578) suffen "very minor" damage 
after colLding with a concrete pier at 
Electric Boatyard. Groton. Connecli- 
CUl. 

08R7159: The Royal Navy de- 
stroyer HMS Hogut IS involved in a 
coll~sion. 

05/30/60: The USS Sa~ratoga 
(CVA-60) suffers an 011-fed flash 
f m  at the Norfolk Navid Shipyard. 
Virginia. where h e  canrier had 
docked after a collls~on on 25 May. 
The fire scorches the vessel's 
amidstups hull. 

OW1 1/59: The Ro~yal Navy de- 
svoyer HMS Broa~dsword suffen a 
fire off Iceland. 08/29/59: The USS Decatur (DD- 

936) suffers an engine room fire 
wh~le docked in Naples, Italy. The 
f i  is extinguished after two hours 
dunng which the ammunluon stores 

04109/59: The Royal Navy aircraft 
carrier HMS Ark Royal is damaged 
by fm  in Devonport, U.K.. whllc 
undergoing a refit. 

OW8/60: In lau Febrwry in h e  At- 
lantic Lhe USS Triton (SSN-586). 
shonly afur depat~ure for a sub- 

0811 3/55): A :Soviet wush~p. 
believed to b. a deswoyu shadow- 
Ing NATO m,sneuven. collides wih 
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In a colli~sron wrth the USS Indc- 
pendencc (CVA-62) in the Carib- 
bean. 

holed abo~ve md below Ihe waur- 
line, but returns to Podand. 1J.K.. 
under iu (own power. The Tidc 
Flow sufrers superfictd d~rnage 

m~les east oC Charleston. South 
Carolina. The collrston ruptures a 
gasoline line on the carrier wruslng a 
flash fire: which is ~xungulsh~ed in 
less than five minutes. 

0(j108/60: Sabotage it susgected in 
an rncrdent mvolving tkmrge to a 
shipyard fire hose used on bmrd the 
USS Nautilus (SSN-571) for testing 
the shp's evaporators whik h e  shp  
ts undergoing ovehaul at 
Pornmouth Naval Shipyard, New 
Hampshire. The Navy says. 'No 
damage occurred to hhrc shp." 

08/12/60: 'Ihe USS Ex~ultaot 
(MSO-44 1) suffers 011 rue In rhe 
engpne room whde operating off 
Gecwgla. Wllng five. 

Olll:2/61: The Royal Navy diesel 
subrr~anne HMS Obcroo nmsagrwnd 
a! Roheuy Bay In h e  FkhofClyde. 
Scodand, whlle maneuvering to ue up 
to a buoy. The Oberon I S  rrfloaud 
[he next day without dmage. 

OjL30/6 1. The USS Baldwin (DD- 
624) runs aground off Moncnuk 
Point. New York. One =lor IS 

hlled and one hun when a sue1 
cable whrplashes dunng an iruempt 
to free the shrp. The shrp 1s subse- 
quently scutded 

12/2 1/61 A rocket motor ~bc~ard the 
USS Meredith (DD-890) rgnltes and 
burns on iu launcher, causrng an 
Intense fire of shon durauon vvhtlc 
the shrp rtr at Maypon. Florida The 
commandler of the destroyer squadron 
to whrch the Meredith IS attached 
says h t  d e t y  features prever~vd he  
rocket ham laving the shrp 

11X)2/61: Dunng ru sea malls the 
USS Thresher (SSN-593) docks at 
San Jum, Pueno Rico. l o  reactor is 
shut down and a diesel generator c; 
sraned up to provide elecmc1.y in 
keeping with usuat docking proce- 
dures. But after seven or eiglht hours 
of opcraltron the diesel genenlror 
br& d~own. Whle sailors work on 
the generator. elccmcity a piovided 
by an eltrmc storage batery. The 
generator takes much longer than 
expected to repair, however, and so 
the decision is made to restart the 
reactor. !But a nuclear reactor lalres 
several hours and considerable 
elecuic11:y to resm.  and the 
Thresher's bauuy is depleted 
before the reactor becomes ciritid. 
With no electricity to keep ih~e venu- 
lation sysum going. the submarine 
starts to heat up. Tempcratur~cs in the 
machinery spaces rexh apprloxi- 
mauly 140 degrees. Some men are 
ordered out suffering from h e  heat 
and fumlcs, and the captain fern the 
heat and humidity could damage 
electrical equipment and lead to a 
general evacuation. U1lim;uely he 
problem is solved by hooking up 
eleclncal cables to the diesel-electric 
poweredl submarine Cavalla (SS- 
244) which is moored alongs8idc 
early the next morning. With 
electrici~~y from the CavaUa. the 
Thrcshcr's reactor is able D be re- 
sluted. 

08/24/60: A US. Navy 
mirresweepct is swamped at C h -  
lesl.on. South Carolina. OIll4/61: The USS Jobostoo (DD- 

821) and USS Kcpplcr @)D-765) 
are slhghtl y damaged in a "'glancing 
coll~uon" 200 miles off the Nonh 
Carolma coast 

08/28/60: Uncxphed engine room 
damage delays the sing of the 
Royal Navy destroyer HMS Dainty. 
Satwage is suspecled 

OCJ14/60: The USS S q o  (SSN- 
5813) suffers an explosion and f a  in 
io aft end while docked in Pearl 
Harbor. Hawaii. The Cure staru from 
a leak in a high-pressure line that 
w,ar pumping oxygen rlboud The 
explosion occurs a few moments 
la~ter. When dock units and boau 
me unable to bnng the fa under 
ccnvd quskly. of f run  lakc rhe 
Sirgo a shon distance from rhe 
dock and deliberately submerge it 
~11th the stern torpcd~ ihMfh open to 
put out the blaze. The Navy says he 
ship's nuclear reacton were sealed 
off, and Lhere was "ab~iutely no 

' danger of an explosion from the 
*b reactor cmpanment." The subma- 

07/10/61: The munruons ship Save 
runs agound and explodes off 
Mozamb~que. 

01/18/61: The Royal Navy frigate 
HMS; Brightoo suffers a I-ue. 

I m  1/61 In l%l.  an accrdcr~t ln 
h e  nucleiu power plant of an early 
class of Soviet nuclear-power~cd 
ballrsuc nnlss~le subrnmne Qinbably 
a Hotel cllass) reportedly occurs near 
the coast of England whtle sh~~p IS 

returning from a vvnrng exercise. 
Crew merrnbers were seriously 
con~vnrnaud and parts of the shrp 
and 11s missiles were also conmt -  
nalcd when a coollng prpc broke. 
The level of radlauon is reported to 
have beerr five roentgens per hour tn 
the space where h e  prpe broke. 
After a wo-month venulatlon of the 
submanne, a decision 1s made to 
uansfer Ihe missiles D two drtsel- 
powered submannes for thetr lest 
launches. 

09/14/60: The Ausaaliarn destroyer 
Anzuc accidentally fut!~ a salvo rnto 
h e  hull of Ihe A u s d h n  deswyer 
T olbruk opening a hole above the 
warrrlinc during mywsven off Aus- 
tral ia. 

07/21/61: The USS Angler (SS- 
240) s :slightly damaged in ;a minor 
collisio~~ with the fre~ghter Export 
Adventurer during maneuvers wih 
a destroyer 15 miles south of Block 
Island, IRhode Island. 

01/23/61: The USS Saratoga 
(CVA-60) suffers a fue caused by a 
~ p W e d  oil lrne while in the lonian 
Sea en roue to Athens. Glreece, 
killing seven. 

l lr(D4160: The USS Crtrc (ATF-84) 
is accldcnlally bombed Isy a plane 
from the USS Coral Sei~  (CVA43) 
durmg exercises in the wvestcrn 
Pac ~ f c .  

08/09/61: The USS Kitty Hlawk 
(CVA-63) suffers a boiler break- 
down involving ruptured tubes at 
Norfolk.. Virginia. just prior to iu 
shakedown cruise. 

OIRi'I61: The USS Ticor~deroga 
(CV- 14) suffers a brief rule when a 
cksel generator blows up while the 
ship is at Naval Air Slatio~n Nonh 
Islantl. San Dtego. Califania 

I IR8160: About this dase six men 08/19/61: The Royal Navy de- 
stroyer HMS Broadsword siuffers a 
damaged boiler. 

rule is extensively damrsged md is 
drydaked taking thrtc: monh u, 
qpair. The Sorgo is h e  f a  nuclear 
ship in rhe Pacific Fleet Pnd was 
scheduled to take b e  visiting King 
and Queen of Thahndl on a cnrire 
tk next day. 

07'/19/60: The USS Almmeo @D- 
5217) and USS COUCU (DD-730) cd- 

ye W e d  by reactor coolant whde 
w o l h g  oa the USS Na~utilus (SSN- 
57 1) at Porumourh Navtal Shipyard. 
New Hampshire. One man rciden- 
d l : y  bumped a valve releasing the 
water onto himself and the ohen. 
Cbrhts and dosimeun !wen thrown 
awary, making radiation me9sure- 
merit imposstble. 

02103M I : The Royal Navy diesel 
submarine HMS Alaric sbnkes a 
sandt)anlr and is grounded for 20 
minutes near Sheerness off the cart 
c a t  of the U.K. 

09/26/61: The USS Charr [(SS-328) 
suffers ,an engine room flood while 
submerged at 100 feet and olperaung 
150 miles west of San Diego. Cali- 
fornia. Two sailors xal rhtlmsclves 
in the flooded compuunent and save 
the subrnarine and its 76 crewmen 
by manning the controls until the 
submame surfaces. 

01@6/62: Western intelligence 
sources n:port that a submann~e be- 
longing u) the Unlted Sutes or 
another NATO power was damaged 
and forced to the surface by a 20- 
megaton underwater nuclear test 
blast set off by the Soviet Union in 
tk Baremu Sea The detonauon 
point is said D have been abolut 1DO 
miles frolm Ihe submarine whose 
commancler is quoted as saying. "If 
we had h e n  much closer we ~rnrght 
not have survived." 

03XnJ61: The USS Glacier (AGB- 
4) amd USS Statco Islaod (AGB-5) 
break; free afier being stuclk in the 
ice in Antarctica for nine clays. 

lidle in heavy fog off Ncwpoft 12119160: Fie  breaks a r t  on the 
Btach. California. Eleven of rhe hangar deck of h USS Coostella- 04/12Y61: The Royal Nav,y diesel 
Aimmen's crew are killed and 20 arc tiom (CVA-64) in the lait stages of submarine HMS Finwbaltc arrives in 
injured. and the h i p  is dam@ construction at hi New York Naval h e  Fmh of Clyde. Scorlan~d. with a 
beyond repair. Sh~lpyard Reporu List 30 dead and six-by-two-foot hole in he~r casing 

an trtimatcd damage of $45 millim. caused by heavy seas in a gale as 
08/10/60: The USS Btmoiogton A Navy court of inquiry invedga- she wiled to the Arctic for underwa- 
(CV-20) and USS Edwards (DD- lion1 l aw  finds thue were 42 urr;llt ter tcrts. A dent on the al~~minum 

09/26/61: AU.S. Navy tanker 
catches fue and explodes while in 
pon at Morehead City. Nonh 
Carolina. killing one. Flames from 
the burning shp  heaten seven huge 
storage ranks containing more than 
ten m~llion gallons or high c r m e  
aviauon~ fuel. 

11/06/61,: A fire on h e  newlycom- 
missiontd USS Constellation 
(CVA-64) beaks out at sea, killing 
four and severely quring nuw. 

619) collide during nf~ueling 175 fwr earlier in h e  year. The fin casinl~ forward of the sail measures 
mi~lu off California. A, Navy dclarys the ship's commi:ssioning by 20 by 6 feet. 
spokesman later rays that the sevcml months to 27 Oatobtr 196 1. 

01/16/62: The Royal Navy aircraft 
c m e r  HIMS Ark Royal suffers pro- 
peller darnage when 11 runs aground 
In Plymoluth Sound on IE way 
through a1 deep waur channel to h e  
Devonport. U.K.. dockyard. 

12~Q5/6l: Thc Royal Navy frigate 
HMS Fallmoutb collides wi~h the 
naval auxiliary HMS Tidc Fllow 
during antisubmarine warfare 
exercises in Lyme Bay off the 
Dorrct coast. U.K. The Falnnouth is 

Edwards "apparently llou w r i n g  041258/61: A boiler explos~on occurs 
control" and iu superstructure OIXM/61: A Sea Vixen Ihelicoper aboard the USS Intrepid (CVS-I I ) .  
smashed into the Benoiogto~ '~  cmhes into the sea at ni,ght after a injunng I I .  
Number 3 elevator. The destroyer is dcclk accident on the Royal Navy 
extensively damaged whik rhc aucraft camer HMS Arlr Royal OiR7/61: The USS Diamond Head 
carrier is only shghdy tlamaged. wh~le Ihe shrp is near Malta. (AE-119) IS holed above Ihe waterlme 

10/16/61: The USS Randollph 
(CVS- 15) collides with h e  ILibcrian 
lanker Atlantic Viscountcsr 325 
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01/15/63: A jet fighrvr aN.emp1ting to 
land snaps a cable atmard the USS 
Constellation (CV A,-@) whlle the 
ship i s  operaung in thc eastern 
Pac~fic, injuring I I. ~ncludlng three 
whose legs have to tr  ampuwted. 

IO/(M/6!! The Royal Navy f~ngate 
HhlS Asbanti bre:ks down tlunng 
sea mds; In the Cmbbcan Sea. 

11/05/62: The USS Kearsarge 
(CVS-33) and USS hlattaponi 
( A 0 4  1) are slightly damaged in a 
collwon d u n g  refueling off 
California. 

0113 1/62: The Royal Navy arucraft 
c m e r  HMS Eagle suffers urnknown 
&age in an xcidcnL 

fue at Sari Pedlro. Cahforn~a. 
mjuring 118 workmen before Ihc fue 
is broughrt under corntrol. 

06fl3/62 The USS Thresher 
(SSN-593) IS damaged In a coll~s~on 
wlth a commerc~al tug that was 
bcnhrng rt at Port Canavenl. 
Flonda. recelvlng a rhree-foot gash 
in the submarine's ballast wnks 
about a fooc below the waterl~ne 
The submanne went to New 
London. Connecucut. under lo own 
power to effcct mpws 

10/09/6i!: A Daru:ih diesel snbma- 
M e  gea, caught In the n~er of a 
Bnush fishng uavvler. 'The subma- 
m e  surfaces w~th damage to nc~ther 
vcs,scl and apolog~es were ex- 
changed. 

11/14/62: The USS Wasp (CVS- 
18) and h e  USS Holder (DDE-819) 
collrde dunng refueling whde m the 
Atlantic whde wkmg p u t  in Ihe U.S. 
quarantme of Cuba dunng the 
Cuban missile cris~s. 

02/03/62: The Royal Navy cle- 
suoyer HMS Carton suffen; 
&age caused by sailors. 

04/09/62: The: USS; Thomas A. 
Edison (SSBN-6101) collides w~th 
che USS Wadlleigh (DD-689) dunng 
anusubmanne warf,are exercises 200 
m~les eass of Norfolk. Virgmia. The 
Edison's tops~idc rudder is sl~ghtly 
bent and the destroyer's foward 
bottom plates arc pirened. The 
Edison i!i rtpalired iu Newport 
News. Virginia, in wveral hours 
while che Waclleigh goes into 
drydock lfor several weeks. Accord- 
ing u, a Navy spoktman the 
collision resulted from a misunder- 
standing between the two ships and 
occurred as h e  Edison was surfac- 
ing. No one is ~njurled. 

02/09/63: In the m ~ d - ~ d ; m u c ' a  
wave washes over lh~e Number 1 
elevator on the USS Entcrprke 
(CVAN-65) whlle h e  elevator IS m 
Ihe down position. Four men :we 
washed overbud .  'Two are 
rescued. but one late:r d~es .  

02120/62 The USS BaIao (SS-ZEIS) 
IS snagged by the low-lme of the 
ocean tug Torrent 1V w h ~ k  
CNISIng l I0  feet below the S ~ ~ X C  

off IJIC Flonda coast. The accident 
damages one of the Babo's mast- 
head hghls. punches two small holles 
In the superstructure supponlng du 
penrope,  and breaks one radar 
antenna and damages another. 
Ne~ther he tug nor the barge: under 
tow raeives damage. 

10/'10/6:!: The USS Trritoa (SSN- 
586) wlfers a fue dunng repaus in 
New London. Connecucut. A 
spokesman for Elertr~c Boat 
Diws~on of Gener;d Dy namm 
Corporauon a d  llhere was o~nly 
mirnor damage to one compament 
and that no one WiIS ~nj~ured. He Slid 
no radmactiv~ty was involved. The 
cause of b e  fire was u i d  LO be 
un~detenmlned. 

IIR0/62: The Royal Navy aircraft 
camer HMS Centaur suffers a 
steam leak in the boller room, klll~ng 
five. 

06/07/62: The U.S desooyer USS 
Sumner runs aground off Golfe 
Juan m the Medlurrmean d u n g  a 
windstom. 

02/20/63: An aircraft crash abward 
the USS Enterprise (CVAN-65) 
sweeps the carrier's deck with fue 
while it is opcnting in rhe Atlmt~c,  
k~llmg two. 

11/26/62: The Royal Navy axcraft 
carrier HMS Albion collides w~th a 
tug m Aden harbor. Aden. The tug 
sinks with two missmg. 

0611 5/62: The Royal Navy frigate 
HMS Blackpool suffers damage 
caused by a sailor. 

02/28/63: The USS Baussell {(DD- 
845) runs aground a~ff D j d ~ t a .  In- 
doncs~a, pnor to a scheduled vls~t  to 
ba t  days c~ ty .  later. The s h ~ p  IS refloated four 

06/25/62: The USS Tiru (SS4  16) 
suffers a fire which forces the vessel 
to make an emergency surfacing I5 
miles southwest of Pearl Harbor. 
Hawaii, with 18 men suffering from 
smoke inhaliuion. A malfunction of 
a practice torpedo in the torpedo 
room caused the fue. 

12/03/62: The USS Kearsarge 
(CVS-33) and the SS Oriana collide 
in dense fog off Long Beach. 
California. The Oriana suffers a 
20-foot hole near i u  bow and the 
Kearsarge suffers a 25-foot rip 
about ten feet aft on the starboard 
side. 

03/05/62: An aircraft antsting cable 
aboard the USS Forratal  (CXA-59) 
snaps w h ~ l e  Ihe carrier b en m~ute hom 
Guanmamo Naval B w .  Cuba, tro 
Norfolk. Virginia. Wing me.  

101/13/62: The Royal Navy tl~esel 
submanlne HMS Odin touch~es the 
h d  of che English1 Charnnel iit 150 
feet five miles ~ 0 ~ 1 t h  of Podland Bill 
during ;I night exercise, damaging 
the rudder. The submume i!; towed 
back to Portland harbo~r. U.K. 

0411 1/62: Fua breaks out in the rud- 
der seclion of the UlSS Thomas A. 
Edison (SSBN610) at Norfolk. Vir- 
guria. l l l e  fut: is ciruscd by he heat 
from a workman's ;acetylene tach  
and is bnwghl. unde:r conml within 
30 minutes. 

03/13/63: The s~de  of the USlS 
ValIey Forge (CV-45) 1s; slightly 
darnaged by a fue when .an 0111 film 
on the water IS ignited by sparks 
from a welder's torch at Long 
Beach. California. 

03/06/62: The USS M o w n  @ID- 
798) is grounded by a s t a m  at 
Beach Haven. New Jersey. 07/01/62: A U.S. Navy F8U 

Crusader aircraft crashes into h e  
USS Ranger (CVA-61) at sea off 
California, injuring two. 

10115/62: The pew York Inti re- 
ports that one of six Sawiet diesel- 
powere~d atwck submruines loperat- 
lng In tlje Caribbean dtmng the 
Cub.13 ~misslle crisls ex.penences 
mechanrical vwblle and is unable to 
submerge except for short periods. 
On 15 November the Pwssaiatcd 
Press reports that a Canadian Air 
Force platrol planc s~gh~ted llle Sovlet 
submarine off Halifax SUM unable to 
submerge. It eventually retrurns to 
the Sov iet Union on the surface with 
a mawler escort. 

04/29/62: A British Gannet &raft 
crashes om the Royrll Navy aircraft 
carrier HMS Ark RLoyal while h e  
ship pmicipatcs in a SEATO 
exercise in he: Sou~rh China Sea. 
Lulling one. 

12/14/62: The Royal Navy diesel 
submarine HMS Otter rams a 
mwler off Plymouth. U.K. The 
crew of the oawler abandon shlp 
and are rescued by a nearby launch. 

03/12/62: The USS Rotewl (AS- 
19) suffers a bncf rue during a 
weekend training cruise in the Irish 
Sea .The fire, which c a w s  only 
slight damage, apparently ward  in 
a p~le  of rags. 

04101/63: The Royal Nawy d~~esel  
submarine HMS Grampus r e m s  
to Gospon. U.K.. alfter spending 
IJUW weeks under the polar icecap 
looking for hdes in1 Ihc i,ce. During 
che patrol it supcficially damages its 
hull on the ice. 

08/01/62: The Royal Navy destroyer 
HMS Banlcaxe collides with the fng- 
ate HMS Ursa in the Clyde river. 
Scotland. during the night. The 
Battleaxe is subsqucntly scrapped. 

12/31/62: During 1962. the engine 
room of the USS Skate (SSN-578) 
begins to flood after a seawaler cir- 
culation line fails whde the subma- 
rine is submerged at 400 feet on the 
way through Baffin Bay off Thule. 
Greenland. Seawater sprays in and 
s w  to flood the engine room. The 
submarine does not lose power and 
surfaces safely. On the surface. with 
the water pressure greatly reduced. 
the flooding is successfully stopped. 

05103162: Police inrvestigate 
damaged eleclr id cabks on rhe 
Royal Navy arucrafit carria HMS 
Eagle. F~unhe~r damage is found the 
next day. 

O3/2 1/62: The Royal Navy Iirigue 
HMS Rothesay rams the Turkish 
diesel submarine Cur in Ihe western 
MeQterranean during h e  NATO 
exercise "Dawn Breeze." BtMh 
ships suffer damage and proceed u, 
Gibraltar. 

04/01/63: The Royal Navy dtesel 
submarine HMS Tabard coll rdes 
with a wharf damaging IIU WIW 

equipment while k r h l n ~ g  in 
Brisbane. Australia~. 

08/28/62: A British Meteor arcraft 
hils the mast of the Royal Navy 
minesweeper HMS Appleton while 
exercising off Malta. The aircraft is 
piloted safely to Luqs airpon. Malla. 

OV10162: Thc USSi Permit (SSN- 
594) is nin ovier by the cargo ship 
Hawaiian Citizen ,while the Permit 
is on a submerged test run near h e  
Farallon lslantb 30 m k s  from San 
Francisco, Calldornia. A Navy 
spokum,an said the only damage to 
the submarine was a bending of h e  
doors to ~lhe conning tower. The 
crtw had to force dw doors open to 
raise the radio anunna to communi- 
cate with freighters standing by. 

IC)RSICi2: The Pltw Y w m  re- 
ports h a t  well before the Cluban 
missde crisu a mechanical \break- 
down crcurred in a Soviet diesel- 
powered submarine In the Gulf of 
Alaska. The sub~nvin~e could not 
submerge and was esc80ned home by 
a oawler. 

03/26/62: The Royal Navy nuck(ar- 
powered attack submarine HMS 
Dreadnought suffers a fue i~n a 
cabin while IJIC ship is under 
consmction at B m w - i n - F t m s .  
U.K. 

08/29/62: The Royal Navy aircraft 
carrier HMS Ark Royal suffers a 
gale mishap. 

04/01/63: In Apnl the Roy J Navy 
minelayer HMS hlmxnnan runs 
aground. 

01103163: The USS Core (XKV-II) 
runs aground in hwvy fog off Fon 
Baker under the Golden Gate 
Bridge, San Francisco. California. 

09/13/62: A Japanese fish~ng boat 
collides with a submanne, believed 
lo be Sonet. and sinks off Northern 
Japan. The crew of 16 escapes on 
rafts and rubber boa& 

0$/05/6; The USS Ranger (CVA- 
61) suffers an explos~on~ and Lre In 
the boiler upokes 'while en route 

03130/62: The USS Enghntd 
(DLG-22) suffers an explowon an~d 
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merc:hanmman Blue Mastor off' Cape 
Henry. Vurg~nla. lu engine room 
floods as a1 result and the Hartley IS 

toweld to Norfolk. Vugma, by the 
USS Kiowa (ATF-72). 

Naples and return to duty wllh   he 
 SIX^ Fleet. 

Number 2 Elevator when 11 rollejd 
off Ihe elevator w ~ h  the p~lot 
L~eutenant Jun~or Grade D M Web- 
ster and the bomb and b a n k  In 2700 
fathoms of water Se~rchers fad to 
find Ihe pdot. The Deparrm~cnt of 
Defense slates th~s acc:~denll look. 
p l~ce "more than 500 m~lesi from 
land" when 11 reveals  the accident in 
1981 However Navy documents 
show the acc~denl occurredl about RO 
m~les wst of the Japanese Ryuk yu 
lslvld chvn and 250 rn~lcs south of 
Kyushu Island, Japan, and aboull200 
mdes east of Oklnawar. 

06103164: The USS Lake Clham. 
plain (CVS-39) collides with the 
Nonveglan [re~gh~er Slouva,a~ in 
the Chesapeake Bay. There am no 
injuries. 

Okmawa. The USS George Clymer 
(APA-27) and the USS EMorado 
(AGC- I I )  cdl~de after bagpng theu 
anchors. ,and d u  USS Weiss (APD- 
135) n grounded wlhen the anchor 
cham pu.  llhere ;ue no qunes. 

electncd rue when an electncd cu- 
cut  IS tested. wh~ch m turn tgnlus 
some cardboard boxes In a storeroom, 
whde h e  shp~s  m aDevonport. U.K.. 
dockyard undergo~ng a rtfit. 

09/22/65: The Unlted Kmgdorn an- 
nounces that HMS Dreadnought. 
IU rust nuclear-powercd submarine. 
w ~ l l  be w~lhdrawn from servlce due 
to melal falures wh~ch ~nvolve 
harllne cracks In ~ t s  ~ n t c m l  
bulkheads. The submanne returns 
to xrwce on 2 Februq 1966 
modrficauons are made u, Ihe hull 

06/?0/65. The Royal Navy aucrdt 
camcr HhilS Hermes suffers 
dm.ige tc~ 3 number of g:iuges whde 
the sh~p IS undergo~ng a rnyor refit 
at Dcvonpon. U.K. :S~borage IS 

suspected. 

06/12/64: The USS Bon Homme 
Richard (CVA-31) suffen a1 major 
propulsion system casualty while 
paruclpaung in an exerclse about 
160 mlles southwest of Sa~lbo. 
Japan. The casualty results in the 
loss of 50 percent  propulsion^ 
capab~lrty . 

10/15/61. The Royal Navy fngae 
HMS Keppel suffers damage. 0811 5/64: The Roy;sl Navy d e w  

ship HM!5 Tyrw exlxnences a 
flooded magazine. 1 1103161: The Cm3d1a-1 arcraft 

camer Booaventure suffers an 
explos~on and fue In a refngerat~on 
unit wh~le the shlp IS undergoing 
refit m Sam John. New Brunsw~ck. 
Canada, k~llrng one dock worker and 
InJUMg four. 

09105164: m e  Royal Navy crulser 
HMS Lion colhdes w ~ ~ h  the fngate 
HMS Lo~watott. 

10/12/65. The USS Franklin D. 
Roosevelt (CVA-42) and the French 
merchantman Charles Ie Borgnc 
coll~de off southern France. The 
carrier suslluns I~ttle damage and 
conunues IU putlclpauon In 
"Lafayetu IX." a two-day btlaural 
U S.-French exerclse In h e  western 
Me&terraneur. The merchanunan 
susmns minor structural &age 
and procuds under IU own power to 

Marse~lles escorud by the USS 
Douglas H. Fox (DD-779). 

07109165: The Roy:ll Navy d~ccsel 
subnimc HMS Or pheu~s IS Ln a 
colhs~on. 

06/12/64: The Royal Navy frigate 
HMS Puma suffen a fm. 

0911 1/61: A nxket motor uscd to 
boost m:raft explodes aboard the 
USS Cor~~s tc l l ; ~ t i ~~  (CVA-64) while 
the sh~p c:ruiscs in dw Soulh China 
Sea. Wlirng one and injuring three. 

12/06/65. The USS Elushm~ell (AS- 
1 5) suffers a mapr fire rn the Glulf 
of Mex~co. The rue IS cnungu~s,hed 
w~th the ad of h e  USIS Penguin 
(ASR- 12) 

07/13/65: The USS Medlregal (SS- 
480) colhdes w ~ l h  Ihe Lebanese 
merchant ship The IRodols in the 
Sou~h Ch,~na Sea sulifenng some 
damage In intemauowl waters I 8  
m~les south of b n a n  ~sland. The 
U.S. Dep;ment of Defense says the 
subrnarin~e was on rlouune opera- 
eons, but Chrna claims llhe incident 
took, plac~e within i t s  urnitorial 
wawrs. 

OIE09/65: The USS Ethan Allen 
(SSBN-608) collrdes with h e  Nor- 
wepan freighter Octavian in the 
eastern Mediterranean whde at 
periscope depth. The U.S. Depan- 
ment of Defense says "damage was 
negligible." no casualties occurred, 
and both h e  submanne and the 
freighter continued on heir way 
after exchangmg identification. 

0611 3 / 6 4  Fue damages the hull of 
the USS Haddock (SSN-6211) sall 
under consoucoon ;u Pascagoula. 
Msstss~pp~. Capum John B. 
Guerry. supervlsx of shrpbulldrnlg 
for Ihe Navy. sad no ndroacuve 
maknal was ~nsralled m the 
Haddock. 

0911 2/64: Flaxling damages the 
command sh~p USS Wright (CC-2). 
the National Emergency Command 
Post Aflam, lnclud~~ng the stcenng 
compmnenu so hat the ship has no 
rudder canml and c:an only maneu- 
ver w ~ l h  lhe aild of rugs. 

12/07/65. Fue breaks our In a nna- 
chinery room on the IJSS Kitty 
Hawk (CVA-63) In tlhe South C:hm 
Sea. kdllng two and tnjunng 28. An 
ammumuon magazlnct IS fllooded as 
a prccauuonary measure. 10/13/65: The USS Barb (SSN- 

596) and USS Sorgo (SSN-583) 
collide while on maneuvers 15 miles 
west of Oahu. Hawaii. Minor 
damaged resulted to Lht forward end 
of one submarine and to Lhe mast 
and sail of the other. but chert were 
no injuries and both ships returned 
to port under their own power. 

06/13/64: A fm slightly darnaga; 
the USS Randolph (CVS-l!i) wh,ile 
rhc ship is in Norfolk. Virgmia, 

12/13/65: An aircraf~t fuel lank rup- 
tures on takeoff from the USS Inde- 
pendence (CVA-62) surti~ng a rue 
220 miles southeast of Norfolk., Vir- 
gmia. injunng 15. 

01/16/65: I h e  USS Whitehurst 
(DE-634). a Naval Reserve Training 
Ship. collides with the Nonveigian 
freighter Hoyandcr at the enuance 
of Vancouver harbor 2.500 yards 
west of the Lions Gate Bridge. 
British Columbia. Canada, In dense 
fog at night as both sh~ps are leaving 
the harbor. Both ships are grounded 
and he  Whitehurst is holed in h e  
sum. The Whitehurst i s  refloaud 
the next day. 

07/1.4/65:. The Royal Nany dl~esel 
sub~nanne HMS Tiptoe coUities 
w i h  the frigate HNlS Yawmouth. 

09129164: The. USS Franklin D. 
Rocncvellt (CVA-4;!) suswns dam- 
age to iu Number I propeller during 
normal olpentions in the Mediurra- 
n m .  Tlie USS Independence 
(CVA-62) relieves [he Roosevelt on 
M e d i u r r i m  duty and it returns to 
the U.S. lo drydock.. 

06/26/64: The Royal Navy tle- 
suoyer HMS Diamond coUi&s with 
the frigate HMS Salisbur).. 

07/117/65: The USS Frank Khox 
(DDR-7412) runs aground on IRaras 
Rtef ~n h e  South China Sea !while 
undenva:y to Tawan. The ship is 
pulled free on 22 A,ugusL 

12R0165: The Royal Navy nuc:leu- 
powered attack subm~vine HMIS 
Dreadnought suffer!s a f i ~ r  In IU 

control room while u~ndergoing re- 
pain at Rosyth. Scotland. I t  a 
quickly put out by the crew. 

06/28/64: The USS Sea Leapardl 
(SS483) suffen a rue in h e  
forward enpne room during 
overhaul at Ihe Norfolk Navirl 
Sh~pyard Virginia 

10/30/65: The Royal Navy aircraft 
carrier Hh-IS Ark Royal suffers a 
rue in a boiler room. which causes 
considerable damage to wiring and 
other equipmen! and pu~s the ship 
out of operation for three weeks 
while the ship i s  undergoing muune 
overhaul in a Singapore dockyard. 

09/29/64: An explosion aboard the 
USS Spr~ostoo~ OD-577) in Pearl 
Harbor. Hawaii, is crauud by a short 
circuit during 1work.on an indicator 
h g h ~  The prqpellant In a rocket ~ g -  
nites a d  the magazine is flooded to 
prevent ftmher damage. Three 
people are exunsively burned. 

07/;21/65: The Royal Niavy de- 
suo~yer I-IMS Dcvonshirc suffers an 
englne fault. 

07101164: The USS Henry Clay 
(SSBN-625) runs aground on a shoal 
in the mouh of the James Rivu and 
IS pulled free an hour l a w  by two 
tugs. The submarwe was en route: 
from Newport News. Virgini~a, 
across Hampton Ro& to pick up 
Deputy Secretary of Defense Cynu 
Vance m Norfolk, Virginla No 
damage i s  reponcd. 

02R7165: A plane from the USS 
Midway (CVA4 I )  is inadvenenily 
shot down by a USS Reble (DLG- 
15) missile when ~t overflies the 
m ~ u ~ l e  range dunng southern 
Caldomia maneuvers for the "Sdver 
Lance" exercae. The p ~ l a  IS k~lled. 

12/31/65: Mid 1960s - the EE 
York (5125fl5) repons that at 
a m~d-  1960s bnefing on aL navarl In- 
telligence gathering operauon, code- 
named Holystone. a U S offic111 IS 

shown a photograph of the undlers~de 

07/24/65: The fish~~ng urawler 
Sncmpy explodes a~ppancndy after 
snagglng a torpedo off the Nlonh 
Caolma coast. k~Ulng e~ght. 12X)5/65: At 2:50 p.m. local rime. 

while the USS Ticonderoga (CVA. 
14) is en route from openlions off 
V i e ~ n m  to Yokosuka. Japan. an A- 
4E aircnft of Atack Squadron 56 
loaded with one 81 3 nuclear 
weapon goes overboard. The 
aircraft was berig rolled from t k  
Number 2 Hangar Bay to the 

10108164: Three U. S. Navy officers 
and lhree Fl l~p~no crlvllian workers 
arc k~lled m am1 expllosion and fire 
aboard hlc floalung tlrydock AFDM- 
8 at Gum. 

. - 
of a Sov~et Echo class nuclear- 
powered submmne appamndy Laken 
lnsrde Vlad~vostock harbor Hie 
recalls bemg told the sub~mvlr~e 
scraped the bottom of a Sov~et Echo 
class submmne and kncckcd off  
some of 16 equipment dunng 1011s 

08/26/65;: The USS Shiangrii-La 
(CVA-38) and US:S Nelwma~n K. 
Perry (DD-883) c~oll~dc: off ISar- 
&n~a. killing one sador and injuring 
another ton h e  des~lroyer. The 
Perry's bow is cn~shed and tw~sted 
to !;wboard. Bo~h are rccpairttd at 

04/15/65: The USS Ranger (CVA- 
61) suffers an englne room fire off 
South Viemam, k ~ l l ~ n g  one. 

07/26/61: A suddenly lntensifying 
storm CaUKS damage 10 lhfet: navy 
sh~ps anchod In Buckner Bay. 

10/13/64: The Royirl Navy aucraft 
curler HIaS Ark Royal suffers an 

06/16/65: The USS Hartley (DE- 
1029) coll~des w~th the Norwcglan 
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Hanger I3~y I. The locker colntvns 
some 650 other flare>. udhch I ~ I I I ~  

In ourn. The resulu~ng fire l ak s  
duee holm lo concrol, kllls 44. 
destroys or d:mages s u  ucraft. and 
puis the caner out of ac.uon for sev- 
en1 mor~ths 

duectly ro the sh~pyard. Permlss~on 
was not granted but the capun  took 
the vessel there nonetheless .... A 
'special bngadc' was formed to 
r e p u  the submanne and part of the 
crew was sent to a s p t c d  center on 
an island ncu Murmansk where 
naval personnel wlh radranon 
s~ckness were sent to be acutd.... 
Those sent lo the ~sland dd not 
come back." 

Muifinh In Sugon hubor. South 
Vietnam. and sinks. mlsslon. Bnefmg pmc~palnK are 

told this happened at les t  tswo other 
times as well (see SR5flS enoy). 

collide dlunng underway replen~sh- 
ment at sea. 

the Hudson R~ver per In New York 
C I I ~ ,  none src hun. 

01/15/67: The South Korwn dle- 
moyer-exon Chungnam-Ho and 
ferry Hanil-Ho colhde off Sou~th 
Korea. smk~ng the ft:rry. lhlling at 
least 13. w~th over 60 musing. 

05R1/66. The USS Coral Sea 
(CVA43) an~d the USS Iwo Jima 
(LPH-211 hush bne:fly In San Dlego, 
Cal~fornla. causlng, slight damage. 

08/30/66: The Royal Navy dmel 
submanne HMS Rorqual suffers an 
explos~on off Mozamb~que whrlc en 
roue to Singapore. lolling two and 
Injunng 20 

01/14/66: The USS General Daniel 
1. Sultan (T-AP- 120) suffers exrcn- 
s~ve hull damage and a ruptwd fuel 
tank when 11 runs aground Ln shoal 
waur west of Okmawa. No 
casualties are reported. W. Sulllln 
IS refloated on IS January. 

11/03/66. The USS Tuu (S!S416) 
run~s apound on Frederick Reef In 
Ihe Cord Sea and is freed on1 6 
Novemtrr. 

01/27/67: The USS Essex (CVS-9) 
runs aground dunng mning opera- 
uons five mlles off Puem RICID. 

OSRU66: Th'e Royal Navy survey 
ship IWlS Vidal c~~llldes w~th Ihe 
freighter Honq Kolng Fair in the 
mid-Atlmte. Bolh are damaged, but 
slay afloat 

09101/66. The Royal Navy de- 
suoyer HMS Devonshire is m a 
collrs~on. 12/31/66: In the late 1960's (1966- 

67 accordmg to some accounls). the 
Soviet nuclear-powered icebreaker 
Lenin experiences a reaclor melt- 
down accordmg to raw CIA in~ l l i -  
gence repons, or at least a "nuclcu 
relued casualty" accodng to the 
U.S. Navy. The CIA repons suggest 
that up to 30 people may have died 
and many others were affected by 
radiation sickness. The ship is 
abandoned for over a year k f m  
work to replace the Lenin's three 
reactors wih two kg-. 

OU02/67: The USS Mchlorriu 
(DE- 1036) and USS Tombigblee 
(AOG-1 1) colhde d~vlng a oamng 
exercise 75 miles southest of 
Honolulu. Hawal. k~Ulng two and 
Injuring seven. 

01/19/66: An "actual nuclear inci- 
dent" a c u n  when Ihe nucl~car war- 
head on a terrier anti-air mi~uile sepa- 
rates from the mluile and drops about 
c~ght feet on the USS Luce @L(3-7) 
while the shp  is docked at ,Mayport 
Naval Station. Florida. It is recorded 
"there were no personnel czuualties. 
and aside from [he dent in  he 
wuhwd.no quipment wardlamagpi." 

l l/M/&j. A fish fue c u u r s  m a 
aonge ~companmcnt ctmtiunmg 011 
and hydraulic fluid four decks below 
the hangar dtxk of the IJSS IFran- 
klin D. Roosevelt (CVA42) whde 
Ihc shp IS on smon  In h e  South 
China Sea. Ulmg sewn. 

09/14/66. The West German 
lralnlng diesel submanne Hai smks 
In he  Nonh Sea In 140 feet of water 
175 miles nonhwest of WII- 
helmshaven. West Germany. during 
a storm. lolling 19. 

05R7/6(5: The USS Mars (AFS- I) 
is slightlly darnaged in a collis~on 
w~th h e  merchant ship Seiwa Maru 
in dense fog at the envance to 
Tokyo Elay. Japan. 

02/04/67: The USS Clarnagore 
(SS-343) collides w~th the 
catamaran Mango outsidle of !Sari 
Juan harbor. Pueno hco.  

06/03/66: The Royal Navy frigate 
HMS Calattra is in a collis~on. 

09/15/66: The HMS Resolution. 
the Royal Navy's rust Polaris 
nuclear-powered ballistic missile 
submarine, is launched at Barrow- 
in-Fumess. England. A week h e r  
cracks are reported to be found in 
IJIC sue1 hull similar to cracks found 
in other nuclear submarines built in 
Britain. The cracks occur in thick 
ueel welding. The Navy has known 
about the cracks ever since it was 
discovered that the original specifi- 
cation for steel for h e  submarines 
was not of high enough standard. 
The cracks do not mean the subma- 
rines will not go to sea. but if  there 
arc too many the metal will have u, 
be rewelded. And. if cracks develop 
qu~cker than expocud. Polaris 
submarines would require excessive 
amounu of welding when they come 
in for refits between patrols. 

1 1,/10/616: The USS Nalutilus (SSN- 
57 1) collides with the USS I W x  
(CVS-9) whde running submerged 
about 350 miles c u t  of' Morehead 
City. N~onh Carolina, during; under- 
waly replenishmen~t exercises. Both 
shr~ps return to port unassisu~d. The 
sulbmarine receives extensiv8e 
damage: to its sail area and gats to 
New London. Connccricut. 'The 
carrier sustains an open hulll cut in 
b: bout area and proctxds to 
NorfoUr. Virginia. 

01/22/66: 'Ihe missile tracking s h p  
USS American Mariner (r4GM-12) 
runs aground off Cape Kenmnedy, 
norida 

06104/6(5: Th~e USS Banner (AKL- 
25) collides vvlth d l  Soviet vessel 
Anemolmete~~ in the Sea of Japan. 
Both ships suffer nnlnor damage. 

02/11/67: The Roy,al Navy diesel 
submarine HMS Walrus, suffm a 
rue. 12/) 1/66: According lo raw CIA in- 

tell~gence repom. the Soviet No- 
vember class nuclear-powertd aaack 
submarine. Lcninskyj Komsomol. 
burns near the Nonh Pole somenme 
in 1%6-68. 'The accident involved 
crew members being burned inside a 
bulkhead that was locked from the 
outside on both sides. The fut was 
caused by a spark of oxygen and did 
not involve the propulsion uni~"  
'Ihe submarine was saved. The sub- 
marine "was one of several subma- 
rines which reached the Nonh Pole 
under ice. The expedition was pub- 
licized in the Sonet press at the time 
without menuon of the incident" 

0211 5/67: The Roy a1 Na,vy diesel 
submarines HMS Orpbaus and 
HMS Opportune collide at the 
e n m c e  lo Portsmouth harbor. 
U.K.. in darkness and heavy 
wearhtr. 

01/23/66: A U.S. Navy lank lambing 
ship explodes w h ~ k  docked1 in Ka- 
wasaki, Japan. Lri Uing four ,lapmere 
workas. 

W5/&5: USS St:~Iwart (MSO- 
493)  explode.^, burns, capsizes, and 
sinh at a piar in Sari Juan. Pueno 
Rico. The minawaper is later 
lowed u) Norfolk. Virginia. 

01/27/66: The USS Wasp (CVS- 
18) is extensively damaged during a 
stoh in the Canbbcan. 

06/29/66: The Ro:yal Navy de- 
stroyer IHMS Cam brim's acciden- 
tal firing ori IL Hong Kong village is 
inveaigatcd 

1?!/07/66: The UlSS Mlanle,y @D- 
9410) su~ffers an ac:cidenral slhell ex- 
pliosion and small fire while: in South 
Vieman. injuring: throe. 

03109167: A U.S. Navy nver patrol 
boat is rammed by a British freighter 
and split in two in h e  Siigon 
channel. Swth Vietnam. 

02/04/66: 'The USS Brinkllq BIW 
@D-887) and USS Wodddl (D'DG- 
24) arc heavily damaged in 8 
collision while forming for operia- 
lions in the Gulf of Tonlun. 

08/10/&5: Cracks in welds are dis- 
covered in thle Royal Navy nuclear- 
powered atku:k s u l W n e  HMS 
Valiant during the: final stages of its 
consuwxion ;at Barrow-in-Furncss, 
U.K. British !steel Ihrms say the 
cracks dlo not. rrprcscnt a serious 
suucturial failiure and are noc 
dangerous lo the vlessel or iu crew. 

I ;!/JO/fh. The USS Mlahnomen 
Count:y @ST-91 2) runs aground at 
Clhu L~II .  South V'lemam. I h e  sh~p  
IS decomm~ss~ont!d anld abandoned 
on 3 1 January 1967 after faw weeks 
of unsuccessful salvage effi~ns. 

03/13/67: The Royal Niavy de- 
stroyer HMS Londlon suffers; a fm. 

031 17/67: A five-mch arullerry shell 
accidenlly explodes aboard Ilk USS 
Manley (DD-940). causmg a1 fire 

and injunng five off Da Nan& South 
Vietnam. 

0311 1/66: The USS Summ,it 
County (LST-1146) mru a w r d  
while entering he inner harbor a~t 
Chu Lai. South Vietnam. puncturing 
the hull plating and flooding h e  
main engine room. 

09/16/66: The Royal Navy de- 
suoyer HMS Reltntlerr suffers a 
fue . 

01103/67: The Royal Navy de- 
stroyer HMS Caprice suffen a 
brakdown. 1:Zn 1/66: Accor~dlng lo raw CIA in- 

tell~ge~ice reporu. around 1966. a 
leak oc:curs "In the rwctor sh~eldlng 
of a [Soviet] nuclear submarine 
home based in Polyannyy" on the 
Kola P'enlsula. "As L~IC submarine 
entered the pon the ca~plainl re- 
q~uestad permiss~~on to proceed 

10/26/66: A major fue on the USS 
Orirkany (CVA-34) occurs while 
the canler is operating off V~emam. 
The fin starts when a crewman 
panics and throws a flare, whlch had 
acc~dently lgn~ied while bemg 
moved, into a storage locker located 
at the forward swboard comer of 

01/10/67: The Royal Navy d~esel 
submanne HMS Arnphion is in a 
colhsion. 

03/21/67: The USS La Salk (LPD- 
3) and the Israclr hre~ghlter Dcganya 
are In a mmor colh~s~on in fog off 
Cape Henry, Virjpnra. 

0811 1/&5: The Ro:yal Navy cruiser 
HMS T~iger fires a1 dummy shell into 
a dock wall. 

03/23/66: 'Ihe Royal Navy friga~te 
HMS Juno suffersa rue. 

01/15/67: A U.S. Navy 
rnlneswecper is hit by Ihe lrcigher 04/05/66: 'Ihe USS Alama~ (LSID- 

33) and USS Kawishiwi (ALO-1416) 
08/19/65: Rle USS Raleigh (LPD- 
I) bumps Ihe crulse liner France at 
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03/24/67: The USS Wupl (CVS- 
18) and the USS Salamonie (AO- 
26) coll~de whde rcfuel~ng cast of 
San Juan. Pueno RICO. No one was 
lnjurtd. but boh sh~ps todk "moder- 
a u  damage." 

05/28/67: A 750-lb. bomb explodes 
during ia l o h g  opcrauon on a Vi- 
emam-Imnd shy at the Us .  Navy 
ammun~oon shlpplng plers in Naval 
Weapons Station. Concord. Port 
Chicago. California. 

cnft b m g  rwdred for launch over 
V~eolam from the USS Forrestal 
(CVA-5%. The rocket mveh 
across h e  fllght deck, stnkes he 
fully-fueled drop tank of andher 
aucrafi, ;Lnd explodes. The rcsulmg 
rue k~l ls 134, damages or deslnoys 
63 arrcmf~. and puts he sh~p 
temporady out of acuon. 

12fi1/67: in 11%7 a Sov~et Novem- 
ber class nucltar-powered attack 
submanne hxi a m~shap In the 
Medrtenanem behcved to be reh td  
to ILS propuls~on system. The 
submanne IS t~owed. 

l o l l  3/67: The Royal Navy assault 
sh~p HMS I~mtrcpid suffers a faullt m 
a valve m he:r mun englnes. ukmg 
seved days to repau. 

11/27/67: Th~e Royal Navy de- 
stroyer HMS Diamond suffers a 
rue. 

12/18/67: Th~e USS Kitty Hawk 
(CVA-63) suffers a three-hour fucc 
whlch wascentered In an ivplane 
we stowage :uea whdc the sh~p IS 

docked m Sub~c Bay. Ph~l~pplnes 

lOC6/67 The USS Lexingtoo 
(CVS- 16) h~ts a wharf lhree umes in 
doclung m Ncw Orleans. Lou~s~ana 04120,167: An explosron a:cm in a 

gun mount aboard he USSi Bigelow 
(DD-942) opcramg In the Viemam 
area q m g  su. 

06101/617: In June the Royal1 Navy 
assault ship HMS Intrepid !suffers 
an overheated starboard turbme. ne- 
cessioling 12 weeks of repair in De- 
vonpornk U.K. 

01/09/68 The London 
repons thu he Royal Navy nuclar- 
powered ball~!,t~c mlss~le submanne 
HMS Rcsolut~oo reccnlly developed 
a defect In 16 elecmd genenlor 
whde on IG funal mJ5 in  the 
Ahnuc befor~e test m~ss~le finngs at 
Cape Canaveral, Ronda On 8 
Januuy the submmne was on he 
surface mhng back ro Faslme. 
Scorland. for repam U K. offic~als 
sa~d the repaus would not delay the 
Rcwlution's ,arrival at Cape 
CanaverJ. 

10/27/67: The USS Coral Sea 
(CVA13) suffers a rocket cxplo!ilon 
whde oper3ung m he Tonlun Gulf. 
off Vwmm. mjunng nme. 

08131167: The USS Simon B~olivar 
(SSBN-641) armed with 16 Polans 
m~ss~les colhdes with the target ship 
USS Bet~clgeusc (T-AK-260) when 
pracocinlg a torpedo a u k .  7C) mdes 
southw~. of Charleston. Soudi Caro- 
lina No one is hun. but Ihe Bolivar 
suffers almut S1 million damage IO 

its perix~ope and communications 
antennae. The Betelgeuse sulfers a 
hole in llrs hull. The Navy leUs a 
press con~ferrnce tha the m~ssiles 
aboard he Bolivar wen not armed 
and there was no danger of explo- 
sion or n~uclear radialion. The 
missiles !were undamaged the Navy 
emphas~z~s. The Bolivar surfaces 
and the crew cuts away a 4-foot- 
high. IS-foot-long Kcuon of the 
conning llower so h e  submarine 
could premed to pon 

12/23/67: I31e USS Kearsarge 
(CVS-33) sulifers a rue w h k  
docked In Sasebo. Japan. for h e  
holidays. killing thre and injuring 
two. 

05/10,167: Dunng joint maneuvers 
of laplylac and U.S.  flu^ ut ing 
place In the Sea of Japan dhe Soviet 
K o h l  class destroyer Beukdnyi 
scraper che USS Walker (DD-517) 
desp~te repeated warnings noc to get 
too cl~ose. Both ship sufftr minor 
damage. 

06(12/617: The USS Rep= (AH- 
16) is s~upcrficially damaged and the 
USS Tappahannock (A043) is 
slightly damaged when Lhcy collide 
during  routine underway replenish- 
ment olxrations off Vieowl. 

11/05/67 The Royal Navy nuclear- 
powered ball~soc m~ss~le submarme 
HMS Repullse goes aground In YYal- 
ney Channell. Barrow-~n-Fumess, 
U K . 30 mllnuus afvr her launch at 
Vlcker's sh~pyard. Seven lugs are 
rcqumd to pull her frce She then 
docks at the fitmg-out berth m Lk- 
vonshue Dark, Barrow. U K. 

32/24/67: The USS Guardfish 
(SSN-6 12) nlm aground on a reel- In 
Pevl fiarbor. Hawai The Navy 
says the vessel rested on a World 
War I1 bomb wh~ch m e d  out to be 
a sand-filled practice bomb. 

06/16/617: The USS Kitty Hlawk 
(CVA453) collidu with the USS 
Platte (AO-24) during nfucling 
wen of San Francisco. California. 

05/10,/67: The Royal Navy de- 
suoyer HMS Hampshire suffers an 
explo!uon. 

01/11/68: The French trawler Foon- 
alhmt snags rhe Royal Navy d~eu:l 
submanne HhAS Grampus In ~ t s  net 
in h e  Engl~sh Channel. The Gram- 
pus surfaces and boh crews spend 
more than h e  hours disentanglin~g 
ihe ncrs. 

12/25/67: The Qbservcr (1PI68) 
reports hat speculation is circulating 
[hat a U.S. nuclear-powered ballistic 
miss~le submarine suffered serious 
damage d u ~ l g  maneuvers in 
northem waters just before Christ.- 
mas. The U.S. Navy declines to 
confirm or deny the reports whlch 
come from un~denuficd sources at 
b e  US.  Naval Base in Rota, Spain. 
due u, security reasons. In London 
it was sugge!ited the damage was 
caused by priessure changes during a 
deep dive. 

1 1/12/67: ?he Royal Navy aircraft 
c m e r  HMS Victorious suffers ,a 
fire whde at drydock In Ponsmouth. 
U K.. wreckmg pan of the chief 
petty officers' mess and hllmg one. 

0511 1,167: For h e  second l h e  in 

r4 two days a Sonet destroyer and the 
141 USS Walker (DD-5 17) call& in 

rhc Sea of Japan. This second 
incident occurs when Ihe Soviet 
desaolyer "turned into and toward" 
h e  W'dker, and. according u, h e  
U.S. Ikparunent d Defense 
annoulncement. h e  two ships 
"brushed together." The LJniud 
Sues diliven what h e  Dcpracnt 
of Stale describes as a scvttn prous 
over h e  incident. which alpin 
involved a Navy task fom: conduct- 
ing anusubmarine warfare exercises. 

MR 11617: The Royal Navy frigate 
HMS B8hckwood is damagtd by ice 
floes. 

06/22/67: A steam line ruptures 
aboyd the USS Rakigh (LPD-I) ar 
it is being repaired while tht: ship is 
mooredl at Norfolk Naval Air 
Station,, Virginia. hll ing IWO. 

01/13/68: The Royal Navy diesel 
submarine HhAS Alliance runs 
aground and is stuck for three days 
on a rocky ledge off the Isle of 
Wight in the English Channel. 

11R 1/67: Navy sh~ps arrive at dhe 
scene of LIU groundrng of b e  USS 
Clarke County (LST-601) at DUC 
Pho. Viemam. observing  hat the: 
ship n now perpendculu to the 
bwch w~ th  ~lhe bow hrecdy into the 
sea and the sum anchored by two 
army Ianks. 

09/05/67: The USS Corporal1 (SS- 
346) collides w~th Ihe racing s,loop 
Media I V  in Block 1 d Sound off 
Rho& Island. The sl F p's owmer 
c l m s  the submarine rammed the 
sloop and left without offerinn aid. 
The Navy says che submarine was 
stopped d a d  when hu. 

061291617: The USS Cocooino 
Countjr (LST-603) loses all propul- 
sion and auxiliary power after 
sufferin~g two underwater explosions 
while off-loading near Dong Ha. 
Soulh Viemam. , 

01/22/68: Thle Israeli diesel 
submanne Da~kar w~th 52 aboard 
disappears in h e  easum Medilcn;a- 
ncvl2SO mdtx off Israel. The USS 
Turner (DDFI-834). USS Cooynp- 
ham (DDG-17). and USS Charles 
H. Roan (DDI-853) arc subsequently I 

d~vened to search for h e  m~ssing 
submanne. but 11 IS not found. 

12/26/67: Tihe USS Lynde 
McCormick (DDG-8) suffen an 
explosion wlule in Sasebo. Japan. 
injuring two. . 

11/24/67: 1 l e  Royal Navy aucraft 
c m e r  HMS Victorious suffers a 
fue, whde un Portsmouth. U.K. I t  IS 

confined to the tobacco store anti 
&age IS shght. 

09/10/67:: The USS l ~ u p  (C'VS- 
18) suffe~rs a rue In the combat in- 
formatior1 cenur whrle In drydlock at 
the Sou~h~ Boston Annex of the 
Boston Nlaval Sh~pyard. causirng 
minor daimage. 

05/26/67: The Royal Navy nuclear- 
powered alack submarine HMS 
Warspite suffen a waur 18& in one 
compiment while undergoing 
rouun'e maintenance i n  FwilPne. 
Scotland. The U.K. Minisvy of 
Defense says che "defect is not 
connected In any way with her 
nucleair  plan^ Her damage is slight 
and there are no casualtia.. The 
lealrage of water was brought 
qu~ckly under control by VYarspite 
hersel~f." 

07/L3/6#7: The USS Grccnl~ing 
(SSN-614) svrkes a buoy off 
Mngharm, Massachusctu. There is 
only minor damage and Iittl~: 
interuplion to uainmg. 

1213 1/67: Bdon  January 1968, the 
USS Ronqu~il (SS-396) reponedly 
narrowly avoids capture by Sov~et 
naval forces while engaged in a Ho- 
lystone mtellligence gathering 
mission. Thlc submanne caught lire 
near the Sov~et coast and was 
surrounded by Soviet desuoyen 
which attemlpud to force 11 to 
surface. The: Ronquil eluded the 
Soviet sh~ps and escaped IO safety 
(also see SRSPS envy). 

11/LJ/67: The U S nucleu- 
powered cargo sh~p S~vannah 
spnngs a 1e.k m 16 reactor auxlllvy 
cmlmg syslcm off New Jersey. The 
Aromc Energy Commiss~on and the 
Mmurne Admln~smt~on wy no 
rad~oacuve materials escaped as a 
result of the leak. The shlp retuned 
to Hoboken. New Jerrey, for replvrs 

01/27/68: The French d~rsel 
submanne M~incrve w~ th  52 aboard 
sinks in he Med~tenanean off Tow 
Ion. 

07/24/67: The Royal Navy  inshore 
mlncswupcr HMS Birdham suffen 
a fue. 

10/01/67 The Royal Navy assault 
shlp HMlS intrepid svls for uca 
mals. bur w~th~n 48 hours IS forced 
to return IO Devonpon. U K . when a 
leak devclops In a steam p~pc. Iahng 
five or s1.r days to rcpw. 

01/30/68: The USS Seawolf (SSN- 
575) runs a p u n d  whde submergled 
approx~matsl y 65 m~les cast of Cape 
Cod, Maswclrux~o, and damages, 

07/29/67: A Zun~ rocket is i~nadver- 
tendy fired from one of seve:ral arr- 
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imonths So~v~et atmk subrnannes 
lhave Ian off overseas U S Polaris 
submvlne pons. andl hat U S. sub- 
manrles have been glven "wip~ng 
off '  missions to prevent llhe Sotviet 
submvlnes from folllowincg Ihc 
Palms b o ~ u  These misslons 
apparently can get quite nough,, 
amounung IO what o~ne officer wys 
IS "underwater ch~cken." w i ~ h  U S 
and Sonel[ subrnannes ~ I I  on 
coll13,1on courses un~d the "chscken" 
turns away "P~sunnably h ~ s  IS 

what happed"  to llhe U S and 
Sov~et submmes. 

0911 3/68: A shell goes through Ihe 
ngging of a trawler in Lyme Bay off 
D o r ~ t .  U K., dunng Royal Navy 
gunnery pracuce. 

01/01/69 Dunng the 'winter - !he 
French uawler Belle Poule catchles 
lhc Royal Navy diesel subrnmne: 
HMS Porpoise in its nleis off he  
U K. or France. 

iu ndder. Thae are no injuries and 
the submvine r e m  to Groum. 
Connecticut, for repun. 

Depyur~ent of DefenSC reveals m 
1981 that m he S p ~ g  of 1968 a 
nuclear weapons accident occurred 
In he  Atlanuc, the &talk of whlch 
remam class~fied Desp~u: the 
Penlagon's qulvocation. his is 
taken to refer to h e  Scorpion and. 
nevenheless. 11 IS generally known 
hat w o  nuclear-med ASTOR 
torpedoes were on board when he  
submanne sank. 

0411 1/68: A S c w l  tliesel-powered 
Golf class balIi!itlc m ~ s s ~ k  subma- 
rine sinks about 750 miles &west 
of the island of Oahu. Hawui, in 
about 16,0100 feet of water, killing 
approximsuely 80. lln late March 
1975 numlerous papers c ~ y  s m e s  
on he CIA'S attempt. called 
"Project Jennifer." to raise he 
submarine: in thr summer of 1974 
using the !rpeciidly clonsvucted 
Glomar E:xplorer deep-warr sal- 
vage ship. Part of lhrc submarine is 
raised on 4 July 1974 The subrna- 
rine was cawyilng hrct nuckar- 

1 O/l9/68: The Royal Navy nuc leu- 
powered atrack submvlne HMS 
Warspite is damaged by Ice d u n g  
exercises In the North Athnuc. 
suffenng slight dmage 10 16 
conning tower and supersmcture 
The Royal Navy says there was not 
nsk of "radioacuve leakage." The 
s u b m m e  returns to Faslue. 
Scotland. for repars. 

01/J 1/68: The USS Rowan (DD- 
782) is slightly damaged whe~n it is 
struck by the Soviet merchant sh~p 
Kapitnn Visiobokov in the Sa of 
Japan about 100 miles e y t  of 
Pdrang. South Kaca There ue no 
cawalues. but the destroyer sluffen; a 
three-foot hole above the wa~crline! 
in he  pon bow. 

01/14/69: The USS Enterprise 
(CVAN-65) suffers eaplosi~ons and a 
fue dunng I &  two-and-a-half-da:y 
Operauond Readmess Inspectloln 70 
miles souhwest of Pearl Hxbor,, 
Hawu~,  k~lllng 28 and lnjulvlg 343. 
The Cue s u m  when a uxwr  used to 
s u n  aucraft is backed unde:r h e  
wing of a F-4 Phantom rurcraft 
loaded with Zun~ rockets. The 
uactor has a small jet (engine 
mounud on its rear, the hoc. exhalust 
of which IS put directl y on113 a Zuni 
rocket's warhead. In about a milnure 
h e  warhead cooks off. spralying 
shrapnel over the flight deck, 
puncturing tanks and !iluling fires. 
The fires cause orher Zuni crockels 
and 500-lb. bombs loaded on planes 
and piled on deck to cook off. 
exploding planes, blowing holes in 
the solid steel deck, and spi~lling 
aviation fuel from punctured fuel 
stonge tanks. The calplain of thc 
ship recalls his concern over 
conraining the rue to b e  af't part of 
Ihe flight deck. since !io little fut- 
fighting equipment wiu on the fllight 
deck. commenting "If the fire had 
spread to Ihe hangar dleck. we could 
have very easily lost the ship." De- 
spite the lack of equipment he  fire 
IS successfully conwined and after 
three hours burns itself out. where- 
upon the ship proceedls back to 1Purl 
Hubor. Damage includes 'I5 31rcraft 
destroyed and 17 damaged. 

06(03/68: Shells from the Royal 
Navy fngate HMS Arethusa fall 
into fumland. 02101168: Early 1968 (shon1:y after 

the Pueblo war seized on 22 llanuary 
1968) 'Ihe USS Scrgeant Jaitpb IE. 
Muller (AG-171) loses power and 

1 1/12/68: The Royal Navy diesel 
submarine HMS Alliance suffers a 
rue. 

07/03/68: The Royal1 Navy survey 
vcssc:l HhlS Fox suffers a gas acci- 
dent, lullmg one. 06/12/68: The USS Wasp (CVS- 

18) and the USS Truckee (AO-147) 
dnfu toward Cuban w u t n  under 
emergency protection of combat au 
p a d .  After several failures, the 
ship is towed to safety by its 
escorting besmycr. 

armed ballistic mismks and un- 
named oflicial w c r s  arc qwned as 
saying the: evidence also suggesu 
that nuclear-tipped bapedoes were 
on board. 

am badly damaged in a collision 
during underway replenishment off 
the U.S. cast coast. 

06/13/68: The USS Waldron @D- 
699) and the USS Kiowa (ATF-72) 
collide during operations off the 
U.S. WI COasL 

06/15/68: We USS C-tot (AO- 

0810 1/68: The USS Caliccnte (AO- 
53) runs aground on a mud bank 
while entering Auckland Harbw. 
New Zealand. The older I S  pulled 
clear w~th no hull damage. 

11/26/68: The USS Hancock 
(CVA-19) and the USS Camden 
(AOE-2) collide dunng undenvay 
replenishment off Souh Vietnam. 
There are no injuries but the 
Camden is slightly damaged. 

OU)6M8: T?IC USS Bacbe (DD- 
470) drags anchor off Rhoda 
harbor. Greece, in h d c a n e  [force 
winds and mru aground OII rtxls. 

04/13/68: The USS Independence 
(CVA-621) colhdes with UR USS 
Wrangelll (AE- 12) off South 
Carolina tlurinlp underway replenish- 

08109/68: The USS Von Stcuben 
(SSBIN-632) colhdes wid1 the towed 
com~nercial tanlrer Sealaldy about 40 
miles off the southelm Spanish coast. 
The Von Stcuben was suibrnerged 
when struck or was s ~ c l k  by ia sub  
merged to~w cable conncc:ting iB tug 
and the Scalady. The submarine sur- 
facu; imn~ediatcly and then co~llidcs 
with the mwed ship. Thc: subrnarine 
sustains minor external damage to 
Ihe supersaucture and rniain &xk. 

12/30/68: An inquiry Into an explo- 
sion aboard h e  Royal Navy de- 
suoyer HMS Antrim is held. 

splitting Ihe ship from sum UD stern. merit, damaging boclh ships slightly. 77). carrying 130.000 barrels of jet 
but he= arc m suious injurks. O h  fuel, is badly damaged in a collision 
17 Febnlary Lhe ship suffers lfunhtr 04/15/68: The USS Scorpioo with the merchanl ship Copper 
damage in a two-day storm. The (SSN-5891) colllidu 'with a buge State in fog off Sanu Cruz. Califor- 
ship is so badly damaged. mhu during a s~torm in Naples harbor, nia. m e  tanka loses 20 feet of its 

1213 1/68: Late 1960s - Reporttdly 
a U.S. government official is briefed 
about a collision between a U.S. 
submarine engaged in a Holystone 
intelligence gathering mission and a 
N o h  Viemamesc minesweeper in 
the Gulf of Tonk~n. The 
minesweeper sinks w ~ h n  minutes 
(see SR5175 envy). 

lhan refloated it is decommissioned Idy .  The sublmarinr was lbngside bow. 
on 26 February. the barge which was used as a buffu 

between the submarine and a n o k  
U.S. warship. :The barge and the 
Scorpion's stem came together and 
then the barge was rwamped md 
went down. The Scorpion rearmed 
to Naples cn 20 April and diven 
descending to  untangle a fishing line 
from iu  plropelkr made 8 parlld 
inspcctiai of h andl reponed no 
damage. 

06/16/68: U.S. Air Force F 4  jets 
sink a US. patrol boat and atack the 
USS Boston (CAG-I) and the 
Australian destroyer Hobart near 
the demili~arized zone off Vietnam. 
mistaking the ships for low-flying 
enemy helicopters. 

02106/68: A U.S. Navy rcsc~ue shp  
sinks after being hi1 by an enrant 
Bullpup m ~ u i k  launched fram an 
A 4  Skyhawk rirrnft during frrinll 
exercises neu Point Mum. Califor- 
nia. There are m injuries. 

0811 5/68: Two smaJl furs occur 
aboard the Royal Niavy nuclear- 
powered iatuck sub~nann~e HMS 
Valiant whde 11 is In dock at 
Chatham, U.K. Damage to thle sh~p 
is shght and there are no casuiilties. 

1213 1/68: Accqding to raw CIA 
intelligence reports. in 1968. a Sov~et 
nuclear submanne sinks off Severo- 
rnorsk on h e  Kola Penisula. killing all 
Won board.Thesubrnvine wasover- 
due from palrot. and after waiting one 
or two days auhoriues initatcd a 
search. Divers found the submarine 
on the bollom of the estuary to the 
Kolskiy Zaliv. When the submarine 
was recovered it was determined hat 
all food had been consumed and it 
was estimated the submarine had been 
at the locauon for 30 days. 

01/22/69; The Royal Navy cruiser 
HMS Bhke suffers a hre. 03/18/68: The USS T beodo~rc 

Roorcvtlt (SSBN-600) runs 
07MU68: The 
repons hat several monhs ago a 

08D 166. An East German naval 
vessel collides w ~ h  a Sw'ed~sh ferry 
and smks off Denmark. Six East 
Gennan salors are reported missing. 

aground while submerged off rhe U.S. nuclear-powered attack 
coast of Scodmd. Then weFe no 05/09/68: The USS Guadalcrnal submarine coll~ded wilh a Soviet 

02/19/69: The USS Chopper (SS- 
342) plunges to the %:a bo~utom <after 
suffering a control casualty off Cuba 
on a rouune mining ~missi~on. 
mjunng two and cauwg minor 
damage to h e  submanne. 

injuries. but the bow of the slubma,- (LPH-7) IU adrlft oflf Nonh Carolina 
rine is damaged. due to r bwnetl out bearing in the 

propulsion system. 
04r09168: The USS Robert E. Ltn 
(SSBN-601) mags rhe neu af he 05/27/68: The USS Scorpion 
French rnwlu Lorraine-BrrUgace (SSN-589) slnlks about 400 miles 
in the h h  Sea. causing the luawlcr southwest of Ihe Azores. killing all 
to lose consldenble amounu; of 99 men on boaud. 'The U.S. 

submarine. causing sevae damage 
to rhe U.S. vessel which spent two 
months in Rou. Spain. for repau. 
The Navy declined to comment on 
the story by the paper's mililary 
cwespondent who quoted a usually 
relnble source. The reporter noted 
that 11 IS known that dunng recent 

09/08/68: The USSI Duuglas H. 
Fox (DD-779) suff'ers a rue en 
route to Charleston,, Soulh Carollna. 
killr~ng two and injuring :six. 
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05/10/69: n e  Swedish dice1 
submarme Sjocbpjocrnen hits the 
bonorn afur &vmg too fast and Suf- 
fers slight damage. 

OS/IS/ti9: The USS Guitarro (SSN- 
665) urdergomg Cmal fitang-out at 
Ihe San~ Francisco Bay Naval Ship- 
yard at Vallejo. Cahfomla sinks in 
35 feet of waur next 0 thc pier. NO 
fusmnable maunal is on k w d .  The 
report of thc U.S. C o n p u  House 
Armed S e ~ c e s  Subcommiute con- 
vened c investigate the acculent 
charges culpable negligenu: on rhe 
pan of shpyard workcn mponsibk 
for rhe submanne: two civiltian 
work cnws pumped waur ilnto fore 
and dl. sections of the boac neither 
crew knowmg what the &u was 
doing. 

OSRSh69: The USS King (DLG-10) 
suffers; a fuz In the fucroonn whik 
opcnolng off Nonh Vietnam, lulling 
four. The ship proceeds to ~ihe Phil- 
ippmna far repam. 

05R6/69: The Japanese fishing 
vessel Tayo Maru surkt af'ur 
collidrng with a Soviet patrol boat 
which was chaung it off h e  Kurile 
Islands, eight are rescued 

051271'69: The Royal Navy cruisu 
HMS B4ke suffen anuhcr tire. 

06/01/'69: The USS Lowry (DD; 
770) suffen a gun explosiam dunng 
a d i n g  missmn off Puento R i a .  
kdling; one and injuring eight. 

06/01/69: In June a Japanese 
freighller passing off De-Kiwi in the 
Tanar SUOI is sevaly hit rrnd 
damaged by dozens of splunm from 
a Sovi~et mlu~le, which Ihe Japanese 
govennment laur ~dentifiks u a 
Sovia SS-N-3 Shaddock cmisc 
missile. 

06/02169: The USS Frank E. 
Evan!i (DD-754) colhdes w~th the 
Ausuirlnn aucraft c m e r  Mcl- 
bourne In the South Chum Sea 

approximately 650 miles m~hwes t  
of Marulla. cutting the destroyer In 
two. The bow section of the Evans 
sinks In b u t  IWO minutes. killing 
74, wtuletheaftsecuonof the 
Evans is quickly secured alongside 
thc Mcllbournc. The colltsion oc- 
cuned during the SEAT0 exccrcisc 
"Sea Spint" 

06/12/65): The Royal Navy aircraft 
cvner HMS Ark Royal sufficn a 
frre in a Devonpon dockyard, U.K. 
wlule urldergoing an extensive 
overhaul. 

06/13/6!9: The Royal Navy dliesel 
submarine HMS Rorqual bump 
into che USS Endurance (MSO- 
435) while dockmg at River iPoint 
pier in Siubic Bay. Ph~lippines. 

07r0816'9: The USS Cambria 
(APA-36) yd USS Sbadwelll (LSD- 
15) collide off Malo dunng ir night 
exercise. 

O7/l 5/69: The USS Forrestal 
(CVA-!i9) suffen a small. Iodized 
rue w h ~ k  h e  ship is in the Nlorfok 
Naval S~h~pyrrQ Virginia 

08109169: A Japanese fi8in;g boa 
cdlida with a Soviet pwol boat off 
Holdui~Q. Lulling 1 1. J ~ p m  R&U 
Soviet claims the fh ing  boiu 
v i o W l  Soviet territorial wrstn, 

08/22/619 The USS Coral S i r  
(CVA43) collides wilh a t q  and 
Navy huge in San Fmiscc)  Bay. 
CaliZonnia, injuring om barale 
cmwmaUI. 

09104/619: The USS Dewey @LG- 
14) suflkrs an explosion and tire in 
Ihe biller room while prepring to 
sad fro~m Toulon. Frmce; killing 
rhne. 

09X)S/619: Ihe French trawler 
Pointe de Barfleur catches the 
Royal Navy besel submarine HMS 
Onyx in iu nets about20 miks 
nonh-northeast of Cherbourg in the 

Engllsh C'hannel. The uawla riaced 
some resisiunce when it hauled; up 
IU neu. A flare was seen shooting 
up and hen the submanne broke the 
surface. Mer  some explanation che 
two boau went theu way. 

09108169: ' h e  USS Lcxingtou~ 
(CVS- 16) suffen a rue m a bol~ler 
room as h e  ship is in drydock in 
Bosron. Nksachusetts. Injuring two. 

09108169: The USS Intrepid (CVS- 
I I) runs aground off Jarnestown. 
Rhode Islmd. but is freed d u r  two 
hours. 

10/13/69: The Royal Navy nuclear- 
powered balliuic missde submarine 
HMS Reclown collides with (he 
Lnsh mottx vesscl Moylc as it is 
surfacing during h e  night in the 
Mull of Kintyn off !he west ctwt of 
Scdand. The U.K. Navy Dcplart- 
ment says, damage was slight and at 
no time was there a risk of a nuclear 
explosion. There are no casualltics. 
Apparrndly the Renowm was 
carrying out work-up trials prepara- 
tory to ping om iu firu o p t i o n a l  
cruise in rr few wech ,  but was not 
carrying amy missiles. 

10D0169: 'Ihe Royal Navy de- 
stroyer HMS Glamorpan fuwi a 
missile w!kh l a d s  near a farm. 
causing damage. 

1013 1/69: Fdl 1969 - repofttdly 
18 monLls prior to 3 1 March 197 1 
- a U.S. submarine engaged ~m 
Holyslmie inulhgence gathering 
operations is beached for aboult two 
hours off the Soviet Union's cloast. 
creating concern in he  US. Na- 
tional Sa:uriry Council b a a u ~ r  of 
the possilbility of an inurnatioinal 
incident id the submarine is dhrcov- 
end (see 3 0  1/11 and 5125PS 
enoies). 

1 111 0169: An unarmed rorpedlo Cued 
from a R~oyd Navy submanne on 
exercise ~ m w l y  misses the Qydc 
ferry Co~rntcss of Brcadalba~nc in 
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the Loch Long. Scotlmd. The U.IK. 
Mmsuy of Ckfenw says the 
torpedo's mechamsm went wrong 
h e r  bemg Cured correctly on course. 

l l/l4/69 Rle pew Yo- (71 
6/15) reports the USS Grto (SSNI- 
61 5) colhdes with a Soviet submil- 
mc the rughl, of the I4 or 15 of 
Novemlxr IS to 25 m~les from the 
entrance of h e  W h ~ u  Sea m the 
Buenu Sea A crewmember 1s 
quoted as uymg the Gato was 
suuck In Ihe heavy plaung that 
serves as a prorccuve sh~eld arou~nd 
the nuclear rt!xmr. but the ship SUS- 

mned no serious damage. However 
h e  stup's weapons offiur ~mmuh-  
ately ran down two decks and pn:- 
pared for ordrn to arm a nuclear. 
m e d  SUBROC anusubmanne war- 
fare mrrs~le zmd lhrec nucleu-arnned 
torpedoes. The accident reporudlly 
occurrtd durmg a Holyswnc operra- 
tlon (see SR15flS). According to 
former Cato crewmemben theu 
commandmg, officer was ordered to 
prepare false reports showmg the 
submame h;id suffered a breakdown 
and Mted Ici patrol two days prilor 
to the colln~on. The Gato's cornl- 
mmdmg offilcer refusd to comrrlent 
when he was, conwcted due to 
secunty reasons 

1 1/14/69 Tlhe Royal Navy &esel 
submanne HMS Otter stnkes a '20- 
foot wooden ferry In thc Manchester 
Ship Canal. U.K. The two passen- 
gers UI the fwry jump inlo the wiaur 
when lhey we the oulllne of h e  <sub- 
m m e  b a n g  down on them. The 
submmne s~nkes the ferry a Irgh~t 
blow. shghlly damagmg the ferry. 
The men sw un safely to shore. 1The 
Otter was olne of four submarines 
on a four-day goodw~ll vlslt to 
Manc hester. 

12/12/69: The USS Parsons (DD- 
949) colhdes w~th the Fdipino 
fishng boat Orient off swlhern 
Caldornw. The Orient sinks but its 
crew is rescued. 

12/27/69: The mmuniuon aboard [he 
merchant shp  Badger Stale comes 
loose and expllodcs when a big wave 
bows the shqp on iu side 1.500 miles 
n o h a t  of Hawari as it 1s en route, m 
V ~ e m m  wih a cargo of ordnance: 26 
arc dead or mrssing. The sh~p  is 
rocked by expilos~ons and fire for 21 

week, leading Ihe Navy lo abandon 
salvage plans. The shp  subsequndy 
is sunk w~th gunfire. 

01/10/10: The Royal Navy nuclear- 
powered attack submanne HMS 
Dreadnougblt encounters senous 
problems at dw Rosylh. Scolland. 
dockyard dunng the rust nuclear re- 
actor refueling at a B n ~ h  yard, dc- 
layrng the connpleuon of the refit for 
at least ten months. 

01/10/10: A !Soviet Foxmot class 
diesel-powere:d submme  loses 20 
feet of its bow secuon in a colllsbn 
somewhere l n  rhe Mebtenanean in 
January. Repons variously atnibute 
Lhe accident UD a collision with 
anolher Soviet naval vessel or wi~h 
che Italian liner Angclina Laura 
near the Bay of Naples. The 
damaged sublmarine was anchoredl 
off Morocco ~m early February ant1 
deparvd into the Allantic with an 
escort on 7 February. 

01/10/10: The USS Shangri-La 
(CVA-38) su~ffers a Cue during ualin- 
ing off Jacksonville, Florida. when 
an A 4  Skyha~wk aircraft parked om 
h e  fl~ght deck ~gnitu.  killing one. 

01/17/10: The USS Volador (SS- 
490) and the Japanese fre~ghter 
Miyabimc hllaru are Iighdy 
damaged in a collls~on at h e  mou~th 
of Tokyo Bay, Japan. 

OIRlnO: The USS Yancey (AKA- 
93) is dnven Lhrough a section of the 
Chesapeake 13ay Bndgc-Tunnel by 
strong winds,, which tore it from i u  
anchonge near h p m n  Roads. 
Vuonia. No injunes are reponcd on 
the stup or on h e  roadway, but h e  
roadway is cllosed lo traffic. 

OIR9/70: The USS Natbanael 
Grcene (SSBN-636) IS  grounded for 
seven hours in th~ck fog m Char- 
leston hubor, !South Carolma The 
Navy clovs the harbor whde the 
s u b m m e  is n:floated. Officials will 
not my whether any Polms m~ssdes 
an on board. but a Navy spokesman 
says there apptas to be no bnger (of 
nuclev lealwgrt or reactor diunage. 
The next day llhe Navy says the shp 
suffered no damage. 

02/10/10: A Bullpup mlss~le aboard 
thc USS Bon tiommt Richard 
(CVA-31) crac:ks and 1- tomc 
gases and hqu~ds when I& pneu- 
matic hoist faills and drops it on he  
deck of h e  weapons magazine whlle 
the ship is berthed at Naval Sutmn 
Nonh Ishnd in San Dlcgo. Callfor- 
nu. A Navy spokesman says the 
mlu~ l e  is capable of cvrying a 
nuclev warbead but was not 
belcved to be armed 31 h e  time. 
Two hundred crewmembers are 
evacuated from the surrounding 
an= and the rest of the 3500-person 
cnw smds  by to u k e  the ship m 
sea if necessary as a precaution. 
The broken racket motor is safely 
Illted out of the ship and msferred 
to the dock. 

02/10/70: Thc: USS Scmmes (DDG- 
18) is heavily damaged and the USS 
Samuel B. Ra~bcrts @D-823). USIS 
Charles F. Atiams (DDG-2). and 
USS Ycllowst:one (AD-27) are 
shghtly damaged when a Greek 
freighter si&s,wipes the four ships in 
Naples hubor, Italy. 

02/10/10: Co~lncrdendy, minutes te- 
fore h e  Bullpup mlss~le drops In al 
starboard magpzine. an elecmcal fire 
breaks out in ;a pon s~de  magazine 
aboard lhe USIS Bon Hommc Rich- 
ard (CVA-31) whlle the shlp IS 

docked at Naval Au Slauon Nonh 
Island. San D~lego. Cahforn~a. 

02/1 1/10: Th~e Royal Navy diesel 
submarine HEdS Auriga suffers a 
battery explori~on while submergcrd 
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11/04/10: A bolder rcmm e:xplos~on 
occurs aboard the USS Coldsbor- 
ough (DDG -2011 su hours out of 
'Taiwan. ULng two and mjunng 
liour. 

remaned alongside. U S naval 
authon~es in Holy Loch and London 
drsm~ss any suggestion that a nu- 
clear explos~on aboard the Canopus 
could have occurred or that "even a 
remote danger" from mtss~les a 
other materials ex~sted "We have 
dnlk and precauuons which rule out 
any danger wharsocver." the London 
spokesman says. There are precau- 
uons aganst every evenrual~ty in 
Holy Loch." The fire was brought 
under control after four hours 
Three men were lulled and the cause 
of the fire was unknown U S Navy 
documents record that "damage was 
extensive m the small area In which 
the fue was contained." but "repain 
were effected on siu and Canopus 
was never 'off h e  line"' 

O2X)3/11: The Ra~yal Navy dlesel 
submarine HMS Opportune 
colhdes with an um~den~ufied 
merchant vessel irr the Engl~~sh 
Channel while rurlnmg subnnerged. 
rtcelving slight silpersmmuue 
damage. 

in the G i b r a h  area during; NATO 
exercises. Ten people are injured. 
but the vessel surfaces safely and 
returns to pon. 

05/19/10 An inquiry IS held into a 
fm aboard the Royal Navy mine- 
layu KMS hdanxman. 

07/30/10: Suspccvd sabotage to the 
mam geYbox of the Royal Navy nu- 
clear-powered attack subrnanne 
HMS Conqueror In the find swges 
of cornpleuon at the Cmmel Larrd 
sh~pyard Bukenhead. U.K.. 6 under 
invesugauon. The sh~pyard says the 
damaged gearbox does not affect 
nuclear safety as 11 IS separated from 
the reaclor compmenr 

05/28/10: Tlhe USS Daniel Boooe 
(SSBN.629) pmcxding on its ~n i t a l  
sea malls collides with the Philippine 
mereham shp Prtsidtnt Quezon 
off Cape Hemruy. Virginia. The 
submarme incurs minor damage. but 
che Prcsiden~t Quaon receives 
extensive damage to her bow. 

M/13/10: The USS Point Defurnce 
(LSD-31) and USS Poochiatoula 
(AO- 148) are slighlly damaged in a 
collis~on during refuehng opcraltions 
nonh of Hawiui. injuring d'uee. 

11/09/70: A Soviet Kot l~n class de- 
woyer and Ihe IRoyalI Navy aircraft 
camer HMS Ark Royal c~oll~de in 
h e  eastem Medmnanan. The Ark 
IRoyal IS only sl~ghlly darn~aged. 
lwhile the Soviet ship i s  badly 
xraptd along hcr pon side. 

02/12/71: The USS Great !Sitkin 
(AE-17) arrives uinder  ow a,t 
Roosevelt Roads, Puenro Rico. 
having lost power off  he Virgin 
Islands when four spnrlg bemngs 
wiped. Sabooge is suspxu:d. 

08@4/10: The USS Rogers (DD- 
876) collides wirh a Singapore- 
bound commercial tug In the South 
China Sea Thcre are no injuries. 

03,Q4/10: The Fmch  diesel sulb 
marine Eurydice explodu and sinks 
during dive 35 miles east a~f Tallon. 
kllllng dl 57 crewmen on IboardL 

O5/3ln0: The WestGermandesuoyer 
Bayem suffers a ,gas explosion in an 
empty munilions rloreroom, nppmg 
a hok in the side of the ship. hll ing 
one a d  injunng two. 

11/14/10: The IJSS !Seawolf (SSN- 
:575) :suffers a breakdown in the en- 
gine room main drain south of 
Guanmamo Bay. Cuba. en route to 
~lhc Pacific. It sulrfaccs dead in the 
$water and asks for assistance. The 
IUSS 'Blandy (DID-943) gets under- 
,way to rendezvous and escort or tow 
[he submarine. The next thy the 
!submume is able to ~corra;t h e  
iprobl~em itself and gets unsderway on 
its own power fior G~mtuiamo. 

02/19/11 Water lbreaks Inlo he  
French d~escl sub~mmrie Flore when 
a valve of the snorkel clev~ce 
malfuncuons as the ~ubmanne 
cruses submergetl at a depilh of 15 
to 20 feet off Toulon. The subma- 
nne surfaces. but wavlr had dam- 
aged its electrical clrcullu, and the 
englnes could not be s t m d  The 
submine is slowly towed lo 
Toulon through rough seas. 

03/19/70: 'Ihe USS Orkck @D- 
886) collrdcr with the USS; Neclhcs 
(AO47) during underway replenish- 
ment off the coast of Victnum. The 
Neches loses iu starboard side 
replenishment capability. 

08/19/70: A Sov~et vessel repon- 
edly quipped wuh electronic 
surveillance gear wpsues in Ihe 
Nonh Sea, near where NATO 
ships are maneuvering as part of 
exercise "Minflotex 70." Before the 
NATO ships could come to its aid. a 
Soviet tug m k  u her in tow. The 
ship sinks in heavy seas on 25 
August 

06101f110: The Royal Navy oiler 
HMS E:nnerdale sinks after running 
agroun~d in  llhe Seychelles. 

01X)lPl: The USS Sphinx (ARL- 
24) loses power about 120 nautical 
miles northwest of Ohnawa. 

03ROPO: The USS McKttan ODD- 
784) and h e  USS Cacapon (A(>-52) 
suslain minor damage in a col1i:sion 
dunng undrmay replenishment off 
Okmawa 

06/13/70: Th1eUS:S Little Rock (CLG- 
4) is in a minor collnion wilh the 
Greek tlesuoyu Lonzhi in the Gulf 
of Lactmia off Greece during the 
NATO exercise "Dawn Patrol70." 

0 111 5 / 1  1: U.S. Navy barge loaded 
w~ th  diesel fuel sinks off Puerto 
Rico and spreads a mde-long oil 
sl~ck. 

O3/01/1 1: In March thle USS 
Detroit (AOE-4) coll~tles with a 
Navy oiler 70 miles of,f the South 
Carolma coast. Damage wzi slighr 

11/1600: The IRoyall Navy dc- 
:suoyer HMS Fire catches fire during 
"'Lim'e Jug 70" ccxercixs. 

08f20/10: The French hesel 
submarine Galatee and the South 
African diesel submarine Maria von 
Riebecck collide on be surface off 
Toulon. France, killing four. 

06/18/;10: The U:SS Eugene A. 
Greeoct (DL)-71 1) and the USS 
Waca~mawl (AO8- 109) arc in a 
minor collision in the eastern 
Meditelrranean during refueling 
operations. 

04/12/70: A Soviet Novunkr class 
nuclear-powered submarire sinks in 
the Allantic Octan app:oxunau:ly 
300 miles nonhwest of Spain. (On 
11 April h e  submarine is sighted 
dead in the water with pcrsonrw:l on 
deck trylng to rig a tow lire to  two 
actompanying Soviet ships. By the 
morning d 12 Apnl U.S. Navy P-3 
patrol planes find only two oi l  slicks 
on the surface when the submavine 
had been, and the submarine is 
considered lost at s a  Thc occi~dent 
is believed to be related lo, a problem 
in the nuclear propulsion !rystun. 
After the sinking Soviet survey 
vessels reponally guard llhe arts 
almost con~inuously for six months. 
Thereafter routine patrols are cion- 
ducted until 1979. afur wlhich only 
occasional visits are made:. 

01/19/11: The USS Roark (DE- 
1053) is badly damaged by an 
engine room fue in the western 
Pacific. The sh~p is taken in tow by 
h e  USS Towers (DDG-9) toward 
Mdway Island from whence it will 
be towed to P a l  Harbor. 

1 1/21/10: The IRoyal Navy frigale 
HMS Ulster is idamaged by hittlng a 
Swan~wa, U.K., quay. 

03/26/11: The Royal Navy aucraft 
camcr HNS Albilon suffers a fault 
in a dnve shaft bearing and returns 
to Portsmou~h. U..K.. for repairs. 

0911 1/10: The Royal Navy nuclear- 
powered atlack submarine HMS 
Dreadnought suffers an air pipe 
fault, delaying its sea trials. 

11/2Bl/10: The 1USS Sylva~nia (AFS- 
2) and the USS Concord {(US-5) 
arc slightly dunaged m a icollis~on ~n 
Rota. Span. when the Sylvaoia 
aaem~pu under ]pilot to mcmr 
along,s~de the Concord. 

07108/70: Pin inquiry is held into 
the fut: W u d  the Royal Navy 
aircd~t camier MMS Eagle. 

03i3 Iff 1: The Pcw York  TI^ re- 
porn lhal a U.S. Navy Sturgeon 
c h u  nuclear-powered atock 
submanne coll~des with a Sov~et 
submanne 17 nau~t~cal mile!; off h e  
coast of the Sovret Unlion whde on a 
secret reconnassimce mission as 
pan of the Holys~one submar~ne 
~ntelllgence gathenng opercitlons 
(see 5RSPS enq0 

OlROfl I :  The USS Wasp (CVS- 
18) and USS Chukawan (AO- 100) 
collide whde refuel~ng southwest of 
Bermuda. . 

09/18/10: The Royal Navy coarlal 
minesweper HMS Wdverton col- 
lides w i h  a yacht on which a family 
was spending i a  holiday, smhng the 
yacht at its moorings in Grwt Yar- 
mouth harbor. U.K. The fam~ly 
leaves the yacht de ly .  

07/17/70: Pi sailor is found guilty of 
causing a power rfailye aboard b e  
Royal Navy fnga~tc HMS A j u  . 

11/29/10: Fire break.s out in a 
baggage storeraom un lhe stern of 
the submarine tender USS Canopus 
(AS-34) while i t  is in the ]Holy Loch 
submarine base. Scodand. The 
w-1 repwts bat it was 
cvrylng nuclear-armled missiles and 
that two U.S. nuclear-powered 
ballis,uc missile subnnmnccs, the 
Francis Scott Key (.SSBN-657) and 
Jamcs K. Polk (SSEIN-@IS), were 
moored alongside. I he  Francis 
Scott Key cast off, b~ut thc Polk 

01~24f7 1 : The USS Hamner (DD- 
718) and USS Camden (AOE-2) 
collide during underway repienish- 
ment m the Gulf of Tonkin. 

07/25/70: Pi fiuer at the Chatham 
Naval Dockyard. U.K.. working on 
Ihe Royal Nlavy nuclear-powered at- 
lack suibmine FIMS Valiant re- 
ceives a radiatior~ dosage when he 
accide~ntally inhales radioactive 
material. According o the Mnisvy 
of Defense. the fl~tur "feels no ill 
effects and seems to be well." but is 
banned for ;a year from further work 
involving radioactivity. 

10101/10: The Royal Navy aircraft 
cmer H M S  Ark Royal suffers 
faulu to ~u fl~ght-deck machinery 
and has to renun to Devonport. 
U.K., for unscheduled repiws. 

02X)2/11: The French nuclw-pow- 
ered ballistic missile submarine Re- 
doutable collides with a fishing 
uawler off Brest. France. The 
uawler 1s holed. but the crew is 
safely picked up by a French navy 
escon vessel. 

01/03fl1 m e  Royal Navy nuclear- 
powered alack submanne I-IXIS 
Conqueror suffers flood~ng due io a 
fvlwe of matenal wh~le In a fitting- 
out basin In Cammel L.aird shipyard. 
Bukenhead. U.K . over the week- 
end. Fmmen and1 yardworkers spend 

04R0/10: The Royal Navy fngate 
HMS Plymouth coll~des with IJK 
French fngate Enseigne dle Vaiscau 
Henry. 

10/14/10: The Royal Navy aucraft 
camer HMS Eagle IS sent into 
drydock after a cotl~sion 
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about 17 hours pumping seven feet 
of waur out of the submuine. 

07101/11: The  ROY,^ Navy diesel 
submanne KhdS Artemis s ink  
without warnrllg while mloortd in 30 
feet of water at Gospon. England. 

1011 1/71: The USS Talbot (DEG- 
4 )  suffers an engineering casualty 
and o towed by the USS Skylark 
(ASR-20) to Newport. Rhode Island. 

such uunsfer!r m the past. aldhouglh 
none were dcrlosed. bru also nome 
werc of suffic~ent sue bo endlvlgar 
anybody. Reporudly h e  Navy 
&vclowd this; acc~dent only when 
rumors o f  a n~uclear lnc~ident s w d  
cuculaung m New London. 

02107P2: The USS Wahoo (SS- 
565) susmns damage to iu starboard 
shaft when it collrdes w~th Qums 
Pier m Hong Kong afur being 
carried by a udal current. 

03/16/12: The U S Navy repons the 
rare srghang of a Sowet YYlkez class 
nuclear-powered ball~suc tnrssrle 
subrnanne on the surface north~cast of 
Iceland. It was not clear whetlher d ~ e  
submanne was In ddficnlty. 

04Rlfll: A Cueofelecmcalal#in 
and s h m  duralron occurs aboard the 
USS John F. Kennedy (CVA-67) in 
he Vuginia Capes area 

07/10/71: The: USS; Con~stellation 
(CVA-64) suflkrs a one-lhour ma- 
chinery room ITue whde ~moorcd v 
San Diego. California 

10/15/11: In m~d-October Ihc Royal 
Navy a~rcraf~ camer HMS Ark 
Royal suffers a rue whrle in 
Ponsmouth. U.K. 

02/19/12: The hull of the USS R e -  
server (ARS-8) IS cracked in hrec 
places when 11 sulkes a rock while 
entering Ponsmouth. New Hamp- 
shm. harbor during stormy weather. 

Oj/1 1/12: The USS Beojjamu~ 
Franklin (SSBN-610) coll~den w~lh 
and smks a tugboat 31 the Gencrd 
Dynarn~cs Elecmc Boat Dwrsnon 
docks at Groton. COMWI~ICUL The 
submme .  bemg overhauled a u  the 
sh~pyard. was not damaged. 

0SX)lfl I: The Royal Navy de- 
stroyer HMS Sbemeld suffers an 
explosion as it is fitting out. ltiltin~g 
several workmen. 

l2/7 I f 7  I On two occasions in 1517 1 
defecuve U Si nuclear-lpwered bal- 
lutlc m~ssde submme dlstress 
buoys a:cide~ntly shoc to the surface 
s~grulhrlg the: submarines had been 
suck by enemy xuon and w~ch set 
off "a massive U.S. alen." rauslng 
b e  "~hrtxu of accidental war " A 
spokesman for be  Pentagon 
adrnrtud there had beer1 two 
~nvoluntary neleases m 1971,, one In 
the Med~urranean and one m the 
Nonh Adanus. But m leach case. he 
mud. Ihc subrnanne ~nftwmecl ru 
home b2ue ~rnmed~ately and 'There 
was no J e n  of any lund." O m  
r e l a x  was due to a mechanical 
problem and one 10 a human error. 
The Navy smd technical conecuons 
h d  beern made slnce 1971 ICI 

prevent a reclunence of the accrden- 
' d 1aunc:hings. 

01/'16/1:2: T?le USS Allbtrt IDavid 
(DIE- 10150) colkdes wrdh a N~onh VI- 
e m m u e  junk In the Gulf of fonlun 
and two people from the junlk are 
lost 

07/16/11: An unidc:ntifitxl U.S. 
Navy ship spills 40.000 gallons of 
oil off New York. subsequently con- 
taminating h e  wawrtionu of Coney 
lsland and S u m  Inland. New York. 

IO/2lfll: The Royal Navy aircraft 
camer HMS Ark Royal suffen a 
second fm  while rn Ponsmouth. 
U.K.. taking six hours to conuol. 

02/23/12: The USS Sbreveport 
(LPD- 12) and USS Nashville (LPD- 
13) are slightly damaged m a col- 
Ision dunng exercises in the 
Caribbean. 

05106/11: The USS Bigebw @El- 
942) suffers a possrble momentary 
gmundmg while en route lo an mr- 
chorage in Aarhus Bay. Denmark. 
causing minor damage. 

1012617 1: The Japanese fishing boat 
Minato Maru collides with an un- 
identified submarine in he  Sea of 
Japan about 300 miles nonhwest of 
Niigala. Japan. 

04/16/12: Two anwadmuon 
miss~les inadveruntly Cued by a 
U.S. support i w d t  explode r l e v  

rhc USS Worden (DLG- 18) whde 
the shp  operates off V~emam, 
kdling one. mjuring nine,, and 
putting the ship out of acuon. The 
shrp proceeds to Sub~c Biay. Philip- 
pines for ten days of rcpaurs. 

07L27fl 1: USSi Harlan R. 
Dickson (DD.708) runs aground off 
Cape Cod Cand, Nlassachuxm. 
after a mechar~ical Irailur~e, but is 
fncd the next day. 

02/24/12: A U.S. Navy P-3 Orion 
pauol plane sighu a Soviet Hotel I1 
class nuclear-powered ballistic mis- 
sile submarine on 1hesurface600 miles 
northeast of Newfoundland. The 
submarine had an apparent nuclear 
propulsion problem which resulted in 
h e  loss of all power. Several dtaths 
arc rhought to have occuned. The 
next day the U.S. Coast Guardcutter 
Boutwell sights the hsabled subma- 
rine in company with five Sovia ships. 
An offer of assistance by he Boutwell 
receives no reply. The Soviet ships 
start back to thc submarine's home 
base through heavy. s m y  seas. On 
18 March the submarine is still slowly 
moving across the north Atlantic now 
accompanied by nine Soviet ships and 
the U.S. CoescGuardcuau Gallatin. 
On 5 Apnl. the West Guman Navy 
repons the submarine had reached its 
home waters in Ihc Whte Sea. 

05106/11: The USS Haluoo @CL 
832) collides wih the Soviet fleet 
tug Diomid in the Korean StmiU.. 
causing mina w a g e  but no 
injuries. The Hansoa conjcctum 
the accident was caused by r 
deliberate attempt by Ihe arg (with 
an icebreaker bow) to ram the 
HPNOO. A sliding collision. 
however. was the only ~ I L  

10/30/71: The USS Benjamin 
Stoddert @DG-22) suffers a four- 
and-one-half hour fur in the motor 
g m e w  set room while undergoing 
overhaul at Pearl Harbor. Hawaii. 

08/15/11: The USS Saratoga 
(CVA-60) suffers flooding in an 
engine room while anchored off 
Alhcns. Greece. 06/28/12: The USS Oriskany 

(CVA-34) and USS Nitro (Mi-23) 
an in a mmor collisron during 
underway replenishment 150 
nautical miles c u t  of Da Nang, 
South Vretnam. 

08/17/11: The US!; Resplus (AF- 
57) is severely damaged when. 
suuck by typhmn 1Rose. it is tom 
from iu  moorings and tossed 
aground on Kiau Yi C h u  lsland near 
Hong Kong. 

10DIfl I: The USS Niagara Falls 
(AFS-3) is slightly damaged by a 
main deck Cue whrle moored at 
Hong Kong. The Cue is laur 
demined  c be caused by anon. 

05108P 1: A Nationalist Chi- 
khing boa sinks off Kaduiung,, 
Taiwan. when it aaempu lo pas 
between the tug USS Molah (Alms 
106) and iu tow ARD-22. srriking 
fvst the bridle and then the bow t>l 
the ARD. 

07106/72: 'Ihe USS Guadalulpe 
(AO-32) susmns damage to its bout, 
bridge. and fueling probe in a 
colhsion with the USS Alamo 
(LSD-33) 30 miles nonh of D;a 
Nang. Souh Viemam, during 
underway replenishment when the 
Alamo's rudder jams hard left, and 
does not respond 

IIIOlnl: The USS Hardhead (SS- 
365) suffen minor smctural 
damage when it is s m k  by an 
Italian feny in b e  Straits of 
Messina. off llaly. 

08ROn1: Thc USS Sarrrtoga (CVA- 
60) suffen another (engine room flood 
shody afer kavinlg Athens. Grrece. 
where repair tiom n sim~ilar flood d 
15 August just was comlpletcd. 

01/24/12 The USS Sam Horse 
(SSN-669) is grounded for two 
hours w h k  outbound from Char- 
leston. South Carolina. 

06107fl1 : The Frcnc h escort ship 
Surcouf and the Soviet t a n k  B I ~ .  
rrov collide in h e  Meditamnan 60 
miles south of Cartagem Spain. U 
night, cuuing the Surcouf in half ud 
killing nine. The front half inks. 
but h e  stem section is taken in tow by 
he French destroyer Tutu. 

12/29/11: The USS Dace (SSN- 
607) inadverundy d~scharges 500 
gallons of wuer used as coolant for 
its nuclear reactor into the Tharnes 
River at New London. Connecticut. 
during a rouline water transfer 
between the submanne and the USS 
Fulton (AS-I I). The Navy says 
measurements in be  area showed 
"no increase in radioactivity of the 
environment" ocr the following day 
and claims the coolant conLains a 
"very small amount of radioactiv- 
ity." Navy sources at the Pentagon 
acknowledge here have been a "a 
few" leakages at he  base during 

09108/11: The Royal Niw y diesel 
submarine HhdS Qdin suffers a Cue. 

0110 1/12: ln February the Royal 
Navy &eseI s,ubmmne HMS, 
Alliaoctt's erlgme room beg~ns to 
flood while ~lhe sh~p u submccrged 
duing a ma1 &ve off Plymouth. 
U I< . m the Englfih Channel1 Thc: 
submanne touches the !seabed at 122 
feet alter bv~rng too stocply due t 
Incorrect mnlming in response to the 
fluod~ng; The Alliance leav~cs Ihc. 
bottom ,after bounc~ng off the 
seabed. 

02/25/72: The USS Beacon (PG- 
99) suffers a large hole and an 
engine room flood after collidmg 
with the Dutch fishing shrp Syri- 
name east of Cape h s i .  Cuba. and 
is towed to Guanla~mo Bay. 

07/10/72: The computer system of 
rhc USS Forrestal (CVA,-59) IS 

damaged by a fue deterrnmed to 
have been caused by arscm wh~ile h 
Norfolk. Virgina 

09/26/11: The US!S Holldcr (DD- 
819) runs aground momentarily in 
Viques Passarge off PUCM Rico. 
There is no damage. 

06Ll8fl I: The w i n g  of a valve ~mp- 
tures filling the engine spaces with 
steam aboard the USS Trtaton 
(LPD-14) while the ship is undcrge 
ing shakedown training in the 
Gu~ltanamo Bay, Cuba, operating 
area. lolling four and seriously 
injuring seven. 

09/30fl1 : l h c  Royal Nirvy diesel 
submarine HhdS Alliaact suffers a 
hydrogen buildup arnd explosion in a 
battery compautment due to a faulty 
vendation system while in Poru- 
mouth. U.K.. killing one: and 
injunng 14. 

07/19/12: Damage to the rcdu~caon~ 
gears of the USS Ranger (CVA-61) 
whrle in San Diego. Cah~fom~ai, is 
detennmed u, have been cauuxl by 
sabolage. 

0311 5/12: The USS Joseph Hewes 
(DE- 1078) loses power about 600 
miles east of Jacksonville, Florida. 
when a main enpne line shaft 
bearing breaks in stormy seas. 
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0 I/? 1/73 13e USS C'rsca~de ( A D -  
16) exlrneilces flood~~ng and sm~all 
fires In pon at Sigonellla. I~aly. 
S4~bowge IS suspxted. 

an e n g m  room tire on Ihc USS 
Agerholm (DD-826) wh~le the stup 
is off San D~ego. Cal~fornia. lulling 
b e e .  

04/05/13 While sadinp in d ~ e  Vur- 
gmia Capes area. the USS Inde- 
pendence (CVA-62) suffers a 45- 
minute fin in a calapult venihuon 
system whlch affects IU, operauonal 
readmess. 

07RW2: The USS Orbkany 
(CVA-34) bscs a p rop lkr  and a 
sawn of the propellu's tail shaft 
while operating m Ihe Pacifr, llhw 
limiting the carrier to three engines 

nuclear ndlvlon xcldent whde on 
patrol off the eastern coast of Nonh 
Arnenca The accident involved 
lealrage from a nuclear-armed 
torpedo m h e  me-Torpedo  
Deprunent In he forward vcuon of 
h e  subrnmne. Repondly. "Doors 
were ~rnmcd~ately s a w e d  m 
accotdance w~th  regulaoons and 
some crew members were trapped 
wlhin h e  space where Ihe nuclear 
h a o n  kakage occurred." 

10/25/72: The U!SS S C L O O ~  (SSN- 
592) is slightly damaged when it 
slnkes boaolm in Dabo'b Bay. 
Washington,, whrk on a celebraum 
run. The subrnanne sulrfaced 
without any problems. 

0?/10/13: The USS F i r f a x  County 
&ST- 1 193) is holed by an unchvtcd 
reef during amphib~ous exercises off 
Cxbonuas.  Spun, but is able to 
conllnue participation. 

0lC2f73: The USS 0;afislb (SSN- 
613 1) suffers; bottom damage after 
nlnrung hard aground at Charlesston. 
South C~rolhna, whde proceed~ng to 
sea 1 3 e  submume IS pullled free 
by tugs and mturns o the dlcck. 

07ROfl2: A ullor who is said ID 

have slaned rues aboard the Rolyal 
Navy f r i g u  HMS Puma because 
Ihe f a t  lieutenant goc on his nerves. 
is scnunced by a Pommouth. U.K.. 
cOun.m&. 

01/10/13: The USS Guadaliupe 
(AO-32) runs aground off Harbor 
Island In San D~ego Bay. Califomla. 
no reponed mjunes 

02/23/13: The USS Franklin D. 
Roosevelt (CVA42) suffers minor 
damage from a bnef h e  m the 
hangar deck whde the caner  is 
undergoing rtsmctul avadhl i ty  in 
mypon. Florida. 

10R9/72: The U!SS Sa~ntoga 
(CVA-60) slrffen a marhme room 
fue while in pan at Singapore. 
killing Ihrae. 

01/23/73 The Royal Navy fleet 
alullimy Scarab coU~~des vv~th llhe 
Cleddrlu ffing ferry at Neylland. 
Pembroksh~ue. Wales An engirleet 
om the ferry. wh~ch c r o w s  the 
Cleddrlu R~ver.  IS bun when the 
Impact threw h ~ m  agalnst tlhe 
emglnes. 

0 1 E l P 3  The USS Guardnih 
(SSN-612) experiences a pnrnvy 
coolant leak whde running sub- 
merged about 370 mde!; south- 
southwew of Puget Sound The 
submmne surfxes and IS venulated 
and dexonmnlnated. and repaus tlhe 
casualty unassisted Four crewmen 
arc uansfemd to the Pu~get Sound 
Naval Hospital for rnonttonnig. 

08/16/12: The Royal Navy diaul  
submarine HMS Onyx suffen a fuc 
s t a d  by chemicals while undt!qo- 
ing refit at a Ponrmoulh. U.K. 
dockyard. causing slight damag,e. 

IMWI2: The USS Roteus (AS- 
19) experiences a blast in a boilu 
room while In Peul Harbor. Hawaii. 
suffering only slight damage. 10/30/72: The U!SS Florikan (ASR- 

9) suffen a I5re iia a forward hold. 
killing one and injuring anocher. 0311 1/13: The USS hlanitowoc 

&ST- I 180) expenenccs a bnef fire 
in a pump room wlule in pon at 
Little Creek. Virginia. There are no 
injuries. 

IU13/72: The USS Ranger (CVA- 
6 1) suffers a fire m the main ma- 
chinuy room whde the ship operates 
off Vietnam. The fi takes two 
hours to conmi. 

10101/72: The USS Newport N e m  
(CA-148) suffen an accidental ex- 
plosion in a gun tunel while 
operating off V u m .  killing 1,9, 
rnjuring e n  (one monally) and 
puuing Ihe ship out opendon. 

10/3 1/72: While the UlSS Mis- 
sissinewr (AO-14) is geuing 
underway. sabotage is discovered in 
Ihc ship's boiler s~ysmn which is 
shut down before damage is 
incumd. 

01/23/73: 'Ihe Royal Navy frigate 
HEMS 1Scyllia collides w~th ia Tamas 
River rferry beween Plymouth and 
Torpo~mt in the nver. The ferry0s 
hull is split near the bows. leavi~ng a 
Itwee-hot-wide gash from handrail 
to watcrlinc:. The Ingate c~ontin~ued 
d~own  river for the sea. 

MR3fl3: The USS Fo~rce (MSO. 
45) carches fire and smks about 
820 miles west of G u n ?  m die 
Phihpplne Sea. Sevenw crewmen 
who abandon the Force are pcketl 
up the next day by the Bnush 
merchant s h p  Spratncs. 

03/27/13: The USS Hammerhead 
(SSN-663). openting c u t  of h e  
Vlrpnia Capes area at about 300 
feet, svllres a submerged object of 
unknown nature thought to be non- 
metallic. perhaps a whale. 'Ihe 
impact was heavy enough to be 
heard and felt throughout the ship. 
There was no drremable damage. 

123 1/72: According to raw CIA in- 
ulligence reports. probably in De- 
cember 1972 or January 1973 an un- 
determined accident during Soviet 
naval operations cripples a Soviet 
nuclear-powered submarine in the 
A h t i c .  Reportedly. he submarine 
is towed "a a speed of two lo three 
knots" for six weelu to Severomonk 
on Lhe Koh Peninsula. aniving in 
February 1973. Also. 'The crew 
members trapped in the forward 
space initially consumed dry rations 
[hat were permanently stored in the 
companment and htu they received 
food thrwgh a small opening from 
he weather deck. Upon arrival at 
Severomorsk, crew members were 
perrnitud to debark the submarine. 
Several men 64 shonly afiu the 
accident, & e n  later .... The 
maprity of the submarine cmw 
members suffered from some form 
of radiation sickness." 

r 10105/72: The USS Mizar 0- 
AGOR-I I) and the U.S. Coast 
Guiud cuncr Edisto collide abalut 
720 miles nonh of Iceland in the 
Gnenland Sea. as he Edisto WIWS 

 he -led Mizar. W h  m 
disabled and are in danga d k:mg 
beset by ice. 

11103/72: A, flash f m  in the after 
rue room d the CJSS Hendenon 
@D-785) pru Uut Nurnkr 4 boilu 
out d comrn~issian. However. the 
ship continu'es operations off 
southern Cdlifornia. 

01R3173: 'The Royal Navy hgiates 
hL!tS IRu~s~elI and HhdS H.ardy col- 
lide wllh minor damage in Ports- 
mouth harbor. U.K. as they manleu- 
ver for a formalion departure. Eknh 
c80nlnud  bo theu exe:rcix area. 

OSRlfl3: The USS Sturgeon 
(SSN-637) slnkes h e  botom of Llhe 
ocean suffering minor clamage whde 
operating in deep water during a 
dive off the U.S. Virgiri Islands. 
The Navy says &ere wen no in- 
juries to Ihe crew and tlhe sub- 
muine's nuclear power plant was 
not affected. The submmne put into 
the nearest U.S. pon at Fredmksted. 
St. Croix. under iu own power. 

11/12/12: The UlSS K~retcbmer 
PER-329) while emsling he At- 
lantic is forced to divert to Ponu 
Delgado. k:ms. after SUIfuing r 
series of miutuiPl casualties. 

03/27/13: The USS Greenling 
(SSN-614) goes below its safe 
diving level wh~le training about 250 
miles northwest of Bermuda because 
a needle on a depth guage sticks. 
The true depth is disclosed on 
another gauge before the submarine 
reaches a depth that would have 
crushed her hull. On 30 March the 
subrnanne amves at its homepon of 
Groton. Connecticut. On 10 Apnl 
Lhe Greenling docks at Ponsmoulh 
Naval Shipyard. New Hampshue. 
for a lhorough check. 

lOlwn2: The USS Tul l ikc  (SSN- 
597) co~hdes with he West cknnan 
freighter Hagen as it is cruisinll jut 
b a m h  h e  surface about 150 
nautical miles east of Cape h e m s .  
Nonh Carolina, during m y  
weather, causing slight damage to 
b e  submarine. The collision &l mx 
impair the opedons d either !hip. 

0 1 R7173: The USS Ilasoa (AR-8) 
suffers minor damage when s m ~ c k  
by Ihe Japanese cargo ship Kor~o 
hlaru while en route from Sarcbo. 
Lapan. to Keelung. Tiuwan~. 

11/14/12: The Royal Navy frigzlc 
HMS R w e l l  is dlamaged in r gale. 

1 1/15/72: The UlSS Preserver 
(ARS-8) cornpleuts a nnonth-bng 
oms-Allano~c tow of die USS 
Brumby (DIE-10114) from Gnenock. 
Scotland. to Charlesion, Souh 
Carolina. after b c  Bru~mby suffers 
damage to its seam gene-. 

o ~ m m  'me uss ~ r o ~ o v r o a  (:Ao- 
64) IS slightly damaged by a Cut: ap- 
parently of elecmcal origi~n wh~le in 
pon at Sublc Bay. Ph~lippines. 

05/28/73: The USS Ctiarlc!~ Berry 
(DE-1035) and a Japanese cargo 
ship suffer mlnor damaige In a 
co l l~s~on  in Kobe hubor. J J~WI .  

10/11/72: The French diesel 
submarine La Sirrne sin& at its 
moorings afur emergency bul)Lhcad!i 
fail 10 prevent am inrush of w a x  
through an open torpedo a r k ,  rho 
rrpoctcd injuries. 

Ol?X)5/73: 'The USS Basilone (DD- 
824) suffers a boller room explosion 
during uarning 120 mdes !routheart 
o~f New York City. lolling seven. 

06/03/13: The USS Hull (DID-9.115) 
suffers a minor fue in ;in air condll- 
uoning unit while in pon at San 
D~ego. Cahforrua. 

01X)S/73: The USS Henry B. 
Wilson ( D f f i  -7) while oulslde 
Saigon. South Vietnam. suffers an 
in-bore pnmature explosion in 
hIount 51 which desuoys a foot of 
he b m l  and Injures two crewmen. 

04/04/13: The USS Beacon (PG- 
99) runs aground at Beaufort Inlet. 
N o h  Carolina, during "Exouc 
Dancer VI" exercises and IS re- 
f l o a ~ d  the next day. 

I U)I/72: According to raw CIA m- 
telligence repom, in December a 
Soviet nuclear-palwered submarine 
from the Nolnhenr Flec:t suffen a 

IORZn2: The USS S i l v  Bent (T. 
AGS-26) is badly damaged by 1Tue 
whde conducting swedlance off 

012J371'13: An explos~on o~f  fuel 
I~&ng from a brokeln plpt seLS off 

06/01/13: The USS Hiipbec (DD- 
806) suffers h m ~ g e  tot its sonar 
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dome when 11 IS groundcd flor five 
hours at Sub~c Bay. Phihppines. 

06mP3: The USS Skipja'ck (SSN- 
585) hits an unchvted x a  nnounl. 
during "Dawn Patrol" exerclxs in 
tht h-leditemnem Sea. The 
submanne suflen minot damage 
and proceeds on Ihe surface to 
Soudha Bay. Creu, for hull inspec- 
tion. 

07/14/13: The USS Robert H. 
McCard (DD-822) damages its 
sonar dome when it runs aground on 
an unchmed sand bar whlle exlting 
Tmpa Bay. Florida. 

07/17/73. The U S. Army R:exnre 
transport sh~p Hickory Knoll 
collides wilh U S Coast Guard bt~oy 
tender Firebrush In Baltimore 
hubor. Maryland. shortly after 
bcmg freed from a sand bu. Ne~ther 
ship IS ~ n o u s l y  damaged. 7 t h  
Army says h e  Firebrush falled m 
concede the nght of way. 

07/;18173. The Cmdian besel 
submmnc Okanagan and the unker 
Grey Rober collcde off the !icotush 
co~bt, no reponed inpncs. 

08103/13 The USS Victoria (M:- 
281) expenences an engtne room 
fue while benhed at Eire Basin. 
Brooklyn. New York. delaying iu 
wrling by two week in order to 
mdte repairs. 

09105fl3: The U.S. Defense Deprm- 
men[ reports chat a damaged Soviet 
Echo I1 chss nucku-powered cruise 
missile submmne har been sightad 
in the Caribbean south of Cuba with 
an e~ght - fm gash in the pon bow 
deck. This is apparently the result of 
a collision w~th anorher Soviet shilp. 
perhaps a cruiser with visible 
xnpes on IIS hull. during maneu- 
vers of the Soviet Caribbean ~ s k  
force. The Pentagon spokesm~an wid 
he submanne did not appear to be 
in dulger of sinking. 

09/22/13: Thie USS Saratoga 
(CVA-60) exlxnerlces a rue on the 
th~rd deck, between the flight deck 
and the hangar deck. wh~ch lalres 
nine hours to cextinlgu~sh wh~le he 
ship is in drydlock su Norfolk, 
Virpnh. 

10/07/13: The Soviet k i n  class 
gu~ded missile: destroyer 252 ac- 
c~dently rreleasiis a l~rpcdo after an 
explosiorr in a torpc:do tube while 
shadowing lhel Royal Navy aircralt 
cvrier HMS Hermes during NATO 
"Swift Move" exercises in the Nonh 
Sea. Other torpedoes an jetlwned 
to clcv llhe t u t ~ s  ncxu the fire. 

11/01/13:: A U.S. Navy 100-foot 
underwater de~molidon team's vessel 
rams a minisulbmarirne in San Diego 
harbor, Califom~a. ;is both vessels 
are returnling 113 Coronado amphibi- 
ous base from routine exercscs with 
40 other vcssells. killing one. 

2 3 A fin, pmbably due to a 
fuel h e  failure. occ:urs in the main 
engine room on board the USS 
Kitty Hawk (CVA.,63) while the 
ship is 700 miles east of the Phihp- 
pines. k~llling six. 

12/12/73: Anexplosion ripsduough 
the sock  ID^ the USS Detroit's(A0E- 
4) after erigine room, causlng much 
material dlarnage while b e  ship is in 
Newport. Rhodle Islmd. for repan 
and upkee:p. 

12/29/13: An oil slick I I miles in 
length results when ;a fuel rank of the 
USS Pvt ,loseph F. Merrcll (T-AK- 
275) is opened in a c:ollision with he 
Liberian fireighter Poarl Venture off 
the Califocmian corrsr~ The Pvt 
Joseph F. Merrell is towed into San 
Luis O b q o  Ba~y the next day while 
the oil slick dissipau:~ at xa. 

OIX)8/lJ The USS Kittiwake 
(ASR- 13) recelves minor hull 
dunage in a collision w~th the USS 
Finb~ck (SSN-670) at the de- 
stroyer-submarine plers at the 
Norfolk Naval Base. Vlrginn. 

OlRlP4: The U.S Navy says it n 
invest~gating possible ubowge In 
the cutdng of elecrncal wires in the 
USS Spadekh (SSN-668). which i s  
undergoing a one-yur overhaul in 
the Norfolk Naval Shipyard, 
Virginia. Elecuicd wires on the 
submarine had been cut several 
umes since the fall of 1973, prompt- 
ing the Navy to investigate. 

02/13//4: The USS Curke (DD-783) 
experiences an electrical fue while 
operaung in  the Okinawaarea, which 
damages a sw~lchboard and associ- 
aud equipment and injures two. 

02/14/14: The USS Schofield 
(DEG-3) suffers a propulsion 
casualty and IS taken in  tow by the 
USS Bainbridge (DLGN-25) neu 
the entrance of the Red Sea in the 
lndnn Ocean. Repirs are com- 
pleted the next day. 

CJ107fl4: The USS Wyandot (T- 
AKA-92) is in collis~on w~th mer- 
c h t  ship Sacramento Venture off 
the enoance to Keelung. Taiwan. 
There were no casual~ies. 

01/17/14: The Royal h'avy nuclear- 
powered ballistic missile submanne 
HMS R tnom smkes the seabed 
while carrying out an exercise in the 
Flnh of Clyde. The submanne had 
just completed an expensive rcfit In 
Rosyth but was not cvrying nuclear 
warheads. The capcain. Commander 
Robm Whiteside. faced a coun- 
muual on I l June. 
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04/25/14: The USS DuPont (DD- 
941) collides with the left swing 
span of a bridge at Yorktown. 
Virginia. The ship suffers damage 
10 the forward mu1 while the bridge 
is closed to u W ~ c  for about an hour. 

05,lI)lfll. Ln f i y  the USS [Pintado 
(S!jN-672) reporu:dly collides 
almost head-on with a !Sonet 
Yankee class nuclu-powered 
bdll~wc mlss~le mbmanne vvhde 
cnmng, 200 feet deep run the 
aplproaches to the Peuatpavlovsk 
naval b;ix on the Kamcchatka Penin- 
sula. The Soviet submmne <surfxed 
~mmed~atcly. but rlhe extent d 
damage was not knowrr. The 
Pintado departed from the auea at 
top undenvater speed and prmeeded 
to G u m  where 11 entered drydock 
lor repalus lasung seven wmls. The 
colLsiorn smashed much of the 
Pintado's deecucon sonar, a1 

starboard s~de torpedo hatch1 was 
jarnmd shut and d~ving plarne 
received moderau: dm~age. The Pin- 
tmdo wias on an in~tellig,ence gather- 
11-18 mlsslon in Soviet terntonal 
waters. 

0510974: The U!SS Jalllao [[SS-368) 
expenences an explos~~on in the en- 
gine room while providing services 
in the Ciuanmam80 Ba,y, Cuba. oper- 
aung area. An elecuical arc igniud 
the engine room m~lrnos~phere causing 
a quick flash. The submarine 
surfaces and reruns to pon neehg 
mrlnor repaus andl soot clean-up. 
Sixteen1 crewmembers are hospital- 
ized with smoke ~~nhJ;ition effecls 
and one with bums. 

05R3n14: An explos~on In the hold 
of USS John R. (Craipl (DD-885) 
under overhaul in drydlock iit a 
c~vd im~  shpyard at SIII~~ I s h d .  
Oregon. rocks tht destroyer and 
buckles its plates. injurnng 118. 
Weld~ng was being done m the area 
wlhere the explosrlon oc:curn:d. 

0i1R7/;14: The USS Enterprise 
(CYAN-65) sufkrs a IFue i r ~  an elec- 
mcal maintenance y e , a  off Callfor- 
nn. no reponed rnjuncs. 

0 3 1 :  A wJve swcxps over the 
fo8nvucd deck of the USS Hawkins 
(DD-8'73) as 11 IS rtfucling from the 
USS hllarias (T-AO-57) in the 

Indian Ocm, injunng seven. An 
emergency vint to Diego Swez, 
Madagascar. i s  made so the men can 
be treated a1 a hospid. 

08105fl4: The USS Lipan (ATF- 
85) colLdes with h e  onker Atlantic 
Prestige between Vancouver Island 
and Washington whde towmg 
another vessel. 

0813 1/14: The Royal Navy coaslal 
minesweeper HMS Brinton collides 
with a museum ship. 

09101/14: The f is t  and only 
Japanese nuclear-powered merchant 
ship, the Mutsu, develops a reactor 
leak during its fust vst voyage in 
h e  Pacific. The leak3ge appmnlly 
resulu from a faulty deslgn in  the 
reactor's shielding system and 
involves the release of radiation - 
gamma rays and neutrons escaping 
through a hatch cover - rather than 
an a leak of actual radioactive 
maurials. Emergency repairs are 
made reportedly with a thick layer 
of sticky boiled rice. However. the 
ship drifts for weeks off nonhern 
Japan due to protesls by fishermen 
who are concerned about contamina- 
tion of their scallop beds in the 
vicinity of the ship's homepon of 
Muuu and ref~SC to allow the the 
ship to dock. The fishermen end 
their protest after the government 
promises compcnwtion and the ship 
docks in Mulsu on I5 October. In  
1978 the ship is moved to Sasebo. 
Japan. and work on repairing the 
leak begins in August 1980 at [he 
Saxbo Heavy Industries Company. 

09/03/14: Shortly alter getting 
underway in Norfolk. Virginia. the 
USS Butte (AE-27) suffers a major 
fue in Lhc main switchboard. 
darupting all ship support elcctr~cal 
supply. The Butte IS towed back to 
the naval base for repairs which 
include replacing he switchboard. 

09/19/14: The Royal Navy nuclear- 
powered attack submarine HMS 

Sovereign develops a steenng 
defect during exerclvs off the west 
coast of Sco~land while on the 
swfxe. On 23 September the ship 
IS towed from he  Cloulpc~n naval 
base to the submarirle bass at 
Fasbne. Scodand. few inwsugation 
and repar. 

09/21/14 The Few Y ~ k T i m ~ c s  re- 
ports that Turkey's 'semi-offi~~~al 
Anatolian News Agency u ~ d  lhat a 
Soviet Kashin class guidcd missde 
destroyer exploded and sank in che 
Black Sea w l h  no survivors abut 
two weeks ago Bo~th Turkish Navy 
officials and the U !i Defense De- 
partment refuse to confirm reFmrts of 
the sinking The Kashm class can 
cany nuclearcapable SA-N-I Goa 
surface-to-as mluiles, blut qualified 
sources doubud the destroyer was 
carrymg any nuclear-armed versions 
since h e  ship was on its s a  ulals. 
Later newspaper accounu based on 
U S. lntelhgence sources repon that 
75 or more people rnay hlave tmn 
rescued. but even so a mlnlmum of 
275 penshed 

10/19/14: The USS; Riclhard S. Ed- 
wards (DD-950) experiemces one- 
foot deep flooding run the fire !room 
while in Peul Harbor. Hawai The 
water is pumped out. 

11/02/14: A four-h~our fire aboard 
the Royal Navy cruiiser HMS 
Bristol damages me turbine and 
boiler rooms and inujurts four sailors. 
The ship was on sea lnals off 
Pembrokcsh~n. U.IK., and had to be 
towed back to port. 

1 1 / 1 4  The US!; James Xladi- 
son (SSBN-627) coll~des w d i  an 
unknown Sovtet su~bmanne in the 
North Sea according to .lack 
Anderson's regular newspaper 
columnof 1 January 19'15. The 
coll~sion left a nine-foot scrape in 
the hladibon. Accordnp to A,nder- 
son the two submannes came w~thin 
Inches of smhng o~ne an~orhcr The 
hladison proceeded to IHoly Loch. 
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U S Navy submmne ~nlrll~gcrncc 
p h r n n g  program code-nmul  
Holy swne. Using s p u U y  

b e  mmeswecper tner to twn wlh~le 
lwvlng Yarmouth at Lhe end of a 
councsy WSlL 

for two-andamhall hours on 
account of frequent fluebxks. The 
commiuider of C m e r  Stnlung 
Forus for dhe U S S~xth  fleet. 
repomng to h~gher commands 
shody afur the colll,~on. declarcs a 
poss~ble nucleu weapons accldent 
- a Broken Arrow - swung there 
was 3 "h~gh probabd~ry th31 nucIIex 
weapons PI45  Temer mlss~le 
warheads] cn the USS Belknap 
were mvolved m fire and explo- 
s~ons," but llhert were "no h e c t  
communlcauons w ~ t h  the Belknap 
ar this m e . "  and "no posltive 
ind~cauons that explos~ons were 
dlreclly rel~~led to nuclear weapons " 
He also notccs that casudues 
recovered thus far show no exposure 
to rad~auon Nonethsless, monlrtor- 
Ing and mulical u r n s  were "ale-md 
to the possibll~ty or ~ o n u m ~ r u u c ~ n  " 
He adds that the nuclcv weaporls on 
board h e  Kennedy were not 
affected. An hour afwr the Broken 
Arrow message was sent  he USS 
Claude V. Ricketts ( D m - 5 ) .  
alongside Ihe Belknap Iighung the 
fire, reported that Belknap peru3n- 
ncl  sad "no nduuon h z u d  exnits 
aboard" SIIX people abovd the 
Belknap arid one abovd h e  
Kennedy are k~l led The Belknap 
suffers senous damage. IS put out of 
commmlon. and wwcd back to the 
U S. to effect repam lasong four 
years I t  returns to the fleet m 1980 
Smaller futs and other damage on 
he Kennedy arc q~uckly conulned 
and the canner cononues openolons 

scdand. u, effect repars. The 
US. Navy refused to cornmenton 
Iht l r i c ~ d e n ~  

vostolr harbor. T h s  apparently oc- 
curs when the vessel was runnmg on 
low pawer to avo~d dcvculon and 
sulke!i the harbor bottom. It even- 
t d y  frees ~ ~ c l f .  (Sec 5RISn5 en- 
try. This accident IS spec l l idy  re- 
poncdl as sepaf;ue from other & 
X&'Iimcs accounts of Hdystonc 
opendom.) 

sh~p whde entenng Hxnbwlg, West 
Germmy. In ran  and fog. The col- 
llsron opens an elght-foot-sqluye 
hole ab~ve the waterlme of the 
fngau 

equ~pped :jubmmes the Navy h s  
>pled on the Sovlet Umon and other 08/07/15. The USS Drhlgreo 

(DDG43) colhdes with the Panama- 
n u n  l re~ghur Eurybates about 
bee-and-one-half rnrles east of Port 
Colon In ltie Panma Canal Zone. 
There are no injuries. 

counvles 'slncc the w l y  1960s;. 
IM(5/74: The USS Yukcoo 0-AO- 
152) expenencesa rue In theelecmcd 
conuol boYd wh~ch rendlers h e  ship 
d a d  rn the water In Ihe western 
Medntemneul. The fm crcurrs in 
heavy wmthcr and h e  sh~p dnfu 
toward the Algenan coaslL 

umes wl~hrm theu three-m~le hmll. 
Sebcral accidents rewlted from 

03RW5 The USS Dace (SSN- 
603 colll~des with a fishmg vessel 
whde snrf3ced m the Nmgansct 
Bay arca off Rhode Lsland 'There 
was no rrepond damage to  he 
submarine. 

09f29fl5: The USS Albany (C'G- 
10) suffers a Class Bravo fire after a 
fuel 011 so;mer explosion east of 
Norfolk wlhlle en roue to nonh~crn 
Europe. LUmg one. On 1 Oclotxr 
the Alban~y rejolns h e  Second :Fleet 
urk group headed for noahern 
Europe. with repars scheduled to 
uke  place In Europe. 

Sov~et fletet exerctse as well as XCI- 

drnls I15ted at 1213 1/65. 1213 11/67, 
12/31/68, 10131/69. 11/14/69. 31311 
71. 5/1fl4, and 12/31/74 Funher 
exp)ses of  the Holystone program 
a~ In  the Wxh~nnron P u  (IIJPJ), 
PC w York T m  (714 and 7161V5). 
V i l l z  VOIG (2J16fl6).  wig^ 
Tnbunc ( ' I W f l 7 )  and Balllmcu,€ 
& (411 818 1) According to the 
repons. mlost of h e  submmnes 
mvolved ~n Holysmne mlsslonu 

OIflSrrl5: The USS Enhame 
(MS0437) is d ~ b l e d  by an engine 
room fm when a rupnrrcd "0" nng 
i n  a lu~be od filter muses the twbo 
chugcr to explode whle operating 
of f  San Diego. California. 

1 UI U74: The USS Edsoo @D- 
946) experiences a fue In IIIC afur 
fue room whde m n i n g  wilh USS 
Corail Scn (CVA-43) off Hawaii. 
The Ihe w i u  m u d  by the ignition 
of o i l  which was spraying fran a 
ruptuue in a lube 011 guage line. The 
m a  was secured and fue extin- 
gushed with no personnel casual- 
ues. The destroyer reamed o Pearl 
Harbor undu ~u own power f a  
repairs. 

03/26/15: The USS Holland (AS- 
32) suffen a Class Alpha fu~e caused 
by spontaneous combustion of fiber 
glass rn;aunals m a sanbng rroom 
while ur~dergoing overhaul ait h e  
Puget Slound Naval Shipyard. 
Washuqton. 

OIROflS: The USS Newn~ao K. 
Perry (DD-883) sulltes an unknown 
object, off New Jcncy, cuuing a 
small hole in the engine mom and 
causing minor Iloodmg. 

IORSfl5: The USS Farragut 
(DDG-37) IS momentardy grounded 
while depauung Den Helder. 
Netherlmtis, for Brest, Fmce. Both 
Eonar domes are damaged and lhe 
sh~p proceeds at reduced speed. 

01108/15: The USS Koclsct~ (FF- 
1049) e.rpenences Iloodrng i~n the 
dlewl glenerator room when an air 
c o n b u o ~ n g  main mpures while in 
Mayport Ronda. 

werc Sovgeon cbss nuclear- 
powered ;~rlack submmnes, which 

02/1&O5: The USS Swordrsb 
(SSN-579) NN aground mar Lanai. 
Hawaii. wh~le conducting  post- 

overhaul trials. The submarine 
surfaces d e l y  and returns IO Pearl 
Hartmlr for ~nspection and ~npair. 
m e  Nlavy says IJIC submarine 

a150 were armed with nuclear 

lUI:3fl4: The USS Sara~toga (CV- 
60) suffers a mapr m n f t  rc ident 
wheri a jet blast deflector is inadver- 
tently raised inlo the the l~uming p m  
peller of a plane while the shp is 

11/12/15: The Royal Navy frigate 
Achilles collides with h e  lanker 
Olympic Alliance in  thick fog in the 
English Clunnel. no rrponed 
1njunes. 

0(5/10/75 The USS Kit ty Hawk 
(CV-63) suffers major Iloodlng UI 11s 
Number I mxhmery room whde 
1 35 nauucral miles nonhwest Of 
Wake Isbmd. crosmg to the western 
PJCI~IC. 

04108/15: The USS Meredith @D- 
890) suffers an explos~on and fm in 
a freshwater tank an the forward fue 

invollved in  exercise " N a W  Week damaged sensor devices mounted on room while undergoing overhaul m 
XVIII" m the Tynhenian ,Sea. hull, t n ~ t  there w e n  no breiaks in the Jackronvdle. Florida. kdling two ci- 
injurmg five crew men and damagmg hull. 'The Honolulu- vilian workers. 
five ]planes. however. receives reports r h  a 

torptcb room flooded The Navy 04/23/15: The USS Soook (ISSN- 
12/14/14: The USS Kaa~thnmeba deniui Ihu. 592) bacmes entangled in a, net of a 
(SSBIN-642) s tnku  submerged fish- probable Sowet fishing trawler 
Ing g,ear during ~ndependent OU24l75: The USS Kansirs City whde submerged at a depth  of I50 

l IROflS: The USS Independence 
(CV-62) is m a minor collision with 
h e  USS D~enebola (AF-56) during 
night replenishment m the Nonh 
Sea. 

06/15/75: A boder flareback explo- 
slon dYTl;iges two hollers and 
adjxenl tipukes of the USS 
lndependlence (CV-62) while 
moored all Norfolk. Vuginla. 

exercises in the cenual MIeditan- 
nean. Deep hull scraps lm h e  port 
side. a sheared undeiwaur log 
sword, and a damaged ~ I R W  rcsu l~  
The vessel renuns c pon, under its 
own power for repairs. 

(AOR-3) is struck by Ihe USS 
Henry B. W i b o  @DG-7) whde 
moored at Subic Bay. Ptuli~ppines. 
and both ships receive minor 
damatce. 

feet in a~ submarine dwing area 30 
miles off San Francisco. California 
The Sntmk is pulled to perisicope 
depth lnnmedlately astern of the 
fishing 'ship. however ~t breaks free 
and clcaus the area. About 215 Soviet 
fishing vessels are in h e  ama when 
thc incident occum. 

11/21/75. m e  USS Belknap (CG- 
26) IS ~nvolved In an oil spill dunng 
refueling w ~ t h  the USS Waccarmaw 
(T-AO- 109) In h e  Ionlan Sea about 
25 nauucJ miles from Italy. 

06COp5: The NAVY announcles 
e~ght mlnor fues that occumdl 
aboard the USS John F. Kennedy 
(CV-67) txulier In the week may 
have beer1 set by a wdor m an effon 
to l o r r d l  I& departure from 
Norfolk. 'Vuglnu. on a seven-month 
deploy men1 

1 1f24/I5 An ASROC maor pre- 
maturely lgnltes seriously burn~ng 
one man wlhlle the USS Richarld S. 
Edwards (DD-950) IS en roue to 
the Pac~fic Missile Range Fx111ty. 
Bruklng Sands. K a m ~ ,  from Paul 
HYbor. Hawall. A mandactunng 
defect In one of the rocket momr 
components IS determined lo be rhe 
accident's cause 

03/03R5: The USS Iwo Jrima 
(l-PH..2) and USS Nasbvillt (LPD- 
i3)  arle severely damaged when Iht 
I w o  Jima loses steering ca~luol and 
rams I n o  rhc Nasbvillt during 
hrghliw rnnsfer about 1.000 m~les 
rou~hwest of  the Azores. 

11f22fl5: The USS John F. 
Kennedy (CV-67) and the US!; 
Belknap (CG-26)  colhde in rough 
seas at n~g:ht dunng a r  exerclwr 
about 70 rniles east of  Sicily. llhe 
overhanging flrght deck of the 
caner cuts into the superstructure of 
the cruiserr sctung of 1 tires on the 
Belknap whlch are not conmlled 

l2fZW4: The Argentine warship 
Candido de Lasala suffe:n an ex- 
plos~~on in  its baler room in the 
Engl~lsh Channel, luUing Itwo ;uld 
injuning three. 

04/29/15: The USS Patterson (IT- 
1061) erpcnenccs floodmg In a ma- 
chinery room when an air colmpres- 
sor wltwaur cooling hne mptures 
whde ln upkeep m Maypon. Ronda. 

0RX)SflS The Royal Navy Reserve 
m1neswec:per HMS Killiccrarrkie 
rms a yacht. srnlwrg 11. and 
dam3gcs two other p l a s m  clraft In 
Grwt  Y~rmouth hubor. U.K.,, when 

I 1f25nS A plane atlcmpung to 
land on h e  USS Midway (CV-41) 
sulkes the ramp. b o b ,  mpacu the 

12/311/14: Before 1975. a1 U.S. sub- 
marine engaged In a Holystone intel- 031051'15: The USS Edward 
I~gence gawring  mission^ nponcdly hlcDonntU (FF-1043) is s8mck 05f25flS: A lengthy story in  Ihc 
is tennporanly grounded in VLadk from astern by a Finnish rn,erchant Few York- d c u s  a Wrrer 
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absolutely no n u c l a  hazasd." 
Ongirrally it IS anuc~pated that ~ t s  
patrol would be delayed one week. 
However. In Januuy 1979 it u 
reported ha t  the fire was caused by 
a1 fvlure of a co~~pling on ar lubncat- 
mg 011 plpe, whrch allowed oil to be 
sprayed over a dl~esel generator. 
And, ha t  repaws werlc sull believed 
to be conunumg dt a I C O S ~  of 
51.194,000 pounds sterling. 

081 1 1/76: The Royal Navy patrol 
vessel HMS Reward collides with 
the freighter Plainsman and sinks 
off the c o s t  of Scotland. All 40 
crewmen are n r w d .  

panic~pate in the "Teunwork 
exercixs off Noway. Wh~le 
crossing b e  Allimic, llne s h ~ ~ p  
experiences furthcr englneenng 
problems, causing, the !ih~p t~o be 
divencd to Plymouth. U.K. The 
s h ~ p  arrives 24 Se;ptem ber for two 
weeks of repars to the feed pumps 
before sailtng on 5) Oct~ober. 

bamcadc. and srnkes another pb~ne 
during pou- "&dlink" exerrises in 
the Indian O c a n .  Flying debris 
injures two crewmen. 

with cargo. pe:rsonnel. helicopters. 
and fuel off-loaded to assist the 
effort. the s h ~ p  a nflmted. 

w~th assisunce from the USS 
Mitrcher (DDG-35) and the base 
f i e  depanment exungu~sh the tire. 
No personnel are ~njured and the 
damage is minor. OI/27/161: WhJe anchored in 

Augusta Bay. Sclly. the USS 
Spicgel Grove (LSND-32) is w c k  
on the bow an~d starboard quYlcr by 
the Panamanian merchant vessel 
Honesty whic:h had dragged anchor 
during winds of 50 Imots. 

OSRSP6: The USS Conyngbam 
(DDG-17) and USS Josephus 
Daniels (03-27) are In a minor 
collision during "National Week 21" 
exercises in the western Mediema- 
nean. 

1 W 5 :  I h e  USS Haddock 
(SSN-621) develops a leak ;and 
floods dunng a deep dive while on a 
teu run near Hawaii. The U.S. 
Navy c o n f m s  the incident,, but 
denies Ihe vessel is unsafe aa crew 
members had charged in Late 
October. A number of enlisted men 
had protested sending rhe drip to 
sea claiming it had cracks in Ihe 
main cooling piping. leaks. and rrial- 
functions and deficiencies iln h e r  
systems. mcluding the steering 
mechanism. The Navy replied ttut 
in accordance wilh svicl salkty 
procedures any problems are 
corrected before the ship goes to s e a  

04/16/16: The USS Albany (CG- 
10) experiences a nuclev weapons 
inc~dent - Dull Sword - when 
dunng handlmg of TALOS nuclear 
warhead m n e r s  a wp-side hoist 
fails as the s h ~ p  is finishing repairs 
and upkeep at the Norfolk Naval 
Shipyard, Virginia On 4 May 1976 
a TALOS safety working group 
convenes aboard the Albany to 
observe and evaluate modtfiwtions 
made to !he hoist as a result of the 
accident. 

09/14fl6: The USS Bordelon (DD- 
881) experiences steenng ccnnuol 
d~fficulues during refueling and 
collides with the (JSS John F. 
Kennedy (CV-67) 75 rntles north- 
w e a  of Scapa Row. Scodand. 
causlng topside damage to the 
Bordelon and mjilnng s u .  Damage 
to the Kennedy is minor. Th~e Bor- 
delon proceeds to Plymouth. U.K.. 
for repairs before going to the 
United States. Thie Navy sulbse- 
quently decommissions; the !;hip 
because repairs would Ibe too expen- 
sive. 

C)5/08ir16: The lJSS Corry (DD- 
0117) vvhlle sa~luig outboun~don h e  
I k l w a r e  River is slruck on the 
swrboard side by the W s n  German 
nnerchanunan Mlorm:annio. The 
Corry suffers m8tnor lhull dlamage 
above the walcrlline with nlo penon- 
me1 injuries. 

OSRSn6: The USS Pollack (SSN- 
603) snags the neu of Japanese 
fishing boats in the eastern channel 
of the the Tsushima Strait. Two 
boats cut away and abandon their 
neo. The Pollack suffers no major 
damage and there is no known 
damage to the fishing boats. 

02/13/761: The US!E Iwo Jirna 
(LPH-2) experiences a boiler 
casualty while pmicipaling in a 
"Rum Rinch"' exerlcise in h e  
Caribbe:~. The o s u a l g  limits the 
shtp's s p e d  IO 15 lknou and half 
power. An ennbark:cd Royal 
Netherlands h h n e  Umt was 
airlifted to Raosevelt Roads, Pueno 
Rico, and the helicl~pta c v r i u  got 
underway f a  New Orkans. 

OW3 1/76: The lJSS liesole (DD- 
8178) suffers a fire while m800rcd 
aJongside a pier at Taranto. Italy. It 
vvas s t a n d  by a yard worker 
vreldirrg on the base of the Number 1 
stack. Electrical wbles were shorted 
and the destroyer's opcrati~onal 
capab~~lify was affected. Thlere were 
no injuries. 

05101/16: Early May - a Norwe- 
gian fishing vetrcl in inumlional 
wavn off Murmansk snags a Soviet 
nuclear-powered anack submarine's 
fin at about 450 feet below the 
surface. The Soviet boat surfxed 
and h e  fuhcrman could see the 
Soviet crewmen cutting at the 
enungling cables with hammer and 
chisels. The submarine was Later 
towed toward Murmansk by Soviet 
w u e  ships. 

08/28/16: A Soviet Echo I1 class 
nuclear-powered cruise missile sub- 
marine strikes the USS Voge (FF- 
1047) w~th  its sad on the port 
quarter below the helicoplcr hangar. 
about l SO miles southwest of Souda 
Bay. Crete. The submarine d e p m  
h e  area under its own power to the 
Kithera Anchorage off Greece 
escontd by Soviet ships. The Voge 
suffers split bulkheads, buckled 
plating. and a damaged propeller 
and is towed to Souda Bay by the 
Moinster (FF-1097) and R a e r v e r  
(ARS-8). The submarine damages 
its sail. In Sepvmber the Voge is 
towed to Toulon. France. On 7 
September the U.S. Stav Depan- 
ment announces b t  h e  U.S. and 
Soviet Union had exchanged noes. 
each blaming the other for the colli- 
sion. 

IY15ffS: The USS S a n t o g r  (CV- 
60) and the USS Mississiaewr 
144) arc in a minor collisiai during 
undenvay replenishment oflf h e  
Ronda coast. 

02/29flCi: The USIS New Orleans 
(LPH-1 I).  crossing; from the western 
Pacific to San D~eglo. California, 
suffers vibrations ar speeds above 
ten knoui. It is &sclovercd chat one 
blade is missi~ng from the four- 
bladed screw. On 21 March it a l v n  
course from C:ahfomia to Hawaii u 
the dami~ge ~nnpedea its progress. 

09f20/76: The Royal Navy Ihgate 
HMS Mermaid and the 
minesweeper HMIS Fittletorb collide 
during the NATO exerc:ise " T a m -  
work 76" in ihe Nonh Sea. 'The 
Fittleton capsizes and !<Inks,, killing 
12. 

IU16ffS: The USS Inchoa~ (LPIH- 
I!) and the USS Cakmsahrrlchsr 
(AO-98) are In a mlnor collrsion 
dumg refuehng In rough xw wctst 
of I d y .  

06109/76: The CJSS Wabalsb (AOR- 
5) and USS Flint (AE-32) collide 
while conducling towing exercises 
about '900 naulicd miles northwest 
of Hawaii. Bolh ships conltinue 
onwar'd to a wesllcrn Pacific deploy- 
menL 

09/24/16: The Royal Navy de- 
stroyer HMS Clas,gow suffers a fin 
while bang fitted out at  Swain 
Hunvr Tyneslde yard. INewcastle- 
Upon-Tyne. U.K.. killing eight 
workmen. 

05/01/76: In May fuel 011 leaks into 
the lower kvel of the ballistic 
missile magazine aboard the USS 
Frottru (AS-19) while the ship is in 
Apra Harbor, Guam. According to 
the Navy. the kak was detected by 
magazine personnel and stopped. 

02R9nfi: 'The US!S StUers @DG- 
I I) condluctedl an emergency under- 
way at kienderun. Turkey. as heavy 
weather made i u  pwition at the 
NATO fuel piser untenable. m e  
deswyer suffered !some scraping 
and minor darnage along rhe main 
deck but w u  ,able 10 clear without 
injuries to crew or (damage below 
the waurlne. 

12ROffS: I h e  USS Santa IBarbarr 
(AE-28) suffers a Clau Alpha furc 
whde moored at Charleston. South 
Carolina, without crew and ammuni- 
uon in preparation for regular over- 
haul. 

07/01/76: The Norwegian fishing 
tlawle:r Sjovik srwgs the bow of a 
Soviet Novembcr clay6 nuc:lw-pow- 
e.nd alllack submlarine: and is 
dragged backward for about a mile 
in the Barents Se:a no& of IJIC 
Soviet naval base at h l m a n s k .  The 
submarine surfac:es. cuts iuiclf free. 
and proceeds on the s~urfacce toward 
bfurm;ansk. 

10/01/16: According to raw CIA in- 
telligence repons, dunr~g October 
the launch comparunent of a Soviet 
nuclev submarine of unknown class 
catches fue in the Adantic. 'Three 
officers are reporwd kil#led. The 
submarine is able to return to port 
under its own pow8er. 

O5/0l/76: The Sixth F la t  flagship 
USS Little Rock (CG4) experi- 
ences a casualty in the main engme 
lube oil sysum m the Tynhenim 
Sea On 2 May it enters Naples for 
repain. 

12/31/75: Around 1975. aocording 
to She V-RE 
Lcdncr-Sty. the USS C a l i f ~ ~ r n h  
(CGN-36) spills 15 to 20 gatllons of 
primary coolant while the Jhip is at 
Ihc Norfolk Naval Base. Vurginir~ 

09/01/76: The Turkish diesel 
submarine Dumlupinar and the 
freighter Fizik Vavilov collide in 
Lhe Dardanelles. no reported 
casualties. 

03R ln6i: The Bri~.ish iron o n  
tamer Cape Ortef(al is hit by a 
rockef believed to be fired by a 
Japanese: defense ftxce aircraft 
during urn exercise. 

05102fl6: The Royal Navy nuclear- 
powered attack submarine HMS 
Warspite suffers a fin in a diesel 
generung room whde benhed In 
Royal Seafonh Dock. Crosby on the 
Merzey. U.K.. injuring three. The 
Mmistry of DefenSC says "There IS 

07102/76: A fm breaks out in h e  
main engine room of ihe USS 
1i:ilau~a (AE-26). wh~le it is 
drydoeked for overhaul at 
Richmond. Virgmia 

10108fl6: A Japuiese I5sh1ng vessel 
snags a Soviet Chiulie c l s s  nuclear- 
powered cruise miss~le subrrlanne 
off the Kamchatka~ Pen~~nsul;~. The 
fishing boat IS dqgged back,ward 

OIR7fT6: l%e USS Guadrlcaanl 
(LPH-7) exiting Augwm Biay. 
Sicily, g o u  aground on a p c !  01f 
coral which pushes in ivw on either 
side d the bow. but does ncn crack 
or hole the sh~p.  On 30 J a n l w .  

09/14/16: The USS Raleigh (LPD- 
1) leaves bloorehead C~ty .  North 
Carolma. after a week's delay 
caused by inoperative feed pumps to 

03/30/761: T h e  US!S Elmer 
Montgolmery (FF- 1082) suffers a 
f i e  In a stormom whik in port at 
Norfolk. Vugin~a. 'The sh~p's  crew 
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C)7/l9,flll A helrcoptcr cmhes afur 
s,mkmg the: Royal Nalvy dtauoyer 
HMS Devonshire wh~le exccuung a 
flyby of the ship dunng an a~ 
display otf the U.K. 

compartment In a major fue whde 
en route to Naples. Italy. TWO 
crewmembers arc injured and Ihe 
shrp is placed in tow. 

Baja Cdllomia which resuh In 
minor bums to nlne crewmen. 12A 1/17: According to raw CIIA m- 

Wlligence m p w ,  in 1977 about 12 
Soviet naval officers serving on a 
nuclear-powered submarine in the 
Atlantlc return to Lenlngad via an 
Aeroflot flight from Canada. The 
reason for the r e a n  was not ui- 
nounced but it was known a~ the 
m e  tha~ these officers wen d k n  
from a Soviet submanne in the 
Atlanoc by a Soviet fishing uawkr 
and subsequently manspotted IC, 

Canada where they boarded rhc: 
plane. The CIA sources suggart his 
may have been a med id  uner]gencyl 
connected w ~ l h  mimion exposue. 

04101/18: The UlSS Sealift Medi- 
terranean (T-AO-17)) runs 
aground off Rondo Island, Indone- 
sia, about 30 nautical im~les off 
Sumaa's mrthwestm up. 

before any spillage escaped mto h e  
sea According to the Navy, no 
workers were conwmmaud. 
Shipyard employees dispuvd the 
Navy's accounC saylng that the spill 
was much bigger. about 100 gallons; 
hat response to IJK sp~U was slow; 
and that several workers suffered 
skin conlammaon. These repom 
cwld not be venfred. Subsequently 
a contvnmated IS-by 20-fm 
secuon of drydock IS pckhammered 
up. scaled in bums and shipped to a 
nuclear waste s ~ k  m Hanford, 
Washmgton. 

12/13/78: The Royal Ndvy helcop- 
ter camer HMS Hermes is d;lmalged 
by fm in a mess deck. Damage is 
not severe. 

10/19/18: The commander of h e  
Royal Navy dleul submmne HMS 
Oracle is tcpnmanded for allowing 
his sh~p touch bottom during lnals 
in the narrow Loch Fyne. 
S valhcl yde. Scotland. The bump 
dented four torpedo lubes, but the 
hull remaned Intact and the subma- 
rine rose safely to the surfxe. The 
submarine was nrnnmg derpcr than 
usual to avoid a yacht on the 
surface. but failed to monitor how 
close it was u, the bottom. 

C)7L!S,fl8: 'The USS Oppalrtune 
(ARSJI) is suuck by a dummy 
mining round rued f~mm a U.S. 
clestra~yer s'oulh of G ~ n n w w o  Bay. 
Cuba, whds u w n g  a urgct sled 
clunng gunnery exercises. 

04103P8: lhe USS F~ort SoeUing 
(LSD-30) aid  t h ~  USS Wxcamaw 
(T-AO- 10911 receive s t n r c a  dam- 
age in a collision nodl of Corsica. 
France. when the Wxcamaw loses 
steering convol dluringl refueling. 
Bolh proceed under lheir own power 
to Naples. Italy. Ibr qpain. 

01/17/19 A mechan~c who helped 
to conlvn a steam burst alvr an ex- 
plosion in  he engne room aboard 
the Royal Navy nuclear-powered 
bdl~suc missile submanne Ia IS  
Revenge wlns the Queen's 631- 
lanay Medal. He crawled along a 
foot-wide catwalk below a hot clioud 
of escaping high-presslure stem ,as 
he searched for the l d k  in tlhe turbo- 
generator room. 

C)8/19,fl8: A Soviet Eiho I1 class 
nuc1e.u-powered cruise mwde sub- 
r n m r  is sighed dead in the wiater 
rlev Flocka~U Bank 1410 m~les nonh- 
west of Sco~lmd afur experiencing 
problcmr with her nuclear power 
p h n ~  On 20 August a U.!;. P-!I 
Onon yrcraft observ~cs the subma- 
rine under tow to the Soviet Undon 
south of the Faroc Islands. The: 
ewct caux: of the problem and the 
rlumbrr of possible person~nel 
c:suallues is unknown. 

o w p a :   he uss coocord (AFS- 
5) is badly dliunaged b:y a fa in iu 
cargo spacal whilk mamd at PaJma 
de Majorca. Spaun. 01u hundred 
and five people an oeaud for 
smoke inhalauon and minor bums. 

05/26/18: Abu t  two cups of radro- 
active water kak from a pipe fiumg 
aboard the USS Aspro (SSN-648) 
while the submarine IS in the Puget 
Sound Naval Sh~pyard. Washington. 
when a worker fails to shut a valve 
tightly. According to the Navy. no 
pemnnel suffered shn exposure. 
but the worku detected a small spot 
of doact iv i ty on his pants, which 
was removed and disposed of as m- 
droacuve waste. No raboactivay 
escaped to the outside environment. 

12~3lf77: Sometime during 1976. 
77, the Royal Navy nuclear-powaedl 
ballistic miss~le submarine HMS 
Repulse suffen a frrt, causing 
200.000 pounds sterling damage. 

10n 1/18: The Royal Navy fngate 
HMS hlinerva suffers an explosion. 01/22/79 TheUSSAylwin(FF-1081) 

suffers a disabling casualty and i s  
towed to Charleston. South Carollma. 
by che USS Petrel (AS R- 14). 

I 1/01/18: In November tk Royal 
Navy fleet auxiliary HMS Hebt suf- 
fers a fire starred by a crewmen 
while at the Gibraltar M V ~  base. 

05/03/18: The U:SS D~twey @DG- 
45) ruffus sr fm 'which damages the 
m~ssile fire tmt r r~ l  sysum wluk in 
pon at Naples. Itady. 

OIIIUI8: The Frurh Navy cxon 
vessel Duperre is pulkd off by a 
tug after it runs aground in a sum 
off Bntuny at  nigh^ Th. ship is 
towed into B ~ S L  France. 

OM1/19: In Februlrry a fire breaks 
out in the forward bo~ler room of h e  
USS Manley (DD-940) durlng 
preparaoon to g a  unde:nvay from 
Maypon. Florida. Twelve men we 
injured, one later dies and the cost is 
put at 575 million. 

11/02fl8: The Greek uawler Ayos 
Nikolaos smks after colliding with a 
Turkish gunboat in h e  Mediterra- 
nean, h l l n g  one. 

08El,fl8: While operating in llhe 
Mc&terrmeur. the crew of the USS 
Forrestd (,CV-59) is called to 
gener;d qumers about nocm due to 
wrdesprudl smoke reported on the 
thud tlcck ;amidships. Sholnly 
afte~~ards. burnmg boxes are 
cliscovered m a founh dcclk st01-e- 
room. The fire is put out within ten 
rninutes of the initial alamn. 

05/14/18: While surfacing in h e  
western Pacifc thie USS Darter 
(SS-576) suffers Ifbodling when 
about 45.000 pounds olf seawater 
emu the engine noom ;dm a w k e l  
head valve bails. The lJSS Scbot- 
i t id  (FFG-3:) escam lhic submaMe 
toward Yokosuka, Japm. I t  anives 
19 May for repairs. 

01/15/18: An A-7 Corsair 11 rlrcnft 
crashes upon landing abavd I)w: 

USS Forrestal (CV-59) whde the 
carrier openlcs about 50 m d u  (off 
St. .9ugustine. Florida, U i n g  one 
and injunng ten. 

05133178: The USS Midway (CV- 
41) suffen a fm which originates in 
b e  exhaust venulaoon system. 
quickly spreads lhro h the 3A 
boilu uptakes on the ond deck. 
and terminates in the Ik. ain uptake 
space, whik it is docked in 
Yokosuka. Japan. The cause of the 
fue is laur thought to be welding in 
a vent system conlain~ng a fine 011 
mist which ignited and spread. 

I 

06/16/18: The propeller shaft of the 
USS T u l l i k  (SSN-597) snaps just 
outside he  hull causing limited en- 
gine room f l d n g  and loss of pro- 
pulsion whde i t  IS submerged in the 
Mediterranean. The flooding is 
stopped by ughtenmg he  emugenc y 
packing on Ihe propeller shaft. The 
submarine quickly surfaces and is 
assisted by olher U.S. naval vessels. 
Subsequently i t  u towed to Rw. 
Spain. for repairs. 

1 IROfl8: The USS Coral Sea (CV- 
43) suffen a fue of unknown origin 
wh~le moored at Puget Sound Naval 
Shrpyard. Washington. which causes 
damage to the medical and dend 
smces. 

02/09/19: The USS Davidson (FF- 
1045) loses power after a brxf f~re 
puts out a boiler in the Philippine: 
Sea The frigate is towed to Sub~ic 
B3y where it amves five d3y late:r. 01/18/18: The USS Cree (AW-84) 

is smck by three Mark 82 bomlbs 
near a target shp during exuc is i  
by p h u  of the USS Enterprira 
(CVN-65) off San Diego. ClrliTtxnia 
Two explosions close u, Ihe Crcn 
cause flooding wtule a lhird bdgu  
in the starboard side and u later 
defused by an explosives ordnance 
disposal earn. The tug is taken in 
tow afur damage conwol ~CMU 

conuol the flooding. 

05/23/18: While worlucn are 
draining a piping system aboard the 
USS Puffer (SSNI-652:). radiaactive 
waur spills on tht: byclock surface 
at the Pugel Soun(dNaoa1 Shipyard. 
Bremew. Wahingtm. A Navy 
spokesmen says that "bus than 5 
gallons" of slrghtly radioactive 
water spilled as h e  workus were 
h n m g  rhe liquid into two five- 
gallon plasuc conlta~nen, a routine 
operaooa The sp~ll, says he  Navy. 
was due IO the inattention of the 
personnel doing the draining. The 
waur bemg tinrntd r e ~ ~ y  was 
pan of the submarme's secondary 
coolrng sysum. The drydock dtam 
was conuminaud, but !was closed 

CW27,fl8: The USS IDetector 
(MSO-429) suffers a fire in the main 
engine roam en miles south of New 
Landon. Connecucut. and IS towed 
to Newpon[. Rhode Island. 

11Rlfl8: The USS Svratoga (CV- 
60) and the USS Waccamaw (T- 
AO- 109) collide during refueling 
operations 50 miles south of Crete. 
w i ~ h  only minor damage and no 
injunes. 

03/01/19: The French diesel 
submarme Marsouin i s  caught 111 
the nets of he French uawlcr St. 
Blaise off Bnt~any. Neither vessel 
is damaged. 

Cr)E8,fl8 The USS General H1.H. 
Arnolld (T.AGh1-9) 11s adrlft far sev- 
e nl h~ows iabout 300 nauulcal m~iles 
nodwest of Adak. A~laskir, in the 
E3cnng Sea after failurn of the n n v n  
rulucuon gear baring 

03/04/19 The USS Francis 
Marion (LPA-249) IS holed above 
the waterline and receives smctwal 
damage when it i s  struck by the 
Greek bulk carner Starlight near the 
enuvlce to ChesapeSje Bay off 
Cape Henry. Virpn~a. 

12/04f78: The Royal Navy diesel 
submanne HMS Olympus dives roo 
slowly and is smck by an unknown 
merchant sh~p in the Podand. U.K.. 
exercise area MR'2fl8: The USS L.Y. Spear 

(AS-36) and the Libenan muchant 
ship Zepbyros receive minor 
damage in  a collision in rhe MISS&. 
s~ppi Rivu. 

Cr)R9,fl8 The USS Fairfax County 
CUT- I 193) sulfers extenswe 
d b a l ~ e  to 11s Number 3 engine 
room and second d~v~ision benh~~ng 

12mP8: The USS Ranger (CV- 
61) experiences an explosion and 
flash fire dunng fleet exercises off  

03/07/19: The USS Allexan~der IHa- 
milton (SSBN-617) bexomccs 
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07103/7!9: Whdc at Norfolk Naval 
Sh~pyarld, a fue sweeps through two 
bcnhing: spaces aboard the LISS Iwo 
Jima (LPH-2). injuring five. A 
sador is arnsted on arson charges on 
6 July. 

09/19/19: The Dutch diesel 
submariru Tonijn expenence:s a fn 
in h e  pon engine room and loses 
power whle en route for Naples. 
July. The USS Harlan Couaty 
(LST-11'96) leaves Cartagena~, 
Spain, to provide towing assi:stance 
to Gibral,lar. 

proceeds to the U.S. Navy Facxhty at 
Diego Garcia w g k d  in the nets of a Scotnsh 

f ~ h i n g  m w l a  in the sound of J m  
off  he west coast of Sco~Jand. The 
Hanmilton tows the mwkr back- 
wvrl f a  about 45 m i n u s  until the 
nets an cut No injuries tn scrims 
damage result. 

Forrrstrl in the Caribbean. Borh 
ships suffer minor damage with no 
personnel casualues. 

chain breaks on the loading mecha- 
nism allowmg the torpedo U) drop 
several feet aboard the USS Mem- 
phis (SSN-691) docked at the 
Norfolk Naval Station. Virginia. The 
torpedo1 is removed two days later. It 
d ~ d  not have a vlggering device. but 
Navy vowccs say had rt exploded ~t 
easily could have sunk the subma- 
M e .  

04/18/80: A Soviet Mukaclass hg- 
ate colhdes with the Danish 
mineswcc:per Fyen in the Baltic S a  
during Warsaw Pact exercises. The 
Danish Ministry of Foreign Allfairs 
protests tlw incident. but receives no 
formal reply. 

0511 1/19: Runary coolan11 water 
L& from one of the two nuclear 
reactors aboard the USS Nlimitz 
(CW-68). A Navy spokesman says 
lhcn wss no release of radlioacuvity, 
no danger to the cae.  and no danger 
co the ship's crew. The ship was 
operating off the Vugmia coast. 

07106/1!?: The USS Lexington 
(AVT- 16) suffen a Class Alpha 
fire off Pensacola. Florida. and is 
d a d  in h e  walcr for o v a  an hour 
when all boilus are shut down as a 
result. 

03/14/19: The USS Wainmigbt 
(CG-28) runs aground for six bows 
in Charkston harbor. Sarlh CYO- 
I*, near the Mount Plucwt Range. 

11106/19: Two pan-time officers 
m reprimanded aftcr Ihe Royal 
Navy coirsd minesweeper HMS 
Alfristoa runs aground. 

OSX)5/80: Two West German Navy 
ships collide in the Mcdrterran~evl 
off Toulo~n. France; no injunc;. 

06/2O/jr9: The USS Hawkb~ill 
(SSN-666) reactor's primaqy coolant 
system develops a leak while the 
submarine is on maneuvers in 
Hawaiian waun which lasts for four 
days. Originally the leak is about 
two gallons an hour, but by h e  ome 
the sub~marinc docks at P w l  Har- 
bor. Hawaii, on 23 June. h a  leak has 
k e n  rtduccd lo three-qws an 
hour. Ch 24 June it is stopped. The 
Navy says none of the wakr 
escaped, as it was captured and 
sored in tanks designed for such 
continlpcies and that none: of the 
crrw was in danger. Supp1t:mencal 
coolant waur was pumped in to 
prevmt eve-g. According to 
he Navy.'7he leakage wr5 caused 
by no& wear of inside parts of 
valve. Such leaks happen occa- 
sionally ." 

05/14,/19: The USS Cook (FF- 
1083:) and the USS Mars ((AFS- I) 
collidle off Point Lorna ne;u San 
Diego. Calrfomia. injuring seven. 

03/2!8/19: 'Ihe USS bdrpcndenct 
(CV-62) experiencu a brief con~o l  
room f m  in h e  Roosevelt Roads 
area off Puuto Rico. Thirty people 
suffia born minor wn& inhalation. 

07/12/7!3: The USS Sealift (China 
Sea (T-r40- 170) loses power over 
150 nautical miles off Subic Bay. 
Phlbppines. as a result of an enpne 
casualty. The USS Beaufort (ATS- 
2) IS dircxcd to rendezvous ;and 
render assistaxe. 

12/16/79: Storm-force winds over 
southern England cause a gknt 
crane at the Royal Navy Devonpon 
dockyard to collapse. Thousands of 
polrnds staling damage to thc. Royal 
Navy frigates HMS Mincrva and 
HMS A ~ m b ~ c a d e  result 

05/13/80: The Royal Navy dmel 
submarine HMS Onyx runs 
aground tin Ponsmourh harbor. U.K. 
It takes a tug 20 mrnutes to pull the 
ship fret. 051241fl9: The USS Andrew 

Jackson (SSBN-619) incurs slight 
damage to its wdda when it runs 
aground briefly while enering the 
New London. Connecticut, harbor in 
reduced visibility. 

03/1!9/19: The USS Ran~gcr (CV- 
61) suffus a main engine turbine 
casualty requiring exleruiive repair 
while mining in be Sublic Bay 
opantion, area off rhe Philippines. 

06104/80: A lieurnant on the Royal 
Navy bigiate HMS Nubian is ~epri- 
manded for negligence followi~ng a 
collision with a Dutch ship. 

07/13/79: The USS Conyq$am 
@DG- 17) suffen two minor fue~ on 
consecudvc days in the First 
 division^ Berthing Compmlent and 
the Ancha Windlass Room. An m- 
vesogation leads to the arrest of an 
arsonin on 14 July. the day of the 
second fire. 

01/03/80: The Malaysian od tanker 
Santo Prestige loses power and col- 
lides with the USS Milwaukee 
(AOR-2) m o o d  at portside in 
Norfolk. Virginia. The collision 
results in a 40- by 15-foot gash in 
the hull c f  the Milwaukee. 

04104/19: The USS Ranger (CV- 
61) suslains s u b s m ~ d  c h a p  in a 
collision with the Libuiim tanka 
For tune near the u r s m ~  appaches 
to dre Suait of Malam. Thae are 
no injuries and Ihe Ranger heads 
toward Subic Bay while the tanker. 
hokd in the port side fmun I c  main 
declk to the waterline, u towed to 
Singapore. On 20 Apnl rhe Ranger 
voyagp to Yokosulu. l i p .  afur 
corripleang interim win to her 
bow. 

OSRtW9: The USS Gray's (FF- 
1054) living barge receives suuc- 
tunl damage of ova  S 1.000.000 in a 
fue caused by arson while the ship is 
benhitd at Todd Pacifc Shipyard, 
Seattle. Washington. 

06R6180: The USS ConsteUation 
(CV-64) collides w~th a Bangliadesh 
merchant ship in the Arabian Sea 
The U.S. Navy says there was minor 
damage to1 both ships. 01104180:: The USS Pecos (AO-65) 

collides with the moored USS Bra- 
dley (FF- 104 1) at Terminal Isiland. 
Los Angcles. California. injuring 
one. and causing minor damage to 
the Brad:ley and a twefoot hole in 
the Ptrni. 

08rrOZ/79: The USS Comte tie 
C r a w  @D-974) incws exwnsive 
smoke damage in a three-hour 
engine nmm fuc while benhred at 
Norfolk. Virginia. 

07/08/80: The small Dan~sh Home 
Guard cuuler MHV 94 is ramrr~ed by 
the East German mintswteper 
Komct nine miles south of Geldset. 
Denmark, in h e  Baltic Sea l h e  
collision causes severe damage: to 
the front o~f the cuuu. Denmark 
protests tot East Germany over 
incident 

W t / 1 9 :  The USS George Wash- 
ington Cawcr (SSBN-6Si6) mags 
he neu of r Spanish fishing vessel 
and tirags h e  boat throug!h the water 
off R.ota. Spain. 

06/21/79: The USS Enterprise 
(CVN-65). under overhaul at the 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyiupd. 
sustair~s a two-hour Class Alpha rue 
in a calapult room. machine shop. 
and pastageway. 

08E09/191: A fm. caused by nr 
broken acetylene tine. bnalrrri out 
aboard the USS Midway (CV-41) 
while be,rthed at Yokosuka. Japan. 
lulling one worker and injuring 17 
sailors. 

01/16/80: The USS Oklnawa~ 
(LPH-3) is placed in tow whe~n it 
suffen MI engineering casualty. The 
casualty is corrected on 18 January. 

06X)ll/19: The USS Woodrow 
Wilson (SSBN-624) runs aground in 
heavy fog at Race Rock while en 
rouu: to New tondan. Co~nnccticut. 
nK :submahe backs off and 
pracceds to port for inspection and 
dami3g~ assessment. 

04A39/19: Five fms set by an 
ammist aboard rhe USS John F. 
Ke~mnedy (CV-67) till cw shipyard 
worker and injure 34 d m  peopk 
whik the carria undergoes ovtmaul 
at Nafolk Naval Shipy~d. Virginia. 

06/26/79: The USS Forraital (CV- 
59) su,ffers three minor fucs while m 
M a y p a  Flonda. Arson is 5;uspecrd. 

07/20/80: The USS Gurnard 
(SSN-662) spills 30 gallons of water 
containing: radioactive material1 inlo 
San Diegal Bay. California. A Navy 
spokesman says the leak occurred 
when a crcwman of the Gurnard 
accidentally opened a valve allow- 
ing the water to escape. The 
spokesman said a water sample was 
taken and there was no increase in 
che general background radioactive 
level in the area where the spiUl 
happened. 

MX)5/80 The USS Inchon (ILPH- 
12) coltidles with the USS Spi8egel 
Grove (LSD-32) wh~le refuelling in 
the Atlan~lic while en route to the 
Me&terramean Sea. with repolrtcdly 
no injurie.~ and only minor dunage. 

09DU79: The USS Truxtur~ 
(CGN-315) spills some 13 gallons of 
radioactive "high-purity water'' into 
San Diego Bay. Callfomia 14 US. 
Navy spokesman says h e  spllll 
conrainad a small amount of 
radioactivity which was too small to 
have an ilmpact on the environment. 
ln~lial rr~poru had said the ship 
splled ai much as 80 u> 100 gallons 
of radioactive water. 

06/29/79: A steward is sentenced 
for scting rues aboard the Royal 
Navy frigate HMS Sirius while 
dakud at Devonport. U.K. 

06/05/19: Two rues break out 
aboard the USS John F. IKennedy 
(CV -67) at the Norfolk Naval 
Shipyard. Virginia, but cause no 
injuries or significant damage. 

04/27/79: 'Ik USS Pargo (SSN- 
6%)) u briefly grounded, whik 
entttring New London. Conmticut. 
harlbor in heavy fog. 03/03/80: The USS William H. 

Standley (CG-32) sustains a 
ruptured lube casualty to the 
Number 1IB boiler during exercises 
off Lhe Slrrait of Hormuz and 

07/03/79: The Royal Navy diesel 
wbmauine HMS Onyx is lieed 
from the fuhing neu of a sutionvy 
vawler off Holy Island In the F i  
of Clyde, Sco~land. 

05K)9/19: ne USS Savannah 
(AOR-4) collides with Lihe USS 
Forrtstal (CV-59) afw suffering a 
gyro casualty whJc %ruticing the 

O6/l 2/19: A Mk 48 conventional 
torpc:do jams between loa~ding 
equipment and a bulkheald when a 
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Sub~c Bay on IU own power In 
compamy w~th the Narragansett 

runs into the underside of the 01/27/8 1: The USS Mianitowoc 
(LST- 1180) and Ihe USS Trenton 
(LPD-14) begm a five-thy visrt lo 

Alexandria. E g y p ~  The USS Jack 
(SSN-605) also IS rn port. The 
Trenton and Jack suffer minor 

damage when the Jack,, moa~red 
alongs~de, surges agana  the 
Trenton In a sea swell 

07R6180: The Royal Navy patrol 
boat HMS Sabre crashes at 
Aldcrney. Channel Islands. in the 
Engluh Channel. 

forms Japan Ihure was no radioac- 
uve kalrage ar nucllear uc~pons on 
board. Sub~quend:y. Japanese 
examination of w ind w a t a  In the 
m a  reponcdlir findk evidence of 
radioactive colnunrnation. 

ing overhaul at h e  Puga Sound 
Naval Sh~pyard. Washington. Five 
workers ncelve low-level radioac- 
tive contammatton. A Navy spokes- 
man says they received a dose of 
radnuon "less than that typically 
recerved by a chest X-ray." 

fre~ghter, damages is it huU and 
crruvs 11 to smk In approximately 15 
mlnutes, krlbng two Japanese 02/21/81: The USS Okina~wa 

&pH-3) experiences a bnef fue 
d m g ,  uan~~ng  off San Clemenk 
Islmd. Cal~fornla, bu~ the s,hp 
conwlues 11s scheduled opcrauons. 

crewmen (1 3 others YC rescued). 
The submarine suffers minor 
dmage to a small section of its ull. 07/29/80: The USS Midway (CV- 

4 1) colhdes with the Panamanian 
merchant shp  Cactus whik 
transiting h e  passage between 
Palawan I s h d  of Ihe Philippines 
and the coast of Nonhern Borneo 
450 nautical miles southwest of 
Sub~c Bay en mute to Singapore. 
The Midway, the U.S. Navy says,, 
suslvned no serious damage 
allhough two U.S. sailors were 
killed. h e e  were mnjured, and Lhrcx 
F 4  Phantom aircraft puked on thle 
fight deck wen damaged. 

The accldent sparks a political furor 
In Japan. straining U.S.-Japanese re- 
lations a month before a meeting be- 

0813 1/80: In Late Augusl. some 
cracks in he CJSS \/ulcan's (AR-5) 
ouur hull which allow 0111 seepage 
art disco~ertd~. These are repamd 
while the ship is in Norfolk, 
Virgmia, and mrficrurard Lhe ship sails 
for Noway. 

IU)3/80: The USS America (CV- 
66) and USS Caloosahatchec (AO- 
98) collide during an underway re- 
plentshment maneuver 250 miks 
east of Chuleslon. South Carolina. 
when the oder lows rudder control. 
Despite an emergency breakaway. 
Ihc America suffers minor damage 
to a catwalk, a storage companment. 
and a flight deck safety net rarl. But 
&re are no injuries and borh ships 
continue operations. 

O3/l4/8 1. ilhe naval resenre 
destroyer USS Cone (DD-1366) n 
temporarily grounded w h ~ k  depart- 
1ng Charleston. Soulh CxoLna. 
Adter lxmg freed by a1 tug the Cone 
r e t m i  to C'huleston lfor hull 
dmage assessment. 

tween R m e  Minister Zenko Sutuki 
and Res~dent Ronald Reagan. The 
United States is cnticucd because: 

05Kl1/81: In May [he A!oyal Nawy 
desrroycr HMS Glasgo'w col,lides 
with the Sowet crulser Admiral 
h k o v  in the Barenu Sea. l he  
Glasgow's capmn reparts th~e 
Sovlet sh~p  was maneuvering 
d.mgerously. 

i t  look over 24 hours c noufy 
Japanese aulhontiu; the submarine 
and a U .S. P-3 Orion aircraft 

09/09/80: The USS; Vaklm (FF- 
1096) suffen a malruial lrulure to 
h e  ship's sole gyro comlw 
following a departlln from Antwerp. 
Belgium. lk ship openues on 
magnetic cm~pass only 6w the next 
six weeks, rhrc~ghcn~t exercise 
"Teamwork 80." This & @ e s  the 
performance of weapons systems 
and satellite nanigaJon, and makes 
refueling at s e i b  mon mpLicaicd. 

overhead did n a  m J e  a rescue 
anempc; and the submarine was 03/19/8 1: l k e  USS Y'ellovvston~e 

(AD4 1 )  and the USS Robert A. 
C)wen:r (DD-827) coll~de off 
Flonda, causing extensive damage 
but M ~asuialties. 

operating so close to Japan. less than 
20 miks outsrde the 12-mile limit. 
The U.S. Navy iniually says the 

05/15/81: A hadine ccack is d ~ s -  
covered in the man cocthng sysvlm 
of the Royal Navy nuclra-pwerrd 
a w k  submanne HMS Valiant as; it 
returns to Devonpon, U.K.. after 
developing a fault In its cool~mg 
system whrle operaung off the 
Cornish coast. The cnclk does not 
affect the operation of Ilhe rcictor 
and the vessel returns to1 Devonporr 
under its own power. The Royal 
Navy denies clams that conlami- 
nated water was discharged i;nto 
Plymouth Sound. saylng "A very 
small quantity of water leaked out 
and this was drained off' into a lead 
rank in a barge for treaunent" The 
reactor is cooled down Ixforcc the 
leak is plugged. 

0811'MIO: The Royal Navy nucleau- 
powered atlack submanne HMS 
Sovereign breaks down during 
mu tine tesu in Plymouth Sound. 
U.K. According to the Royal Navy 
the breakdown was caused by a 
"minor mcchanrcal defect." The 
submarine was towed back o 
Devonpon U.K. 

submarine surfaced but could not 
see any sh~p  in distress due to fog 
and rain. On 11 Apd PRsident 
Reagan and other U.S. officials 
express regret over the accident. 

01/10/81: The USS Biddle (CG-34) 
and USS Rakigh (LPD-I) are 
slighdy damaged when Iht Biddk 
slnkes he m m d  Raleigh whik 
approaching a pier in Norfolk, 
Virginra. 

03/26/81: l[he USS Guarclfiib 
(!jSN-6 12) ~tooches ground whlle In 
Ihe Sam Pedro Channel on the way to 
San D~~ego. Cahfornia. Thcn were 
no personne:l injunes ind an on- 
board rlnspecuon reve:iled am hull1 or 
equ~pnnent tiamage. 

makc offers of compensation and 
reassure the Japanese there is no 
cause for worry about radioactive 10R0180: The USS Sara~togo (CV- 

60) suffers five min~w fucr from 20 
to 26 October while undergoing a 
mapr overhaull at the Philadelphia 
Naval ShipyanL Perwylvania The 
Navy inve~tigaues the pordbility of 
arson. 

OlR3181: The USS Birmingham 
(SSN-695) suffers a failed sonar 
dome while operating in h c  
Medituranean and is ordered into 
Gibraltar for damage asSessmcnL On 
30 January the ship is in Gibralm 
for repain. 

conlamination. but refuse to say 
what the submarine was doing so 
close to Japan or whether it was 
anned with nuclear missilu. Ovu  
he next several monhs as the 
connoversy continues. h e  U.S. 

08R 1/80: A Soviet Echo class nu.- 
clear-powered submarine suffers a1 
serious casualty and loss power 
about 85 miles off h e  eut cost off 
Okinawa. At least nine aewmem- 
bers are believed c have died from a 
probabk fye in Ihe propulsion 
spaces. A Soviet freighter rrrives ID 

evacuate the crew and a tugboat is  
Mdicd to o w  Ihe Submahe lo 
Vladivoslok tscontd by sevaal 
wanhips. The next day Japan 
advises ships to avoid the uu. 
citing possible radiation kalcr and 
refuses lo allow rhe submarine o 
pass through Japanese r r r i W  
waters unless Moscow guarantees 
there ye no nuclear weapon, aboard 
and no danger of rpdiation lulrr. 
The Sovieu initially refuse to 
guarantee the safety of h e  ructor 
and enter Japanese waun despite 
Japan's warnings. But on 24 August, 
Moscow acquiesces to Japan's 
demands concerning ufely, and in- 

04103t81: A fm bre* wt in d r  
engine room of Ihc USS Ta~luga (T- 
A.0-62:) whide Ihc shq  is operating 
80 rnllles west of San Diego. 
Caldomia. Two injurlcd crtw 
rnemkrs ar~e airlifted to San Diego 
b:y helicopter. The fmc is e,xlin- 
guisheld and the Talugp prc~eeds IO 
pon 

Navy: accepts responsibility to 
preclude kngthy litigation; is 
criticized for ru preliminary repon 

1U)1/80: In Ckcenlba ohe Royal 
Navy higate H'MS Amazoo strikes a 
c o d  reef off Blelue in h e  Carib 
bean. 

01/27/81: 7he USS C u m  (LPH-9) 
suffen a minor fa of suspicious 
origin in an unoccupied compart- 
ment while in Norfolk. Virginia. 

which says the submarine and Orion 
claimed not to have nalized h e  
freighter was sinlung: and relieves 

O5R6/8 1: A Marine EAL-68 Prowler 
a u c d i  crashes wh~le landing on Lhe 
USS Nimitz (CVN-68) operi~ung 70 
miles off Jxksonv~llc. Floridla. 
kllling 14 and injuring 418. The 
aircraft rcponrdly appli~ed pabwer :u 
it was landing and then suddenly 
dnfted to h e  nght, runnling into 
parked aircraft, causing amm~un~tion 
to explode. md swning numerous 
rues that took at las t  one hour to 
put out. Three F- I4 Tomcau are 
destroyed and 16 other iiircnft are: 
damaged, and, overall, approxi- 
mauly SlOO million in tiamage 
results. The Nimitz returns to 
Norfolk. Virginia, for se:venll day!; 

12101/80: In Ckernber, llht Royal 
Navy nucku-powad awrk sub- 
marine HMS Dhadnougbt suffen 
serious machinery damage - 
rcponedly cracks in the ~ ~ o n d a r y  
cooling system - which necusitlle 
a complete reactor slhutdo~wn. This 
damage and trcuble!r wih~ schedul- 
ing a refit lead to a dlecisu~ to =tire 
the aging submanne. 

01MMR3 1 : Workers a1 Coasd 
Drydazk In New York (formerly 
Brooldyn Navy Yard) rnadvenefitly 
cause a1 fue on the USS Ayllwin (FF- 
1081) lwh~le weldmg. The Ifngate's 
Comba~t Information Cknter IS 

dunaged 

and reprimands the commanding 
officer and officer of b e  deck of the 01/28/81: The USS Sylvania (AFS- 

2) and USS Kalamazoo (AOR-6) 
collide amidships during underway 
replenishment in the Virginia Capes 
area with no serious damage. 

submarine. On 31 August the Navy 
releases a final report which 
concludes the accident mulled from 
a highly coincidental x t  of circurn- 
s m c a ,  compounded by errors on 
the pan of some members of the 0m0/8 1 : The USS Downcs (TT- 

1070) is under tow by the USS Nar- 
ragansett (T-ATF-167) from Diego 
Garcia to Subic Bay. Philippines, for 
repairs following casualties lo both 
boilen. On 22 February the 
Downer is able to bring one boiler 
back into operation and continua to 

0111WR11: The USS George Waish- 
ington (SSWN-598) collrdes wldh 
the 2.350-ton Japaneu: fmghter 
Nissho Maru in the East Chna :Sea 
atnut 1 10 rn~rles south.soull'rwes~[ of 
Siisebo, Japm As it I S  surfwmg;. rt 

submanne crew. 

04/13/81: The USS William H. 
Bates (SSN-680) is reponed to run 
into gillnets near the Hood Canal in 
Washington scale. 

1 U03/80: During a test. irbout 150 
gallons of low-kvel r a d i t i v e  
water leak front a faiulty valve on the 
USS Hawkbill (SSFJ-666) undergo- 
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of reparrs. The crash sparks a five- 
month debau between Repremu- 
w e  Joseph P. Addabo (D-NY) 
C h m a n  of the House Dcfensc: 
Appropnalmns Subcommiuce and 
Ihe Navy over w hcther drug use: on 
board the cam- may have contnb- 
uud to the crash. 

06/01/81: The USS Nitro (AE-23) 
is badly damaged by a Cue in  h e  
main machrncry room whik en routcr 
LO Athens. Gnece. 60 miles nolth- 
east of Souda Bay. Cme. It is luLcn 
undcr tow LIU mat day by the LJSS 
N-bo 0-AO- 143) for SO& Bay. 

W / 8 1 :  A Soviet Kocldor class 
minuweper suffered heavy dwnrpe 
when she was in a collision in inlu- 
naUonal w a r n  with a Dan~sh nuval 
or lu in Ihe sourhem YU d h e  
Baltic Sea 

06/10/81: The USS Detroit (ALOE- 
4) runs aground on a sandbar near 
Old Point Comfort. HMlpton ELOsdt. 
Virgnur. as the ship is preparing to 

enter port at Norfolk. lhen u e  m 
injunes or apparent damage. Ihe 
ship is refloated he  next day afla 
off-loading iu fuel 

06R9/8 1: The USS Dablgrea 
(DDG43) suffers r wo-hour lirr in1 
the nd16men's stonroom while in 
the Canbkon. The damage is hght 
and the ship proceeds to Guldrt- 
loupe. 

07/14/8 1 : The USS Coontz (DDG- 
40) wcidcnrally fues a HYpocm 
anu.ship missile wiQ a high- 
explosive warhead during a milink-, 
m e  w u  about 70 milet from1 St. 
Croix. U.S. Virgin Islands. nr 
missile impacts and is  l ou  u sea 

07/19/81: A US. Marine Corps Re- 
sene CH-53 S u  Sdl ion heluopur 
crashes and burns while lnndir~g 
aboud the USS Guam (LPH-9) 
during vrinlng operations in dhe 
Atlantic 35 miles southeast of 
Moorehead CIL~. North CardiM. 

lollrng four and  rnjunng I I &r 
h n e  and Navy persamnel. 

0 8 W  1: W1ardrcnm I of the USS 
Ranger (CV-61) c ~ i c h ~ u  fm, 
causing exte~nsive dynnge while the 
ship is moored at Naval Air Swjon 
North Isbnd. San Diego. California. 
Reponcdly "'recocamctron was 
monumental" and "con~rnuniution's 
problems ex~lended inlo work-ups." 

08/15/81: A. rue on board rhe USS 
Iodepcndca~ce (CY-62:) while in 
overhaul u the Norfolk Navd 
Shipyard, Viiugini,a, darnages h air 
o p t i o n s  and carrier control 
approach spires. There ye no 
injuries. 

08/27/81: The UlSS DI&S (SSN- 
700) damages the. lowcr ponion of 
its rudder wlhen it. runs aground 
whde appmrhing the Atlantic 
Underwater TCSI and EIvaiuation 
Cenur siu tu AntLoo Island. 
Bahatnas. 1 % ~  u~bmurinc worlu 
i tv l f  f m  after several hours md 
returns to New h d o m .  Cometi-  
cut, on the surface for npain. 

09101/81: Ikcconding ID raw CIA in- 
telligence n:poru;, in Scpcunba a 
Soviet nuclew submarine opaiuing 
in  h e  B a l k  "untierwtmt a series of 
s m g  and fiudden phylsical shocks. 
An emergency was declared and ... 
crew members were nded  into the 
campvvnernt in which they were 
wnding duty. Tile submatine was 
no longer navigable following h e  
shocks and was taken undu tow. I t  
was towed for a ltotal e~f 36 horn but 
was actualby only moved during 
darkness." The !rubmarine w a  
towed to Kaliningrad and "be 
sailors tha~ had teen sealed in h e  
compartment were then flown to 
Riga and hospitalized." The CIA 
source re palm all the 'sailors 
exhrbited sr~gns of t c n n i d  raduon 
s~ckness. 

09106/81: ,A landing ,A-7 I1 Corsair 
aucraft colll~des with ia liuiing F- 14 

Tomcat fighter on the USS Kitty 
Hawk (CV-63) Lll lng one crewman 
and injunng two others whrle the 
carrier is operating in thc Indian 
Ocm. The A-7 is recovered and 
rhe F- 14 crew ejects safely. but the 
F- 14 rolls overboard. 

O9/l 7/81: A U.S. Mannc Corps 
CH-53C Sea Stallion helicopter 
crashes while anempng to land on 
the USS Guadalcanal (LPH-7) 
during Sixh Fleet mn ing  exercises 
In the Medilerranean near Sardirua. 
Ilaly, lulling al l  five crewmen. 

09R0181: The USS Conyngham 
@DG-17) runs aground momenm- 
ily whik making a slow approach to 
the Mauritian coast causing minor 
damage to the sonar. 

09R0/81: The Phhppine Navy 
fngau Datu Kahntiaw is forced 
aground by 127 miles per hour 
winds from Typhoon Clam while on 
anchor near Calayan Island. 340 
miles north of Manila, with only 18 
of 97 crew swivmg. 

09/24/81: The USS Guadalcanal 
(LPH-7) and the USS Waccamaw 
(T-AO-109) collide during unda- 
way replenishment south of Sar- 
dinia. Idy .  causing minor damage 
but no injuriu. 

09/25/81: An Israeli m~ssde boat 
runs aground on a Saudi Arabian 
reef in the Gulf of Eilat after 18 
electrical system goes bad. knocking 
out iu navigational equipment. The 
Saudis permit the Israelis u, rescue 
Ihe W: 12 days later ~t is removed. 

09/30/8 1: The USS Pcgasus (PHM- 
I )  collides with the USS Ncwport 
&ST-1 179) whle mak~ng an ap- 
proach to connat for lowlng nonh 
of Cuba. causlng minor damage. 

10/07/81: The USS Inchon (LPH- 
12) suffers a boiler explos~on whde 
preparing to get underway from 
Norfolk. Virgma. 

I 3 I. The USS VVacci~maur q- 
AO- IC9) co~lhdes wrlh the USS 
Rakigh (LPD-I) whJe the USS Dc- 
troit (AOE 4) o alonlgsrde. The 
stups arc underway in the Me&tena- 
nlun. 

110/17/81: The USS Waccamavv fl- 
A,O- 109) IS suuck by an 1t;dian tug 
rn Cagluri. Sard~nia. Italy. when the 
tug lowx cc~naol whde malking rm 
approach ta1 aid in maneuvering. 
The oiler IS holed but no pollution 
rcrulu. 

10Rl/81: 'The USS Cook (TF- 
1083) observes a Soviet Foxtro~ 
class diesel-powered attaclk sublma- 
rine under !low while conduct in]^ 
i~ntell~;gence operaurns off Soca~ua 
Island ~n the InQan Ckean. 

lOR7A 1: A Soviet Wh~skcy class 
diesel-powered stack sub~marim 
runs aground 10 lulo~metas from the 
Swedish nzrval base of b r l s k f o ~ .  
!I00 miles riouth of S~rnkholm. The 
Swedish government. alleelcs thc 
s;ubmiarine was engaged in  illegal 
reconnaissance or miine-hying work 
ilnd there vvas good reason to believe 
the vessel is carrying: nuclear 
weapons. The Swedes demand an 
i lp~logy and an explimticm. M e n  
llhe submarine captain is qluestioncd 
he conttndls bad weallher i ~ d  a 
lfaulty corn~pass led u> the inadvenent 
inuusion into Swedish wsuen. But 
the S wed~ih authoritjes maintain 
that good  navigation^ was ncwmary 
for the ves;sel to corrre hi:s far i~nm 
their waters. On 29 Octo'ber a 
Soviet tug is turned back by Slued- 
rsh wanhips and another unide:nti- 
fied submarine is spotted withiin 
Swechsh vvaters and is pursued by 
Swechsh antisubmarine warfane 
heliclopters unul i t  dwppears. On 2 
November rhe submarine is re- 
floau:d by Swedish tugs to prevent 
hwv,y s m s  from batltennp the !ship. 
On 5 Nov~cmber the Swedish 
government announices hat the 
subrnarinc: probably has nuclear 
weapons aboard. Foceign Minister 

Ullsten says "it must k vey 
embarrassing" to have this infonna- 
uon released when Ihe Soviets "have 
cmated the impression that they are 
more in favor than the United 
Slates" of arms conuol. On 6 
November the subrnanne a returned 
to the Sovieu. The same day Ihe 
Swedish government expresses the 
view that previous Soviet proposals 
in regard IO the Ballic as a "sea of 
peace" wen no longer crcd~ble. 
Off icds said the incident would 
affect Swedish atumdes toward 
Nordic nuclear-bee-zone proposals 
from the Soviet Union. It is later 
reponcd on 6 May 1982 that he So- 
vret government had agreed to pay 
Swedish cosu of S 2 12.000 arising 
from the incident. 

1 110218 1 : At the Holy Loch naval 
base in  Scolland a Poseidon subrna- 
nne-launched ballistic missile is 
dropped 13 to 15 feet as 11 is moved 
aboard the submarine tender USS 
Holland (AS-32) after an e m r  by 
Lhe crane operator. The fall is 
arrested by a safety device. but 
critrcs suggest there was a serious 
chance that a conventional explosion 
could have mken place, dispersing 
radioactive material. This explosion 
could have occumd because the 
Poseidon warhead uses an unstable 
conventional high explosive called 
L X  -09. Moreover, the Navy is 
upbraided for not immediately n- 
porting the incident or notifying sur- 
rounding communities of possible 
danger. The U.S. Navy refuses to 
confum or deny. whether there were 
nuclear weapons on the miss~le and 
states "there was no damage done, 
no injuries occurred; there was no 
danger to personnel." 

lU)3/81: An arresting wire breaks 
during the landrng of an A-7 Corsair 
aircraft on the USS John F. Ken- 
nedy (CV-67) whrle operating in the 
Canbkan Sea, lolling two men and 
injuring Ihree. Four aircraft includ- 
ing the A-7 are damaged. 

01m/82: A U.S. Navy sh~p coll~des 
with an Italian tanker mi the !S~ra~cs 
of Messma. 

01/10/82: The USS Mispillison (T- 
AO- 105) and the clv~liaur lanker 
Texas Trader, under Navy conmct. 
collrde during a routine fuel transfer 
in the lndlan Ocean. There are no 
personnel injunes and no senous 
damage to either sh~p. 

01/16/82: Five U.S. Navy penonnel 
dre in a diving accident aboaud he  
USS Grayback (SS-574) off he  
coast of Subic Bay. Phil~ppilnes. 

OU) 1/82: In early Febiruary , the 
USS Seattle (AOE-3) is h ~ t  by a 
tugboat while getting underway 
from Craney Island. Norfolk. 
Virginia, causing extensive damage 
to equipment on the ship's aft end. 

0210U82: The USS Ponce &PD- 
IS) collides with the USS Fort 
Snclling (LSD-30) during a towing 
exercise which causes mmor 
damage to the Poncc's, port side. 
mainly to the accommodation ladder 
and flight deck catwallr. The two 
ships were en roue to Portsmouth. 
U.K. 

02/18/82: The South r4frician Nawy 
flagship the frigate Rlaident Kreu- 
ger collides with lhe n~aval supply 
ship Tatelberg during night 
maneuvers in rough sew and gale 
force winds south of tlhe Calpe of 
Good Hope and sinks. Thirteen of 
her crew are reported missing and 
177 sailors an saved. 

03/01/82: In March both of the USS 
Inchon's (LPH- 12) emergency 
d~esel generators become moperable 
dunng wn lng  in the Canbban. 
The sh~p IS unable KJ i finish mnmg 
A ponable emergency Qescl 
generator n attached to the fl~gh~t 
deck and the shrp IS escorted back to 
Norfolk. Vuglnra. by the LJSS 
Pensacola (LSD-38). 
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0311 3/82: Founeen amraft from the 
carrier USS Forrestnl (CV-59;) m 
&vetted to Homestead Air Fomce 
Base. Flonda, aftu a boila failure 
causes a "panid elecmcal failrue" 
on the carrier. The ship was on 
exercises off Guanranamo Bay, 
Cuba. 

03/18/82: The USS NervporI (&ST- 
1179) suffers a Bravo Class fue in a, 
main engineering space while cm- 
chored at Berbcra. Somalia. 

03/22/82: The USS Jacksoovlilk 
(SSN499) collides wih  rhe T w b h  
cargo ship the General Z. Dg(ao 
whde running on the surface 2.5 
miles usl of Cape Charles. Vurginia~ 
Damage to the Jacksoovilk is 
reported as minor and chanrterized 
4~ "bumps and scrapes." whib bow 
damage is reported on rhe Gealtral 
2. Dogan. 

04/10/82: The West G a a n  t i l t  
submarine Pisaqua, built f a  Vene- 
zuela. mllidu in h e  Danish S I ~ U  
with a muchant ship as it is am- 
pkting its sea oials. The ship u 
towed to Kiel. Germany. 

06/19/82: 'Ihe Irish fishing baat 
Sbarelga capsizes md sinks in che 
Insh Sco after being dnggtd by the 
Royal Navy diesel submarine IHMS 
Porpoi(e which had become en- 
tangled in the trawla's neu. llhe 
British government initially denies ir 
submarine was in h e  a m .  udl then 
admlu rcspons~bility two melu 
lam. 

04120102: Seven people arc injured 
in an explosion aboard rhe USS 
Garcia (FF-1040) which is being 
overhauled at General Shipyard in 
Bosm. Massachusclu. 

04/20/82: The USS Brewtoo IW- 
1086) suffers a casualty to iu 
senice diesel generator, cuMilmg 
h e  ship's pamcipation in "Rinnpec 
82" exercises. 

05108/82: The U!SS Clhluvenet 0- 
AGS-29) runs hard aground on 
Daumn Reef in Ithe Cagayan Islands 
in the Sulu :Sea while underway 
from Subic Bay. Phllilppines, to 
survey grounds in Ind~~nesian 
waters. After two-andl-one-half 
weeks of salvage efforrts. the ship is 
refloated by U.S. Nary salvage 
learns and towed to the Ship Repar 
FaclLty in Subic Bay. 

0511 5/82: Swedish ca~astal authori 
ties report a, Soviet &srmyu or 
large frigw: is on firr in the Baltic 
Sea. 22 miles off tatvia. 

05/22/82: I l k  UlSS Fletcher (DD- 
992) smku the USS Irowers (DDG- 
9) and the IJSS F:ranc!is Hammond 
(FF-1067) tausir~g milnor damage 
while ilumprng to moor alongside 
the two ships in !Subic Bay. Phdip- 
pines. 

06/1 1/82: Ilhe UlSS Seattle (AOE- 
3) and the lJSS Aylwiin (FF-108 1) 
cdlide when Ihc Seattle loses 
steering corwol cwhlle refueling the 
frigate during &amsit r r r o u  che 
A h t i c  IO ~tht MIediumne~. 

06/12/82: 1The LlSS Blo~eTib (SS- 
582) suffwl maim engine ufua l tks  
when all rhKee main engine rpacu 
arc flooded while operating on rhe 
surface in h e  Pacific. No milerial 
damage on persame1 injuries occur. 

06/12/82: The UlSS Clkvtlsnd (LPD- 
7) ud Ihc USS Ibhtpibuls (AO-5 1) 
cdlide in rhle Gullf d lI%ailand during 
underway qknishrncnt. Damage is 
minor and t h w  iW m> injuries. 

06/17/82: Ten penon~s arc injured 
when r 1.200-lb. steam valve 
~ p u u  rbtDard he USS Saratoga 
(CV-60). which  is undergoing 8 
Service Life Extensinn Rogm 
overhaul in Phila~delphia Naval 
Shipyard. Pennsylvania 

06R0/82: A wget hulk being lowed 
by the USS Recl;limer (ARS42) 

scrapes a Chmae tanker while the 
vessels arc leavrng Singapore. There 
an no mjuries and damage is minor. 

07/12/82: The USS Seattle (AOE- 
3) suffen a "freak explosion" in the 
after portion of the shrp while 
moored alongside a fuel pier at 
Porn Tones. Sardmia. Ilaly. A 
chemical reaction between fuel 
vapors and a chemical stored in one 
of Lhe blast-tom spaces causes the 
explosion which damages the afur 
steering compartment and Enlisted 
Dining Facility. 'ihe Seattle is able 
to get undemay for Naples less than 
12 houn after the general quarters 
alarm was first sounded. 

0711 5/82: In mid-luly Lhe 30-foot 
yacht Fyfield Five is sauck by an 
underwater object off the Tuskar Rock 
off Ireland and sinks. The owner Ken 
Roberu insists he was sunk by a sub- 
marine - reponedly a periscope 
crashed up through the keel of his 
boat The pmss is iniually skepucal. 
but then a dockyard worku tells the 
Morning Star newspaper that the 
Royal Navy diesel submarine HMS 
Opassum was having emergency 
rcpain dare to her conning tower in 
hrumouh. Minislry of Defense 
admits he  Opossum was damaged in 
a collision at sea 400 miles west of 
Plymourh, U.K., on the day Rokn's 
boat sank, but says this is well to the 
west of w h m  R o b ' s  vuscl went 
down. The Miniury of Defense is 
unwilling or unable to provide details. 
but dots not deny repom the 
Opossum was hit by a Soviet spy 
rmwla. 

08/19/82: A Royal Navy board is 
set up o investigare damage done to 
the Royal Navy nuclear-powend 
ballistic misslle submanne HMS 
Revenge's gearbox caused by Ihe 
presence of r small. exmneous 
piece of metal as b e  submanne is 
nearing Ihe end of a two-and-a-half- 
year major =fit u Rosy th. Scotland. 
The damage delays the submarine's 
scheduled completion date. 

2 The U.S. shnlmp boat 
Howard M. opcntlng rn the Pacific 
off 'Washrngton sute snags what 
may have been a Soviet submarme. 
acccxding to the U.S. De:panment of 
Defense. The skipper of the boat 
Dmny Piuker repom he was 
draggal ;about a m~le and a half unul 
a cable smapped. 

09/;!8/82: The US!; Sano Ho~uston 
(SSIN-6(r9) spills less than 50 
gdllons o'f low-level radi,oactwe 
wau:r dunng a test whde: it IS in the 
Puget Sound Naval Ship~yard,, 
Bre~menon. Washington, undcrgomg 
routme mununance, xcording UI 
the INavy. The spill was stopped. the 
water was conuined w~thrn dre shrp. 
and no radioact~vlt;~ wui relclsed to 
Ihe envuonment. The submarine's 
ractor was not opcraung. Two 
individu;lls were in the area during 
the sprll and one of theu: individuals 
received low-level radio'activle 
con~runin~ation. 

11L!9/82: The US!; Thomas A. 
Edison (SSN-610) coll~des with the 
USS Leftwich (DD-984) in tlhc 
South Chrna Sea 40 miles -it of 
$ubic Ba~y. Phrlippines. The Edison 
was at pmscope depth preparing to 
surface; 111 dmagecl rts sad and sail 
p!-nes. but there was no flooding. 
B d h  shps remain operaiuonad after 
the ,accident 

12/01/82: The Royal Niavy nuclear- 
powered attack submarine HlMS 
Spartan is caught in he :  nets of the 
English trawler Allyit off Land's 
End,. Cornwall. U.K.. m the Celtic 
Sea. As the mwler is dragged 
forward the fishernwn ridio to 
shore. an8d several mnullts lalter the 
sub~rnanrre surfxu; w~th the nets and 
ucUe laytng across Ihe vessel. The 
nets, costing 7-8.O(Xl pounds 
stermllng, are cut free. and the 
sub~manrre conunucs on its pauol. 

1213 1/82 In bu 1982 the USS Per- 
mit (SSN-594). cnrlsing; on llhe sur- 
face, colllrdes w~th the UISS La Jolla 
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(SSN-701). at pcnwope dcpl .  
whde hey an on sea vials about 30 
miles off San Fmc i ro .  The Permit 
recleves a ten-foot-long. bee-fmt- 
wide "scrape" In thc paint on the 
keel. while the La Jolla suffers 
minor rudder damage. 

01/03/83: The USS Arkansas 
(CGN-41) collides with  he llalran 
mcrchanunan Megara Ilea in the 
S u m  of Messma. and 1s "sllghdy 
damaged on the pon s~dc." 

01/19/83: The USS Kitty Hawk 
(CV-63) has a rnmor collision wrth 
Ihe Canadian Mantlmc Forces Ship 
Yukon off the coast of Washington 
sute. There are no personnel injuries 
or senous damage. 

0 1/22/83: The East Gennvl passen- 
ger ship Volkerlreundschah col- 
lrdes wrth a West German subma- 
m e  nonh of Roswk. East Ger- 
many. m the Baloc Sw wih m 
injunes resulting. 

02/10/83: In the Ahnac  the USS 
Antrim (FFG-20) suffers a fire in 
the wardroom and Compuur/Radar 
Electronics spaces after 11 is struck 
by a drone during live firing of the 
Phalanx self-defense close-in- 
weapon-sysum Galling gun. A 
clvllian lnsuuctor dies from burns 
caused by the ignition of residual 
fuel in the target drone. 

02/25/83: The Royal Navy 
mlnehunlcr HMS Brocklesby and 
the coasral minesweeper HMS 
Nurton collide about two mdcs off 
Porllmd harbor. U.K.. during 
routine exercises. 

0311 1/83: A Danish uawler catches 
a Danish submarine in its nets off 
Bomholm Island in the Baltic Sea. 

0311 5/83: About 15 miles south of 
the Danish island of Bornholm in 
the Baltrc Sea. the West German 
fishing uawler Gtrtraud catches a 
Soviet or Polish Whiskey class 

dresel-powered attack submanme m 
~u neu. The trawler 1s surrountkd 
by Warsaw Pact warshrps on 
maneuvers m the area as \he subma- 
m e  surfaces so lu the crc w can cut 
Ihe submanne free. The submimne 
resubmerges, Icavlng rhe trawler 
wrth a damaged net 

03/16/83 The USS Antrim (FFG- 
20) colhdes with the USS Flatley 
(FFG-21) 160 m~les north of Rueno 
Rlco d m g  mnmg  exercises. Both 
recelved only superficial damage. 

01/01/83: In April dunng: an Imhn 
Occan deployment Ilhe USS Dale 
(CG- 19) collides with the Royid 
Navy fngate HMS Ambascad~e. 
The Ambascade is latd ulp In 
Bombay dunng May whrlle work on 
"new bow matenal" is carried IOUL 

04/28/83: The USS Enterprise 
(CVN-65) runs aground vvithin~ sight 
of the port of San Francis~co. 
Cal~fomla. after eigh~t months at sea; 
it is suanded for five: hours until the 
tide and tugs pull it fiee. 

06101/83: In June a Sovict Charlie 
class nuclear-powert:d m ~ i s e  missile 
submarine sinks sornewhm east of 
the Soviet naval base of P'et- 
ropavlosk. near the southern dlp of 
the Kamchatka penirisula in the 
Pacific. U.S. intellrgence reports 
most or all of the 90-perwan cn:w are 
lost The cause of the acc:idenl. is not 
known, but the lack of ratiioactive ,, 

conlaminauon is said to mdica~te that 
the accident was probably due to 
mechanical failure, ria a nuclear 
power plant acc~den~L The subrnanne 
is salvaged by the Soviet Navy In 
w l y  August 1983. 

07101/83: In July a gunnery 
computer malfunction causes the 
USS George Philip (FFCI- 12) to fue 
a 3-inch shell toward a Mexicam 
merchant vessel dun~ng a dnll ;about 
40 miles off San Francisco. Cabfor- 
nia. According to dhe Navy h e  
round landed nine miles t~h in~d  the 
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merchant ship. but m e  George 
Philip crewmen say it actually 
landed just one mile behind h e  ship. 

of Bermuda when1 sudclenly he  
cable goes slack. The next thy a 

11/27/83: The lead sh~p of the 
Soviet Slava class cnrrsers r e m s  to 
thc Black Sea after sustaining 
possible engine damage while on iu 
maiden voyage ta the Sov~et 
Nonhem Recr The shrp had left the 
Bhck Sea on 16 September. 

03101/8J A Sovlet Kresta 11 class 
crurwcr suffers ;I two-hour fire whde: 
11 IS rnonltonng a NATO ~txerclre Irr 
rhe Med~u:rrancan. 

rhe West German &escl submarine 
Simpson. wh~ch was on sea trials m 
the N o h  Sea pnor to delivery to 
Chde. k~lling three. 

0511 7/84 A rue breaks out aboard 
Ihe USS Guitarro (SSN-665) 
dunng a trainrng exercrse 615 mdles 
northwest of San D~ego. C;~Lfornra. 
near San Clemente Island Offictals 
wrd that the fue ongrnated In the 
submanne's battery well due to hrgh 
heal from elecmcal drxhuge on one 
of the cells. A sador rnak~ng rol~nds 
d~scovered heat. steam, anti a glow 
emrtung from the battery well when 
he opened a well havh. The 
subrnanne hwded for pon and the 
crew had h e  Cue under corrtrol but 
s ~ d l  burnrng when the subnnanncc 
amved. 

Sovlet Victor 111 class nuclear- 
powered atta~k submarine is sighed 
motionless on Ihe surfire 282 mrles 
w~est of Bumuda and 470 m~iles esu 
of Charleston. South Clarolina. by a 
US. P-3 Onon pirtrol ;&raft US. 
Navy officials believe that whik the 
submarine was fcdlowi~ng the 

07/18/83: The USS Ranger (CV- 
61) collidu with Ihe USS Wichita 
(AOR-I) during refueling 100 m i h  
off San Diego, California The 
Ranger's flight deck elevator is 
damaged. but no injuries ue 
rrponcd. The Wicbita damages iu 
refueling capability. The pxl 
fueling riggings an put out of corn- 
mission. including the bs~ of d 
fuel hosu. Also pan of thc 
W khita's aft supenrmfn~ u 
crushed on Ihe suboard side. 

03/08/84 An i~nrdenufiod sub~ma- 
m e  tirags the C:logerhcadl. Ireland, 
uawler Oriel astern for two m k s  
east of County Louth. Ireland. The 
skipper culls the nets to free h~!i boat. 
An offic~al Inslh Mmlslry of 
Transpon rnqury rakes place Iwt IIS 

fmd~ngs are never made publrc. 

04fl1/84: In Apnl the USS Bar- 
bour County (LST- 1 195) runs 
aground on h e  Coronado strand in 
San D~ego. CaLfomia, bul the ship 
is successfully exaacted in less than 
24 hours. 

12/10/63: The crew of the Royal 
Navy paml boat HMS Vigilant a 
rescued after the vessel gets into 
difficulties off Nonhern Ireland. 

MlcCloy. the miar may caught in 
the submarine's propeller. 'Wrt is 
no indication of lealrin~g radiation. 

04/02/84: The b o w  H e r d  re- 
ports rhe U.S. Navy at Holy Loch. 
Scdand admrts that the paint on the 
USS Sam Rayburn (SSBN-635) 
was mlldly radioactive when L 
returned from pawl in February 
1984. The Navy says th~s is very 
low-level rad~oacuvity, so low that ~t 
could not be derccted by a geiger 
counter. Repom about the radiauon 
had been circulahg for a month. 
leading to claims that the Sam 
Rayburn had btcn in a collision 
sometime in the fall of 1983 which 
had c a d  the ship ta leak or 
become contaminated with radia- 
tion. The Navy's statements serve to 
add u, the controversy. 

iuxading to r Navy spokesman. On 
5 November the !rubm,arine is taken 

12/19/83: TheTrident submarine USS 
Florida (SSBN-728) is slighrly dam- 
aged when it hi6 an unidentified ob- 
ject whik submerged during sea mals 
in Long Island Sound. No m e  is 
injured and r Navy spokesman says 
he has nocost atirnate on thc damage. 

03L? 11%: The USS Kittly Hawk 
(CV-63) is smck dunng night 
opemtions; by a surfacing Soviet 
V~ctor I nuclear-powered a twk  
subrnanne: In the south en^ Sea of 
Japan. approxlmatel y IOC) miles 
from mairrhd Japan, wh~de en roulc 
to th~t Yellow Sea. The Kitty Hawk 
susuuns a minor hole below h e  
waterline in an aircraft fu~el talk on 
the starbo,ard sit& and co~ntinu~cs 
norrrral openuons. The Soviet 
vcsu:l is observed dead in the water 
for a whd~c wrdh a dent across iu  aflt 
deck. It i!i assisted by the Soviet 
Kara c h i  cruiser Pttrop~avlovsk 
and lhur is towed by a Soviet 
salvage vessel ta the Vlatlivostok 
naval baw.. U.S. Navy officers; say 
there: was no evidence of nuch%w 
Itakage from Ilx submanme. 'The 
)iitt:y Halwk had been miring lpart un 
jolnt US.-Kortr 'Team Spirit 84" 
exercises. The s u b m ~ e  hadl  beer^ 
follolwing h e  Kitty Hawk carrier 
group wi~h other surface ships for 
several days. Navy officials claim 
the carner's eocon sh~ps delrberately 
broke con~lact with the su~bmvine 
after simu11aun;g its desmrctior~ 15 
rimes to begin a new phase in the 
exerlclx where. the Kitty Hawk 
would usc decepuon tcchniqrues to 
lose the tradqg Sovret stdace ships. 
The Soviet submanne appmndy 
lost track of the Kitty Hiawk and 
was surfacrng to find rt when the 
colhslon ~rxcur~ed. 

under low by r Sovia salva,ge ship 
in the direction of the Cuban pan of 
Cienfuegos. Funlher a~brcrustion 

05/19/81: The Royal Navy A~LYC-  
tic suppon ship KMS End~uranlce 
r e t m  from Antarruca wr~h a hole 
In i!s hull. 

07/19/83: The USS T e u ,  (CGN- 
39) IS holed above rhe w a t a l i  
after hitting a quay while laving the: 
port d Brisbane. Ausualia 

while the submafine is undcr tow 
leads the Navy to believe the 
damage is relatively minor and 
r r : U  to h e  submarirw's pmpciler. 12/31/83: In 1983 hull collision 

damage was repaved and the sonar 
dome rubber window was changed 
on rhe USS Ltftwicb @D-984). 

06X)6/84: The USS Sumttrr (L!jT- 
1181) undergoes repain to the star- 
board propeller shaft unlll 18 June at 
rhe Little Creek Amphibio~us Base. 
Virpnia. Sections of the plrtch 
control rod and hydraulic conaol 
components within the stvboartl 
shaft and propeller aS~mbly arc: 
repaired 

07/26/83: A Wen G e m  recon- 
naissance ship collides with an East 
German naval vessel. 

1 1101183: A fm brealks out aboard 
Ow USS Ranger (CV-61) while 
deployed in be P4orrh A n b l i ~  Sea. 
killing six and injurinlg 35. The fue 
is in one d the four main machinery 

12/31/03: In 1983 extensive umpo- 
rary sail fqmn are accomplished on 
h e  USS Thomas A. Edison (SSN- 
610). 

spaces and reportedly is exttin- 
guished within m hour although 
tlwre is one reflash which is extin- 
guished. The vessel continuer 
opcrrrrions in the North Arabian Sea. 

04X)2/&1: At midday in the South 
China Sea the Soviet carrier Minsk 
fues erght signal flares at the USS 
Harold E, Holt (FF-1074) when the 
latter passes he Minsk's starboard 
side at a distance of 300 meters after 
disregarding a rrqueu hom the 
Minsk to stand clear. Three flares 
stnkc thc Holt but no one is injured. 
A US. Navy official acknowledges 
equal U.S. blame for the incident. 

01m/84: The USS Detroit (AOE- 
4) suffen a Class Bravo frre in the 
1Al Forced Draft Blower while 
rnoond u Souda Bay. Crete. Several 
crew members arc mated or smoke 
inhalation. f 

09/16/83: Tbe Royal Navy nuclear- 
powered aturk submarine HMS 
Conqueror suffen a fm whik in 
dryQck in Devonptm. U.K.. f a  r 
refir No i n ju r i uueRpond  

0611 1/84: During work-ups off the 
coast of North Carolina thc USS 
Inchon (LPH- 12) develops a leak in 
Ihe fuel oil transfer system and 
returns to Norfolk. Virginia, for 
repairs. 

11117183: The Soviet Kriv:& I class 
frigate Ruyrrchy colUides with be 
IJSS Fife (DD-991) in the ]North 
Pmbian Sea. uuaing minar damage 
UB JK Fife but r u ~  casuakies. 
Rlepodly the RIazyacrehy at- 
rcmpted IO rpprclach the U!SS 
Ftanga (CVII:). When h e  Fife 
a.uunpced to herd off the Soviet 
ship, che wo ships gnmd Ihulls. 

09130183: T& Royal Nrvy usrulc 
ship HMS Fearless is slightly dam- 
aged in collision with r West 
German &r. 

02/14/84: During aaempu u, move 
an assault craft to Radio Island. near 
Moorehead City. N o h  Carolina, the 
USS Ponce (LPD- 15) suffers a 
major casualty when her spngae  is 
damaged and eventually I~st .  m e  
Ponce g a s  to Philadelphra Naval 
Shipyard for repain. 

06/14/84: The Royal Navy frigate 
HMS Jupiter hits thc Lomdon 
Bridge while attempting a U-turn m 
the Tharnes River. 

10R6/03: The B ~ h a m .  UK. 
oawler Estber C d l u n  is bdly 
holed when it rams the Royd Nrvy 
higate HMS Ambuscade in heavy 
fog off Torbay. Devon. U.K. The 
frigate suffend minor damage. 

04/12/84: The Royal Navy fngate 
H M S  Plymouth collides w~th the 
Wea German fngate Braunschweig 
in heavy fog while taking part in 
NATO exercises in rhe Ballic Sea. 

06/15/84: W h k  operatmil m Ole 
Indian Ocean. a F- I4 Tomcat 
aucraft from Fighter Squadron 33 
cnshes on Ihe night deck of thc 
USS America (CV-66) in a Class 
Alpha accident causing more th~m 
S 500.000 in damage but nio injimes. 

leaving two IS-fboc a:npcs in the 
File's paint. Reports say the Soviet 
ship earlier namwly had nliued r 
cdlisiocl with m~other US. vessel. 02/15/84: The U.S. Navy's Nuclear 

Weapons Training Group A h t i c  
submits an "OPREP-3 Navy Blue 
Bent Spur  [nuclear weapons 
incident] 8s a msult of a maurial 
failure in 8 W80 mne r  [warhead for 
the] (Tomahawk) [sea-launched 
cruise m~ssilel." 

04/23/84: While getting undenvay 
from Norfolk. Virginia. Lhe USS 
Kittiwake (ASR-13) backs down on 
rhe USS Bergall (SSN-667). causlng 
h s g e  to the Bergall's sonar dome 
and h e  Kittiwake's propeller. 

1,1/22/83: The lJSS Kitty Hawk 
(CV-63) and Ihe USS WaEmh 
(AOR-5) have r mincr collhsim 
dluring refueling in O;aklan~d, 
California. 

10126183: A seaman is dismissed and 
jailed for uarting a fm aboard the 
Royal Navy bigate HMS Pewbpc.. 06/20/84: A Sovlet Whrsltey cllass 

diesel-powered atlack submame is 
uappcd for three and a half hours in 

03R9/84: The Dmsh fishrng: boat 
Anc Kathrine IS dragged undler by l0/3 1/83: The USS McCby (FF- 

1038) is towing a sonar m y  west 

Neptune Papers No. 3: Naval Accidents 1945- 1988 
65 Neptune Papen No. 3: Naval Accidents 1945- 1988 

64 



Ing to repau he sonu dome rubber 
wmdow. replace the innalabl'e shaft 
boas. relpack h e  rudder posts, and 
do other vanous undenvaur hull 
work. 

dumg th~e entire launch and 
rtcovcry cycle ... with a Sovict 
vessel wi~th~n 1,500 yards and w~th 
other ves!scls well w~thln" the closest 
point of amppoach llmlls the capwln 
had esublished. 

10/1 5/85: The USS Estocin @TG- 
IS) runs aground near Key Wen. 
Flonda. 

fishng wire of a Nomeglm trawler 
in international waters in he Nonh 
Sea. The submarine h fnxd only 
after surfacing and being aided by 
Ihe Nonwgian Coast Guavd. 

whlch ~gn~ted a small quan~uty of 
canvas atop the motor. He denies 
the fire thrwuned h e  subrnanne, 
since I[ broke out In a swlcd 
comp;mment some &stance from 
Lhe boat. A spokesman for h e  U.S. 
Navy confirms the submarme was 
not damagzd. though he refuses to 
say wlhether the sh~p had nuclear 
weapons on board. 

speculate the smoke comes from a 
rue slvted by an elecmcal olverload 
caused by the snaggmg of th~e 
fishmg boat's net. Over the next 
two days he  submanne is attended 
by several Sov~et sh~ps. befare pro- 
cee&ng toward Vlad~vostok under 
ils own power on the 23 September. 

10/24/85: The USS Swordf6h 
(SSN-579) suffers a propuls~orr 
casualty while operatlng as pat of 
rhe U.S. P x ~ f i c  Fleet. 

12/31/84: In 1984 the USS 
Beaurort (ATS-2) receives under- 
waltr hull, shaf~ing, and con~rollable 
pltc h propeller repaus for darnage 
sustarnetl as a result of a grounding. 

0811 1B4: The USS Nathanocl 
Grrtrnc (SSBNd36) reponedly 
losui h a  propeller in he lnsh Sea 
The submarine proceeds back to 
Holy! Loch. Scodand, usurg iu 
secolndaq propulsion system. 
Facillities at the U.S. base arc 
unavailable, so the submarine is 
towed to he nearby Brit& subma- 
rine base a Faslane. Scorland. 

06/10/85: The Royal Navy nuclear- 
powered Iballutv musile subnnanne 
HMS Rc!iolution IS struck by the 
U.S. yach~t Proud Mary off Cape 
Canaveral, Ronda. In the early 
mornlng. The submanne suffe!rs 
minor damage. but the yacht has to 
be towed back to pon. The Rcsolu- 
tion on ILS way to test-rue one: of her 
Polans mlsslles on the U.S. Navy's 
Allanoc Test Range after undergo- 
ing a majlor rcfit In Rosylh naval 
sh~py ard. Scotland. 

l0131/85: A Sov~et minesweeper 
collides ~11th a Swed~sh spy sh~p In 
the Baltic Sea. 

09/21/8,4: The USS Jacksorivillc 
(SSN-6'99) colhdes wilh a Navy 
barge off Norfolk. Vugmia. whlle 
vavellirrg on h e  surface. The 
Jackso~ivillc strikes the barge 
amidships and is rcponed to have 
caused  minor damage to her bow. 

09/10/84: Fire in he exhaust vent of 
he USS Ticondcroga (CCi-47) in- 
jures 113 crew members mi forces 
Ihc vessel to return to its home base 
of Norfolk. Virginia, for rrpam. 
The cause of the fin is unknown. 

12/3 1/84: In 1984 the USS Tho- 
maston (LSD-28) has an emergency 
drydoclong to accomplish undenva- 
ter hull ncpain sustained as a result 
of a grounding. 

11/02/85: The USS Enterprise 
(CVN-65) n grounded on Bish~op's 
Rock shoal about 100 mdes west of 
San Dlego, Cahforn~a. Reports say 
rhe Enterprise susmns a Wfoot 
gash In the! outer hull and damages 
one propeller The amraft cwner 
continues \planned operauons. ~&mg 
part In he "Rea&Ex 86- I" exerclse 
before gomg Into drydock on 217 
November. 

08/11/84: The Royal Navy large 
fleet tanker HMS Olwcn is hit by a 
nomn 700 miles nonhcaslt of the 
Fakland Islands, killing two. 

09/26/84: The USS Shasta ([AE-33) 
collides with the USS Clcvclland 
(LPD-7') during a practice rc:plenish- 
ment at sea 30 miles west of Long 
Beach. California. Both ships sustain 
minor damage. The Shasta is able to 
conhue normal operations. 

12/31/84: In 1984 the USS Ranger 
(CV-61) suffers two major fures. 0911 8/83: A Soviet Victor I class 

nucleau-powered attack submarine is 
badly damaged in a collisu)n with a 
Soviect tanker in the Soait of 
Gibralltar. The submarine neponedly 

1213 1/84: In 1984 sh~p  repair con- 07/22/85: A dive team embarks on 
board the USS Powhatan (T-ATF- 
166) to &beach the USS Boulder 
(LST- 1 190) in Chesapcdce Bay. 

mctors in Sascbo, Japan. accom- 
plish 52818.965 of r e p r  work on the 
USS Darter (SS-576) during an 

08/1(4/84: An unidentifml submarine 
drags the British trawler Jloame 
C. around h e  Englsh Channel for 
Wee: hours at n~ght afiu lbecoming 
entangled in h e  uawkr's neu eight 
miles off the U.K.'s soufh~west coasr 
When the b radioed far help rhe 
Coasi Guard told it to cut its nets as 
he R!oyal Navy did have r submarine 
in h e  area. The Ministry of Defense 
lam says the only Royal lNavy sub- 
mazinc in the area was 30 miks away 
md bat no U.S. submarines wen 
nearby. leading to speculation the 
s u b m h e  belongs to the Soviet Un- 
ion or amher Warsaw Part nation. 
Yet on 15 Seplembcr the :skipper of 
the Jwnnc C. rcccivuunmpcnsation 
of mlm than 2.000 poundb *ding 
from the Ministry of Deftnse, m e -  
Ung: the Ministry earlierrnid it would 
do if a Royal Navy ship was found o 
be at fault. 

was travelling in he "noise &adown 
of the lanker whale exiting the Medi- 
terranean Sea. Jane's= 
W k  notes that the alternating 
layers of cold and warm wiser in the 
narrow of he  Strait make it likely 

11XZ1/85: The USS Calm- 
sahatchee (AO-98) grounds on Lhe 
Elizabeth 1River near Norfolk. 
Virginla, taking two days to refloat. 

emergency 45-day drydocking to 
repair damages following a c~olll- 

I slon. 

10/19/8~b: The Royal Navy frigate 
HMS Ghmorgan collides w'ith the 
German fngate Brcmcn in a gale. 

08/05/85: The Royal Navy aircraft 
cahier HlMS Ark Royal 1s blown 
from its knh at Podand. U.K., by 
50-mile-per-hour winds. No dlamage 
is done and two Navy tugs move the 
s h ~ p  back, into place. 

02105/85: The USS Ingersolll (DD- 
990) suflkn a casualty to the port oil 
drsmbutnon box, requiring h c  ship 
to leave k s  battle group in the Indian 
Ocean. 

for a submarine "to encounlter 
sudden iherrnal gradients which 
make lhcr porpoise upward$." and 

10/26/&1: The USS John A. Moore 
(FFG-I!)) collides with the UlSS 
Oucllct (IT-1077) neu Hawaii dur- 
ing 'Tlecdx 85- I" exercises in the 
Pacific, causing minor damage. 

11/17/85: The CH-46 vercical re- 
plenishment helicopter of the lJSS 
San Diego (AFS-6) crashes into a 
parked Mzuine Corps helicopter on 
board the IUSS Iwo Jima (LPH-2) 
during a night replenishment. Idling 
one and injuring four personnel 

this is ~hought to be the caw of the 
accident. The collision rips off l e  
twin-hulled submarine's bow 

09m1/85: In the Pac~fic. an HI-46 
helicopter crashes on board lh~e USS 
Fife (DD-991) and slips off h e  
deck. but is somehow held to the 
side by @re Fire's crew. Nearby 
vessels provide assislance and no 
injuries occur. 

0411 1/85: The USS Coral Sea (CV- 
43) collides with the Ecuadolrcan 
tanker Napo during air operations 
45 miles southwest of Guanl;mamo 
Bay. Culw. A 30-foot hole in h e  
carrier's bow is punched in, i~nd 
some radlv and communications 
equipment is damaged. The Coral 
Sea retw-ns u, drydock in Norfolk 
Naval Shipyard. Virginia Eleven 
aircraft aurbomc at the time ad the 
accident arc divened to Guaritanamo 
Bay. The Napo is holed above the 
wawrllne and spills 7.600 barrels of 
od befor~e reaching Guantanamo for 
repaus. 19 formal investigalion later 
blames llhe Commanding Officer of 
h e  Cora11 Sea for the mcident, 
saying he "used poor judgment in 
elect~ng to be absent from the bridge 

szccioc.1. exposing he soniu and 
tapedo tube com panmcnw The 
rubmame pmceeds to Ihe ,Soviet 

10/29/'84: The USS Roanoke 
(AOR-7') is grounded just outside 
the enmmce to Pearl Harbor. 
Hawaii. afur suffering a suering 
casualty. but rides free eight hours 
Iaer and returns u, port 

11/25/85: The USS W.S. Sims (FF- 
1059) and USS hloosbrugger (DD- 
980) collide at sea In the Guanm- 
amo Bay. Cuba. operatlng area. 

ancharage at Hammarnen~ Tunisia 
for emergency repah, be fm  
retumi~ng to iu homepon om the 
Kola peninsula in e&ly October. 

09/01/85: In Sepember the LJSS 
Darter (!X-576) collrdes with a Ba- 
hamanlarr merchant ship about 10 
kilometers off Pusan. South Korea. 
The US. Navy says there weir no 
injuries. 

12/17/84: The USS Coral S~ca (CV- 
43) suffers a mlnor englne room fire 
during overhaul at Norfolk Naval 
Shipyar~d. Virginla. The fire is ex- 
tinguished In an hour with three men 
injured ilnd 56,000 damage to the 
vessel. 

12110185: The USS Lockwood CFF- 
1064) colhdes w~th the Ph~l~pp~ne 
merchant :sh~p Santo Nino while 
crossing the Uraga Su~do outbound 
of traffic lanes at the entrance to 
Tokyo Bay. Japan. Damage includes 
a hole 15-feet wide and 12-feet deep 
running 25 feet down the starboard 
side, with three crew injur~es. The 
Santo Nir~o suffers damage atme 
the waterline. 

09/18/84: The Japanese shrimping 
boat Sumiyoshi Maru catches a 
submarine in iu net in the !ka of 
Japan. The vessel is pulledl back- 
ward until the 3-centimeter steel 
wire h~olding the net is cut. On 20 
Sepcennber r Soviet Golf I1 class 
diesel-powered ballistic missile 
submanne is sighed on chc surface 
with white smoke coming out of iu 
connin~g tower in the Sea oll Japan, 
380 m ~ k s  west of Tokyo. kpons 

08/11W: A fire reportedly breaks 
out on board a drydock u the 
Faslam Royal Navy nuclear 
submwine base in Scolland while 
the UlSS Natbanacl G r n ~ a e  (SSBN- 
636) is in the dock for repain. A 
U.K. Ministry of Defense official 
says lhe fire was caused by an 
elecukal fault in a capstan motor 

09/25/85:: The Soviet military m n -  
ing auxilr~ary ship Khasan collhdes 
with the Turknh fast atlack cldt 
Meltcm i~n the Bosporus, slici~ng it in 
two. The:n is h c k  fog at the time 
of the colll~sion. 

12/31/84: In 1984 the USS Irattnall 
(DDG-19) suffers a m a p  fire. 

12/31/84: In 1984 the USS Sitcrctt 
(CG-31) has an emergency dqdock- 
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12/31/85: m e  USS Narwhal (SSN- 
67 1) dnifu for several houn in 
Palma I3ay. Palma Maprca. Spain. 
a h a  its mooring cable brealc, on 
New Year's Eve. 

121'31/8,5: In 1985 the USS Forre* 
tal (CV'-59) is &rovered to have a 
reduction gear problem u~!lated 0 

iu  Stmice Life Extension Pbgnm 
overhaul work (which finshed 20 
May). The defat forced h e  ship to 
return lo her homepon of Nhyport, 
Flonda, with one propeller mailing 
to undergo repam l aw  in dhe y u .  

0111 3/1i6: A Japanere mritime 
parrol aimaft spou a Soviet Echo I1 
class nuclear-powered cruiw missile 
submarine under tow by a !mviet 
salvagct ship about 280 milts 
nonhwat of O h w a  in Ihr East 
China Sea, heading northward. The 
S ub Ina~e  evidently suffencd a 
propulsion  casual^^. 

01/29/86: The USS IngeNU(DD.1 (DD- 
M) nukes a heavy landing against 
the Canadian tug Provider at 
Esqurmalt. Britlsh Columbtia. Re- 
sponsib~lity is charged to an 
inexpwienced tug o p n u w  ud IO 
bnsk ~wmds. Damage IO bxh 
vessels is minimal. 

0~10,186: The USS Wilhmtttt 
(AO-1180) collides with h USS 
J u o m  (AR-8) 75 miles wthwest of 
Pearl Harbor. Hawaii. during a 
fonnation steaming exexire. killing 
one uld injuring eight. The collhitm 
sm&es the Wilbmettt's stuboud 
bow from the rul to below the 
watcr!ltne. A large vertiull  pure 
from clck to waurlinc on rhc pan 
side of the Jlwo forces the ship lo 
be towed back to pm. 

O3/13#6: The USS NathmMtl 
Grterne (SS BN-636) runs aground 
in the h h  Sea, suffering luttrnrl 
dama;ge to its ballast &i and 
rudder. A spdresman for rhc U.S. 
Navy says There was no effect on 
Ihc propulsion. no injunu, and no 

damage to the Povidon nucka 
rn1u11c.s." The submanne rnrliall y 
s d s  to Holy Loch. Scohd .  undu 
iu own power for emergency 
repairs. It then leaves Scodvnd on 
25 Apnl and lravels submerged u, 
Charleston. South Carolina. 1ke 
extent of the damage subseqwendy 
l ad s  to a decision to daomnnio~on 
Ihe vesn:l. panly in order u, !&fy 
SALT I1 lim~catiocu. 

O3R2PMi: The US S Sccota (YTrul- 
4 1 9  loses powa and collides with 
the stem planes of the Triden~t 
submarine USS Georgia (SSBN- 
729) off Midway Island in Ihr 
Pacifu rut sinks, just afia complcc- 
ing a personnel uansfu. TUI crew 
ue rcsc~ued. but two drown. 'The 
Georgia is undamaged. 

0303/846: The USS Midway (CV- 
4 1) collides with a Soorh Ko~rean 
fishing Iboac in the Yellow Sea, 
damaging the b w  but kavir~g rhe 
carrier unscahd. 

04m/86: The Royal Navy i k d t  
cvner HMS Illustrious suffen an 
explosion Md swat gearbalx fue. 
cosmg s ~ n e  four million pxurdc 
nuling in repin,  

04WA6: The USS Wil lha  H. 
S u n d l q  (CG-32) suffers a main 
space fire in its Number 1 engine 
room during "Readier 86.3'" 
exercises. causing minor damage 
and m injuries. The Standkcy 
continues opuaoons. 

04129fi16: The USS Atlaat18 (SSN. 
7 12) ~ u u  aground in che Sonit of 
Gikrltar. damaging sonar gpar and 
puncturing a ballast tank in the bow 
section,. Navy officials srress tha~ no 
radiatkm leaked from rhe n ~ ~ l c ~  re- 
KUY and na crew rnemben wae in- 
jured. The vessel limps to Gibnltu 
for repaam. with wver entaing 
lhrwglh hoks in rhe ballast tank. 

0U14A36: The Sov~et Navy, logaoc 
support sh~p  Berezina collrdes with 

he Soviet ship Capitan Soroka 
whlle procecdlng into the Med~terra. 
nean near Ysmbul. T h e y .  The 
Berezioa ~zceives a btwched hull to 
he waurlrne on the pon srdc. 

07/02/86: The USS Roanokt 
(AOR-7) collides with the Likrian 
oll tanker Mint Prosperity while 
steaming into Long Beach. Califor- 
nia, in low vrs~bility. The Roaooke 
suswns only minor damage to its 
bow and enters Naval Station I m g  
Beach under its own power. 

07/29/86: A inquiry begins inm a 
recent boiler fm aboard IIK Royal 
Navy frigiatt HMS Plymouth 'which 
killed one. 

07130/86: AUS.  Navy Sidewinder 
a~-@ai r  missile hits h e  30.WO-ton 
tanka Wmttrn Sun carrying 
26,000 bamb of or1 60 miles (cast of 
Norfolk. Virginia, leaving a reported 
two-to-hree foot gash in h e  slhip's 
supenuw:ture. One repon says the 
impact sl;med several small fires. 
The Navy staus that it was an inert 
missile I L !  by an F- 14 Tomcat 
fighter in an exercise wilh~n a 
designated waning area. and {that a 
noau to ship of Ihe exercise had 
been sent. on 24 July. 

O7/J 1/86:: In lue July the USS Gui- 
tarro (SSiN-665) reportedly suffers a 
minor mishap involving a shipboard 
valve while at sea In rtsporuz t 
inquiries the Navy says no saious 
quipmer~t or safety problemsoccumd 
aboard the Guitarro. 

0811 3/86: 'Ru USS Incbon (LPH- 
12) suffers a casualty to the slhip's 
evaponlrm while undernay for 
Moonhead C~ty. N o h  Carolina. 
causing the ship IO return to Norfolk, 
Virginia,, f a  two days of rcpaurs. 

081161861: A freak w a n  craslhes 
ova  che USS Carl Vinsoo (CVN- 
70) injuring one man and swtxping 
seven ollhen into the Pacific O~can .  
They were quickly rescued. 

09flA6. A CH-46 Sea K ~ g h t  
hehcopvr cnshes Into a CH-53 Sea 
Stall~on hehcopur on the fllght duck 
of the USS Saipan &HA-2) whde 
opcntlng off northern Noway 
d w g  "Northern Wddlng" 
exercises. The Sea Knlght flips Into 
the water, krllhng nme. 

0912~386. The USS YeUowst00e 
(AD4 I) colhdes wlth the USS 
Truckcc (T-A0- 147) dunng 
underway replen~shment off 
Vupnu.  The Trucket has mmor 
superstructure damage. whJe the 
YeUowstone s u s m s  a two-foot 
gash m the h~ull on h e  pon side. 

10/03/86: A Soviet Yankee I class 
nuclear-powccred ballistic mirille 
submarine suffers an explosion and 
fire in one of iu m~ssile lubes 480 
m~les wst of Bermud3. Lulling a1 
Icast three. General Secretary 
Gorbxhev sends Resrdcnt Reagan a 
pnvalt comrnun~cation regarding, the 
acc~denr In a~dvance of the publ~c an- 
nouncement on 4 Oc~obcr. assuring 
h ~ m   hat there was no danger of 
nuclear explosron, radloaclive 
conwnmaoun. or acc~dental 
launch~ng of nuclur rnrss~les. US.  
forces umple the air and water 
around the s,ubmanne and dew1 no 
nd~oactivity. The submarine sinks 
under LOW on 6 October in 18.000 
feet of water about 600 miles no~rth- 
east of Bernnuda. U.S. sources slid 
that the explosion probably origi- 
nated in the Liquid fuel of one of the 
mruiles. 

10/31/86: In hteOclober LheUlSS 
Augusta (SSN-710) 1s damaged In 
an undersea collision whllc on a 
routlne traming panol in the 
Adantic. Nlo crew members are 
injured and rhe submmne retuflls to 
Gromn, Comecticut. for $2.7 
rn~lhon wonh of npairs by year's 
end. Reportedly, xcordrng to 
unnamed L1.S. Defense Deparunent 
sources, it 11s unclear whether th'e 
submarine suuck the ocean flmlr or 
an undewater object, but then was 

no nsk of the submarine sdung or 
danger to the n,uclear reactor. A 
Defense Deparment spokesman re- 
fuws to comm8ent on a CBS news 
report that the submvint "very pos- 
s~bly" collided wlth a Soviet 
submarine. 

1 1m3/86: Thcr USS Towers (DDG- 
9) h~ t s  the whzrrf in the Pon of 
Cams rn nodlern Quccnsland. 
Ausualla, darrlagrng h e  wharf. 

1213 1/86: During Firal  Year 198i6 
the USS William V. Rat! (DDG- 
41) runs aground while going from 
Naval Sotion Charleston. South 
Carolma. to Naval Weapons Suticnn 
Charleston. Scwth Carolina, causinlg 
$1.3 million dlamage to her sonar 
domes. 

01X)1/87: Someume in the first half 
of January the Royal Navy nuclear- 
powered attack submanne HMS 
Splendid lows its towed m y  sorlar 
system during a close encounter 
with a Soviet submarine in the 
Bxenls Sea off Murmansk. Repon- 
edl y the submarine was a Soviet 
Typhoon class nuclear-powered 
ballistic missile submarine. It is 
unclear whellher the Soviet subma- 
rine severed rlhe Splendid's tow-5ne 
accidentally lor deliberately in an 
effort to obtain the sensitive 
technology. 'me submarine r e m s  
to Devonpont. U.K.. on 3 l January. 

01/13/87: Tlhe USS Berkeley 
(DDG-15) suffen a casualty to the 
forward sonar dome pressurization 
system. forc~~ng the ship to reduce 
speed to I0 lrnots in heavy seas. iand 
necessitating an unexpected sop in 
Guam to ascertain the level of 
damage and make temporary repairs 

01/14/87: The USS William H. 
Standley (C'G-32) susliuns minor 
damage when several ammunition 
barges which had been secured 
alongside begin to break loose and 
pound the sides of h e  ship in heavy 
winds and high seas while the ship is 

anchored In San~ Francrsco Bay. 
California. secured. preventing The barges sign~ficant are pr~n'iptly' 

damage or their becoming adrift in ar 
crowded waleway. 

01R2/87: The USS Ogden (LPD-5) 
suffers a Class (Charlie fire. 

02/18/87. The lnsh trawler Sum- 
mer Morn IS  dragged backward for 
10 to 20 mrles for two and one half 
hours by a U S nuclear-powered 
submanne befc~re ~t cuu I U  nets to 
free  he submame about 14 mrles 
nonhwest of the Isle of Man In the 
lnsh Sea. The ~uawler hauls m a 
submanne cormmunlcauons buoy 
stuck In IU neu. The U S Defense 
Depanment confirms the submannc 
was Amencan, but dechnes to say 
wh~ch submanne rt was. 

04/07/87: Two sadors are swept 
from the deck of the USS Ulyssa !5. 
Grant (SSBN-631) in rough sus 
three mrles oultslde of the 
Pornmouth. New Hampshire. 
harbor, one is rescued but is 
pronounced dtad and h e  o lk r  is 
lost at sea. 

04/21/87: The USS Richard L. 
Plgc (FFG-5) collides with and 
sinks the disal~led rshing vessel 
Chickadee. which was under tow by 
another fishing boar. during a high- 
speed run in huavy fog off Virginia. 
The incident lleads to calls for more 
drug testing o~f sailors. though no IJSC 

on the Richard L. Page is ever 
uncovered. 

WRS/87: The USS Daniel Boon~e 
(SSBN-629) goes aground ~n the St 
James Rrver ;at Newpon News. Vir- 
ginia. during sea tnals following a 
SI 15 million dollar overhaul. The 
grounding delays the shrp's return to 
service. 

04/29/87: The USS LaMoure 
County (LST-1194) collides with 
h e  USS Hermitage (LSD-34) about 
300 miles ofrf the Georg~a coast 
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nne ccdl~ded willh the anchor chain 
of the loll rig Oxberg B. and wh~le 
uying get loose struck the rig at 30 
meters. The subrnar~nr manages to 
surface In about an hc~ur ar~d 
proceeds to Berg:en. Norway, for 
inspect~on and repair. 

by a submarine 18 miles nonh of 
Tory Island. Ireland. The submanne 
which bore no idenuf~cat~on 
markings surfaced near the trawler 
and c lwed irself of the remnants of 
the nets. 

several subsequenll expllos~oris 
caused by heat from the initial fire. 
Twenty sulors suffer burns, bruises, 
and smoke ~nhalat~on. 

while rhc shlps are pncucillg a 
resupply exercise. The Hemni~~ge 
susrvns a f ive-fm hole UI lu bcw 
sum above chc waterhne w hde the 
LaMoure County sustams superfi- 
c d  damage o IIS left side. Thc 
cornmandrng offica of the 
Lahlourc County IS nlleved 
pending an invesogaoon of Ihe 
accuient. 

a mcenl. Februvy lo Apnl mainu- 
nance slop al. Ihc Newpon News 
sh~pyuQ Vugmra. The damage is 
esumau:d at several million dollars. 
and causa lhe Nevada to cancel a 
special call at its n~cw home port of 
Bangor. Washington. In response to 
quenes the Navy ~ays 'The d e t y  of 
the shp and crew was nevu an issue 
and the ship h con~dnuing iu 
opera~tw." 

submme was operatrng in the 
vsmily. 

IU01/87: In Decembcr the West 
Gennvr Navy desooyer Mocldtrs 
suffers a m a p  fire while in the Eng- 
lish Channel. returning from the 
Mediterranean. The fire originaus 
in the galley and produces heavy. 
poisonous smoke which spreads 
through vents and cable conduits to 
a number of decks and compan- 
ments. It bums f a  several horn 
before k i n g  brought under conuol 
with the assislance of Ihe fngate 
Niedenachsen which then lows the 
ship lo i ~ s  homepon of Wil- 
helmshaven. 

08E8/88 A Jap~icsc Ije~ghter col- 
hdes w~th a Peruvlm navy d~esel 
submvlne off Peru, smking the bub- 
mmne and kdllng seven. 

07/02/88: The Royal Navy nuclear- 
powered atock submarine HMS 
Courageous collides with and smks 
the privately chvted yacht Dalriada 
at night in the North Channel of the 
lnsh Sea. The four persons on board 
the yacht are rescued by the Royal 
Navy frigate HMS Battleaxe 35 
minutes later. 

04/24/88 The LJSS Elonefish (SS- 
582) suffers expllosrons and fre In 
iu batlcry compartment dulnng op- 
enuons wirh the USS John F. Ken- 
nedy (CV-67) arid the US!; Carr 
(IFFG-52) in the Cmbbem. kllllng 
duee Submmne eyrxns <say that 
d u  most likely causc was l~he ac- 
curnulauon of hydrogen gas whdc 
he  bal~tenes were bang rechuged. 
which probably was ~ g n ~ u d  by a 
slpark 

08/29/08. The USIS Dwight D. Eis- 
enhower (CVN-69) collrdes w~th an 
anchored coal ship in Hampi~on 
Roads. Vlrgm~a. vvhlle entering he 
harbor to dock at Irlorfolk Naval 
Slation. when wlnd and current push 
b e  c m e r  off course IDami~ge IS 

minor to both ships. 

OSR7/87: The USS Belleau W t d  
(LHA-3) suffers casuallies to bHh 
boden' s u p  hwter wbu. 

07/27/87: U.S. Ni~vy planes con- 
ducung bomlbing lpmuce at night 
near Oldnawa h ~ t  lrhe Malay sain 
f reigh~r Polnex Shga, injuring one. 06/03/87: The USS Patterwn (v- 

1061) ntums to sea afur suffering 
several small f i m  from e f f 'm  ID re- 
start a faulty generator while the 
ship is conducting dnlls in the 
Cmbbem. The ship was U D W ~ ~  to 
Ihe Roosevelt Roads naval station. 
Pueno Rlco. f a  one day of repairs. 
Then were no injuries md no 
damage IO the ship. 

08/15/87: Tlhe Ratyal Australian 
Navy converla a board of inquiry to 
discover why the cdiesel submarine 
Otama subnicrgud during exercises 
off Ncvv Sou101 Wi~les. Australia, 
whde two suibmariners wen 
workqg ouuride llhc pressure hull. 
Both m~en wccre killed. 

07/16/88: The 78-foot racing yacht 
Drum coll~des with the partially sur- 
faced Royal Navy diesel submanne 
HMS Otus in the middle of the 
night as it makes IIS way around the 
Mull of Kintyre off the west coast of 
Scohnd. The Drum suffers a 
serious gash on the port side, but is 
able o make i t  lo Cnnan. Scotland. 
at reduced speed. The Otus comes 
on the radio 20 minutes after the 
incident offering assistance. 

09/01/38: In September the Royal 
Navy destroyer HMS Slouthhamp- 
ton coll~des with Ihe contarner 
vessel Torbay 70 k~lonne[ers nonh 
of the Un~ted Arab Ernrates. 
lnjunng three aboard &~e destroyer 

01/26/88: The Royal Navy nuclear- 
powered ballistic rniss.de submanne 
HMS Resolution suffers an elecui- 
cal malfunction whde docked in 
Faslane. Scodand. The Qbservcr 
newspaper claims that he malfunc- 
tion shuts down the primary coolant 
pumps. almost leading u, a core 
meltdown. And, lhat a crew 
member who was exposed to 
radiauon had to be scrubbed down 
for 24 horn. 'Ihe Minisuy of 
Defense denies hese staiu, saying 
the submarine r u f f e d  a "m~mr 
elecu~cal malfunction;" hose that 
sad the submarine's reactor could 
have melted down didn't know what 
they "are talking about;" and there 
had been "absolutely no danger to 
UK crew or the general public." 

04(29/88: The USS Sam IHouston 
(ISSN-609) runs aground in Can 
Inlet olff the soul.heasll tip of Fox 
Idand in Puget Sounci. Walshington. 
while operaung in shallow' water to 

detem~ine how quiet the vessel is in 
waur. The submarine is f~reed the 
next day by four tugs and the USS 
F'lorikm (ASR-9) wlhile tlhe 
submamne's 142-man crew remains 
aboard. The sub~marirle suffers minor 
damage to extenlor hull equipment. 

Wl5/67: The West G m a n  supply 
vessel Neckar is smrck by 46 aim 
anti-missde and anti-ship gun dulls 
nporudly fired from a Polish v~essel 
whde observing a Wanaw Pact ex- 
erase m the Bay of Gdanslk, r b w t  
375 miks east of Kiel. bur duclls 
stnke the Necknr's stvborud si'de 
and m lodges nuu iu rear engine 
mop. The ship springs r I,& a d  
frrr breaks out, but damaga is anly 
minor. A West German Defense 
MINSII~ spokesman says "then: sn 
indications pointing to lccliniczll or 
human failu re... Then is rro mron 
to think it was done delibentely." 

08/26/87: The Royal Navy nuclear- 
powered a u k  submarine HMS 
Conqueror suffe~rs a fire whiie at 
Devonlm U.K.. for a fw-month 
ovuha~ul. damagurg iu engine room. 
The Brlosh Navy svcsscs chu h e  
fire was far l h m  lrhe submarine's 
nuclear rrac~m. 

09103188: The USS Be~rktltey 
(DDG-15) slnlres the c~vilian tour 
boat Coralita while Qing tlo dock 
in Cams Harbor, nonhiern Queen- 
sland. Australia, causing consider- 
able mternal dam:ige r, the Coral. 
ita. 

07/17/88: A French navy Super 
Etendard fighter crashes Into the 
French aircraft cvrier Clemenccmi 
dunng a night landing off of 
Djibouti. lulling h e  pilot. O15/171'88: The Royal Navy nuclear- 

powered atuck submarine HMS 
Conq~ueror suffers a fire while 
dlockad in Gibral~ar. The llames are 
q,uickly put out imd do not affect the 
n~uclwu reactor. 

09/12/83: The Royal Navy frigate 
HMS Penelope collides with the 
Canahan naval support ship Pre- 
server while partiicipating in the 
NAT 0 "Teamwork 88" exercise. 
suffering cons~de~able damage. 

10101A17: The Royal Navy nuclear- 
powered ballistic missile submanne 
HMS Gtcnowa suffers a leak of re- 
actor ccmlant during lesu in the 
ructor compmcru while at the 
Rosyth naval base:. Scotland, f a  a 
r e f i ~  The Na~vy says it w u  a minor 
incidenlt. "w ithoull my  radiation 
hazard." 

07/23/88: The Japanese Defense 
Force diesel submarine Nadashio 
collides with the Japanese spon 
fishing boat Fuji Maru in Tokyo 
Bay. sinking the boat. killing 30 and 
causing a politipl furor over the 
submanne's I r k  of efforts to save 
drowning seamen. 

02/12/88: The USS Yorktown 
(CG48) and USS Caron (DD-970) 
an bumped by a Soviet destroyer 
and fngate, respectively. nine miles 
off Ihc coast of the Cnmean Pcn~n- 
sula In h e  Black Sea. The action 
came after UK two U.S. sh~ps 
entered h e  Soviet's 12-mile 
territorial water limit. 

061011'88: In the frst week ofJune the 
Royal Navy nuc lear-powered alack 
submarine HMS; Conqueror is acci- 
dlenlally hit by an unzumetl mining 
tcorpedlo droppedl by an ant.isubmarine 
vvarfue helicopter during exercises 
o~ff be west coast of Scodand. The 
dleck plating of the submarine is bent 
on impact and lhe sub~marirlc proceeds 
to the Faslane s~ubrnumne base. Scot- 
I,and. for repars. 

09/12/88: The U!SS Bouldebr (LST- 
1190) runs agrourid oflr Norway dur- 
ing the NATO "Teamwork 88" exer- 
cise due to bad weather or urnchaned 
underwater obsm~ction~s. causlng 
some major scrapes and tears in the 
bouom of the hulll. 

06/25/87: The Royal A w r a l i ~ ~  
Navy ship Parramalto hits the 
wharf at he P m  of Cauns. n o n h  
Queensland. Ausdi r .  damaging he 
w had. 

11109A17: The Irish County Down 
vlwler Angary i!i pulled along for a 
few seconds until its lackle snaps off 
at deck kvell, breaking a steel chain 
tested iu 32 tons of stress. and disap- 
pears wihout a (race about 17 mdes 
nonh of the Isle of Man in Ihe Irish 
Sea The fishermen suspect a sub- 
marine is re!iponsible. but the U.K. 
Minisuy of IDcfenlse says no Brilish 

08102/88: The USS Constellation 
(CV-64) suffers an engine mom fre 
which forces the carrier to cancel 
scheduled operaoons and return to 

pon in San D~ego. Cd~fornia. The 
rue. belleved caused by a fuel oil 
leak. begins with an explosion rn 
one of the sh~p's four engine rooms 
around noon and is finally extin- 
gushed abour nine hours later after 

06/30/87: In late June or e.ady .luly. 
chc Tndent submarine US!; Nevada 
(SSBN-733) suffers a breakdown 
whde conducung routine operarim 
following rhe improper installation 
of a power transmission gear dumng 

OW 5/88: In m ~ d  Sept8emkr a 
Belgian naval ship goes aground off 
Norway durmg h e  NATO "Team- 
work 88" cxercocc due to bard 
weather or uncharted underwater 
obsouc tions. 

03106/88: A West German diesel 
submarine collides with a Nonve- 
gian oil platform in the Nonh Sea 
whde taking pyt in an anusubma- 
nne warfare excrclse. The subma- 

C)6/18,188: In mid-June the oawler 
Sitrantail has iu; nets torn to shreds 
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, 0911 5/88: Ih mid Sepemkr a (:a- 
nadim navill ship goes aground off 
Noway b r i ng  the NATO "Team- 
work 88" exercise due to bad 
weather or uncharted undewaler 
olbstructions. 

0@/22/88: An Exocet missde acci- 
dlenlally drops from the Royal Navy 
fleet auxilwy ship HMS Regent 
amto a barge as it is being unloa~ded 
in P l p o u ~ h  Sound. U.K.. dmo:st 
h~rtung two men in the barge. 

10/23/88: 'The USS Hayler OD- 
9197) collides wilh the West German 
Navy replenishment lanker Rham 
while exerc:rsing in the North Stn. 
Elolh vessels fake on water. Tht: 
Hayler receives a gash on her 
starboard side and proceeds to 
Flosyth. Sc~orland, for emergency 
repairs. 

1,lAIl A8: In November. accordling 
to a Soviet press account. the Stwia 
nuclear-pwered icebreaker Ralsia 
allmost suff'en a nuclear reactor 
meltdown !when cooling fluid is ac- 
c:rdenrally released while h e  ship is 
in Murmanlsk Emergency proce- 
clurts p v t m  the core from over- 
hating, averting a possible major 
arcidcnt. 

11 1109/88: The USS Towers @DG- 
5)) narrowly misses a Japanese 
tielicopter ]patrol boat with (I volUey 
of exercise shells. while exercis,ing 
off h e  Boso Peninsula southeulc of 
Tokyo Bay, resulting in a polilircal 
i ~ i d e n t  with the Japanese. 

I1 1130A8: A 20 mm cannon on an 
14-7 Corsair aircraft accidenully 
f - i s  during maintenance settinll six 
other aircn~ft ablaze aboard the USS 
Nimitz (C1VN-68), operating in the 
19rabian Sea, killing one. fhe 
Nimitr cor~tinues openlions. 

112/06/88: The Royal Navy d i u d  
~i~bmarine H M S  Ocelot is npolrtcd 
to return to1 the Clyde. Scodand. 
with a fomtard sonar dome ripped 

open. The M~nrsvy of Defense 
denies Ihe tearing is caused by a 
fishing trawl or cable. saying I[ was 
done by wave damage. 

1211 1/88: A U.S. FIA- 18 Hornet 
aircraft from the USS Constellation 
(CV-64) accidentally smkes an 
Indian merctwt shp with a un- 
armed Harpoon missrk during 
mining opuatiw about 200 miles 
northwest of' Honolulu. Hawaii, 
killing one. The missile confusedl a 
target hulk with the merchant ship 
which was in  the exercise area. 

001W100: Undated b u ~  after 19641 
when it was commusioned - Tile 
USS Voo Steubtn (SSBN-632) suf- 
fers a reactor scram whde the diesel 
englne is disassembled for mainu:- 
nance. Large amounts d elauicity 
am needed fia a -tor rutan. i ~ d  
thc battery is exhausted without 
restarting the reactor. The s u h i n e  
wallows on llhe owface for at kast 
several hours as the diesel motor is 
reassembled by flashlight. 

W 1 0 0 :  Ulndatcd but seemingly in 
the 195Osorearly 1960s - IIIC 
USS Nautilus (SSN-571) suffers an 
involunlay ~rucM shutdown which 
took 24 hown to overcome, during 
which she olnly had steerageway cm 
tht surface with her diesel engines. 

Appendix A :  Sources and A,cknowledgemen~ts 

Th~s repon IS based upon a two-year compreher~s~ve search of pubhc ~nformat~on sources. numerous 
r yuem for ~nformauon under the Freedom of Informau~on Act (FOIA), rese;uch lnm U.S. Navy (archlves and 
hlstoncal docunncnts, and lntervlewo w~th naval officrals and capem. Even SIO. the mpon IS ~ncomplete, ma~nly as a 
result of government secrecy. Lrtle effort has been made on be pu t  of the navies to ~nform the publ~c as to the 
extent of naval ~cc~denu. pmculvlly those whrch occur on the h~gh  seas Nilclear wcclpons and reactor-related 
accidents. In add~uon, an hldden by an even grater ved of secrecy. 

Yet In the end. using pnmauy sources, we have been able to ~dent~fy over 1.200 acc~dents The overwhelm- 
tng majonty of these are U.S. acc~dcnts. The suspic~on is; that the Sovret Union has an even grwu:r accident record 
thm the U S . but specific ~nformalion was not obwrnablc. A conscmauve esumac, however. would put the r o d  of 
major acc~denu at over 2.000 slnce the end of World W2u 11. or about one accident every week In h e  postwar era. 

The ch~ronoloyy was begun relying on Ihe work done by a number 0 1  other researchers and j o~ml l s t s  who 
have previously looked aL nuclear and naval acc~dents Dav~d Kaplan of the Fund for Constrtuuonal Government and 
the Center for I1nvcsug3uve Reporu~ng has done the mosl extensive work to date on acc~dents In dje nuclear navy 
Kaplan's fun report, "The Nuclear Navy." (Wash~ngton. D.C.: FCG. 1983) lpves an account of a number of 
submmne and Ireactor acc~denu, some of w h ~ h  could not be confmed and were excluded from this repon. 
Subsequent amcles by b p l a n  and vanous coauthors added some addiuonal informat~on, and these were a1,o 
evalua~ed. as were the onfinal newspaper reports Kaplan dug up, as well as Ihs rntemlews wlth former crewmen 
One set of docu~ments wonh menuoning were released to Kaplan partidly rudacvd under the FOIIA. They conslst of 
raw ~ntell~genct: reporu submitted by be Domesuc Collrxtion Dwislon of the Cenaal Zntell~gence Agency, on 
Sov~et submmne acc~dents; they were compiled from invrviews w ~ t h  Soviet emigres and defecttxs. who were asked 
to rccdl what they knew about acci~denu. The repom arr: unevaluated intellrlgence reports subm~tted ro U S. rntelh- 
gence mdysu rfor the~r use, and do not reflect what be 1'J.S. intelligence connmunrty actually knows about Soviet 
submatine accidents. 

Anothter set of documents found very useful we:re released under the FOIA IIJ Ian Lind a1f the Amencan 
Friends Service: Cornmlttee. These documents. "Summary of Nuclear Weapon Accidents and Incidents: 1965- 1977." 
(NWEF Techrucal Repon No. 10701 and supplements; Kirtland AFB. New Mexico: Naval Weapons Evalwuon 
Facrlity. March 1973) contain sutislical dam reporting oln nuclear incidents in  the Navy over an alpproxlmate decade 
long penod. The chapter in the yearbook of Ihe Stockhollm Internattonal Peace Research Insomte (SIPRI) for 1977 
by b h o n  kitemberg. "Accidents olf Nuclear Weapons Systems." World A n n a m c n t s a m e n t  SPRI 
Yearbook 1977. (Stockholm. Sweden. 1977) proved a useful departure point for tracking down major accrdenu. 

The arlnual "Chronology o1f US. Naval Events" compiled by the Ol~riuional Archives Ilivision of the 
Naval H~stoncal Center from 1960 to 1981. was the main new pnmary mformauon source. Annual command 
hrstones and duly deck logs of selected lndtv~dual ships, and commmds. and the hrstones of the (Commander of the 
Pac~f~c Fleet from 1980 to 1987. prloved 1nvalu3ble. The volume of thls mau:nal prevented a corn~plete revlew. but 
many accidenu; that were previously unreported were contained in these documents, which wen either provided by 
the Navy under the Freedom of Information Act. or revriewed by h e  authors or research assislanu. Flies at the 
Nauonal Arch~ves were also consulted. The official "Narrative Summanes olf Accidenu Involvin~g Nuclear W w p  
ons." released by the Dcpyuncnt olf Dcfensc in Apr~ l  19181 is Ihe Pentagon's; last word on the sut),cct of nuclear 
weapons acc~dcnts. The criteria for reporting and defining accidents may netd to be updated givcn the new informa- 
tion uncovered in this report The study by Robert B. M#ahoney. USA Navv E w ~ n a l  I n c i d e n d  

1955- (Alexandria. Virginia: Cenler for Nal;al Analysis. 1977). relcaxd under the FOIA. was the best 
chronology of gunboat diplomacy and crisis naval deplo~yments. 

The research for Ihe chronology included a connprehensive search of the pew York mu and the Tlmcs of 
London ~ndexes. selected -File Y w  and t(eeslnn'sm Arch i v~ .  Mucellaneous newspaper 
anicles from around the world and Associaled Press files were also consulted. as well as arucles on the subject of 
naval and nuclar weapons acc~dents wh~ch have appeared in the military made press. pan~cularly bne's Dsfcncc 
Weeklv, -&. -. E-, rlavv In- P a w  1 ~ .  s h m  mlmanne Revlew, and 
W u n  W & , m  Technolon&. Chronologies of llhe U.S. Naval Institute which appear ann~ully In Roceed- 

In the May "Naval Review" is:sue, and the compilation published by thc Naval Inst~tute Press in 1973. 
and Itlmume Chronolonv: 1961- urn, proved invaluable. The history and chronologies contained In U.S. Navy. 
yn11ed S l a l e s w m ( W a s h ~ n g t o n .  DC: Government Printing Office. 1981); D n ~ d  Cooncy. 
Chronolo~y of fie US. Navy: 1 7 7 : m  (New York: Franklin Watts. Inc.. 1975); the annual &IW Secunty 
(Tokyo, Japan: Research Insutute flor Pace and Sccur~t:y); and Norman Polmu's m ~ t x  Navv (4th ed 
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Annapolis, Myyland: Naval l ~ ~ s u t u u  Ress. 1986) 'were most useful. 
Other books. wdiu  imd slnrcles that were: ConS;ulted .ind yleldcd signficant wiginal inlomauon mcluded 

William R. Anderson and Clay Blair. Jr.. & U b ! ~ ~  ((Cleveland. Ohio: The World Publishing Company. 
1959); Edward L. Beach. & ~ I . c  W o r l d S Y b m ( J O E P , ~ ~ ~  (New York: Holt. Rinehvt m d  
Winston. 1962); Jan S. Breemccr. "S,oviet Submarine Act idcnu: Background and Chronology." -, 
May 1986; Richard G. Hewlett and Duncan Francis. Ck!sxE(avv: 1946-1%2(University of  Ch~cago Ress. 1974); 
N o w n  Polmar and h a s  B. AU.en. Rlckover (Flew York: Simon and Schuster. 1982); Jack Sweetman. , 4 r n c r i ~  

An N i k ~  a n d  l 7 7 5 - P r m  (Annapolis. Maqbnd: 
Naval Institute Ress, 1984); hdikhairl Tunulry. ~ ~ P P u r t . l o n v ~ l s s l l c ~ v s t c m s ~  rhcavv (1945- 

(Falls Church, Virginia: Delphic Associates. 19831); U.S. Congress. House Armed Services Commiuee. 
"Naval Nuclear Repulsion hogman - 1982." Heanmgs: and Roy Varner and Wayne Collier. 

Random H o w .  1978). 
There ye vnne rcptted accidents which ,are not included in this analysis. Thiny-four accidents which were 

previously recorded in nporu. booilts. or newspape:r stolries. could m t  be confirmed. Nine of these come from 
Appendix F of the book (Polmar and Allen). which in turn is taken from a Soviet book by V. M. Bukalov 
and A. A. Narusbayev. ~~~~~~ [[Design of Nuclear Submannes] pmted m 
1968. (David Kaplan includedl most of lhue accidents irn his report on the nuclear navy.) The Soviet book lists 38 
U.S. and [wo U.K. accidents involving nuclear-po~wendl submarines. Thirry of the rcmarning 31 accidcnu are 
corroborated by other sarnes and iw included in the main clhronology. Several of these are listed at drrferent dates 
than in R since more 1prah;e dates or comet  datcs unrld be determined from other sources. One of the 
accidenu listed was deurmintd to be a double enory and was; dekud. 

Five Soviet submark  acc:idenu from r e p w  in I p g m  We& also were excluded. One acciden~ 
thc meldown of an Alfa wbnnariru:'~ reactor. is ur~confiinncdl and is inconsistenlly rcponed in several I.&s reports. 2 The other four YC part of a review Udck containing a chmnology of 27 Soviet submarine rcidcnts with no sources 
listed. Twenty-two comqxmd wirlh other informarion im Ihe public domain and are included in the main chronology 
(the twenty-third accident was rhc Alfa). 

The remaining enmts corIcern accidents lbetwtxn trawlen and submarines, nuclear-powered submarine 
sccidenu. and nuclear-le ship accidents. The trawler-s~bmarine accidcnu eithcr wen drawn from undocu- 
mented or insufficiedy documentled surveys Qnc: in the Unitcd kngdom and heland several yean after the reputed 
accident occurred and could riot kr confumed by conwmpoeureous preu accounts; or lhue is srill m e  doubt as to 
whether a submarine was invcdvdl; a official infcmnruian ta substantiate thc c h e d  accident could not be located. 

Similarly, cht n u c l u u - p m u d  submarine rc~idenrl  and nucleartapable ship accidents were  ported 
s c v q l  years afitr tbe plrpocrted rtxident occumdl and could nol be confmed by contcmporaneow repons or 
offvial information. 

Special rhanLs to Mma Caulson, Darnian 1Dun;nnb Stan Riley, and Amy Wickenheiser for their primary 
nstarch help and diligence in slogsing through ream of difficult technical material. Also thanks to Fomst Biuner 
for computa consulting md ccxpatise with the da~labw:, to IUichael Ross for production assistance. to Jackie Walsh 
and Julie Morrisscy for thcu assismame. and lo Ni:obu Barcelo. Jacqui Barrington. Andrew B m w s .  Faih Dohew. 
Amy Halloran. David Kaplaa~. Walta Kilmy, Hans Krisunoen. Orla NI Eale. Malcolm Spaven. Kris Thedens, md 
Kam TopaLian for their conuibudons md nsponiscs t rq l~es t s  for information. Roben S. Norris reviewed the 
manuscript and offered numenw w f u l  comments. Special hanks to Ruth Young for editing the repon and 
chrocloiogy. 

William M. Arkin and Joshua M. I b d l u .  May 1'989 
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Appcodix B: US. Ship Tylpc Abbreviations 
PCER Submvlne Chaser E r o n  Resc.ue vtrsel 
PC Patrol Cornbalvlt 
PHM Hydrofoil Guided-Missile Pmol  Combalmt 

I. Aircraft C m e r  Type 
2. Amph~bious W y f m  Type 

Mulb-Purpose k c r a f t  C m e r  
Alock Aucnlt C ~ n e r  
Nuclw-IPowcred A~tack Aircraft Camer 
Escon A~lrcraf[ Canner 
L~ght Arcraft C m , e r  
Mulbpqpose INucLa-Powered Amraft Camer 
Anu-Submamre WarfudSuppon &craft Car- 
ne r 
Udily kucraft Carner 

2. Surface Comballvlt Type 

BEI Battleshqp 
CA HeavylG un Cruiser 
CAG Guided-hhssde Cnliser 
CG Guided-hhssile Cn~iser 
CGN Nuclear-IPowered Giu~ded-Missde Cruiser 
CL. Light Cniiser 
CL.G Light Gu~ded-Missrle Cru~ser 
DES Destroye~r Esccon (rc:classdied to Fngates (FF) 

in 1975) 
DE.G Guided-hhssde Deotroyer Escon (reclassdied to 

Guided hhssde Fngaus (FFG) m 1975) 
DE-R R3dx Picket Destroyer Escort 
DD Destroye~r 
DDE Escon h s u o y e r  
D l X  G u ~ d e d - h h d e  Destroyer 
DDR Radar Plcket Desmyer 
DL. Frigate (under pre- 11975 classlficauon system) 
D1.G G u ~ d e d - h h d e  Fngate (reclassified to Guided- 

hliss~le C'ruser (CC;) In 1975) 
DL.GN Nucleu-Powered Guided-Mssile Fngate (reclas 

sfied to Nuclcu-PolwendGu~ded-Msule Cnusu 
(CGN) I ~ I  1975) 

FF Fngate 
FFG Guided-hhssde Fngatc 

ASlSO Submarin~e cor~ventd to an oiler 
SS D~esel-Powered Auack Submarine 
SS'G Diesel-Powered Cn~ise  h s i l e  Submarine 
SSR Diesel-Powered Radar Picket Submiuine 
SSN Nuclear-Powered Amck Submarine 
SSBN Nuclear-Powelred Ballistic Missile Submarine 

1. Patrol Combawmt Type 

AGC 
LCC 
LH A 
LKA 
LPA 
LPH 
LSD 
LST 

Amphibious Force Flagsh~p 
Amphibious Command Ship 
General Purpose Amph~blous 14ssault Sh11p 
Amphibious Cargo Ship 
Amph~bious Transport 
Helicopter Amplubious Assaullt Ship 
Dock Landing Ship 
Tank h n d i n g  Ship 

3. M ~ n e  Warfare Ships 

AMS Auxillvy Motor Mneswetper 
DMS Destroyer Mmesweeper 
MSC Coasui MInes*vceper 
MSCO Coastal Minesweper. Old 
MSO Ocean Minesweeper 

C. Auxiliary Ship Classificauons 

1. Mobile Logistic Type Ships - Undcnvay Replerush- 
ment 

AE Ammunition S h p  
AF Stores Ship 
AFS Combat S u r e  Ship 
A 0  Oiler 
AOE Fast Combat Suppon Ship 
AOR Replenishment Oi lu  

2. Mobile Logistic Type Ships - Maarial Suppon 

AD Destroyer Tender 
AR Repair Ship 
AS Submarine Tender 

3. Suppon Type Ships - Fleet Support 

ARS Salvage Ship 
ASR Submarine Rescue Ship 
A T  Fleet Ocean Tug 
ATS Salvage and Rescue Ship 

4. Suppon Type S h p s  - Other Auxil~ivies 

AC Collier 
AG Mscellaneous 
AGB Ice Brtaker 
AGM Missrle Range in strum en la ti on^ Ship 
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ACOR Oceanographic Revarc h Ship 
AGlR Radarship 
AG:S Surveying Ship 
AH Hospital Ship 
AK Cargo Ship 
AKA Cargo Ship. Anlack 
AKL Cargo Ship. Lil~ht 
AKR Vehicle Cugo  :Ship 
AKV Cargo S h ~ p  andl ~i rc ra f t  Ferr), 
AN Net Laying Ship 
AOG Gasoline Tanktx 
AOT Transpon Oiler 
AP Transpcm 
APA Transport. Auack 
APD H ~ g h  Speed Trampon 
ARL Small Rcparr Ship 
AV'P Seaplane Tendu. S m d  
A W  Auxilury Airanfi Landing Trainin11 Ship 
CC: Command Shilp 

D. Suppon Craft Ciass~ificalions 

1. Tugs (self-propelled) 

YlM Medium Harbx Tug 

2. Unclassified MisuUlvleous Uniu 
6 

IX. Unclassifted hAiscellanears Unit 

E. Military Sealift Cornmand 

T- Des~gnatcs r ship operatcd by thc U.S. Mlliury 
Seal~ft Command. 
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Table 1: IYumbcr ot Shlps by Type Involved In Accldentr, 1945 - 1988 

,Curcrlh Surface hmph~bious Suppon (>her Total 
Subnxina Curim Ship, Ship Ships Military S h ~ p s  - 

Toul Accidenu 
Involving h s  Type of 
Ship: 359 

a. Y e u  unknown. 
b. Toul llcw than loul ucidmtx (1276) because toul &XS not include rcldentc when h e  military ship is unknown Toul is less rhm 
rotd m u  (1392) becruse some accidmu involve more ~hrn one type of ship. 
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Tablle 3: :Surface Sblp Erplalve MLrbps, 198S - 1 9 a  

Tmbk 2: Naval Aeddenlr by Type oJ Event, 1945 - 11988 
Collision Graudina; Equipnent VVearhn wl Event Acc~d. 

F i e  ELxploim Foil Sinkina Roprkion Aircraft Cruh Mir.  Tod T o 4  - -- 
0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 2  
2 0 6 0 5 1 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 5  
1 1 5 0 ~ 0 0 2 0 0 3 2 2 2 0  
0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1 1 0 1 0  
0 3 1 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0  
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0 2 0 0 0 1 9 1 7  
1 1 7 0 ~ 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 2 1 8  
3 ~ 4 0 ~ 0 0 0 0 2 2 3 1 9  
3 2 1 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 4 2 0  
9 0 4 1 2 1 0 2 1 0 1 2 3  
4 2 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 0  
6 6 4 2 3 4 1 1 2 0 1 3 8 3 1  
7 2 0 0 3 1 2 O O I 3 3 3 0  
7 4 1  1 2 1  1 2 1  0 3 6 3 1  
9 6 5 0 4 3 4 1 2 1 1 4 9 4 4  

1 2 2 2 1 0 1  1 2 2 1  1 4 1 3 8  
5 1 1 3 0 1 2 2 1 1 3 2 5 2 2  
7 4 2 2 0 2 2 0 1 1 0 2 6 2 4  
6 4 1 4 0 3 0 0 3 1 5 4 0 3 8  

1 2 4 1  3 2 4 0 2 3 0  1 4 8 4 1  
9 5 4 2 1 4 1 0 1 2 2 4 4 3 7  
6 2 0 2 0 1 0 3 I 0 2 2 7 2 3  
7 4 2 1 2 2 3 0 0 0 3 6 3 3  

11 4 6 6 2  1 2 2 0 1  0 5 2 4 9  
3 5 1 3 6 2 2 3 0 0 4 4 3 3 6  
9 2 4 1 2 1 0 4 0 0 2 3 8 3 0  
6 2 3 5 5 1 3 1 0 0 3 4 7 4 0  
a 3 2 7 3 1 2 0 0 4 3 4 4 3 9  
8 3 2 6 2 4 2 2 0 3 6 4 8 3 6  

1 2 7 4 1 1 0 1 I O I  1 4 1 3 7  
7 1 4 1 I 1 2 0 0 1 2 2 9 2 7  
7 2 3 2 1 0 1 1  1 2 3 9 3 1  
6 1 1 3 0 2 3 1 1 0 3 3 4 3 2  

1 2 3 3 2 1  2 4 1  1 0 3 4 1 3 8  
1 0 3 2  l o 0 4 1 2 2 2 3 2 2 9  
1 5 S 1 3 0 1 4 1 0 0 6 4 4 3 7  
2 2 0 6 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 Z 2 3  
~ 7 2 4 1 2 3 1 5 0 1 4 6 4 1  
2 1 2 4 2 1 1 0 0 1  2 3 3 3 0  
4 1 0 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 3 1 2 9  
9  4  0  5  0  3 . 0  2  1 0  2 4 2 3 8  
0 4 0 3 0 2 1 0 2 0 1 2 0 1 8  
4 3 2 2 2 1 I 1 1 0 1 2 7 1 2  
4 I 0 3 1 2 1 1 0 0 2 2 2 2 0  
4 4 2 3 3 2 1 4 1 0 3 3 9 2 8  

TomL456 267 IN) 114 98 75 65 59 S4 34 27 80 1.45P 1.276 

Tool: 49 226 558 1  34 

Source: m e  Naval Aviurm M~~ Safety RcvwwX iwwr Apil-May 1985 to Jmuq-Febnrrry 1989. 

Tabk 4: US. Naval Nuclerr WVeapoar I ~ l d e n h ,  I965 - 1977 

Nuclear Weapon Typo Involved 

Source: C)ffuid U.S. Navy su[hrio compiled by the Naval Weapons Evduadon Facility. bud upon docummu releud unda the 
Fr&m of Informarion k t  to Ian L i d  of tha Amcnca Friends Services Commit- 

r Thu inccludu 13 ir~cidcn~ts d l  r u  r i g d r a t  incidents. 
b. This Lucludu 21 uuidcnlu -1 lhrac sif l iuw irridcnu. 
c. This inccludu 20 iruiden~u urcl m, r i p k m ~  incidents. 
6 This includes 27 u~cdmru mi one dpificuu iKidmL 
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Table 6: Accldentr Lvolvlag Nuclear Powered S h l p  and Submarlnu. 1954 - 1988 

Tabk 5: Nuclear Weapons md IReacltors Lost in the Occoru 

10 Mar 1956: 

18 Apr 1959: 

4 Jun 1962: 

20 Jun 1962: 

10 Apr 1963: 

2 
21-27 May 1968: 

A U.S. Au Force B47 bomber canying two capsules of nuclear maunals for nuclear 
bombs. en route from MacDiU dm. Flori~da, to Europe. fads to meet 16 a e d  refueling 
plane over the hdediterrana Sics. An extccnsive search fads to locrte any traces of the 
mtuing aurcnft or crew. 

The U.S. Navy (dumps he  sodium-ccmled liqutd metal reactor vessel and Ihe reactor plant 
components of h e  USS Scawolll (SSN-575) into 9.000 feet of water about 120 miles off the 
Delaware-Mary land coast in hc  ALhurlic O c m .  (38-30N. 76-OW) 

A nuclear test device atop a ?Iw% rocket booster falls into he  Pacific Ocean near Johnston 
Island afur the rocket has to be desmyed as part of the Uniled Stales' first high alutude 
atmospheric nucieu rest antmpk 

A second iutemp to detonate a nuclear device in the atmosphere fads when a Thor booster 
i s  destroyed over Johnston Ishid. and the nuclur device falls into he  Pacific Ocean. 

The USS Irhraiber (SSN-593) impl~&s ;and sinks 100 miles east of Cape Cod. Massachu- 
selu. in approxirnauly 8,500 feet of water, lulling all 129 aboard. inclubng 17 civllm 
observen. 

An A 4 E  !iky hawk altack jet loaded with a 843 nuclear bomb rolls off the Number 2 
elevator dT h e  tlircrafi c h e f  LISS I'icon~deroga (CVA-14) and sinks in 2700 fathoms of 
waur abou 250 miles south of Kyushu Is land and about 200 miles east of Okinawa (at 27- 
35.2N. 13 1-19.:3E). 

TIIC USS !icorpion (SSN-589) sinks 400 miles soulhwest of the Azores in more Lhan 10.000 
feet of wallu, killing 99 crewmen. nhe sb~p  was reponedly carrylng two ASTOR nuclear 
torpedoes- 

A Sovia Calf c : h  ballistic missile subm~arine with three SS-N-5 missiles and probably two 
nuclur tarpedots sinks in the E'acdi~c. akxlt 750 miles nonhwest of the island of Oahu. 
Hawaii 
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Toul Sltup: 5 0  151 13 . 6 

Toul Accidents 
h~volvung h s  
T:ype of Ship: 49 146 13 6 

a. Tod,s do not d d  across because some v c ~ d e n u  involved more h.n o w  typ of ship. 
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1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 
Ad P r  Ad P u  Ad P u  Ad P ' u  Ad Pu Toul - -- 

G r d p  2 0 0 2 1 ! 0 3 0 1 2 1 2  
CoUuionr 16 5 7 3 3 3 1 3 10 3 56 

SubnrmCr 13 4 5 3 3 3 1 3 1 0  3 5 0  
S u p p o n S h ~ 8 3 1 2 o O O O O O O 6  

Fua 22 14 19 14 23 3 15 7 26 6 149 
Subnrinr  11 14 13 11 161 3 11 6 16 5 113 
SqprrShipa 4 0 6 3 7' 0 4 1 1 0  1 3 6  
WV 1 1 3 7 3 6 3 7 1 5 2 4 8  
Subnrina 1 1 3 4 2 4 3 5 1 3 2 3 8  
s u p p o n s h i p r o o 3  1 2 0 2 0 2 0 1 0  

0 r h 1 ~ M L b . p  10 6 6 0 8 2 18 112 9 14 85 
Subnainaa 9 5 6 O I l 2 1 0 8 4 9 6 1  
s u p p 0 r r s h r p 1  1 0  0 0 0  8 4 5  5 2 4  

E q u i m  
12 10 12 4 10 7 7 3 12 5 82 gzk 0 0 3 1 l 2 3 0 1 1 1 4  

H m y W m k s 2 2 2 O ; I O 3  1 2 0 1 4  
Suicida 6 4 3 2 4 2 4 2 3 1 3 1  



The C;retnpence Nuclear Free S e a  C3mpaig:n 

The Neptune Papc!r•÷ monograph is pubb;hed in suppon of Grccnpce's IYuclear Free Scar campagn, a 
campaign whose g t d  is the elim~nallon of nuclear wwpcm and nuclear rexu)n from sea-gomg vessels. 

The Nuclear Fret Stas campaign was launched in July 1987. on the second anniversary of the sinking of h e  
Greenpeace flagship Riunbow W a m u  Iby French secret -rice agcntt. 

The campaign involves polilicd lobbyi~ng. research on naval nuclear i s s k ,  and non-violent dirm acuons to work 
against h e  deploylment of nuclear w- and nuclear reactors at sea. The Nuclear Free Seas campaign is active 
in Europe. N o n h  America, and the Pacific. 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

City of Coronado 

L.4.1 The City's general comments are acknowledged and specific comments that 
follow are addressed. The Navy, as Lead Agency, does not agree with the City's 
conclusions that a revised   raft EIS needs to be-completed and re-circula ted for 
public review and comment before a Final EIS can be published. The Navy does 
not agree that the Draft EIS is so deficient that it needs to be revised and re- 
circulated. The Final EIS has been modified to include some limited new 
information and has responded to public comments. 

L.4.2 The RWQCB is responsible for determining their compliance with CEQA. The 
Navy assumes that the comments regarding CEQA are provided to the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board for advisory purposes and not 
directed to the Navy. The RWQCB has responsibility for complying with CEQA. 
CEQA is not applicable to federal agency decisionmaking processes. While both 
CEQA and NEPA encourage agency coordination to streamline the 
environmental review process, state and local agencies have the authority to and 
responsibility for implementation of CEQA. 

L.4.3 The City's general comments are acknowledged and specific comments that 
follow are addressed. The Navy, as Lead Agency, does not agree with the City's 
conclusions that the Draft EIS "is seriously flawed" and a revised Draft EIS 
needs to be completed and re-circulated for public review and comment before a 
Final EIS can be published. The Final EIS has been modified to include some 
limited new information and has responded to public comments. 

L.4.4 The City's comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 

L.4.5 A decision was made early in the initial development of this EIS to not use 
specific aircraft carrier names or hull numbers to identify prospective 
replacements or decommissionings. This decision was based on the premise that 
the Navy's plans for specific aircraft camers can change subject to a variety of 
uncontrollable circumstances. Consequently, with the exception of the USS 
ABRAHAM LINCOLN, which is homeported at NAVSTA Everett, Washington, 
potential specific replacements or retirements were not identified because (1) the 
EIS proposes the development of home port facilities for a particular CVN class, 
and (2) this approach retains operational flexibility by allowing for subs ti tu tion 
of hulls. The LINCOLN is specifically identified because it is neither a potential 
replacement nor a decommissioning candidate, but rather its home port is the 
subject of an examination with a focus toward increasing the efficiency of 
support infrastructure, maintenance and repair capabilities, and the 
enhancement of crew quality of life (please see section 1.1 of this EIS). 
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Response 

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

In the 1980s, the Navy reduced the size of its active aircraft carriers from 15 to 12: 
six in the Atlantic Fleet and six in the Pacific Fleet. Before that time, NASNI had 
been the homeport for at least three aircraft carriers. In the early 19705, this 
included USS TICONDEROGA, USS KITTY HAWK, and USS 
CONSTELLATION; in the mid-1970s, USS RANGER, KITTY HAWK, and 
CONSTELLATION; throughout the 1980s, RANGER, KITTY HAWK, and 
CONSTELLATION; and in the early 1990s, a combination of USS 
INDEPENDENCE, (while KITTY HAWK and/or CONSTELLATION were 
undergoing their Service Life Extension effort in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania), 
KITTY HAWK, CONSTELLATION, and RANGER. All ships listed above are or 
were conventionally powered carriers, or "CVs." 

In 1993, RANGER was decommissioned at the end of its service life and 
removed from NASNI, temporarily reducing the port-loading to two CVs. In 
1993, a Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) action resulted in the 
closure of NAS Alameda, California. Because there were no CVN homeport- 
capable berths at NASNI, the Navy was allowed to shift both NAS Alameda 
CVNs to the Pacific Northwest, pending completion of construction of suitable 
homeport facilities at NASNI. Those facilities were the subject of an EIS entitled 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Development of Facilities in Snn Diego to 
Support the Homeporting of One NIMITZ Class Aircraft Carrier (DON 1995a). The 
actual vessel that fulfilled the BRAC mandate and assumed the role of RANGER 
was USS JOHN C. STENNiS (CVN-74). Arriving in August 1998, STENNIS took 
over one CVs worth of facility support infrastructure at NASNI. NASNI has had 
the historical capacity to support three aircraft carriers. 

1- 1 OnQ T h m C D c \ m C h T r c  /,c c h  ,c C;mn et\n hTq . r r r ' c  "Fr\-lrcl+A A n n l n x r n ~ "  r--or\ 
UL 1770, LIYULI LIYULIYLL \ a L  u L a L  LUALF ULF A Y a v y  3 I U I V V Q I U  U F Y I U J ~ U  L U I I I Z I J  

reached the end of its service life and was decommissioned. KITTY HAWK was 
designated as its replacement and left NASNI in July 1998, 20 months after the 
Notice of Intent for this EIS, and relocated to Yokosuka, Japan. This resulted in a 
reduction of the port loading at NASNI to two homeported aircraft carriers. The 
USS NIMITZ is currently undergoing an extended maintenance period on the 
East Coast and will require a homeport berth withm the Pacific Fleet area. Long 
range plans indicate that the mest k l v  arrival A a t ~  the West Coast for J -AAa--* ---- 
NIMITZ would be early 2002. Were the Preferred Alternative selected, this would 
bring NASNI back to its historical three carrier port-loading baseline. 

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

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

The U.S. District Court for the Southern District of California evaluated the 
Navy's 1995 EIS with regard to the segmentation issue raised by the City. The 
District Court was aware of the Notice of Intent (December 1996) for this EIS 
L,c,,, ,,,A,,:,, :L, A,,:,:,, ,, A, i n n c  r r c  - NA,., inn7 n- ~ : - L : - L  P L 
VClVlC IC l lUCl l l l&  113 UCCWIUIL V11 ULC 177J C13 hi lVldY 7 .  1llC U l S L l l C L  L U U I L  

concurred with the Navy's implementation of NEPA, and concluded that the 
Navy had not understated the potential effects of a larger project by preparation 
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of two documents (segmentation). In a Court order dated May 12, 1997, the 
Court stated, "Because the Court finds that no proposal to homeport three CVNs 
existed prior to the issuance of the Final EIS, the Final EIS's analysis of the 
possible cumulative impacts of potential additional home ports suffices under 
NEPA." 

L.4.6 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. The reports 
submitted to the City by its consultants are also responded to (the RECON 
comments are responded to in L.4.61 through L.4.66 and L.4.77 through L.4.81; 
the PARSONS comments are responded to in L.4.55, L.4.67 through L.4.74, and 
L.4.82 through L.4.89; the Joel ~ e h n  comments are responded to inV~.4.75, L.4.76, 
and L.4.99 through L.4.106; the Quinton & Petix comments are responded to in 
L.4.56 through L.4.60; and the Ed Walton comments are responded to in L.4.90 
through - L.4.98). The comments in the attached minutes from a 3 November 1998 
city council meeting are not responded to. The Navy assumes that these minutes 
were attached as reference to the city's comment letter. The city council meeting 
was not part of the formal NEPA public hearing on the Draft EIS. 

L.4.7 Your general comments are acknowledged and specific comments that follow 
are addressed. The Navy, as Lead Agency, does not agree with your conclusions 
that a revised Draft EIS needs to be completed and re-circulated for public 
review and comment before a Final EIS can be published. Comments did not 
result in significant changes in the document which would warrant resubmittal 
of the draft. The Final EIS has been modified to include some limited new 
information and has responded to public comments. 

L.4.8 Your general comments are acknowledged and specific comments that follow 
are addressed. 

L.4.9 9ct;lon 3.0 iq Vo!iLme 1 has been added iq ~ ' i e  EIS to &r;,,Ftr J tho UbL n a h i r ~  Of ~h~ 
historical baseline and existing conditions at NASNI. Although historically three 
aircraft carriers have been homeported at NASNI, the number of homeported 
aircraft carriers actually in port at any one time has varied. This is reflective of the 
traditional operational deployments and training and maintenance schedules of 
Pacific Fleet aircraft carriers. Aircraft camer schedules from 1975 through 1998 
were analyzed to determine the number of days homeported aircraft carriers 
were actually in port at NASNI (see Volume 3, Table 3-0). That analysis reveals 
that a!! three homeported camers were rarely in port at the same time. The 
analysis also shows that the number of homeported aircraft carriers actually in 
port at NASNI on any given day was substantially the same irrespective of zulwtlzer 
there were two or three aircraft carriers homeported there. 

Table 3-0 in section 3.0 displays the average number of days per year 
homeported aircraft carriers were in port at the same time when three aircraft 
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carriers were homeported at NASNI (dating back to 1975). The table also shows 
the average number of days per year homeported aircraft carriers were in port 
during the period when two aircraft carriers were homeported at NASNI (1994- 

-' 

1998). The table illustrates that during the period 1975-1993, one or fewer 
carriers were in port 72 percent of the time, two or fewer carriers were in port 
simultaneously 96 percent of the time, and all three aircraft carriers were 
simultaneously in port only four percent (13 days per year) of the time. Between 
1994 and 1998, two carriers were homeported at NASNI. While the capacity to 
home port three aircraft carriers was not utilized fully during this period, the 
number of carriers simultaneously in port on a given day did not appreciably 
change. The average number of aircraft carriers in port per day during 1994 and 
1998 was only slightly lower than that observed between 1975 and 1993 when 
three aircraft carriers were homeported there. These data demonstrate that the 
average number of homeported aircraft carriers at NASNI in port nt m y  orze time 
varies only slightly between conditions when there are three homeported aircraft 
carriers and when there are two homepor ted aircraft carriers. 

The impacts analysis in Chapter 3 has been revised to address the existing 
conditions at NASNI relative to the period between 1994 and 1998 when two 
carriers have been homeported there. Section 3.0 demonstrates that the number 
of carriers in port nt the snmr time during this period does not differ substantially 
from the number of carriers in port during 1975 to 1993, when three carriers were 
homeported at NASNI. 

L.4.10 The impacts of homeporting a second additional CVN under the No Action 
Alternative (Alternative Six), including those affecting the City of Coronado, are 
evaluated in the EIS. While the proposed action addresses the need to create the 
capacity and infrastructure to homeport additional CVNs, the environmental 
consequence sections do address the impacts of opemtiort of up to two additional 
CVNs. Please see response to comment L.4.9 above for a discussion of NASNI's 
historical homeporting capacity to he homeported from 

1975 through 1998. 

The EIS analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives for providing capacity to 
homeport additional CVNs at the four homeporting locations. The focus of the 
analysis is the evaluation of environmental effects associated with the 
construction of facilities to support the homeporting of CVNs. Various levels of 
facilities needed to provide capacity for homeporting CVNs homeported at 
NASNI are n r p ~ n f p d  In Alternative 5, (total of one CVN) no additional 
capacity to homeport CVNs would be built at NASNI. This altemative, with the 
same resulting number of CVNs as assessed in the BRAC EIS, demonstrates that 
the Navy has not assumed the homeporting of additional CVNs at NASNI, and 
that the claim in the comment that the BRAC CVN EIS needed to, but did not, 
address a second CVN is unsubstantiated. This altemative is evaluated against 
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Response 

the proposed action's objectives and was found to be less feasible. One of the 
alternatives (Alternative Four) would provide capacity to homeport one 
additional CVN at NASNI. This resulting combination of CVNs at NASNI 
(Facilities for One Additional CVN: Capacity for Total of Two CVNs) was 
evaluated in each of the environmental resource issue areas. Another 
combination of alternatives would provide capacity to homeport two additional 
CVNs at NASNI (Facilities for Two Additional CVNs: Capacity for Total of 
Three CVNs), as reflected in Alternatives One, Two and Three. The EIS in 
section 2.3.3.1 clearly defines the differences in new construction required to 
provide homeport facilities for these two different combinations of CVNS. The 
No Action Alternative (Alternative Six) would not permit any new homeporting 
facilities, and therefore clearly differs from ~lternative Four, where new facilities 
must be constructed. The impacts of the second CVN homeported under the No 
Action Alternative, including those on the City of Coronado, however, is 
evaluated in the EIS. The No Action Alternative is required under Council on 
Environmental Quality Regulations, but is not the "Default" alternative as 
characterized in the comment. The EIS also states that this alternative would be 
extremely inefficient and therefore unacceptable in terms of Navy objectives, as 
it would not provide for critical facilities needed to support the CVN. 

L.4.11 The BRAC CVN Homeporting project was analyzed in a 1995 EIS and is 
addressed in the cumulative impact analysis in section 3.18 of this document. 
Page E S 1  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. This EIS does identify the cumulative 
impacts resulting from actions to homeport the BRAC CVN along with up to two 
additional C w s  at NASM. The cumdative analysis in section 3.18 evaluates 
that alternative (in the case of NASNI, Facilities for Two Additional CVNs: 
Capacity for Total of Three CVNs) which would result in potentially the most 
adverse of environmental impacts for each CVN homeporting location. Analysis 
of the impacts of a transient CVN is not loecause the 
number of CVNs that can be berthed at NASNI at any one time is three. Any 
combination of two homeported CVNs and one transient CVN berthed at 
NASNI at the same time is clearly of less impact than three homeported CVNs 
L L - L L  - - - -  t--- - - - I  -1 1- 11:- r ? T C - - - j - -  LA 'T - -A mar nave men analyzeu m rnls cm urluer m v x i l d u v t r b  UIK, I WU, dllu ~ luee .  

L.4.12 Section 3.0 in Volume 1 has been added in the EIS to clarify the nature of the 
&torical baselhe and existing at NAAASM. AAlthouoh h i c t n r i ~ ~ l l x ~  throo bA a A - '"I Y 
aircraft carriers have been homeported at NASNI, the number of homeported 
aircraft carriers actually in port nt nny one time hns vnried. This is reflective of the 
traditional operational deployments and training and maintenance schedules of 
Pacific Fleet aircraft carriers. Aircraft ca-er schedules horn 1975 through 1998 
were analyzed to determine the number of days homeported aircraft camers 
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were actually in port at NASNI (see Volume 3, Section 3). That analysis reveals 
that all three homeported carriers were rarely in port at the same time. The 
analysis also shows that the number of homeported aircraft carriers actually in 
port at NASNI on any given day was substantidy the same irrespective of wlletller 
thew were two or three aircraft carriers homeported there. 

Table 3-0 in section 3.0 displays the average number of days per year 
homeported aircraft carriers were in port at the same time when three aircraft 
carriers were homeported at NASNI (dating back to 1975). The table also shows 
the average number of days per year homeported aircraft carriers were in port 
during the period when two aircraft carriers were homeported at NASNI (1994- 
1998). ~ ' 6  table illustrates that during the period 1975-1993, one or fewer 
carriers were in port 72 percent of the time, two or fewer carriers were in port 
simultaneously 96 percent of the time, and all three aircraft carriers were 
simultaneously in port less than four percent (13 days per year) of the time. 
Between 1994 and 1998, two carriers were homeported at NASNI. While the 
capacity to home port three aircraft carriers was not utilized fully during this 
period, the number of carriers simultaneously in port on a give& day did not 
appreciably change. The average number of aircraft carriers in port per day 
during 1994 and 1998 was only slightly lower than that observed between 1975 
and 1993 when three aircraft carriers were homeported there. These data 
demonstrate that the average number of homeported aircraft carriers at NASNI 
in port at any one time varies only slightly between conditions when there are 
three homeported aircraft carriers and when there are two homeported aircraft 
carriers. 

The impacts analysis in Chapter 3 has been revised to address the existing 
conditions at NASNI relative to the period between 1994 and 1998 when two 
camers have been homeported there. Section 3.0 demonstrates that the number 
of carriers in port at the same time during this period does not differ substantially 
from the number of  carriers in port during 1975 to 1993, when three carriers were 
homeported at NASNI. 

The data from Table 3-0 clearly point to the conclusion that 96 percent of the 
that three aircraft were homeported at ?JAS?JI, or,@oer ~ i ~ c ~ ~ , q  

carriers were in port simultnneously. This fact dovetails nicely with the traffic 
analysis used in this EIS. The analysis was based on intersection counts that 
were taken in August 1996 for a study prepared for the City of Coronado titled 
"Traffic Tmnar t  Analysis NASM Third Skeet Gate (Lhcott, Law and 

-ALYU-C A - L U A  

Greenspan, February 1997). These traffic counts represent traffic conditions 
difi-u the peak siAv-Ther toim-&/recreati~fial season when t ] p y  weye tluo 

b 

homeported aircraft carriers in port. Follow-up counts taken in the fall of 1998 
resulted in traffic volumes that were lower than the August 1996 volumes. It 
was concluded, therefore, that it would be appropriate to use the August 1996 
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data to represent existing traffic conditions as the counts reflected higher-than- 
average traffic volumes. The use of Uus data is consistent with the fmdings of an 
October 1998 draft report prepared by the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) titled "San Diego-Coronado Bridge Toll Removal 
Impact Study," which also used the August 1996 data to represent existing 
conditions. Table 3.9-1 in section 3.9.1.1 has been revised to reflect more recent 
traffic data that were not available to the EIS preparer when the DEE was 
initially prepared (i.e., the traffic volumes documented in the October 1998 
SANDAG report). For example, the table is revised to show a volume of 71,000 
vehicles per day on the Coronado Bay Bridge. The daily traffic volumes in the 
1998 SANDAG report represent the annual average weekday traffic volumes on 
the roadways in the study area, and represent the most recent compilation of  
these data. These data reflect a period of time when two camers were 
homeported at NASNI. 

A C - . A - - v  -n.--b -C P n - n - - A n  RAA-- L - C C ~  -a*-- a - 1 1 n m b n A  A**&-- &hn mnqL c * * m m n v  
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season in 1996. Although this count reflected traffic volumes of 80,000 vehicles 
per day for this period of time, the calculations occurred during the peak tourist 
season in Coronado. Since this count does not reflect the annual average 
weekday traffic: volumes on the Coronado Bidge, and SaAumG's 1998 rcmnrt 

ALY"Ab 

does not use ths figure to characterize annual average roadway volumes, the 
worst-case, summer season data are not used in the EIS analysis. 

The ground transportation analysis contrasts existing traffic conditions with that 
associated with the proposed action. For the overwhelming majority of time 
(352 days per year), the impact to ground transportation associated with 
Alternatives One, Two, and Three is determined to be insignificant, resulting in 
27 additional vehicle trips during the peak hours and 150 additional trips 
throughout an average day as shown in Table 3.9-4. The same table also shows 
that on those few occasions when all three aircraft camea are in port, traffic will 
increase both in peak hours and in average daily trips. 'lhe Navy predicts that 
there will be 13 days per year when this occurs, although it is estimated that only 
up to 12 will be workdays. This occurrence is considered so infrequent as to not 
be sigruhcant (for instance: there are approximately five times more days per 
year when no aircraft carriers will be in port as when all three might be in port) 
and therefore no mitigation would be required. 

Although the proposed action addressed in this EIS would not result in 
sigruhcant traffic impacts and would not require any traffic-related mitigation 
measures, the Navy is to he City of 

Coronado in efforts to reduce traffic congestion. Ongoing Navy strategies 
designed to reduce the level of traffic generated by NASM include a ferry 
system, carpool/vanpool programs, installation of bicycle racks on buses and 
throughout the stabon, 2 g-m-h-T1 A A n  hrrma rrt/\-sm ffn+ &Amchprr, llcn- UCZACULLGGU r r u r  r r u a a b r  F a  w b a u a a .  \ a w a  AAULJA~UAL W L A J  
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with a mid-day emergency), and an educational program to promote these 
strategies. In addition, the Navy is considering a redesign of the Main Gate so 
that the entrance would align with Third Street and thereby provide a more A 

direct connection into and out of the base. Furthermore, on those rare occasions 
when all three carriers might be in port simultaneously, one carrier would start 
its work day either earlier or later than the others to lessen the peak hour traffic. 
Commander Naval Air Force U.S. Pacific Fleet will direct this procedure. 

As a follow-up to the traffic impact analysis presented in the Draft EIS, the 
impacts of proposed action-generated traffic were determined by using the 
traffic conditions for the year 2015 as the projected conditions scenario. The year 
2015 projected conditions traffic volumes and levels of service were taken from a 
draft report prepared by the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
titled   an diego-coronado Bridge Toll Removal Impact Study." The year 2015 
traffic projections represent future traffic conditions taking into account 
projections of population and employment growth in Coronado and the San 
Diego region, assuming that the bridge tolls continue to be charged (Scenario 2 
from the report). ~ l t h o u ~ h  the traffic volumes for the year 2015 projected 
conditions scenario are higher than what would be expected for the year 2005 
when a third CVN would be homeported at NASNI, this scenario has been 
addressed to ensure that the level of anticipated growth and the cumulative 
traffic increases in Coronado have been considered. The intersection analysis for 
this scenario is summarized in Table 3.18-2. Based on the criteria for significant 
impacts, the proposed action's impacts at these intersections would not be 
significant. 

Similarly, the proposed action's impacts on daily traffic volumes have been 
analyzed by using SANDAG traffic forecasts for the year 2015 as the projected 
conditions scenario. Table 3.18-3 in section 3.18.9 shows the projected traffic 
volumes for the scenarios without and with the proposed action. Based on the 
criteria for significant impacts, the proposed action's impacts on these roadways 
would not be significant. 

The 1998 SANDAG report also provides a scenario (Scenario 4) in which the 
ht . ;Ana )AIIc 3 1 1  r r \ m m . . & n  c n - r ; m n r  . . r ~ . . l A  L A -  T T - r l - -  
V A  A U ~ L  IUU a1 LU ~ V A A - A  LU LUGU LVAAUILULC 3C1 v 1LC3 w UUIU uc ~ 1 3 ~ ~ 1  L l u  L U T U .  ul LUCI 

this scenario, traffic volumes travelling the bridge for the year 2015 would be 
approximately 18% higher, representing a significant culnula tive impact. The 
proposed action would have an incremental, but less than significant, 
contribution to this cumulative impact. 

L.4.13 h average of 450 maintenance workers would be needed to support DMF 
maintenance activities for six month CVN PIAs at NASNI. Each CVN 
homeported at NASNI would require two six-month PIAs every sir years. Thus, 
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if three CVNs were homeported at NASNI, six PIAs would be conducted every 
six years, averaging one PIA per year. 

In addition to PIAs, CVNs must undergo drydocking PIAs (DPIA) once every six 
years. These maintenance availabilities would be done outside of the San Diego 
area, and would last for approximately 11 months. 

The BRAC EIS (DON 1995a) evaluated the traffic impact of DMF workers based 
on a one PIA in one year concept. The EIS determined that there would be no 
impact because of overall decreases in base population at NASNI. For example, 
NASNI has already experienced a decrease of about 2,500 personnel since the 
BRAC EIS was pepared over 4 years ago (see Volume 3, Table 2-1). While the 
BRAC EIS analyzed a lesser frequency of PIAs (two every six years), it did 
analyze what the impact of one PIA in one year would be, thus bounding the 
condition of this EIS where an average of one PIA each year would be 
conducted. Thus, the conclusion of no impact stated the BRAC EIS is still valid 
for this EIS. 

Please also note that the 1995 BRAC EIS had several conservative aspects built 
into the analysis. (1) The 1995 BRAC EIS estimated the average DMF workforce 
at 750 personnel and assessed the impacts at this level. The Navy overestimated 
this workforce because there had been no actual experience in conducting a CVN 
PIA. Now that the Navy has conducted several PIAs, the average workforce 
number at NASNI has been lowered to 450 personnel. (2) The analysis in the 
1995 BRAC EIS did not account for the fact that DMF workers average 2.5 
persons per vehicie. Tne 1995 BRAC EIS assessed these workers as ail single 
vehicle operators. Therefore the 1995 BRAC EIS conservatively assessed the 
number of DMF workers and bounded the impacts of one PIA per year in its 
analysis. 

T t  c h n i i l A  2lcn ho n n i m t o r l  niit that  tho PTA ic a mairrtpnanr~ artivitv fnr thp CVNS 
A &  Q A L W U A U  U A Q W  VL YVY L C L U  V U C  U.U. U... 1 I*. W U AA.UY..b..UA.bb "-.A. A. J "' --- 
that would essentially replace for maintenance overhaul activities that are 
currently performed on the CVs. The CV maintenance activities are conducted 
periodically by the Navy and contract personnel that must commute to NASNI 
duing the maintenance periods. The amolmt of work for CVs and CVNs are 
similar in size; therefore, it is not expected that CVN PIA activities at NASNI 
would vary greatly from past CV maintenance activities at NASNI or result in 
traffic increases in Coronado. Please refer to response L.4.14 for further 
id n-rma tion. 

L.4.14 Please note that the total amount of work between the old overhaul system and 
the new PIA maintenance system has not appreciably changed. ~ h i l ~ a  PIA is 6 
months in length, it is done once every 2 years. Under the old overhaul system it 
was not uncommon to perform multiple 3+ month SRAs during the same time 



Comment 
Number Response 

period. The main advantage of the PIA system is that it affords the Navy a more 
even tempo of operations than the old overhaul system. Please also note that 
some recent NASNI CV SRAs have been nearly a year in duration as noted 
elsewhere in the City's comments. Because the total amount of work has not 
appreciably changed between the old overhaul system and the new PIA system, 
the Navy does not consider further analysis on this issue necessary. 

L.4.15 The traffic roadway analysis is based on daily traffic volumes collected by 
Caltrans, the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), and the City of 
Coronado in 1998. The daily traffic volumes in the 1998 SANDAG report 
represent the annual average weekday traffic volumes on the roadways in the 
study area, and represent the most recent compilation of these data. These data 
reflect a period of time when two carriers were homeported at NASNI. Table 
3.9-1 in the EIS is revised to show an annual average roadway volume of 71,000 
vehicles per day on the Coronado Bay Bridge. Although 5-day traffic counts as 
high as 80,000 vehicles per day on the bridge have been observed during the 
peak summer tourist / recrea tional season, these are not representative of average 
annual roadway volumes and are not used in the EIS (see response to comment 
L.4.12). Intersection counts taken in August 1996 by Linscott, Law, and 
Greenspan for the City or Coronado reflect current information when the EIS 
traffic study was initiated. These intersection counts were representative of 
existing conditions during the peak summer tourist/recreational season when 
there were two aircraft carriersin port. Follow-up counts taken in the fall of 
1998 resulted in traffic volumes that were lower than the August 1996 volumes. 
The October 1998 draft report prepared by SANDAG titled "San Diego- 
Coronado Bridge Toll Removal Impact Study," used the August 1996 data to 
represent existing intersection conditions. This EIS also used the more 
conservative August 1996 data to represent the existing intersection conditions. 

L.4.16 Please refer to Section 3.0 and the responses to comments L.4.12, L.4.13, L.4.14, 
and L.4.15 for a more detailed discussion of the existing conditions traffic data 
that were used, for an additional analysis of traffic impacts using recently- 
prepared future conditions data, and for a discussion of the PIA activities. The 
transportation analysis has been revised to incorporate more recent traffic data 
that were not available to the EIS preparer when the DEIS was initially prepared 
(i-e., the traffic volumes documented in the October 1998 SANDAG report). For 
example, Table 3.9-1 is revised to show a average annual volume of 71,000 
vehicles per d-ay on the Coronado Bay Bridge. The trip generation rate used in 
the Draft EIS has been revised to reflect calculations based on 1996 personnel 
counts (see Table 2-1, Volume 3) and actual gate counts taken during that same 
year (see Table 3.9-7, Volume 3). 

L.4.17 The existing conditions reflecting traffic on the Coronado transportation network 
intersections were derived from traffic counts taken when two carriers were in 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNl RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

port, during the summer when the greatest amount of vehicles would be present, 
associated with peak tourist / recrea tional activity (August 1996). The traffic 
impact analysis is based on incremental changes in site-generated traffic when 
the proposed CVNs are in port. The intersection impact analysis of two 
additional CVNs in section 3.9.1.2.3 evaluates conditions that would occur 96 
percent of the time when two or fewer carriers would be in port at the same 

cm time. me impact created by this condition, 27 vehicle trips during the peak 
hour, would be less than significant. Also, intermittent, short-term impacts 
resulting on the 13 days (4 percent of the time) when all three carriers would be 
in port simultaneously are evaluated. Though substantial, the impacts on 
intersections and roadways during these days would be short-term and less than 
significant. Please see response to cornmen t L.4.16 for detail on how Ule 
transportation analysis has been revised. 

L.4.18 Please see response to comment L.4.12 and L.4.17 for a discussion of how the 
reasonably expected worse case condition associated with creating the capacity 
for two additional CVNs is assessed in the Final EIS. The impact analysis of two 
=d&figpd m c  iq mecfi 3.9.1.2.3 w&aks c ~ n d i g c p ~  thst yvr=lJd mc;r 96 
percent of the time when two or fewer carriers would be in port at the same 
time. The impact created by this condition, 27 vehicle trips during the peak 
hour, would be less than sigxuficant. Also, intermittent, short-term impacts 
resulting on !he 13 days (4 percent of the time) when dl Uwe carriers would be 
in port simultaneously are evaluated. Though substantial, the impacts on 
intersectiom and roadways during these days would be short-term and less than 
significant. 

L.4.19 Refer to the response to comment L.4.13 for a discussion of the PIA activities. 

L.4.20 Traffic volumes on Third and Fourth Streets have actually decreased in recent 
years, which is consistent with the Navy's claim that the level of activity and 
number of personnel at NASNI is likewise on the decline. On Third Street east 
of Alameda Boulevard, the average daily traffic (ADT) volume was 16,400 
vehicles per day (vpd) in 1992,16,100 vpd in 1994,12,900 vpd in 1996, and 13,900 
vpd in 1997 according to data in the annual Caltrans "Traffic Volumes on the 
California State Highway System" publications. On Fourth Street east of 
Alameda Boulevard, the ADT was 17,100 vpd in 1992,16,900 vpd in 1994,12,600 
vpd in 1996, and 13,000 vpd in 1997. These trends indicate that the traffic 
volumes have been decreasing on the two primary access streets that serve 
NASNI. Also, NASNI has experienced a decrease of about 2,500 personnel since 
the BRAC EIS was prepared over 4 years ago (see Volume 3, Table 2-1). 

The Navy has an ongoing series of strategies designed to reduce the level of 
traffic generated by NASNI, such as a ferry system, carpool/vanpool programs, 
installation of bicycle racks, a guaranteed ride home program (for rideshare 
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users with a mid-day emergency), and an educational program to promote these - 
strategies. In addition, the Navy is considering a redesign of the Main Gate so 
that the entrance would align with Third Street and thereby provide a more 
direct connection into and out of the base. _- 

The traffic analysis considered the cumulative impacts of other proposed 
projects and general growth in the area by applying a growth factor to the 
existing conditions traffic volumes to develop the future projected conditions 
scenario, as presented in the Draft EIS. In addition, a follow-up traffic impact 
analysis was conducted to determine the impacts of proposed action-generated 
traffic by using the traffic conditions for the year 2015 as the projected conditions 
scenario. The year 2015 projected conditions traffic volumes and levels of service 
were taken from a draft -report prepared fry the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) titled "h Megdoronado Bridge Toll Removal 
Impact Study." The year 2015 traffic projections represent future b a !  
conditions taking into account projections of population and employment 
m w t h  in Coronado and the San Dieg~  region, assuming that the bridge tolls 
Fontinue to be charged (Scenario 2 from the report). Although the traffic 
volumes for the year 2015 projected conditions scenario are higher than what 
would be expected for the year 2005 when, under the proposed action (according 
to alternatives 1, 2, and 3), a third CVN would be homeported at NASNI, this 
scenario has been addressed to ensure that the lwel of anticipated growth and 
the cumulative traffic increases in Coronado have been considered. The analysis 
of the study area roadways and Intersections for this scenario is Summarized in 
section 3.9.1 2.3 of the EIS and in the response to comment L.4.12. Based on the 
criteria for significant impacts, the proposed action's traffic impacts would not 
be sigruficant. 

With regard to the possible elimination of bridge tolls, the EIS traffic analysis is 
based on the assumption that the tolls would remain in place. This EIS is not 
required to consider the impacts of various roadway system modifications 
unless such modifications approved or reasonably assured of 
implementation. As the toll removal concept is only in the initial study phase, it 
would not be necessary to analyze its impacts in conjunction with the CVN EIS. 

As the proposed action is estimated to resuit in a net increase in traffic of only 27 
vehicles during the peak hours, it is unnecessary to conduct detailed analyses of 
various alternative cumulative projected conditions scenarios. The analysis 
demonstrated that this level of additional traffic would not result in a signdicant 
impact according to the criteria. However, the Navy has added to and assessed 
more cumulative projects in the Coronado area as suggested to section 3.18 of 
the Final EIS. 
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L.4.22 The statement quoted from the 1995 BRAC EIS was made largely due to the 
unknown future disposition of CVs at the time the document was written. The 
scenario the Navy considered in this case was that the US INDEPEmENCE 
(CV-62) would be kept in service (homeported at Yokosuka, Japan) beyond the 
1998 arrival of USS JOHN C. STENNIS (CVN-74) at NASNI. In a scenario such 
as this, USS KI'TTY HAWK (CV-63) would still be homeported at NASNI along 

the USS COi(jSTE-L-uTION (CV-64) and SrmjNwfi. If, in he scenario 
discwed above, all three of these camers were in port at NASNI, and a Pacific 
Northwest camer (either USS CARL VINSON (CVN-70) or USS ABRAHAM 
LINCOLN (CVN-72)) were to berth at NASNI in a transient capacity, there could 
have been a rare possibility of having four carriers berthed at NASNI for a very 

* w n -v-nv-= -- 7-v short period of time. However, since muwmuum\Lr. has been 
decommissioned there is little possibility of this four camer scenario ever 
happening at NSN UnieSS re- from f d deployed 

homeport in Japan or the Navy expands the number of fleet camers higher than 
the present total of 12. The Navy does not.expect either of these scenarios to 
happen. Speculating on the size or type of ships that might occupy berths N-P is 
t 3 rt- ,L : 1 n,,, oeyona me x u p e  ur rrus rw. lrlrre is no crirment pi~pmd to homeport 
additional ships at NASNI beyond the airaaft camers proposed in this EIS. The 
maximum capacity at NASNI for CVNs would become three as a result of the 
proposed action. 

L.4.23 NASNI has been homeport for three camers in the past, and thus it has been 
proven that NASM has the on-base parking capacity to support cars associated 
with the presence of 3 CVs. The additional number of sailors CVNs bring (102 
-r ram'pr) are well within the parking capacity at NASM. Additionally, the r -- ------- 
overall base population at NASNI has decreased by 2,500 personnel over the last 
4 years (see Volume 3, Table 2-1). Thus8 the Navy expects no parking shortfalls 
as a result of the proposed action. 

L.4.24 Please see the response to comment L.4.23. 

L.4.25 The existing parking capacity at NASNI can support the personnel associated 
with a total of three carriers. Please see response to comment L.4.23. 

L.4.26 Please see the response to comment L.4.23. 

L.4.27 The NASNI cumulative noise impact analysis is found in Volume 1, section 
3.18.11. The cumulative noise analysis has been expanded in the Final EIS to 
consider future traffic growth for cumulative noise impaci assessment purposes. 

r A nn P - - - .. - -! * - L! -- - - . - --- -----: 3 - 3 :- LL A L-- -I. , f LL m- LL T?TC f-- -- -f LL - - -:-a 
~ 4 . ~ 0  xurce ci~auons were proviaea m m e  rexr ur ule uralr cw rur eaul ur ule ILUM 

levels assumed for various noise sources. All of the noise attenuation 
calculations performed for the EIS used standard noise impact quantihcation 
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methodology and made worst-case assumptions, such as no additional 
attenuation due to intervening structures. A basic principle of standard 
methodology is that from a point source, sound level drops by 6 decibels for 
every doubling of the distance. Additional explanation of noise attenuation 
cdcdation has been added to the Final Es. volume 2, Appendix C has been 
revised to incorporate this information. 

The US. Navy has reviewed the traffic noise data provided in the recently 
l,,,iA~A~ .I.IP:L. P ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ A ~  wfA:-- CL-J-- _ inno,, f n c r n h r  n,~,t,, ~ M O \  
u m L y l t : L r u  LILY ul ~u~u~itauu luulsl: a u u y  1770 \JSLLWL~ uuuver LYYO), 

which was not available at the time the Draft EIS was prepared. The new data 
have been incorporated into the EIS analysis and the older data from the 1993 
noise study have been removed. The new data confirm the findings of the 
a3rl;nr ..rr\;cn ckqt4.r chr\q~r &h*& &La av;mC;..rrr k-$Cr, -r\;t-n t-;k.-C;rr- nvm-Ar. &LA 
c a A u c A  ALUWC a b u u y  ~ A L U  ~ A L U W  uua~ ULC CALDUAL~ UQIAAL ALVWC DALUQUVAL ~~~~3 ULT 

City of Coronado General Plan Noise Element standard of 65 dBA. The Final 
EIS, Volume 1, section 3.11.1 and Volume 3, section 3.11 have been revised to 
incorporate this information. The analysis conclusions for the proposed action 
nnicta i m n a r k  hnwovor romain iinrhanuocl 
r r v - -  - r rwr - ,  r - v r r  r r r r ,  rruruu. w s u - s 6 b u .  

In addition, a 2-year noise monitoring project completed in August 1998 
monitored construction activity along the quay wall and turning basin at NASNI 
for the BRAC CVN home port (Investigative Science and EnVeineering 1998). The 
results of the noise monitoring support the findings of the BRAC CVN EIS (DON 
1995a) that BRAC CVN construction noise impacts would be insigmficant. 
Section 3.11.1 of the Final EIS has been revised to incorporate this information. 

L.4.30 The proposed action would include construction of facilities to provide capacity 
to homeport up to two additional CVNs. Table 3.10-1 in Section 3.10 of the Final 
EIS shows the emission estimates for these future scenarios. These data show 
that the net change in emissions between scenarios would reduce emissions for 
all pollutants except volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and carbon monoxide 
(CO) within the San Diego region These emission reductions are mainly due to 
the elimination of the fuel oil-fired boilers of the CVs. Emission factors for the 
year 2003 were used in the Final EIS to estimate vehicle emissions for 
Alternatives Four, Five, or Six, so they would coincide with the completion date 
of either the proposed alternative or future no-project scenarios. Consistent with 
this approach, emission factors for the year 2005 were used to estimate vehide 
emissions for Alternatives One, Two, or Three. As implementation of state and 
federal vehicle emission standards would continue to reduce emissions per 
vehicle mile traveled (VMT) beyond 2003 and 2005, vehicle emissions would be 
less in future years than what is presented for the proposed actions in Table 3.10- 
1. 

L.4.31 The electricity demand from the proposed action would be provided by fossil 
fuel-fired generating facilities and other sources of electricity, such as nuclear, 
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hydroelectric, wind, and geothermal that occur within and outside San Diego 
County. Emissions from generating electricity by fossil fuels would be the 
responsibility of the generating facilities and not the Navy. Owners of these 
facilities charge users for electricity and they are responsible for mitigating these 
emissions through the appropriate local, state, or federal air permitting process. 
Additionally, the net change in electrical demand between the future proposed 
action (capacity to homeport two CVNs) and the future no-project (no change in 
homeport capacity) would be minor. San Diego Gas & Electric representatives 
were contacted to venfy this statement (please see section 3.16.2.2). 

L.4.32 Emissions that would occur from the CVN berth construction were 
underestimated in the Draft EIS. Equipment usage from this construction 
activity at NASNI would be similar to those estimated for construction of the 
BRAC CVN project wharf, as demolition and construction activities would be 
nearly identical between the two projects. Themfore, emissions from this 
construction activity are assumed to be the same as those estimated for wharf 
construction in the previous BRAC CVN Final EIS (DON 1995) and they have 
* -  - - Deen revised in the Final Es. This revision did not change the significance of air 
quality impacts from proposed construction activities. 

LA34 * A n - n d i ~  -rr----- F provide the on ~ s i ~ r n . p t i e ~ ,  m&ddol~w, m A  cniirm 6 J  -'- UVLUbb 

terms used for the radiological analyses. For example, section 2.0 of Appendix F 
provides detailed informa tion on the acadent screening process, receptor 
lrntinnc pM=ys wdiated, health eff& ~ f i ~ r n ~ t ~ ~ ,  nnnr i lac inn -vr-uur uf rvr - --a 
distribution, meteorology, computer programs, and exposure tin&. Section 3.2 
of Appendix F provides detailed information on the source terms and the 
c ~ m n t i t ~ r  PAP ac c i r r n p ~ o ~  for the &ndywO. infoma- is nrnvirlorl r - -  - -  --- raw - 
in adequate detail in the Draft EIS to allow for an independent check of the 
analysis results. 

With regard to idenbfymg consequences separate from overall risks, Appendix F 
already presents the consequence of the event and the probability of the event 
separately. For example, Tables F-9 and F-11 present the consequences to the 
individuals and population in terms of both radiological exposure (rem) and 
health effects (likelihood of fatal cancer for individuals and number of latent 
fatal cancers for the popiAaf;,on). consequences pw-n_ted in F9 ----- ------- --- --- 
F-11 assume that the accident occurs (i.e., the accident probability is one, as the 
c o m t ~ r  suggests). me overall &k, which &fined as the n m A i i r t  ef rAwUULb 
consequence and probability, is presented separately in Tables F-8 and F-10. 
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Tables F8 and F10 take into account h e  annual probability of the fire or spill - 
occwring. This approach to risk assessments is consistent throughout the 
industry, and has been used by other federal agencies such as the Department of 
Energy and Nuclear Regulatory Commission. - 

The results from the analysis demonstrate that the radiological risks assodated 
with the proposed action are not sigruhcant. Since the commentor's suggestions 
are already incorporated into the EIS, no changes to the EIS are deemed 
A n a n m m - - r  
1 L F C C 3 3 Q l  y .  

L.4.35 Site specific information was used in the radiological analyses completed for this 
EIS. Appendix F, section 2.0, presents a discussion of the methodology used for 
the pathways analysis, including where sitespecific information was 1 1 4 -  for 
the analyses. In sections 2.1 and 2.3, the discussions state that site speak data 
was used to determine the location of individual receptors (maximally-exposed 
off-site individual and nearest public access individual) and the general 
population within a 50-mile radius of each facility (from 1990 U.S. Cewus data.) 
In section 2.4, the discussion presents the method for incorporating sitespeahc 
meteorological conditions into the analyses. In addition, when other site-specific 
information is readily available from local sources, these parameters are 
incorporated into the analyses. Some examples of such data are surface water 
area,*flow rates and u&ation; aquifer volume, flow rates and utilization; 
population habits for surface water recreation; unique eating habits or food of 
local importance; and soil characteristics near the site. Since the commentor's 
suggestions are already incorporated into the EIS, no changes to the EIS are 
deemed necessary. 

L.4.36 The Navy does not agree with the commentor that a radiation monitoring 
system beyond that which already exists should be incorporated into the list of 
Navy projects for Naval Air Station North Island. For the reasons stated herein, 
the Navy considers that such a system is not needed from a technical standpoint 
to further safeguard or reassure the public about Naval Nuclear Propulsion 
Program (NNPP) activities near Coronado. 

The Navy considers that the extensive effort and attention placed on nuclear 
propulsion plant design, operational practices and oversight already fully 
safeguard the public with respect to NNPP activities, and no further actions are 
needed. Chapter 7 of the EIS explains in great detail the NNPP's stringent 
design and operational practices. For example, Chapter 7 discusses that Naval 
nuclear propulsion plants include redundant safety systems and are operated by 
higMy trained crews using rigoroudy applied procedures. Navai nuclear 
propulsion plants are also designed to withstand battle damage, a feature that 
increases reactor safety during peacetime operations In addition, Naval nuclear 
propulsion plants are less than one-fifth of the typical commercial power plant 
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rating, and typically operate at low power levels or are shut down when in port 
or operating close to land. Therefore, Naval reactors have sigruhcantly less 
fission products (less than 1 percent) available for release, which limits the size 
of the potential area of concern. There are multiple boundaries to prevent release 
of fission products to the environment, including the fuel itself, the all-welded 
primary coolant system, the reactor compartment, and the ship. 

Evidence of the Navy's success in safeguarding the public as well as Naval 
p e r s o ~ e l  lies in the Navy's safety record: there has never been a reactor 
accident, nor a release of radioactivity having a signhcant effect on the 
environment, in the 50-year history of the NNPP. In addition, as part of its 
radiological environmental monitoring program, the Navy already monitors 
amhim+ r=rl ist;nn lnwnlc n i i k i A n  +hn h/riinA=vi- n C  =rase nrhn- +=rlinlr\lr;r=l rrrrrrt 
CIII WALA L L  AUUAU LAVA. AL T LW v u WAUL u LL UVLLILUUAALY VA UAZW TT A LZAG A u w w a w e A L a A  VT u ~ n  

ic  norfnmpcl Tho rnc1ilk of th& monitoring have demonstrated W P  w Y b A a w A u a b u .  A A L ~  A ~ U U A W  

a~tivitioc havo harl nn Aictingdbsble effect on normal ba&mnrmA tarlintinn 
U b U I A U b U  A B U I b  A B U U  A B V  U W C Y B  BaVYILU AU-U"AL 

levels at site perimeters. The results of this monitoring program are publicly 
available in rep* published m d y ,  and &e ~ p ~ o p s  a- kBdu&d in 
the EIS. Additionally, the U.S. Envko~m.m.bl Protedion Agency has conducted 
independent surveys in US. harbors frequented by US. nuclear-powered ships, 
which have corroborated the Navy's conclusions. 

The extensive effort and attention placed on work controls, emergency planning, 
and emergency response fully safeguard the public as well. As explained in 
Chapter 7 of the EIS, control of radioactivity has been a central focus since the 
inception of the NNPP. To that end, Navy personnel receive extensive training 
on both plant operations and radiological work practices, and use 
instnunentation and equipment to detect any sigruhcant problem which could 
lead to a radiological release, long before the actual release would be detected by 
a perimeter monitoring system. To deal with abnormalities should they occur 
during plant operations and work evolutions, detailed procedures are 
and tested using work mock-ups or drills in advance. As such, in the highly 
unlikely event of a release of radioactivity from either a ship or shoreside facility 
with off-site implications, there would be sufficient time for appropriate 
protective actions to be taken. 

To ensure the Navy is prepared to handle radiological emergencies, emergency 
planning and emergency response is an integral part of ongoing NNPP 
operations. As discussed in section 7.5, in the highly unlikely event of an 
emergency, the Navy would promptly no* state and local officials, and 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. A radiation 
monitoring system would not provide useful, real-time information beyond that 
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already available to the Navy from its existing emergency response system, and 
thus would not provide any further safeguards in the event of an emergency. 

The above points demonstrate that there is no basis for the Navy to install a 
radiation monitoring system to further safeguard or provide additional 
assurance to the public. Thus, no such system is included in the Navy projects 
listed to support CVN homeporting at any of the homeport sites, and no such 
system has been installed around other locations where nuclear-powered ships 
are berthed. 

"While a ring of detectors around a nuclear power station can provide the 
means for monitoring releases; the number of stations required for two 
detectors to provide information within a factor of 5 of each other can be as 
large as 50 or more for one installation." 

"The use of short-time (15minute) data from a fixed off-site monitoring 
system to project downwind dose rates is a complex and highly uncertain 
process. Based on our study, the uncertainty associated with a projected 
value is at least a factor of 10 or more." 

"Based on this study the cost per monitoring station ranges from $25,000 to 
$65,000 (1982 dollars). Depending upon the speafic site characteristics, the 
cost for a 32 station system could easily exceed $l,OOO,MX) while only 
providing data with uncertainties in the range of factors of 10 to 50." 

"The placement of a simple limited ($500,000 - 1982 dollars) detector system 
in proximity (0.5 mile) to a reactor may not provide reiiable information in 
the case of an emergency for several reasons. Of prime importance is the 
limited number of stations (816) that codd be instdied and the consequence 
that a plume might go undetected." 

"in general, it is highly questionable h t  a fixed station (16-32 units) 
emergency monitoring system can provide sufficienily reliable technical 
information to be of use in a decision-making process in the event of an 
emergency situation. This conclusion should not preclude consideration of 
the installation of such a system. A monitoring system could be used to 
develop site-specific meteorological information and could develop 
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improved public relations with the populace. It should be emphasized, 
however, that the stations should be judiciously placed so as to not convey 
false information. " 

Even if independent monitoring stations were in place around locations where 
nuclear-powered ships are berthed, the Navy would still rely on its long- 
standing procedures to respond to a radiological emergency, and not on data 
from the fixed stations. In addition, the Navy would still coordinate with the 
proper state and local officials, since the Navy considers its existing emergency 
response procedures to be fully appropriate and protective with respect to 
NNPP operations. 

L.4.37 A A c  w ic w ~ m l a i n ~ c l  b ~ y ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~  in YI sxwfinn --UUA. Y . ~  2 1 nf V- a A m ~ t l d i ~  -rr------ F airhnme YY YVIAII. ~miccinnc " Y A U ~ L Y  nf UA radinn~irlicl~c AUUAUI.Y~Y-I.Y 

frnm Naval Ni ir l~ar  Prnniilcinn Prngrm activities co~emative lv  -tima t d  A I U - .  --...-1 a=----- * - w  r ----- - -- J -"----- 
~ ~ k g  p r ~ e & ~ ~  & v & ~ r l  =-- hv -J t h ~  -.- Naw a --. J --- and a p p r m d  by p i ~ ~ i ~ t  to M 

CFR 61. These procedures are a result of extensive, multi-year measurement and 
evaluation by both the Navy and EPA. An unlassF!ed EPA s1unmrnm-y of these 
~rocedures - - - - - - -- has - -- been - -- - included - - - - - - - at the a d  of t h - e ~  ~pn,-- to comma-b. 
Section 3.1 also states that !he some term for airborne releases is b a d  on 
emissions at a large Naval shipyard performing maintenance and nuclear 
refueling work on a variety of nuclear-powered ships. Since the amount of 
maintenance expected at a homeport facility to support CVN maintenance is less 
than the amount performed at a large Naval shipyard performing maintenance 
and nuclear refueling work on a variety of nuclear-powered ships, the normal 
operations source term is conservative for evaluation of CVN homeporting. As 
evident from the listing of the normal operations source terms listed in section 
3.1 of Appendix F, all of the radionudide concentrations, with the exception of 
carbon-14, are the same for each site. The carbon-14 source term is greater for 
North Island since North Island is the only location where two additional CVNs 
would be located under any of the alter&tives evaluated; only one additional 
CVN is proposed for the remaining sites under any of the alternatives. Based on 
the above, no further justification of the source term is deemed necessary. The 
cumulative radiological emissions from all nuclear-powered ships near a 
homeport location & included in section 3.3 of ~ ~ ~ e n d i x  F. 

- 

- - 

L.4.38 As is explained in section 2.1 of Appendix F, the maximally-exposed ofkite 
individual is defined as a theoretical individual living at the base boundary 
receiving the maximum exposure. Since that individual receives the maximum 
exposure, the exposure for the maximally-exposed off-site individual bounds the 
exposure for an individual in any of the 16 compass directions. Thus, individual 
distances are not needed to be reported in the EIS. For example, the maximally- 
exposed off-site individual dose for the hypothetical fire accident scenario is, by 
definition, the largest dose in any compass direction. The maximally-exposed 
off-site individual dose from the fire accident is received at the closest location 
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(1189 meters). This is due to the fact that the maximally-exposed off-site 
individual dose from the fire accident is calculated using 95 percent 
meteorological conditions in the direction of the closest location, which always 
results in the largest dose. 

71, ,,,I ,,,,, I, ,,A ,,l,, ,, ,,,,,r l,,,L,,, ,L L a -  -- LI- --------a:-- ---- 
A L L ~  P I L ~ I L ~ X ~  uu I L U ~  rely UIL CMCK lucauuns UI ~ i ~ r m s  in mt. surrounamg area to 
account for the ingestion of contaminated food. As stated in Appendix F, section 
3.2, 10 percent of the food consumed is assumed to be locally grown in the 
resident's garden. With this method, the contamination levels in the food will be 
I----& -& Inm-Gn-rn mInm~- b n  bL -  L---&L-C-nl --I---- --:-A --2 ---ll--~ 
A Q A ~ ~ ~ L  QL lmauulw LAU~CA LU ult: A L ~ ~ U ~ C U L Q L  QCUUCLII 1tar~3t: put t  ulu S ~ L K S C  

at locations farthest away from the acadent. 

L.4.39 The derivation of the source term for the hypothetical support facility fire 
scenario is presented in Appendix F, section 2.0. This section states that the 
amount of radioactivity released was conservatively established at 1 curie of 
Cobalt 60 and the associated proportioned -omb of other radioactive 
elements expected. This level of Cobalt 60 exceeds the typical amount that might 
reasonably be available for release from a home port nuclear support facility due 
to normal maintenance and repair activities. 

For the fire accident, the exposure pathway which provides the largest portion of 
the dose is the direct radiation from the ground surface which is received over a 
1 year period of time. This accounts for about 57 percent of the 200 millirem 
dose to the maximally-exposed off-site individual. 

L.4.40 For the spill acadent, the exposure pathway which provides the largest portion 
of the dose is the consumption of contaminated seafood. This accounts for about 
91 percent of the 56 millirem dose to the aaximally-exposed off-site individual. 

- - 
in addition, the ma>cimally-exposed off-site individual is not assumed to be 
located at a specific distance from the release point for the hypothetical spill 
scenario. Rather, the maximally-exposed off-site individual is assumed to be a 
hypothetical individual who travels to the area containing the contaminated 
water and partakes in recreational activities such as swimming and boating. The 
dose to the maxhully-exposed off-site individual is determined by assumptions 
affecting the concentration of radioactive materials in the water, including the 
release rate of the material, the water flow rate, and other site-specific data. 

The following seafood consumption rates were used in the EIS: 

M a f i ~ ~ & ~ + ~ ~ ~ d  Pnmd3-..l UFI LCI a1 

off-si te individual Population 

Ingestion of Fish (grams per day) 179.0 15.47 

Ingestion of Cmstacea (grams per day) 66.9 2,5 
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Ingestion of Mollusks (grams per day) 53.9 1.85 

T A A 1  
L.*.*I 

A----A:- l2 mn-k' f i r r  fipFlLum 1-, 2.7, piesm& a qualitative evaluation of the secondarr J 

impacts of hypothetical support facility accident scenarios. The economic 
impacts presented in this section are: 

access to some areas may be temporarily restricted until cleanup is 
completed; 

some recreational activities may be temporarily suspended; 

a small number of individuals may experience temporary job loss due to 
temporary restrictions on farming, fishing, and other support activities near 
the facility during cleanup operations, and some costs would be incurred for 
the actual cleanup operations. 

Due to the speculative nature of the above qualitative impacts, no cost figure can 
be reasonably assigned. 

L.4.42 Navy personnel receive extensive training on both plant operations and 
radiological work practices, and use instrumentation and equipment which 
would immediately detect any signhcant problem which could lead to a 
--A:-l-2~-l -In-CIA n 1 1 A &&*A ;..r clA.vcl . . r -  &A 
IdUUIULjlCCU 1 C l C m .  A ALCY W l l a V  F UCULUCU YlCICCUUACD, L F 3 C F U  AAL Q U  V QIILF, C V  

deal with abnormalities should they occur during plant operations and work 
evolutions. In addition, continuous reading air monitoring systems are installed 
both in nuclear powered ships and in the shoreside Controlled Industrial 
F--l:k~ r a ~ u u y .  In t'.,pd systems monitor the a h  both in the reactor 
compartments and in the surrounding spaces. Similarly, several air monitoring 
systems are installed within the Controlled Industrial Facility. 

L.4.43 The proposed action would not have a sigmficant impact relative to traffic safety 
conditions on the transportation comdors serving NASNI as the net increase in 
traffic volumes would be only 27 vehicles during the peak hours and 150 
vehicles per day. This level of additional traffic is not considered to result in a 
sigruhcant increase in traffic volumes such that accident rates on the study area 
roadways would be affected. 

L.4.44 The Navy does not perceive that having three CVNs at NASNI increases the 
threat from terrorists beyond the potential that has existed for the past several 
decades. In addition, the robustness of a naval vessel designed to withstand 
combat damage lessens the potential impact that such an actmight incur. The 
very nature of a military asset diminishes its attractiveness as a target for 
terrorist. Not only is thhre a constant posture of security maintained &rough 
tightly controlled access and roving patrols, but the ability of the trained 
"targeted personnel" to react with deadly force increases the risk to the terrorist. 
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L.4.45 The EIS concludes that there would be no sigruficant impact to traffic in 
Coronado as a result of the proposed action. Therefore, in absence of impact, 
there is no need for traffic mitigation as a result of the proposed action at 
NASNI. Please see response to comment L.4.12 above. 

L.4.46 Please see response to comment L.4.36. 

L.4.47 The commentor has incorrectly interpreted the information presented in section 
2.8 of A n n a n A i ~  F. prp~fib w * ~ m p ~ ~ p s  for the Lrr- .-- Y 
analysis concerning exposure times to various categories of individuals that may 
be located on the base or shipyard property at the time of an accident. This 
section does not address plans to evacuate NASNI within two hours as the 
com_m-m-for implies. &*.er, @ provides the ~ ~ ~ i ~ m ~ n i i n n c  1 1 4  in +ha r--*- -- -. 
analyses for exposure of the individuals and the general public due to the plume, 
fallout on the ground surface, and consumption of contaminated food. These 
assumptions are summarized in Table F-5 of Appendix F. 

As stated in section 2.8, base residents, workers, and visitors are subject to the 
control of base security personnel. For the p q o s e s  of the EIS analyses, it was 
assumed that the trained security and emergency response personnel would take 
actions to ensure that such individuals would be removed from areas affected by 
an accidental release of radioactive materials within a two hour period of time. 
This assumption is conservative, as emergency response actions by trained 
personnel would probably be performed in much shorter time periods. Section 
7.5 of the EIS contains a detailed discussion of emergency preparedness and 

. -  - 

planning at Naval bases. 

L.4.48 As discussed in section 7.5, in the unlikely event of an emergency, the Navy 
would promptly notify state and local officials, and would communicate with 
those officials to provide radiological data and recommendatiois for protective 
actions, including evacuation. Any action needed to protect the public would be 
handled by the state and local officials using existing plans for emergencies from 
natwai events, such as earthquakes or hurricanes. 

Reactor design and operational characteristics of Naval nuclear-powered ships 
are discussed in section 7 of the EIS. Naval nuclear ships and their reactors have 
l--- 3 --.--- - 3 .1- - X T  - -  # -  
D e e n  aesignea to me lvavys exacting and rigorous standards for warship shodc 
design, include redundant systems, and are operated by highly trained crews 
using rigorously applied procedures. Thus, Navy ships have a very low potential 
for major radiological accidents. In addition, the radiological impact of any 

accident sce-O &IY loc-ed and not severe, thus it is 

unlikely that evacuation of other than localized areas of the base would be 
required. 
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L.4.49 NNPP radiological emergency procedures contain sensitive information 
regarding military technology, which must be protected from uncontrolled 
release and dissemination. However, these documents only outline procedures 
for Navy personnel and facilities to follow in the highly unlikely event of an 
emergency. 

For many years, the Navy has coordinated emergency preparedness issues with 
emergency organizations in states where nuclear-powered ships are 
h omepo* Procedures are in for prompt nosation of state and locd 
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 
AL- -Am&- m-A l - - m l  -=-:-la --a:-- n-:nG-- -In-a C-o n-no-n--.nn A -  - - & - o n 1  ule brare cu~u mxal vluuaw wuqj C J U D U L ~  p a m  1u1 TULTI~~CALUCD A ~ U U L  lmuual 

events, such as earthquakes or hurricanes. 

The Navy would continue to coordinate emergency planning issues with the 
appropriate offid& responsible for public =few irnd~r the nrnnn~A J ----- --- r - -r ---- 
action. Should a separate plan be prepared and utilized by the appropriate 
avilian emergency planning officials, the Navy would still rely on its long- 
standing procedures to respond to a radiological emergency and would still 
coordinate with those officials: since the Navy considers its emergency response 
procedures to be fully appropriate and protective of the public with respect to 
NNPP operations. 

L.4.50 As has been the case for many years, the Navy would continue to coordinate 
emergency response plann.i& issues wig the appropriate emergency 
organizations in states where nuclear-powered ships are homeported. 

L.4.51 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 

L.4.52 The Final EIS addresses your spedfic comments. 

T A rr) For the ma-- 2 d e-v-e lopmat prop- action is =timated to 
L.4.33 

result in a net increase in traffic of only 27 vehicles during the peak hours and 
150 vehicles per day. The analysis demonstrated that this level of additional 
traffic would not result in a sigxuficant impact according to the criteria. Traffic- 

A l r L , - , - L  rL, related mitigation me=-wes, *erefore, are not needed. P U L I W U ~  

construction of a tunnel between the toll plaza and the NASNI Main Gate may 
offer substantial benefits to traffic congestion along the Coronado streets, it is not 
needed to mitigate less than significant impacts associated with the proposed 
action. 

L.4.54 This comment provides the information that the City of Coronado adopted a 
Local Coastal Program (LCP) in 1983. In 1987 as part of their General Plan, the City 
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adopted a "Local Coastal Element" that notes in summary form the types of 
issues that the LCP addresses. Section 3.7.1.3 has been revised to incorporate 
this information. 

The comment letter presents a comparison of information provided in the Draft 
E S  traffic analysis and a recent bridge toll removal study prepared by 
SANDAG. The key points made in the comment letter are that the Draft EIS 
traffic data are outdated, the growth rates assumed for the two studies are 
different, and that the traffic generation assumptions used in the Draft EIS are 
unreasonable. With regard to the existing conditions traffic data that were used 
in the Draft EiS, the traffic analysis was based on intersection and roadway 
counts that were taken in August 1996. The traffic analysis is based on 
intersection and roadway counts that were taken in August 1996, which reflected 
current information when the EIS traffic study was initiated. The traffic analysis 
was based on intersection counts that were taken in August 1996 and average 
daily traffic volume information that was assembled in 1996 and 1997. Table 3.9- 
1 in the EIS has been revised to show the highest traffic volumes cited for each 
roadway in the various source references. For example, on the Coronado Bay 
Bridge the table shows an annual average volume of 71,000 vehides per day on 
an average day. ?"nese more recent traffic data that were not avaiiabie to the EiS 
preparer when the DEIS was initially prepared. The August 1996 traffic 
inklseciion counts that were used to represent the existing conditions scenario 
reflect traffic conditions during the peak summer tourist /recrea tional season 
when there were two aircraft carriers in port. Follow-up intersection counts 
tdrn ~e fau of 1998 mSdkd in =&fic voiumes -i were iower ~e 
August 1996 volumes. It was determined, therefore, that it would be appropriate 
to use the August 1996 data to reflect the existing intemction traffic conditions. 
rrrl- lnis condusion is consistent with the findings of the October 1998 draft report 
prepared by SANDAG titled "San Diego-Coronado Bridge Toll Removal Impact 
Study," which also used the August 1996 data to represent existing conditions 
I - - - - - - - - - - -  r- - - - - - - - - a -  A .IF\ pee response ro commenr ~4.13). 

In addition, a follow-up traffic impact analysis was conducted to determine the 
; M I L . ~ . A ~  L I ~  IL.-A-AC~~A -#&---b----&-A &-gfifi L-- LL- LA-- ---A:L--- uryarw u r  y r v y v a c u  a r u u r i  E c r i e r a r c u  u a r u r  uy W U L ~  u ~ r  uaulc LUILWUU~LS lur 

the year 2015 as the projected conditions scenario. The year 2015 projected 
A LI1tc- 1 I -2  f----l-. At -.---a I-l--- La- LL- >--LL 
LUILUILIUIW U ~ ~ I L  VUILUIL~SS CULU ~ e v e u  u1 xrv~ct:  were t a ~ e n  mum me aran: 
SANDAG report titled "San Diego-Coronado Bridge Toll Removal Impact 
Study." The year 2015 traffic projections represent future traffic conditions 
~,l,:,, ,,A, ,,,-,, ,A : - 1 -,f ,--1 r r L  
i a w g  LLLU rrrcuuu yrujtxuurw VI puyruauun arw employmenr growrn in 
Coronado and the San Diego region, assuming that the bridge tolls continue to 
be charged (Scenario 2 from the report). Although the traffic volumes for the 
year 2015 projected scena are higher than what be expected 

for the year 2005 when, under the proposed action (according to alternatives 1,2, 
and 3), a third CVN would be homeported at NASNI, this scenario has been 
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addressed to ensure that the level of anticipated growth and the cumulative 
traffic increases in Coronado have been considered. The analysis of the study 
area roadways and intersections for this scenario is summarized in the response 
to comment L.4.12. Based on the criteria for sigdxant impacts, the proposed 
action's traffic impacts would not be sigruficant. 

TAI:LL ,,,,, 1 I, It, ,,,., L t  ,,A,, ,,,,,,, 1 L,,LL, L.,, ,l-,1:-, L L -  Ll-U-- 
V V I U I  regaru ru ule gruwul rates assurrleu rur ult: rwu sruules, ule cununenr leirer 
indicates that the growth rates reported in the SANDAG study range from 6 to 
17 percent between 1997 and 2015 with the lower percent representative of the 
scenario with the tolls remaining. The EIS traffic analysis assumes a growth rate 
A C  E -n-An-~ L n k A * n n a  & L A  n 4 n G a -  C-n &--A /1(50L C n r  & L A  - n e t  LA--- -----LI --A ul J ~ Z L L C A L L  vcrwcul  ULT T ~ U J L E  UULC UULC \177u 1u1 ULT yrarr LLUW r u u l w  CULU 

1995 for the average daily counts) and the target year of the analysis, which 
ranges from 2001 to 2005. The EIS incorporated the assumption that the bridge 
toll would remain in place. The growth rate used in the EIS (5 percent over a 
GVO tn tm year span) higher U ~ A ~  the rate in SkhwDAG s h & r  
A A V  b b V  b b A K  J 
(6 percent over an 18-year span). To ensure a conservative analysis, the existing 
traffic volume data presented in the EIS for each roadway segment has been 
revised to represent the highest traffic counts documented in the various 
references. SimAarly, the future tmffic volume data represent forecasts from the 
SANDAG bridge toll removal study or were estimated by applying a five 
percent growth factor to the existing traffic volumes (whichever is higher). 

Response to comment L.4.16 explains how the Final EIS transportation analysis 
methodolo* for determininp; trip generation rates have been revised. The trip 
generationurate for NASNI sGff has been revised from 1.72 to 1.47, based a 
using accurate personnel counts at the base for 1996 (see Volume 3, Table 2-1) 
and :omparing-that to actual gate counts taken during that year (see Volume 3, 
Table 3.9-7). 

L.4.56 The EIS is based on information generated in previously scrutinized and 
approved NEPA documents, and is supplemented by data prepared by expert 
environmental analysts. Please refer to Chapter 14.0 of the Final EIS for a list of 
those expert scientists involved in EIS preparation. Extensive supporting data 
are provided in Volumes 2,3,4,5, and 6. 

As discussed in the responses to the City of Coronado consultants' letters, 
additional data are provided as requested. The Navy has provided a detailed 
listing of the industry accepted, standard methodologies used for EIS analyses in 
the appendices contained in the EiS (for example, Appendix F provides the 
methodology and computer simulation programs used in the radiological 
analyses). Please refer to Navy responses to the consultant's questions for 
further details. 
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L.4.57 T%is comment addresses the adequacy of the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects evaluated in the NASNI cumulative impact assessment. The 
list of reasonably foreseeable projects included in the cumulative analysis has 
been increased as requested by the City of Coronado. The revised cumulative 
analysis in section 3.18 incorporates these projects. Please see response to 
comment L.2.1. 

L.4.58 For the Draft EIS traffic analysis, the cumulative impacts were addressed by 
app~ying a fie percent growth factor to the =&ting traffic voki-Ls to 

the future traffic levels. This rate of traffic growth is higher than the historic 
growth rate trend in recent years and is higher than the rate assumed in the 1998 
SANDAG study of the possible removal of bridge tolls. The cumulative effects 
of other propod developmcmt and general growth in Coronado have been 
addressed by applying this conservatively-high growth factor. A detailed traffic 
analysis of all other projects proposed in the area would not be appropriate 
considering the relatively low level of traffic that would be generated by the 
project (27 peak @ips and 150 =ver=ge daily hips) the fad fiat the 
applied growth rate adequately accounts for the additional traffic of other 
anticipated projects in the fully developed City of Coronado. To ensure a 
conservative analysis, however, the FEIS also used the year 2015 traffic 
projections from the SANDAG bridge toll removal study to represent future 
conditions without the project, even though these forecasts would most likely 
reflect much higher traffic volumes than expected for the year 2005, when a third 
CVN would be expected to be homeported at NASNI. This approach considers 
the cumulative impacts of all known projects currently proposed in the study 
area. 

L.4.59 Please see the response to comment L.4.30. 

L.4.60 This comment does not address a speafic aspect of the EIS and its evaluation of 
the proposed action. Please see other responses to comments in this letter that 
address speahc concerns. The Executive Summary is intended to serve the 
decisionmakers and public who wish to obtain an overall grasp of the 
document's contents. Volumes 2 through 6 provide analytical supportive data in 
appendices which avoid extraneous background data, and maximize conciseness 
of the EIS. Chapter 2 carefully discuses the selection of the proposed action's 
objectives and develops criteria for Screening out unreasonable alternatives. 
Mitigation measures are included throughout the environmental issue analysis 
to avoid or minimize possible adverse effects on the environment. 

i . 4 . a  cm me cumdative no@e analysis in section 3.18 has been expanded to consider 
future traffic growth for cumulative noise impact assessment purposes. 
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Source citations were provided in the text of the Draft EIS for each of the noise 
levels assumed for various noise sources. All of the noise attenuation 
calculations performed for the EIS used standard noise impact quantification 
methodology and made very conservative assumptions, such as no additional 
attenuation due to intervening structures. A basic principle of standard 
methodology is that from a point source, sound level drops by 6 decibels for 
every doubling of the distance. Additional explanation of noise attenuation 
calculation has been added to the Final EIS. Volume 2, Appendix C, has been 
revised to incorporate this information. 

New noise data provided in the recently completed "City of Coronado Noise 
PL,A,, - i nnou / D r f l n \ T  i nno\ -.-L:-L -.--- - -L ---- 21-1-1- -L LL - c-- - LL - =- cc FTO aruuy 1770 \I;U;LVIY 1770), WIUU was nut avauaule at me ume me urarr cw 
was prepared, have been incorporated into the Final EIS analysis and the older 
data from the 1993 noise study have been removed. The new data show that the 
existing traffic noise situation exceeds the City of Coronado noise standard. The . . 
m--slwre;e 1 Cn- AI~-A--A --L:A- ----A - - -  ----2- 
~1 uuy 3~ LUA LU WAUA w AUA FA up- ac UUL L iuwcr u y a c  W, LLU w ev er, xnliilx~ 

unchanged. Volume 1, section 3.11.1 and Volume 3, section 3.11 have been 
revised to incorporate this information. 

In addition, a two-year noise monitoring project was completed in August 1998 
for the construction activity along the quay wall and turning basin at NASNI for 
the BRAC CVN homeport (Investigative Science and Engineering 1998). The 
results of the noise monitoring support the findings of the BRAC CVN EIS @ON 
1995a) that BRAC CVN construction noise impads would be insignificant. 
Section 3.1 1.1 has been revised to incorporate this information. 

L.4.62 Please see the response to comment L.4.30. 

L.4.63 Please see the response to comment L.4.31. 

L.4.64 Please see the response to comment L.4.32. 

L.4.65 Please see the response to comment L.4.33. 

L.4.66 The No Action Alternative would result in one additional CVN at NASNI. This 
not accep+&le to the Navy, because a berth at x m  be 

available to act as a transient berth. Under the No Action Alternative, 
unacceptable operational constraints would be placed on the US Navy Fleet 
Commander. However, the No Action Alternative must be addressed per NEPA 
regulations (M Cm 1502.14[d)) no how difficult that alternative is to 
action proponent. The provision of capacity to homeport a total of two CVNs at 
NASNI is addressed in Alternative Four. Please see section 2.4.6 for additional 
discussion of the No Action Alternative. 
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L.4.67 With regard to the existing conditions traffic data that were used, the traffic 
analysis was based on intersection counts that were taken in August 1996, for a 
study prepared for the City of Coronado titled "Traffic Impact Analysis NASM 
Third Street Gate" (Linscott, Law and Greenspan, February 1997). The Draft EIS 
erroneously referred to "1993 traffic counts" in section 3.9.1.1 Instead, the Draft 
EIS used the same data as were collected in 1996, referenced above. These traffic 
counts represent traffic conditions during the peak summer tourist/reaeational 
season when there were two airaaft camers in port. Follow-up intersection 
counts taken in the fall of 1998 resulted in traffic volumes that were lower than 
the August 1996 volumes. It was determined, therefore, that it would be 
appropriate to use the August 1996 data to represent existing traffic intersection 
conditions as the counts reflect higher-than-average traffic volumes. This 
conclusion is consistent with the findings of an Odober 1998 draft report 
prepared by S&t?jAG titled "San Diego-Coronado Bridge Toll Removal Impact 
L 8 - - 2  t -- ---- 3 LL- A - -  L n 3 -  xuay, wrum dso useu me ~ u p r  ~ Y Y O  aara to represent existing conditions. 
With regard to the existing daily traffic volumes, Table 3.9-1 in the EIS has been 
---,',-A A- ,L--.- L~-L--A L a L C -  ,,-1,,--- L A - 2  L-- ---L ---A,.-,-, 2, LL, ,,,La--, 
lCVJ3tEU 1 0  311UW UlC IUWLtZSI UQlllC VUILUILCZ3 U U Z U  1Ur edUl rUdLlWdY I X l  mt: VdrlUU3 

SO'UCG ~ f e i ~ ~ e ~ .  Foi example, on the Coronado Bay Biidge the table shows a 
I n  nC 71 M n  - w n L ; - l n m  en- An-, A- n- ----,,I --*n---n A,-. TLnnn -a- ----A 
VVIUAALC v1 /L,UUV V N U U ~ ~  ycl uay u l ~  c u ~  c u u l u a r  a v w a 6 c :  uay. r l l w  u l v r t .  r t x t x u  

traffic data that were not available to the EIS preparer when the DEIS was 
initially prepared. Please see response to comments L.4.12 and L.4.15. 

Section 3.0 in Volume 1 has been added in the EIS to danfy the nature of the 
historical baseline and existing conditions at NASNI. Although historically three 
airaaft carriers have been homeported at NASM, the number of homeported 
airaaft carriers actually in port at any one time has varied. This is reflective of the 
traditional operational deployments and training and maintenance schedules of 
Pacific Fleet airaaft carriers. Airaaft carrier schedules from 1975 through 1998 
were analyzed to determine the number of days homepottect airaaft camers 
were actually in port at NASNI (see Volume 3, Table 3-0). That analysis reveals 
that all three homeported carriers were rarely in port at the same time. The 
analysis also shows that the number of homeported airaaft carriers actually in 
port at NASNI on any given day was substantially the same irres,pective of whether 
there were two or three &crrfi carriers homeported there. Refer to the response to 
comments L.4.9 and L.4.12 for a more detailed discussion of the historical 
homeporting baseline and existing conditions at NASNI. 

L.4.69 The traffic and parking analysis presented in the Draft EIS is based on the 
incremental increase 6 traffic that would occur as a result of the - proposed - 
action. NASNI has the current (and historical) capaaty to support three carriers. 
Currently NASNI has the capaaty to support two conventionally powered 
aircraft carriers (CVs) and one nuclear powered aircraft camer (CVN) for a total 
of three camers. Alternatives One, Two, and Three have three CVNs 
homeported at NASNI. The maximum development scenario for the proposed 
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action is the creation of capacity to homeport two additional CVNs for a total of 
three CVNs, with an incremental increase in parking demand well within the 
current capacity of NASNI. Refer to the response to comments L.4.23 for 
additional parking information. 

L.4.70 The trip generation rate for NASNI staff has been revised from 1.72 to 1.47, 
based on using personnel counts at the base for 1996 (see Volume 3, Table 2-1) 
and comparing that to actual gate counts taken during that year (see Volume 3, 
rp-1-1- n m -.-I--- L.-- :- _- -dL 

1 ame 3.y-I wnen w o  carners were m porr. 

Transient camers have been an existing mission at NASNI for years as NASNI 
has been the main staging area for Southern California (SOCAL) operations. The 
proposed action addr=d in this EB does not alter this long-standing N8k.r 

J 
activity. Transient carriers would continue using NASNI as a temporary berth 
on an occasional basis regardless of which proposed action alternative is 
selected. A detailed impact analysis of such activity is not warranted for this 
EIS. A transient camler w d  g a e r ~ k  only negligible additional v&& *nc -rU 
while in port, as the vessel would be in port only for a short-term period and few 
if any dependents visit the aew. The two carriers in port at the same time 
represent a reasonable worst case condition for 96 percent of the time when three 
carriers are homeported at NASM. Please see response to comments LA12 and 
L.4.17 for additional informa tion. 

L.4.71 Refer to the responses to comments L.4.13, L.4.14, and L.4.23 for information on 
PIAs and parking. - - 

L.4.72 Traffic volumes on Third and Fourth Streets have actually decreased in recent 
years, which is consistent with the Navy's claim that the level of activity and 
number of personnel at NASNI is likewise on the decline. On Third Street east 
of Alameda Boulevard, the average daily traffic (ADT) vol&e was 16,400 
vehicles per day (vpd) in 1992,16,100 vpd in 1994,12,900 vpd in 1996, and 13,900 
vpd in 1997 according to data in the annual Caltrans "Traffic Volumes" 
publications. On Fourth Street east of Alameda Boulevard, the ADT was 17,100 
vpd in 1992, 16,900 vpd in 1994, 12,600 vpd in 1996, and 13,000 vpd in 1997. 
These trends indicate that the traffic volumes have been decreasing on the two 
primary access streets that serve NASNI. Furthermore, the decreases in traffic 
volumes are consistent with the fact that NASNI has experienced a decrease of 
about 2,500 personnel over the past 4 years (see Volume 3, Table 2-1). 

The Navy has an ongoing series of strategies designed to reduce the level of 
traffic generated by NASM, such as a ferry system, carpooi/vanpooi programs, 
installation of bicycle racks, a guaranteed ride home program (for rideshare 
uses with a mid-day emergency), and an educational program to promote these 
strategies. In addition, the Navy is considering a redesign of the Main Gate so 
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that the entrance would align with Third Street and thereby provide a more 
direct connection into and out of the base. 

L.4.73 The intersection impact analysis in the EIS has been updated using the 1994 w 

t r . 1  _ _ _ _  r -_ - -  -:-- r r 1 - - - L L - - ~ - I - - -  r p ~ -  la- c : ,,,, a ,,,1,,,:, nrgnway Lapaciry 1vliinwu memoaology. lne resum VI me lmyacr analysis 

would be the same regardless of whether the 1985 HCM software or the more 
recent software updates were used because the level of service calculations are 
based on the sipahzed intersection methodology, which is similar for both 
- - C L  .---a ---I ,,,1,1-2 ,,L L 2 A 1 ,f sorrware paclcagtts. lne upuareu sulrware wetter auures= u~c: armlysw UL 

unsignalized intersections; however, all intersections studied in the EIS were 
signalized. 

L.4.75 The comment is a copy of an interim report on radiation monitoring by a 
consultant hired by the City of Coronado. No specific issues or questions were 
raised in the text of the comment, and thus the Navy can provide no specific 
response. However, the Navy addresses the need for a radiation monitoring 
system in the response to L.4.36. 

Response to Comment fm Navy on Appendix E: 

The references for citations in Appendix E appear in Volume 1, Chapter 13 of the 
EIS. Appendices E and F of the EIS have been clarified to indicate where 
references are cited. Assistance in locating specific references is available by 
contacting the point of contact listed in the introduction to the EE. 

Response to Summa y Comments a Appendix F: 

With resped to the comment regarding the Navy's description of normal 
operations, the methodology used by the Navy for the Draft EIS normal 
operations calculations is described in Appendix F, sections 2.0 and 3.0. This 
in fnrma tinn inrliribs receptor locations, p a h a y s  e v h t &  he=& effects 
YYVIYLIUV* .  -.-I-- 

calculations, population distriiutions, site speahc meteorology, and computer 
programs. Please see also response L.4.37. 

With respect to the comment regarding the disparity between the Navy and 
consultant's results, the disparity likely results from differences in assumptions 
involving meteorological conditions, receptor location, inhalation rates, 
ingestion rates, calculational method, or other factors. The dose to the maximally 
exposed member of the public is reported in the EIS as 0.1 millirem. The 
consultant performed an independent calculation and obtained 0.6 mikern.  For 
perspective, the EPA standard in 40 CFR 61 Subpart I for exposure from airborne 
radionuclides is 10 millirem per year. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
standard in 10 CFR 20 Subpart D for exposure from nuclear power plant 
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operation is 100 millirem per year above background. Finally, the average U.S. 
citizen receives about 300 millirem of exposure from background sources per 
year. The Navy agrees with the consultant that the results from both calculated 
doses are very small in comparison. 

With regard to the comment regarding the fire scenario, as is desaibed in the 
response to L.4.39, the derivation of the source term is presented in Appendix F, 
section 2.0. Other information regarding assumptions used is presented in 
section 3.2 or can be found in response L.4.39. 

With regard to the comment regarding the spill scenario, the derivation of the 
source term is presented in Appendix F, section 2.0. Other information regarding 
LL- ------- L* ------a 3 2- - f l L - -  - I - - - >  ------a- l-2 2- ---L.-- 3 -  -I --- L- t ---- 3 :- me assumpnuns usecl ~s emwr alreauy presenreu m secnvn 3 . ~  vr can De rouna m 
response L.4.40. 

With regard to comment 1, please see response to comment L.4.37. 

With regard to comment 2, please see response to comment L.4.38. 

With regard to comment 3, please see response to comment L.4.39. 

With regard to comment 4, please see response to comment L.4.40. 

With regard to comment 5, please see response to comment L.4.41. 

With regard to comment 6, please see response to comment L.4.42. 

L.4.77 This comment addresses the Draft EIS analysis of traffic-related noise impacts in 
fight of new no& mopifop>sg data com@ed for "City of CorOpado 
Study - 1998" (RECON October 1998). Mr. Charles Bull, President of RECON, 
the City of Coronado's noise consultant, states, in part, ". . . I believe that the U.S. 
Naw'c rnnrliicinn that thmm will nnt hn a Aiwt ~ A V P ~ C P  nniccs imnart ac a roc111t 
A  V Y V ]  Y b V A . U Y Y A V A .  YIU. Y l t A b  .V- -..#I YI.  U Y Y W b L  U U . W A L T r  a..#ILR. -. YU... UU U *-.PLUS 

of the proposed project is correct. I do, however, believe that there is the 
potential for an adverse cumulative impact as a result of the project." 

The Navy has reviewed the data provided in the recently completed noise study, 
which was not available at the time the Draft EIS was prepared. The new data 
have been i n c o p r a t e d  Es analysis and the elder data from h e  
1993 noise study have been removed. The new data confirm the findings of the 
earlier noise study and show exiskg traffic noise situation exceeds the 
City of Coronado General Plan Noise Element standard of 65 dBA. The analysis 
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conclusions for proposed action noise impacts, however, remain unchanged. 
The cumulative noise analysis has been expanded to consider future traffic 
growth for cumulative noise impact assessment purposes. Volume 1, sections 
3.11.1 and 3.18.11 and Volume 3, section 3.11 have been revised to incorporate 
this information. 

Please see the response to comment L.4.32. 

Please see the response to comment L.4.31. 

Please see the responses to comments L.4.30 and L.4.31. Additionally, inclusion 
of emissions from off-site electrical power generation into the proposed action 
conformity analysis would be inappropriate for a variety of reasons, including 
(1) the emissions are not the responsibility of the Navy; (2) requests to reduce 
these emissions would not be enforceable by the Navy; and (3) the emissions 
would occur from facilities that have San Diego County Air Pollution Control 
District (SDCAPCD) air permits and have undergone New Source Review. 

The commentor agrees with the impact assessment approach used in the EIS. 
Please see the response to comment L.4.30. 

Please see response to comments L.4.12, L.4.16, and L.4.55 for an explanation of 
how the transportation analyses have been revised. 

The traffic analysis was based on intersection counts that were taken in August 
1996 and average daily traffic volume information that was assembled in 1996 
and 1997. Table 3.9-1 in the EIS has been revised to show the highest traffic 
volumes cited for each roadway in the various source references. For example, 
on the Coronado Bay Bridge the table shows an annual average volume of 71,000 
---L:-l-- --a A,-- 'Fl-,, ---- ----A L - L L ~ ,  An&, AL,A -..A- -A& c.-.-:~c.L~A A n  vtxuum per uay. 111- LIWX ~ X ~ I L L  U ~ U L  uaia UUL w a r  ~ L U L  QVQ~~QULC LU ULC 

EIS preparer when the DEE was initially prepared. The August 1996 traffic 
counts that were used to represent the existing conditions scenario reflect traffic 
conditions during the peak summer tourist/recreational season when there were . . L n n  A -  -- C n l l A - A .  --..~LC. L-L- :- L L n  C m l l  n C  1 ( M Q  -ml.l~nA 
L W U  dl lU-1 C a l L l C L 3  l.lL Y U l L .  TUUUW'UY C U L U L W  L Q h C l L  111 U L C  lQll U1 177U I F D L U L F U  

in biirjfir  ̂vo~~-LeS were lower than the August 1996 vo~bmLs. It w a r - -  W- 

A L L n r n C n -  A-c ;C w , v ~ . . l A  Lr. - - - -n-AmCn a n  ..en & h a  A..-.-c 10QL A9b9 
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to reflect the existing traffic conditions. This conclusion is consistent with the 
findings of the October 1998 draft report prepared by SANDAG titled "San 
h'--- Pa-n-ndn ' Q A  Tn11 D n - A r v - 1  T - - ~ A c  CkrArv  I, r . v L : f i L  m l m n  A b L n  
U l C g C P L U I U 1 L Q U U  UllUgC IUU A C l l L U V Q 1  U l L ) I a C L  J L U U Y ,  W l U U L  QDU m U  U L C  

A-- - - -A 1nnL A A- on-onn-b ndnG-rr a n  D l n m m n  0- n n n  C n  
f l U ~ U l  1770 U Q L Q  L U  L C ~ l ~ l L L  L C U l L W L l U l l D .  L A C - C  DCC L - y U l l D C  L U  

comment L.4.12 and L.4.15. 

Please see response to comment L.4.67 for an explanation of how the 
transportation analysis has been revised. 
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L.4.85 The traffic and parking analysis presented in the Draft EIS is based on the 
incremental increase in traffic that would occur as a result of the proposed 
action. NASNI has the current (and historical) capacity to support three camers. 
Currently NASM has the capaaty to support two conventionally powered 
aircraft carriers (CVs) and one nuclear powered aircraft carrier (CVN) for a total 
of three carriers. Alternatives One, Two, and Three have three CVNs 
homeported at NASNI. The maximum development scenario for the proposed 
action is the creation of capacity to homeport two additional CVNs for a total of 
three CVNs, with an incremental increase in parking demand well within the 
current capacity of NASNI. Refer to the response to comments L.4.23 for 
additional parking informa tion. 

L.4.86 The trip generation rates (trips per person) used for the NASNI CVN analysis 
(i.e., a rate of 1.47 trips per day per person) is representative of gate counts and 
personnel levels at NASNI in August 1996 when two camers were in port 
(please see response to comment L.4.55). It was assumed for the traffic analysis 
that the increase in personnd assodated with the proposed action wodd resdt 
in a comparable proportional increase in the level of traffic generated by the 
base. With regard to existing conditions traffic data, the analysis was based on 
traffic data taken during times of heavy travel demand as opposed to average 
conditions. The August 1996 traffic counts that were used to represent the 
existing conditions scenario reflect traffic conditions during the peak summer 
tourist/recreationd season when there were two aircraft camers in port. 
Follow-up counts taken in the fall of 1998 resulted in traffic volumes that were 
lower than the August 1996 volumes. It was determined, therefore, that it would 
be appropriate to use the August 1996 data to represent the existing traffic 
conditions. This conclusion is consistent with the findings of the October 1998 
draft report prepared by %NDAG titled "Sari Diego-Coronado Bridge Toll 
Removal Impact Study," which also used the August 1996 data to represent 
existing conditions. 

L.4.87 Transient carriers have been an existing mission at NASM for years as NASNI 
has been the main staging area for Southern California (SOCAL) operations. The 

repose d action &dressed this E S does not this 1 Navy 

activity. Transient carriers would continue using NASNI as a temporary berth 
on an occasional basis regardless of which proposed action alternative is 

lcrreu. A detailed impact -y-Sk of is not for this - -1 -La 3 

EIS, as a transient carrier would generate only negligible additional vehicle trips 
in port. 1 - - - - -  1 3  1- - me vessel woula De in port only for a short-term period and few 

if any dependents visit the crew. Please see response to comment L.4.11. 

1 A 00 
L.*.OO Please see response to L.4.13 and L.4.14 for a detailed discussion of 

the PIA activities and related personnel levels and refer to the responses to 
comments L.4.23, L.4.25, and L.4.26 for additional parking information. 
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L.4.89 Traffic volumes on Third and Fourth Streets have actually decreased in recent 
years, which is consistent with the Navy's claim that the level of activity and 
number of personnel at NASNI is likewise on the decline. On Third Street east 
of Alameda Boulevard, the average daily traffic (ADT) volume was 16,400 
vehicles per day (vpd) in 1992,16,100 vpd in 1994,12'900 vpd in 1996, and 13,900 
vpd in 1997 according to data in the annual Caltrans "Traffic Volumes" 
publications. On Fourth Street east of Alameda Boulevard, the ADT was 17,100 
vpd in 1992, 16,900 vpd in 1994, 12,600 vpd in 1996, and 13,000 vpd in 1997. 
These trends indicate that the traffic volumes have been decreasing on the two 
primary access streets that serve NASNI. The decreases in traffic volumes are 
consistent with the fact that NASNI has experienced a decrease of about 2300 
personnel over the past 4 years (see Volume 3, Table 2-1). 

Please see response to comment L.4.12 for a detailed explanation of the NASNI 
historical baseline and ex&&,g that have been in the impact 

assessment of the Final EIS. 

Please see response to comment L.4.22 for a discussion of the four carrier 
scenario at NASNI. NASM does not have the facilities necessary to support . . ; -  $,..... P I r n T m .  &LA 1 ---.--a -C. L--I.L:-- LL--- 
U F I U U A L ~  AULU L V L Y ~ ,  ULC II~JUULUL u r v r l u y u t a l r  x t x l a u u  w oeruurlg uuee 

CVNs. Please see response to comment L.4.11. 

LA92 Plea- see - e q ~ o ~ q  c~m_rn-e~t L.4.15 for a detded discussion of revised 
data used in the Final EIS. The traffic analysis was based on intersection counts 
that were taken in August 1996 and average daily traffic volume information 
that was =cpm&led b- 1996 zqd 1,997. T&le 3.9-1 ks *be E'C b a  bm. revhd 
show the highest traffic volumes cited for each roadway in the various some 
references. For example, on the Coronado Bay Bridge the table shows an annual 
volume of ?1,000 vehicles per day. Thae more recent frdfir, data that were not 
available to the EIS preparer when the DEE was initially prepared. Please see 
response to comment L.4.12 and L.4.15. 

The trip generation rate used in the Draft EIS has been revised to reflect 
calculations based on 1996 personnel counts (see Table 2-1, Volume 3) and actual 
gate counts taken during that same year (see Table 3.9-7, Volume 3). Please see 
response to comment L.4.12 and L.4.15. 

L.4.94 Please see response to comments L.4.13 and L.4.14 for a detailed discussion of 
the PIA activities and related personnel levels. 

L.4.95 This discussion refers to construction-generated traffic, including trucks. It 
would be difficult to determine whether a construction worker and/or truck 
driver would elect to use First Street or Third Street as the access route to the 
base because both are truck routes and the total driving distance would be the 
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same for each route. Assuming that one-half of the construction traffic would 
use each street, construction activities would result in 150 additional vehicles per 
day (vpd) on each street (which includes 50 truck trips). The daily traffic volume 
on First Street is projected to be 4,150 vpd and the daily traffic volume on Third 
Street ranges from 15,000 to 28,000 vpd. The additional 300 total vehicles per 
day or an average of 150 vehicles on each street would not result in a sigtuhcant 
traffic impact, particularly since the construction traffic would be temporary. 

L.4.96 There is no definition of sigruhcance related strictly to a change in traffic 
volume. The sigruficance criteria, as outlined in Section 3.9.1.2 of the Draft EIS, 
relate to traffic inaeases that would result in an average daily traffic volume that 
is above the planned capacity of a roadway segment or traffic increases that 
would change the volume/capacity ratio by 0.02 or more at an intersection 
projected to operate at level of service E or F. 

L.4.97 The cumulative analysis does take into account past projects that have been 
responsible for contributing to the existing environmental resource conditions. 
For example, section 3.18.3 addresses historical and present-day marine water 
quality conditions. Past projects are considered a component of the 
environmental setting from which the proposed action and reasonably 
foreseeable projects could combine to cumulatively affect the environment. The 
EIS is responsible for addressing impacts that would result from combined past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable projects. 

L.4.98 One PIA is required for each CVN during its 2-year operational cycle. Therefore, 
under the preferred alternative, a total of three CVNs at NASNI would result in 
an average of one &month long PIA per year, every year. When PIAs would not 
be occurring, the permanent staff of approximately 19 would remain. It should 
be pointed out, however, that the PIA is a maintenance activity for the CVNs 
that would essentially replace the maintenance overhaul activities that are 
currently performed on the CVs. The CV maintenance activities are conducted 
periodically by Navy and contract personnel that must commute to NASNI 
during the maintenance periods. As the size of the workforce is comparable for 
the CV maintenance and the CVN PIA activities, it is not expected that CVN PIA 
activities at NASNI would result in traffic inaeases in Coronado. 

L.4.99 As is explained in section 3.1 of Appendix F, airborne emissions of radionuclides 
from NNPP activities are conservatively estimated using procedures developed 
by the Navy and approved by EPA pursuant to 40 CFR 61. These procedures are 
a result of extensive, multi-year measurement and evaluation by both the Navy 
and EPA. Thus, the commentor's suggestion to use actual data is already 
incorporated in the EIS, as actual data was used to develop the procedures for 
estimating NNPP emissions. 
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In addition, the Navy assumes the release of 1 curie of cobalt-60, and the 
proportioned amounts of other radionuclides expected, in its accident analyses. 
For perspective, in order to release that amount of radioactivity, approximately 
26 million gallons of radioactive water taken from a Naval nuclear propulsion Y 

plant would have to be released. This volume exceeds the total amount of 
radioactive water available throughout the entire nuclear-powered fleet. In 
addition, as explained in section 7.4.4.5, the total long-lived gamma radioactivity 
released within 12 miles of shore from all NNPP activities, including acadental 
releases, has been less than 0.002 curies during each of the last 26 years. The 
amount of radioactivity modeled by the Navy greatly exceeds this amount. If 
the Navy were to use the actual amount of radioactivity released, that amount 
would cause the impacts in the EIS to be much less than those reported. Thus, 
the suggestion to use actual data in lieu of a conservative estimate is not deemed 
necessary for the Navy analysis. 

The EIS uses accepted methodology in assessing accident probabiiity. The 
methodology for the analyses is consistent with federal guidance for preparing 
NEPA documentation. Incidence of fatal cancer was evaluated using 
International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) methodology (see 
ICRP 1991, ICRP 1990, Annals of the ICRP 21(1-3), ICRP Publication 60). The 
ICRP methodoiogy is consistent with the meihodoiogy set forth in the National 
Academy of Sciences Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation Report (see 
National Academy of Sciences - National Research Council, 1990 and Health 
rn ff ~rrects of Exposure to Low Levels of Ionizing Radiation, BEIR V, Report of the 
Committee on the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation). Use of these 
methodologies and references ensures that the analysis adequately presents the 
radiological impacts from the proposed action. 

With rngmd the ra&O~Og~C~ analyses, the Navy has par' 
comments provided by the commentor, comments provided in other letters, and 
the Navy responses to those comments. Based on this review, the Navy has 
A a b - ; r r d  cL-c ;C L-r. A - A C L .  - n n - m A A  &LA --A:-l-&a-l .L1-l&L A-1-n - -n-L-~rrA 
U C L C I U U L C U  UlQI A1 A L Q 3  LUIACLUY U L t :  IQLUVIU~ICQI lltSQlUl LWlW d53UUdKtXl 

with the proposed action, and thus no sigruficant changes to the radiological 
analyses contained in the EIS are deemed necessary. Any minor changes to the 

;;s 2 of &e of L - ~-le~-c&e~ -*ifi ~e 
appropriate comment responses. See responses to comments 0.12.174178, 
0.12.190, and 0.12.191-197 for further details. 

L.4.101 Please see response to comment L.4.37. 

L4.102 Please see response to comment L.4.38. 

L.4.103 Please see response to comment L.4.39. 
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Response 

L.4.104 Please see response to comment L.4.40. 

L.4.105 Please see response to comment L.4.41. 

L.4.106 Please see response to comment L.4.42. 
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In closing. I want to express my sincere appreciation f o r  
the cooperation and professionalism demonstrated by your otaff 
C L r r r n . r L . - r a C  
L r t r  uuurauu L this =f f=~lt. 

Sincerely yours, 

/ Acting Assistant  Rdminirtrator 
Colc A i ~ t  and Radiation 
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Potential Sourcru 

Note: (NubXe game., radioiodine. cmbon-14, axad tricivm 
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- dp .- 7 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH COALITIOlN 
17 1.7 Ke l~ner  Boulevard. Suile I 0  San Diego. CA 92101 (619) 235-0281 Fax (6 19) 232.3670 

e-mail: ehco~lilion@igc.apc.org Web address: http:l/www.cnvironmen~alhealrh.org 

Board d Dimtors 

Executive Director 
DIJW Takvman 

August 27,1998 

Mr. John Coon, P'roject Manager 
Southwest Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Code OSAL-JC 
1220 Pacific High~way 
San Diego, C A 9i!132 
FAX. 532-4998 

RE: Request for Extension in public comment period on the 
Environmnenltal I~mpact Statement for two more CVNs to be 
homeported in San Diego Bay. 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

. Envira~nmtmtal Health Coalition (EHC) requests an extension to 
a minimum of 60 days for comments on the new Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) regarding additional CVN homeporting 
announced by your office last week. This is a project with significant 
ramifications for the local community and all due consideration 
should be! given the public in light of the magnitude of the project 
impacts. In order for the community to secure professional analysis of 
the EIS and to make informed comment, a minimum of 60 days is 
needed. IFurtIher, there b significant documentation that is needed by 
the community to, assess the impacts of the project that has yet to be 
made availablle by the Navy. 

WE! make tihis request assuming that the EIS will be issued in 
Spanish as well as1 English for the many Spanishspeaking residents 
that live dlownwu~d of this project. If you are not intending to issue 
an EIS in !jpa&h,, an additional 30 days will be needed to assure that 
the appropriate translation can occur by other governmental agencies 
such as the EFpA. 

There is precedent in San Diego for federal agencies to allow a 
significant len.gth of time for the public to comment. The US Fish and 
Wildlife Service rticently allowed a 90-day comment period on their 
draft Environ~mental Assessment for creation of the South San Diego 
Bay National IWilcilife Refuge. Clearly, creation of the refuge for 

wildlife has significantly less potential negative impacts on the 
environment and public health compared to the permanent location of 
four nnore nuclear reactors in San Diego Bay adjacent to a densely 
populated area. 

A request for a longer comment period has already been made 
to1 you by the City of Coronado in their February 7,1998 scoping letter 
(p~age 1 attached). Since both community groups and civic leilders 
have requested a longer comment period, we request that you honor 
th~ese reasonable requests. Please inform us at your earliest 
convenience of your determination. 

fp"w u a Hunter, rector 

Clean Bay Campaign 

cc:. 
Senattor Barbara Boxer 
Senatlor Diane Feinstein 
Congressman Bob Filner 
C~ongressman Brian Bilbray 
Mls. Fdicia Marcus, EPA 
Mayor Tom Smisek 
Mayor Susan Golding 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
t&ZS S T U N 0  WAY 

COAOMAOO. CA UllN 

Mr. Dm Mwb (Code OWL) 
~OU~PWCJL Division, N r v d  Fuilitiw Lll~. Lemad 
llp0 P l c i f k ) i f g h q  , . 
Sab Dtgo, CA 92131*5190 

Re: Envkonu~cntaJ Impact Scoping Counneao for the Dedopmm of H- 
Facilities for 'T)uet Nimitz~.C)uu A~'Irrnn Curkrr 

Deu  Mr. Muslin: 

Tbe Cicy of  Coro?udlo hu micwrcd the scopinl for tbe above l b d  project lad 
requcst~ that the  follow^ hues be txamhd md rnrlyted within tk E a v i r o m i c ~  
Impact SutemcPlt. 

1. Publfc Gliv~i  the qcctcd velum of mrtcrW wociated with 
the w l y t u  of :h- thm awhr c m k ~  rrl faur different locltiorrr, md fn 
variety of smurior, dr C$ requaa~ r nwo md one-btlf month rrvkw for rhh 
US. Tbb u a m m b k  pcdod of' dmK cmdd&# rbc e m  vohnnc of dam. 
(Tb review pubd for the put E1[S was 45 days) 

. # . .  ' . '  

3. M p L J -  7 l ~  City rrgucru r 45 b y  review period of rbe Find 
Enviromnentll Impact Sutcwnt m!S) dong vitb an rdditiorml public be* 
conducted by ~ I C  Navy to provide r second oppottdy for thepublic to tSmment on 
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Response 

L 

Environmental Health Coalition 

The Draft EIS public review period was extended to 75 days. 

0.1.2 The Navy has identified several ways in which to ensure public participation to 

I 
low-income, minority populations in the San Diego area. All responses to public 
comments generated during the public comment period provided in Spanish are 
translated into Spanish. The comments are annotated to ensure that the reader 
has sufficient understanding of the EIS materials without needing to read the EIS 
itself. The Notice of Availability (NOA), is translated in Spanish, and a 
telephone 888 support hot line is available in Spanish as well. The Navy 
considers that these efforts address the CEQ guidance memorandum on 
compliance with E.O. 12898. 



ENVIRONMEINTAL HEALTH COALITION 
17 17 Kettner Boulevard. Suite 100 * Saa Diego. CA 91101 (6191 1lSO28l Fax (619) 231-1610 

e-mail: ehcorlilion~9igc.rpc.or~ Web rddrcrr: http:l1www.environmen1rlhealth.org 

Board .( ~irector\l 

September 8,18998 

Mr. John Coon 
Southwest Division (Code 03AL.JC) 
1!220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Dear John: 
Envirconmental Health Coalition (EHC) is very concerned 

about the failure off the Navy to provide copies of the D n f t  
Elnvironmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the additional 
h.omepoting of nuclear powered airaaft camers to indlvidual 
public members and some organizations. To date, several of the 
neighboring; residents who are interested in the project and have 
requested a copy of the DEIS have not received one. Further, the 
San Diego Chapter of the Sierra Club, an organization 
commenting during the Scoping period, has yet to receive a copy 
of the DEIS. EHC modifies our requests for an extension of the 
comment p e h d  to 75-days and requests that the Navy supply 
adequate colpies; of DEISs to interested and impacted persons 
who request it. 

The failure of the Navy to provide a copy of the DEIS to 
those requesting it i i  a timely manner undermines the ability of 
the public to1 partici.pate in federal decision-making and, we 
believe, it is in violertion of public participation requirements. It 
is also in violation of the Executive Order on Environmental 
Justice which directs federal agencies to ensure ease of access to 
information about federal decisions to impacted communities. 
This action oln the part of the Navy further underscores our 
continued camem that the Navy is making the process of public 

t very difficult thus leaving the public effectively out of the decision-making 

Because many interested neighbors, public members, and organizations 
to receive a copy of the DEIS, EHC rvould Like to modify our request for 

comment period as follows: EHC requests 1) addition- 1 time  to allow 
comment period (such as was requested by the City of Coronado 
2) that the Navy m e d i a t e l v  provide copies to interested 

review and comment. We further request that thr clock on the 
not commence until such a time as all public members who 

req 

for 
lilbr 

the 

Pllea: 

Clea 

CC. $ 

! h a  
Con 
Con, 
Adn 
Mr. 

,t ia copy, receive one. 

Me remind the Navy that 40 individuals commented on the project during 
)ping process and over 178 are on the individual interest list. Ibis is a 
: that will have serious impacts to the people of the region. There ,are many 
I in Coronado and San Diego that deserve the opportunity to review and 
ent on thiis document. The requirement to spend hours in tlhe libra~ry 
g ia long and complicated document is not reasonable or accceptabhe access 
rking people or those who do not live near or have the ability to access a 

Me feel compelled to restate our ~ t r o ~  objection to the fact that copies of 
:IS; have not been provided to individual public members who have 
deld it.. This directly undermines public participation in this; case. 

not$, us as soon as possible regarding your decision. 

Bay Campaign 

nator lBarlbara Boxer 
)r Dianne Feinstein 
essman Brian Bilbray' 
,essma.n Bob Filner 
nis trator Felicia Marcus, EPA 
omer Bludau, City of Coronado 
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Environmental Health Coalition 

0.2.1 The Draft EIS public review period was extended to 75 days. 

The Navy provided a copy of the Draft EIS to all individuals that placed a 
request for the document. A total of 331 copies of the Draft EIS were distributed 
during the public review period. The Draft EIS was available at several local 
libraries in each location (see Chapter 10 of the Draft EIS). The Draft EIS 
Executive Summary was available on the internet for public access. 



ADVISORY BOARD 

Church of La Merr 
P c r a m r k h  Cmmltkt. Pnrbvtew of S m  Dlepo 

. . . working for peace, sWa/ justice and the environment since 7 980 

September 30, 1998 

Mr, John Coon, Project Manager 
Southwest D i v i e i m i  NAVFAC; Code O S A - J C  
3 2 2 0  Pacific Highway - 
Sari Diego, CA 92132 

Dear Mr. Coon, 

The Peace Reroutco Center o f  San Dhgo raqueatr an 
extenmion o f  30 daye on the public comment period 
on the Draft mvironmental Impact Statement for t w o  
more C W s  to be homeported i n  San Diego. The 
requaatad 30 day extension would extend the comment 
~eriod to a total of 7 5  dayr. a r - - - - -  

It is unreasonable to expect  the public t o  review 
such an extensive document within the current 4 5  
day limit. This project has eerioue and substantial 
ramifications for the San ~ i e g o  area and requires a 
thoughtful, informed reading and analysis. An 
extension of time will g ive  t h e  public more time to 
analyze the document and to also secure profession- 
al analysis where needed. 

In addition, it has been reported to me t h a t  there 
have been difficulties experienced by both individ- 
ual  c i t i z e n s  and organizations i n  obtaining copies 
of t h e  DEIS in a timely manner. A copy for  
my organization, f o r  example, was sent to the 
Environmental Health Coalition office, an action 
which required me to make a t w e n t y m i l e  roundtrip 
to pick it up. This was in spite of a phone conver- 
sation with your office earlier t h i e  year in which 
I requeeted t w o  copies f o r  my organization and was 
assured that  I would rcceive them af i  a follow-up 
letter to your of f ice  (on my organizational letter- 
head with our address) restating my underatanding 
that the Peace Resource Center would receive two 
copieg. Distribution problems add to t h e  burden of 
analyzing t h e  document w i t h i n  the  c u r r e n t  deadline 
and put t h e  entire publ ic  review process in jeop- 
ardy by undermining the public's a b i l i t y  t o  com- 
ment. 

. . 
People for T k s  
Physidmr for Soclrl ResponJbiIlty 
Pamt Lama Communlty Prmsbylrrlrn Church 

I would appreciate being informed of t h e  Navy's 
Smn D M ~ O  c ~ t h d c  Worken decision regarding an extension as soon as poesi- 
Ssn hago Esrth Oay 
sari Pogo Ecooomic Convemion Coundi k!1e e 

San Ds o Peats Corps Assoclrtlon 
Temple B r n a n u - ~ ~  
TIM Grsbn SIUO sj n c e r e l y  , // 
~nttrnan/"nh...a~~! Social Concerns Cornminee (Y 4. L*-- - --- 
~ln~~."."d%em~Wst Fellmrho of San DCQJIO -&A+& .- 
~n l t rd  ~ a l l o r r s  Atrodation 
' ~ o r n r n ~ a r e  . Carol ~ahrkGw, Executive Director 
~ n r i d  Share 

6/99 
6717 Llndo Paseo, San Dlego, Callfomlr 92116 Phone: (619) 265-0730 
F ~ K :  (619) 265-0791 Emell: prcsandlego@lgc.rpc.org 

0.3 
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Comment 
Number Response 

The Peace Resource Center of San Diego 

0.3.1 The Draft EIS public review period was extended to 75 days. Additional copies 
of the Draft EIS were provided as requests were made. An additional copy was 
provided to the Peace Resources Center of San Diego. 



Laura Hunter - 
IIRAFT 
!SAWDIEGO HARBOR SAFETY COMMITTEE 
631717 Kettner Blvd., Suite 100 
!;an Diego, CA 92101 

(Date authorized) 

b4r. John Coon 
Southwest Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Code 0 5AL - JC 
1 ~ 2 2 0  Pacific Highway 
:;an Diego, CA 92132 

FIE- San Diego Harbor Safety Committee request for funding of a vessel 
t.raffic system as a mitigation measure to address expected increases in ship 
t.raffic in San Diego Bay from proposed additional CVNs to San Diego Bay. 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

The San Diego Harbor Safety Committee (SDHSC) waa convened through the 
L,empert- Keene-Seastrand Oil Spill Prevention and Response Act of 1990. The 
Clommittee is charged with developing and implementing a Harbor Safety Plan 
for San Diego Bay to prevent oil spills in coastal waters. The Committee 
h~as conducted a complete analysis amd evaluation of current conditione in 
the harbor as they related to safety which is updated annually. 

0 The SDHSC would like to comment on the Navy's proposal to homeport two 
;p additional CVN aircraft carriers at Naval Air Station, North Island. We 

note that the dredging has already occurred to part of the navigation 
channel to accommodate the deeper dlraft of the USS John C. Stennis. The San 
Dliego Unified Port District is also1 propoeing to dredge the remainder of the 
navigational channel to allow for transit of the Bay by larger vessels. 

This proposed systematic increase of vessels transiting San Diego Bay can 
be expected to result in changes to vessel traffic and raises the need to 
take all reasonable measures to ensure prevention of vessel casualties. One 
such measure, held as a high priority by the SDHSC, is the implementation of 
an appropriate vessel traffic information system. 

'The SDHSC requests that the funding and operation of an adequate veeeel 
traffic system be adopted as a mitLgation in the environmental review 
process for expected impacts from both of the above mentioned projects as 
required to insure that additional or larger veseele transiting the Bay do 
not compromise safety in the Bay. 

I 

In conclusion, the members of the SDHSC respectfully request that 1) the 
Navy reviews and includes recommend,atione from the San Diego Harbor Safety 
Plan as appropriate in the proposed projects for additional homeporting and 
dredging and, 2) that the mitigation plans for both projects include a 
commitment for implementation and operations and maintenance of an 
appropriate system of tracking vessel traffic. 

Please call me with any questions regarding this letter at (619) 298-7849 
or contact our administrative off ices at (619) 235-0281. 

Sincerely, 

Captain Debra Marks, Chair 
San Diego Hqrbor Safety Committee 
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Sari Diego Harbor Safety Committee 

Response 

0.4.1 The proposed action and alternatives contained in this EIS would not increase 
the total number of aircraft carriers physically present at NASNI for 96 percent 
of the time. On only 13 days per year would three homeported carriers be 
predicted to be in port simultaneously (see response to comment L.4.12). 
Consequently, there will not be an increase in the harbor ship traffic. Because 
there would be no impact to existing ship traffic conditions, no mitigation is 
needed. 



SAN DIEGrO HARBOR SAdZTY COMMITTEE 
@ij E~mvironme~ntal Health Coalidon 

171 7 Kettntcr, /Suite 100 
San Diegab, CA 92101 

- 
September 14, 1998 

Mr. Daniel Muslin (Code 03PIJ 
Southwest Division Naval Fac,ilities Enginelering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego. Ca. 92 132-5 190 

Subject: Siting of Sim Diego Harbor Chan~nel ]Buoys 16, 16A and 17 

Reference: (a) SDHSCl Lctlter of September :25, 1997. 
(b) COMN AVAIRPAC Itr. 10 1010, ser. N7/5407 of 24 Nov.. 1997. 

0 (c) San Diego Harbor Safety Plan, fifth iteration dated November 12. 
in 1 997. 

Ref. (a) forwarded commcm by this Comm~ittec: rt: Environmental Impact Statement E.I.S. for 
homeporting three NIMITZ Class CVN in Sian Diego. Request was made regarding additional 
dredging of the harbor chamel and concurnmt resiting of subject buoys. Ref. (b) expressed 
inability to justify a proposal to fund the additio~nal dlredging and. further, forwarded proposed 
resiting of subject buoys to Commander. Elcventh Coast Guard District as a matter under his 
cognizance. 

Subsequent investigation has lwealed that the clhann~el edge between buoys 16 
and 16A is included in the cunrnt dredging to r n  evtm depth with the rest of the main channel. 
Without the requested widlening of the channel rrsiting of the subject buoys is not advisable nor 
required. Further, with the line between 16 land II6A being dredged to channel depth it is 
advisable and r e q u i d  that tholse buoys rem~ain ra now sited. 

Therefore all previous rtcommmdations by this Connmittte for resiting subject 
buoys are rescinded and cimcelled. The next iterartion of the San Diego Harbor Safety Plan, ref. 
(c), will delete this rccomrnenclation expressed on parge I2  thereof. 

By copy of this letter Com~mander.  eleventh^ Coiat Giuard District is rtquestcd 
to take notice of recomrne~ndat~ion to leave bluoys as now sited. Concumnce has 
been expressed by the San Die,go Bay Pilots Asstociation, the U.S. Navy Pilots 
and is  requested of the U.S. Coast Guard Carptaim of the Port, San Diego. 

1The Sm Diego Harbor Safcty Committee continues to recommend the additional 01.5.1 
dlredging requested in ref. ([a). t 
Sincerely. 

i.-?2L,,, 4 -  ,,* 
-/ 

Captain Debra Mauks. Chair 
!Ean Diego Harbor Safcty Committee 

Copy to: CC)MNIAVA\IRPAC 
Code 7 
NAS Nlorth Island 
P.O. Box 35705 1 
San Dictgo, Ca. 92 135-705 1 

COMNAVIBASE SDIEGO 
937 N. Harlbor Drive 
San Di'ego. Ca. 92 132-5 100 

CO NAVSTA SDIEGO 
3455 Senn Road 
San Diego, Ca. 92 136-5084 

U.S. Coast Guard 
Captain of the Port Snn Dieg:o 
27 16 North Harbor Drive 
San Diego. Ca. 92 10 1 

COM 1 lCGiD (Code POW) 
Coast Guard Lsland, Bldg. 50-6 
Alame~da. Ca. 94501 
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I 

San Diego Harbor Safety Committee 

- 0.5.1 The Navy continues to take the position stated in COMNAVAIRF'AC letter, 
10100, serial N7/5407 of 24 Nov, 1997 in regard to additional dredging. The 
Navy concurs with the sanbiego Harbor Safety Committee's decision with its 
recommendation for resiting channel buoys. 



SIERRA CLUB. SAN DIEGO CHAPTER 
San Diego and Imperial Counties 
3820 Ray Street 

San Diego. CA 92 104-3623 

Office (6 19) 299- 1 743 
- 

Conservation (6 19) 299- 174 1 
Fax (619) 299- 1742 

Voice Mail (6 19) 299- 1744 
4 

EBBS (6 19) 299-40 18 

September 10, 1998 

Mr. John Coon (Code OSALJC) 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92 132 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

This is a request for an extension of 30 days beyond the October 12 deadline for 
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Developing Home 

Facilities for Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carriers in Support of the U. S. Pacific 
Fleet. The large magnitude of the homeporting project presents a very complex set of 
environmental issues. Consequentlv. 4 - we believe that members of the public and community 
-1lnc he oivm this additional time to analyze and provide informed comments on this 61 w u y a  ww p r .--" - --------- ---- 

nmc 
Y L A L I .  

Thank you. 

Sincerely, I I 

' f ud', q k w k  -- 
Edward Kimura 
Water Subcommittee 



Comment 
Number Response 

Sierra Club San Diego Chapter 

0.6.1 The Draft EIS public review period was extended to 75 days. 



DEVELOPING HOME PORT'FACILITIES FOR 
THREE NIMltZ-CUSS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 

IN SUPPORT OF THE US. PACIFIC FLEET 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

DRAFT EIS COMMENTS 

COMMENTS: 

Note: This form is supplied for your convenience. You are not requid to use this form. 
Comments of any length may be submitted to the address on the reverse side of this form. Your 
comments should be postmarked on or before November 12,1998. 
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VOLUME 7 CVN H O M E P O R ~ G  EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Everett Community College, Patrick J. McClain 

0.7.1 The Navy's objective is to arrange a ship's schedule such that 2 days are spent in 
the home port for every day that the vessel is on deployment. Therefore, a ship 
that has deployed for 6 months must spend a minimum of 12 months back in its 
home port before it can deploy again. Any continuous period of about 2 months 
or more out of home port & considered a deployment. 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 PSNS. Another home port change back to NASNI would 
be executed following the availability. Please see Volume 2, Appendix G, for 
additional information. 



To: John H. Dalton, Secretary of the Navy 
From: Hempy 's, hc. 

the best interest of our community. 

Sincerely, 
1 

Albert Lewis 1 

Kelly Wilson / 
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Comment 
Number 

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

Hempy's, Inc. 

Response 

0.8.1 Thank you for providing your opinion to the Navy, and taking the time to 
comment on the Draft EIS. 



Foot of Sampson Street San Diego California 921  13 
P . 0  Box 13308 Son Diego Calitorn~a 92170-3308 

(619) 2 3 8 - i m  FAX: (6i9j 2 3 8 a 3 4  

Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities, Engineering Command 
Code OSAL-JC 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132 

Attention: Mr. John Coon 
Project Manager 

Subject: Support for Homeporting CVNs in San Diego -, 

Dear Sir: 

Southwest Marine, Inc. takes this opportunity to express its strong support for the Navy's 
planned expansion of the CVN San Diego Homeporting Program. Our company and our 
employees welcome these impressive vessels to the Port of San Diego. 
r r r -  --- ------- -f d-- - . - --I  - : - r A k r  ha-a ;n c m  nimr\ that a2fe:ty cnncems W e  are aware ul irlc VUC;;QI uuuulrry IlGAG 111 OCUA U ~ W ~ W  u r u b  ----- ---------- 
about nuclear ships in San Diego Bay. We only wish that they understood, as we do, the 
Navy's outstanding nuclear safety record regarding the operation and maintenance of 
nuclear vessels. 

The Navy has distinguished itself in managing - - nuclear powered ships in every part of the 
world. Here in San Diego we have long been comfortable with the presence of nuclear 
powered cruisers, nuclear submarines and nuclear capable repair ships. The Navy knows 
the nuclear business and we will not second-guess the Navy's abilities. 

We are proud to provide our services to support CVNs in San Diego. We look forward to 
the dramatic and positive effert that these carriers will have on o v a  local tconoizy. I.Te 
are also proud to do our part in supporting our country's first line of defense. 

Sincerely, 

SOUTHWEST MARINE 

Robert A: McKay \ 
Senior Vice President ' 

SOUTHWEST MARINE DIVISIONS: SAN DIEGO SAN PEDR6 SAN FRANCiSCO iiJGiESibE. M 

0.9 



VOLUME 7 C W  HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

South West Marine, Inc. 

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



omce 16191 299- I 743 
C:onx~atlon 16 19) 9!99- 174 1 

F a  (6 191 1!99- 1742 
VOIC~ Ma11 16 19) 1199- 1744 

EBBS (6191 299-4018 

November 2, 1998 

1Mr John Coon 
Southwest Division (Code O5AL JC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
!San Diego, Califolrnia 92 1 32-5 190 

Subject: Comments on the DEIS far Developing Home Port Facilities for Three 
Nimitz-Class Aircraft Carriers in Support of'the U.S. Pacific IReet 

I 

lDear Mr. Coon: 

'The Sierra Club thanks you for this opportunity to provide comments on the subject D d  
Environmental Im~pact Statement. 

Sincerely, 

(Our review has found that there arc serious flaws in the DEIS. We dm must express our 
disappointment that the DElS failed to respond to mmy o f  the scoping~ comments on this 
subject in our letter o f  Febnury 26. 1998. 

C A  
0 

Our comments are attached in the following pages 'We would like to be kept informed (on 
the homeporting issue a d  request two copies of the finrl environmental impact statanam. 

Edward Kimura 
Water Subcommittee 

,O.l0.1 

Page I of 5 
S i e r n ~  Club Comments 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement folr 
Developing Home Port Faeiliticr lor Thm Nimlih-sass Aircraft Camers 

in Support of the U.S. Pacific Flut 
Nolvmber 2, 1998 

Naval Air Station North bland 

Development of Alternativu Page 2-9, line 23, 24, and 25. The DElS states here 
that the pienide lfacilities are capablle of  providing @&maintenance of three 
homeported CVN's. It states here and elsewhere in the DElS that 450 workers would 
have to be transfierred to NASNl fix nearly six months every two years This 
contradicts the p~rior statement if three CVN's are horneported at NASNI as in 
alternatives one, two. and three. The staggered maintenance for three (CVN's will 
require that the 4150 workers be startioned at NASNl for 18 months oult o f  the two year 
maintenance cycle. ClarifL the number of workers neded to service one CVN and the 
total time these workers will be on1 station at NASN'II to provide the two year 
maintenance cycle for each ofthe three CVN's. Also address the quality of  life for 
these workers. How long and how often would they be required to be: away from their 
homes? 
Number of CV"s stationed at NNSNI The DEIS !Hates that there are currently two 
CV's homtporttd at NASNl (page 2-36, line 28). Hlowever, one CV, USS Kittyhawk, 
departed San Dimego on July 6. 1998 and is pennmntly deployed to the Navy base in 
Yohska, Japan,, leaving one CV. Explain why the DElS did not use one CV as the 
correct baseline. Using two CV's compared to one CV as the baseline: clearly reduces 
the environmental impacts of h~m~eporting the CVNl's. Transportation and air quality 
am examples where gnnificant differences in the environmental impacts occur 
depending on thle baseline chosen. Using two CV's puts a more favorable and 
distorted spin om the air qwlity rnld transportation auralysis for the CVN homeporting 
DEIS. - -  - 

Home Port Alternatives Considered The EIS should address the li,fe cycle costs of 
the alternatives and include the G o v m m t  Accounting Office findinigs presented in 
its report NSAID-98-1. "Navy Ai~rcratl Carrim: Cost-Effectiveness of Conventionally 
and Nuclear- Powered Carriers". dated August 27, 1998. According to this report. 
the 50 year life cycle costs o f  the conventionally and nuclear-powered aircraft carriers 
are $14.1 and 522.2 billion. respectively. The need for thest highly expensive noclear- 
powered cameus in view of the GiAO findings mua: be justified in the! EIS. 
Water Quality Page 3.3-2, line 19 states that no-site specific water quality data exist. 
This is not acceptable as baseline information is essential in determining any changes ifl~ 

water quality at the NASNl sites in the hture. Accordingly. there sh~ould be an 

0.10.4 

0.10.5 

ongoing water quality monitoring~ program. 
Page 3.34, lints 19 and 23 state that no site specific currents and wnter quality data 0.10.6 
exist for the mitigation sites. Line 20 states that the presence of a pier structure is 
expected to mluce the strength o f  the current flow in the area o f  the mitigation site. I 



After making these statements. the DElS then  concludes that the results of the water 0.10.6 
quality study near the mouth of the San Diego Bay by Largier me applicable. That is to 
say, the waters at the mitigation site to a greattr extent reflect the water quality ol'the 
ocean compared to the waters of the central bay. We m t  awwt this highly 
subjective conclusion. Water quality data for these mitigation siltes should be obtained. 

and piers as' well as water runwff from the CVN's during maintenance (e-g.. cleaning 
of ship surfraces and equiprnemt). This issue was raised in our scolping comments lc!tta 
of 26 Feb~ary 1997 but has been ignored. 

I 
6 Under 0paLotio1~ page 3.3-9 the EIS should address wata quality impacts on the San 0.10", 

Diego Bay (waters and mitigation of stormwatcr runoff fiom the ICVN'S, the whmvu 

7 The DEIS mncntions but does not indude the Storm Wata PoUuttion Prevention Plan in 0.10.8 
the document for the reviewer judge its efficacy. The EIS shoultd have this plan 
included in the appendix. 

their surrounding waters. Thc: EIS should determine if unount of heat transfmed can 

I 
8 Thermufpcdlulior. The CVN's while they arc: dockside wiil be transferring heat to 0.10,,9 

lead to thenmal pollution that is harrn&l to the aquatic mrrim lifi: in these waters. This 
issue was nlised in our scopiatg comments letter of 26 February 11997 but has been 
ignored. 

9 Sediment ()aality Page 3.4-7 During opentiiona t h m  should [be an ongoing 

I 0.10,,10 
program to monitor sediment quality at critical sites dong the NlASNl shoreline O including the CVN dockside sites. L 

drive vehicles registered out of sta.te and in states with less stringent emission t 0.10.15 
requirements. The EIS should comet the vehicular emission factors to account for 

o 1 0 Marine Bkdogy 7hreatened ad Enrkmgcrrccrl J;prcies , page 3.5-5. There should be 
strict adhenme to the MemamlJirm of Undurs&mdng bermen thc US. Fish mi 
Wi/dIi/e and the Southwest Dlivision . Natal Ftxilities Engtmening Command of 
February 1993 to prevent adverse effects to the Cdifornia least tern. 

I I .  Transportr~tion Table'3.9-3, Page 3.9-5 shows an increase in personnel of 204 fbr 
the altcmati~ves one. two. andl three as requiredl by the two additional CVN's. The 
same number is used in Table! 3.9-4 to compute the daily avargt: traffic. The DEI!S 
does not include the traffic impact from the 4510 workers from a nuclear capable 
shipyard ~ d e d  to provide the six month dumtion Minte~ll~e for each CVN. Wines 
4 and 5 w , e  3.9-6) Assumin~g that these worlc.cn can service onrly one CVN at tirne, 
then these 4150 worken must be in San Diego for 18 months every two y w  to sexvice 

this fact. 
15. Page 3.10-9, lint!s 13- 15. Again th~e DElS appears to ignore the fad tlhat three CVN's 

in altcmatives one. two. and three will require that tlhe nuclear propulsion maintenance 
workers will be in NASNl for 18 months of the 24 month PIA cycle. The sentence 
beginning with "These data represent worse-case annual emissions.. ."' is ambiguous It 
does not state th~e duration of stay of the PIA mainttmance workers. 

161. As in the above (comment on Table 3.10- 1. Table K-2 of Appendix K-9 should be 
revised to give tlhe actual emissionis as well as the incremental changes;. The air quality 
impacts should be revised to due to the added vehicular traffic by the 450 nuclear 
propulsion workers. 

17'. General hicccs/Acccss Fire Protection Page 3.14- 1. The DElS (describes only 
the fire protection for land fires and omits the fire protection for shipbsoard fires This 
inadequacy shou~ld corrected. There should be fireboats (Navy and/or civilian) capable 
of rapidly extinguishing CVN fires;. 

18,. Environmtntrl Justice The DEI:S fails to address the issue of subsistence fishing 
During dredging optrations the resuspension of sediments containing toxic chemicals 
cwld possibly biioaccumulate in fish that are caught and eaten by people for 
subsistence. The' EIS should address mitigation measures to protect th~e health of these 
persons. 

191. Cumulative Impacts Page 3.18-1 1. Trmsportatiom. The traffic count should be 
revised as indicated in the Transportation section to correct the duration of stay of the 
PIA related worlkers. This section states that the PI/\ activities cause t.emporary traffic 
conditions. a mi~sleading statement. 18 out of 24 months stay is hardly a temporary 
condition. 

201. Page 3.18- 1 I. line 29 states that the Navy is in the process of redesigning the Main 
Strett Gate entnance to improve t ~ ~ c  flow. The sentence on page 3.18- 12. line 2 
stating that no traffic mitigation micasures are proposed is based on th~e premise that 
the incremental increase in traffic due to the homeporting plan is insignificant. This 
also can be takan to mean that the status quo is acceptable. The DElS only addresses 
the air quality stinndards based on the region wide APCD requirementls but ignores the 
localized health limpacts due to tht: commuter traffic emissions. This is another issue. 
raised in our mlping comments. that has been ignored. We strongly urge the Navy to 
take positive steps to increase the NASNI commuter vehicle occupancy rate. This has 
the beneficial impact of reducing rmt only the traffic congestion but also reducing the 
vehicle emissions and improving tlhe air quality in Coronado 

2 1. Radiologkd A~pecb  of Nirnitz-Class Aircraft Clbnier Homeporti~ng Page 7- 1 
The introductory paragraph to thi!5 chapter of the DlEIS states that GAO conducted an 
independent review of the NNPP iin 1991. Did this review include classified 
information? It has been seven ywus since this GAOI report. Will GAO continue to 
update their review of the NNPP? 

221. In our scoping comments we asked for an independent, technically quialified 

O.lOa,ll 

0.10.,12 

0.10.16 

0 . ~ 0 . ~ ~  

0.10.18 

0.10.19 

0.10.20 

0.10.21 

0.10.22 

I 0.1023 
committee, with security clearanctc, acting to serve the public interest, to provide 
ongoing oversight of the NNPP and to provide an tlnclzi~sified critical review available 

three CVN's. Explain or conrect this apparent discrepancy. 
12 The use of two CV's as the budinc rather t h n  no has a significant impact on the 1 0.10.13 

transportatison analysis. 
1 3. Air Quality Table 3.10-1 is misleading and confirsing. The r d a  cm not d i l ~  

determine tlhe actual emission~s for each of the tlhrmativu only the incremental 
changes. The table nor the t aa  explains how t)rese incnmmts are obtained. The 
should provide the actual levds of the cmissioru. As noted pfevicwsly. the baselint: 
using two CV's at NASNI is highly questionable. Furthenmm. ru indicated in the 
commtnt on the transportatiam section. the emissions estimates do not include the 

0.10.14 

added vehicular traffic due to the 450 nuclear propulsion maintaume worken . 
14 Vehicular rource emissions. Page 3.10-9, lines 6-1 1. The DE,IS appean to assume 0.10.15 

that all NASNI commuter velhicles meet the Cdifornia average emissions standards. 
When in faca many of the Navy personnel as wldl as other NASNI civilian workers 

2 I 



to the public o f  the EIS. Since this rlquest was not honored in the DEIS, we again 0 . 1 0 ~  
repeat the request. 

23. The Navy, at the 281 October 19918 public hearing in San Diego, stated that 
t 

0.10.24 
independent sources such as the lEPA have approved the classified information of 
Appendix D of the IDEIS. We request that EIS provide signed statements of 
certification frolm thlesc agencies ~utli~ning the arcas that they have reviewed. 

24 The testing of the rwdear propulsion qlm, including the reactor at the conclusion 1 0.1025 
of the six montlh mauntenance hi not beera a d d r d  in the DEIS. 

25 Page 7-12, line 29. Define the acronym NCRPM in Chapter 11.2. 
26. Page 7-13, line 4. The EIS shoul~d qu<mtify the amount (volume) of radioactive waste 

that would be glencrated at NASlNl mot ". . . r small fiaction of the Navy total". 
i-2E 

27. We would like to know as we asked iin our scoping comments if the Navy will be 0.10.28 
accepting radio'active and hazardous wastes from other ficilities, Fedml or non- 
federal for stonage rrt the NASNll storage facilities. 

28 Emergency Prepa~redness. page 7- 16. In  co junction with the radiological 
I 

0.1029 
monitoring progran~, there shoul~d be minuour. on-site, meteorological monitoring. 
This is essentiall information for tmqgency msponse to an accidental release of  
radioactive matter. 

29. Continuous mo~nito~ring for airborne radioactive material should be conducted at I - 0.10.30 
strategic locations beyond the perimeter adthe NASNI facility. Monitoring instruments 

P should be paid by the Navy and monitoraj by APCD. 
+ 30. Emergency mrpomw planning The Navy in canjunction with I d  and State 
0 govenunents stlould develop emtcrgcrrcy response plans inchdig evacuation if I 0.1031 

required in the evenlt o f  a release of nmdiarctive m d d  into the environment. The 
public should be infbnncd of  these pl;uw. 

38. Appentdix JI, The probability o f  occurrence of a fire on board a CVN while in [port 
undergoing the six month PIA should be determined and the (health and enviromnental 
impacts) analyzed and reported in the EIS. The release of both hazardous subsltanccs 
and rad~ioactive material should be included. This is a serious omission in the DIEIS. 
Non-fire rdiatd accidents on the CVN involving release of hazardous substanc:es while 
undergoing mairrtenance should also be addressed. 

35. The DEIS states on page F-8, line 28. that the general population distribution incluldes 
children~ but does not indicate if this the same for all sites considered or specific: to 
each site. It is k'nown that the elderly are also more dose sensitive to radiation but lthis 
factor in not included in the analysis. SANDAG data shows that the populatio~i 
distribultion by age varies in the surrounding communities. Coronado, for exannple , 
has a hi;gher patmtage of people over age 65 as compared to National City, with a1 

youngar age! distribution. The DElS analysis based on a generic population risk: factor 
does nolt accmatdy portray the demographics and thuefore, the risks in the San Diego 
region. The EIS should revise its risk analysis o f  the health effects taking these site 
specific age demographics into account. 

36. The risk factors in Table F-2 for the member o f  the public given the probability of a1 

fire ocaumn~g are shown as average values. This is only first order statistics and does 
not provide adequate information to assess the risks. The statistical distributions 
(maximum, minilmum. and standard deviation) for each of the five qual radial 
distances should be given. The risk analysis should be re-computed using the site 
specific dmrographics including the age related dose response (for the young i~nd the 
elderly) and preslent the statistical distributions of  the risk factors. In short. a n~~apping 
of the statistical data is requested. 

37. Page F-I 2. llines 33-35 defines the use of  an impacted area used in the radioactive 
exposure sirnula~tions. This is one particular scenario showing that the footprint of the 
impacted mea is contained within the facility boundary for all locations evaluated. 
There were no o~ther plume scenarios noted in the evaluation of the impacted alrea irn 
the DEILS. 1 h c  are other cases presented in the DElS in which the plume will rise 
then come black down at varying distances downwind beyond the boundaries of the 
facility, deptmdent on the meteorological conditions. Why were not these cases; 
analyzed as we requested in our scoping comments or if analyzed. not reported1 in t~he 
DEIS? 

3 1. HyporlCdrdrcd Alecialents, Page 7'- 18. The DElS states that r fire in the radiological 
support facility and a spill o f  radiiologlical liquid from the support frcility have the 
highest risk o f  coccu~rrence. The IDEI!E faills to provide a risk assasmmt of a 
simultaneous rt:lease of  radiologjcal lmattler and hazardous chemicals in the event of a 
fire. It is not rtdin:ic to assume that fires will only re lwe radioactive material. We 
bdicvc tbb to be n serious deftxt in tbc DEIS m d  mad be corrected. 

32. Appendix F: Iktmiled Andysur of Nornnal Operations md Accident Conditions 
for Radiological S~upport Facilities Table F-2. page F-3 shows the annual risk of a 
latent cancer fiom radiological support filcility accidents. Explain why the risks 
shown are indepenclent o f  the numbar of t.he CVN's b a d  at given port location. The 
PIA maintenance cycle o f  six mo~nths evay two yeus for each CVN will require the 
radiological fac:ility to be in opmationl for 18 months out o f  the two y m  cycle to 
service three C'VN's compared to just six months in two yeus fbr just one CVN. 

33. The DEIS uses acciident probabillities I in 200 for r fire and 1 in 10,000 for a spill. 
How were these accident rates dcterminetd? Were t h y  b d  on actual experience of 
a facility se~ci ing three CVN's or wtcre they based on assumptions? If the latter. what 
were the assum~ptions used? 

4 6  
E. Kimura 

0.10.36 

0.1037 

0.10.38 

0.1032 

0.10.33 

0.1034 

34. The DEIS states thiat the pierside faciilitia~ are capable of providing staggered I 0.10:s 
maintenance for three CVN's (Vol. I. page 2-9) Are there any anent Naval facilities 
providing this llevel of maintenance and if so, which ones? 



Comment 
Number 

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTINC EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Response 

Sierra Club San Diego Chapter 

0.10.1 The comments in the Sierra Club's February 26, 1997, scoping letter are 
summarized below. Following each comment is a reference in parentheses to the 
location in the Final EIS where information addressing that comment can be 
found. 

Project alternatives should address: 

b. Alternative locations in the San Diego area for the Nuclear Propulsion 
Maintenance and Radioactive wasteVstorage Facilities. (Please the 
response to La. above). 

WN sumort fadities. The EiS shouid specify if the nuclear repair, 
processing, and radioactive and hazardous waste storage facilities would be 
used only for the homeported CVNs or if they would serve transient CVNs 
and other operations as well. (Transient CVNs would not be subject to PIAs 
at NASNI as they would be involved with airaaft onloads and offloads- see 
section 2.3.2.1 j. 

Water quality analysis should address: 

Thermal pollution from each and all CVNs, including transient CVNs. 
(Please see section 3.3.2.2). 

Ship d m  and industrial wastewater discharge and b e a m t  while in 
port- NASNI or civilian plant. (Please see section 3.16). 

Stormwater and wash water runoff from CVNs (Please see section 3.16). 

Sampling of areas to be dredged, control of turbidity during dredging, 
and mitigation of sensitive habitats disturbed during dredging or 
disposal (Please see sections 3.4 and 3.5). 

Pollution due to corrosion protection measures (anti-fouling paint and 
cathodic protection of metals) - (Please see section 3.4). 



Comment 
Number 

- 
VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASM RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

- 
Response 

4. Air quality analysis should address: 

Traffic emissions and ambient levels in Coronado neighborhoods 
adjacent to NASNI access roads during rush hour traffic (see section 3.10) 

Construction emissions, including dredging and traffic (see section 3.1 0) 

Operational emissions, including support ships (see section 3.10) 

Measures to meet new NAAQS (see section 3.10) 

Monitoring stations (location, costs, operational responsibility) (see 
section 3.1 0) 

Human health impacts (see section 3.10) 

5. Health and safety analysis should address: 

Procedures and processes used in CVN maintenance that could release 
hazardous materials (see Volume 1, section 3.15; Volume 2, Appendix J; 
and Volume 3, section 3.15). 
rp--:-_.-- - 3  ---,.L.--L.-- -c -------- 1 I l---> /---  1 - -  .I ---I.-- lralrung ana cemncanon or personnel lnvolvea \see vo~ume 1, secuon 
9 1 tz- x7-1---- m A ---- 2:-- T- - -2  x7-1---- * 0 1 e\ 
3.13; v u~ume L, Appencux J ; anu v uume a, secnwn a. 12). 

Failure rates (see Volume 1, section 3.15; Volume 2, Appendix J; and 
Volume 3, section 3.15). 

Oversight review of classified maintenance processes (see Chapter 7). 

Reactor testing following repair and refurbishment (see Chapter 7). 

Monitoring for airborne radioactive materials (see Chapter 7). 

Contingency plans for evacuation in case of acadental radioactive release 
(see Chapter 7). 

Hazardous materials emergency response (see Volume 1, section 3.15; 
Volume 2 Appendix J; and Volume 3, section 3.15). 

Risk analysis for radioactive plume from fire in radiological support 
C c s A l i k r  Iacs..r+nr 7 B ~ A  Vnl..rnn 3 Ann-A;w Y\ 
A a L u a b j  \ U ~ C I ~ L S A  I CULU T VALLULS L AYYULLUA A\!. 

Health risk from hazardous material release from CVN maintenance 
facilities (Section 3.15 and Volume 2 Appendix J). 

Background air quality levels (section 3.15). 

CVN reactor safety hues, including combined health risks for aii CVNs 
(see volume 1, section 3.15 and Chapter 7; Volume 2, Appendix K and J; 
and Volume 3, section 3.15). 

6. Noise analvsis. The EIS should address noise impacts on human health, 
including vehicular, aircraft, and CVN support operations. (section 3.1 1). 



Comment 
Number 

VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTINC EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Response 

7. Securitv measures. The EIS should address terrorist attack from all 
pathways: land, air, and water. (The Navy does not perceive that having 
three CVNs at NASNI increases the threat from terrorists beyond the 
potential that has existed for the past several decades. Please see response to 
comment L.4.44). 

8. Utilities analyses. The EIS should address impacts of increased electric, gas, 
and water needs (section 3.16). 

9. Cumulative analvsis. The EIS should include all foreseeable future Navy and 
civilian port projects, including increased ship activities that may be 
facilitated by CVN dredging (section 3.18). 

a. Upgraded infrastructure to support Deep Draft Power Intensive ships, 
e.g., AOEs from PSNS. (Infrastructure improvements for AOEs in San 
Diego are not proposed by the Navy, nor is such an undertaking an 
element of the proposed action; see section 2.3.3.1). 

b. Four E-2 squadrons from NAS Wamar (This is not an element of the 
proposed action; see section 2.3.3.1). 

c. Additional fixed and rotary wing aircraft (This is not an element of the 
proposed action; see section 2.3.3.1). 

11. CVN support facilities. The EIS should address any future Navy plans for 
dry dock, nuclear refueling, or major nuclear propulsion overhaul facilities in 
the San Diego area to service CVNs. (see section 2.3.2.1,3.18, and Volume 2, 
Appendix I). 

13. NAVSTA uvmades. If the project requires any upgrades to NAVSTA San 
Diegot a separate scoping meeting should be held. (This is not an element of 
the proposed action; see section 2.3.3.1). 

0.10.2 Quality of life issues for Shipyard workers is a matter of concern for the Navy, 
and are addressed in repair workload assignment decisions outside the scope of 
this EIS. Retaining core maintenance capabilities, such as skilled Naval Shipyard 
workers and the facilities they work in, are strategic issues identified in 
Appendix G of this EIS. These issues are not environmental issues. Strategic 
issues related to the project will be considered prior to issuing the Record of 
Decision for this proposed action. 
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0.10.3 NASM has an extensive historical background of being a three carrier homeport, 
and has a majority of shoreside facilities to support that mission. In this EIS, the 
proposed action would provide the capacity to homeport up to two additional 
CVNs (total of three CVNs). Please see response to comment L.4.5 for a detailed 
discussion. 

0.10.4 Please refer to response H.1.5 for issues pertaining to the GAO study cited in this 
comment. Further, it is not within the scope of this EIS to examine the propriety 
c 1 :  1 ,:,,-,LA -,-A, 

ul uuuuue ILucmru a~u.ui car~ins. In this EIS the Navy is concerned with 
developing home port facilities for present generation of NIMITZ-class aircraft 
carriers in support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet. One of those candidate CVNs is the 
USS NIMITZ, which was commissioned in May 1975. Another is the USS 
D n h T A  T n RC A r  A hT A k . m C ; ~ -  A  :- 1 M E  A  A n  L-- 
I\WIYALU A w n u r u w ,  WALUX LUIWUULUUIL DLQALCU UL 1 7 7 ~  CULU w DULCULUCU LUL 

launching in 2000. 

0.10.5 Although site-specific water quality data are unavailable, existing information 
from adjacent areas provides data for cha-racterizing present conditions. The 
value of periodic monitoring of water quality parameters to detect impacts 
would be affected by the large natural variability in conditions that would likely 
obscure any short-term changes related to the proposed project activities. Please 
refer to sections 3.3.1.1 and 7.4.4.1 for a discussion on quarterly marine water 
sampling for radioactivity conducted by the Navy. 

0.10.6 Section 3.3 has been revised to eliminate comments regarding the possible effects 
of Pier Bravo on current strength in nearshore areas of the mitigation site. The 
Final EIS states that currents in the vicinity of the mitigation site would be 
influenced by tides, and are expected to be similar to those near the adjacent 
BRAC mitigation site. Although site-speafic data are unavailable, existing water 
quality information for other portions of the North Bay are considered adequate 
for characterizing the affected environment. 

0.10.7 Runoff from a CVN deck, wharf, and pier is not covered under a stormwater 
permit. Thus, the Navy is not required to treat or monitor stormwater flows for 
these facilities. However, deck runoff is one of the operational discharges being 
evaluated under the Uniform National Discharge Standards (UNDS) program. 
The DOD and EPA will be establishing discharge standards for deck runoff from 
h e d  Forces vesseis. 

0.10.8 A SWPPP would not be completed until after a decision regarding the proposed 
action, but would be expected to parallel the existing SWPPP in effect at NASNI. 
n ---- L_-d-- -. lne consrmcnon conuacr assodated with any proposed action would require 
completion of a SWPPP. The California State Water Resources Control Board 
would complete regulatory approval of the SWPPP. The SWPPP must be 
approved prior to initiation of construction and/or grading associated with the 
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proposed action. The permit must be continually updated as necessary to reflect 
current and changing conditions on-site. Although a copy of the SWPPP could 
not be provided as part of this EIS, sections 3.2, 4.2, and 5.2 of the Final EIS have 
been modified to reflect additional information regarding SWPPPs at Naval 
facilities. 

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

Sediment monitoring is not needed for befluhAqg ve=h, because these activities 
do not involve any active waste discharges. Any needed monitoring of the 
NASNI shoreline areas that are not covered by the pier construction and 
mitigation sites would be addressed by pennits for other projects. Monitoring 
rquitern-pn& assodated with projects =&Q- outside of the 
present scope, except as addressed under cumulative impacts in section 3.18. 
Please refer to sections 3.4 and 7.4.4.1 for discussions of quarterly marine 
sediment sampling for radioactivity conducted by the Navy. 

Reference to the MOU has been incorporated into the Final EIS as recommended 
by the comment. 

An average of 450 maintenance workers would be needed to support DMF 
maintenance activities for six month CVN PIAs at NASNI. Each CVN 
homeported at NASNI would require two six-month PIAs every six years. Thus, 
if three CVNs were homeported at NASNI, six PIAs would be conducted every 
six years, averaging one PIA per year. 

in addition to Pi&, CVNs must undergo drydocking PIAs (DPLA) once every six 
years. These maintenance availabilities would be done outside of the San Diego 
area, and would last for approximately 11 months. 

TFL A  in - -  L L L C  1 f n r m  - -  i m e  DML EW (WIY 1773a) evaluates me uarnc lmpacr or u w  worKers based 
on a one PIA in one year concept. The EIS determined that there would be no 
impact because of overall decreases in base population at NASNI. For example, 
NASNI has already experienced a decrease of about 2,500 personnel since the 
=T)*p T?TP 1 ----I A ----I- - - -  I - - -  - 7 - 1  .._. _ n m i l  n .a\  - A n  

D~VSL w was preparea over r years ago (see volume 3, lame L-11. wnile the 
BRAC EIS analyzed a lesser frequency of PIAs (two every six years), it did 

what the impact of one pw in one lee, bus lDounding fie 
condition of this EIS where an average of one PIA each year would be 
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conducted. Thus, the conclusion of no impact stated the BRAC EIS is still valid 
for this EIS. 

Please also note that the 1995 BRAC EIS had several conservative aspects built 
into the analysis. (1) The 1995 BRAC EIS estimated the average DMF workforce 
at 750 personnel and assessed the impacts at this level. The Navy overestimated 
AL:, ,a,,-Lf,,,, L,,,,,,, it,,, L-1 La,, ,, - ,~,-1 ,.,,L,,, :, ,,,A,,,C-, m m T  uus WUIIUVZCI: u - d ~ t :  ulert: MU V ~ I L  ILU ~ C I U ~  ~ A F X L ~ I L L ~ :  UL LVI~UUCLULL; a L v l u  

PIA. Now that the Navy has conducted several PIAs, the average workforce 
number at NASNI has been lowered to 450 personnel. (2) The analysis in the 
1995 BRAC EIS did not account for the fact that DMF workers average 2.5 
An---- -n- *rn1..:-1n 'Fhn 10OE RD A P  C T C  n &1..-fi - a r ~ - L a -  nn -11 a:--1- 
F l V U l W  )hl VClUUC. A l L F  A 7 7 J  Ul-L LjW W3C33CU U L C X  W U l A C l b  a3 CIll b L l L 5 l T  

vehicle operators. Therefore the 1995 BRAC EIS conservatively assessed the 
number of DMF workers and bounded the impacts of one PIA per year in its 
analysis. 

It should also be pointed out that the PIA is a.rnaintenance activity for the CVNs 
that would essentially replace for maintenance overhaul activities that are 
currently performed on the CVs. The CV maintenance activities are conducted 
periodically by the Navy and contract personnel that must commute to NASNI 
during the maintenance periods. The amount of work for CVs and CVNs are 
similar in size; therefore, it is not expected that CVN PIA activities at NASNI 
would vary greatly from past CV maintenance activities at NASNI or result in 
traffic increases in Coronado. . 
Please note that the total amount of work between the old overhaul system and 
the new PIA maintenance system has not appreciably changed. While a PIA is 6 
months in length, it is done once every 2 years. Under the old overhaul system it 
was not uncommon to perform multiple 3+ month SRAs during the same time 
period. The main advantage of the PIA system is that it affords the Navy a more 
even tempo of operations than the old overhaul system. Please also note that 
some recent NASNI CV SRAs have been nearly a year in duration as noted 
elsewhere in the City's comments. Because the total amount of work has not 
appreciably changed between the old overhaul system and the new PIA system, 
the Navy does not consider further analysis on this issue necessary. 

The traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIS is based on the incremental 
increase in traffic that would occur as a result of the proposed action. NASNI 
has the current (and historical) capacity to support three carriers. Currently, 
NASNI has the capacity to support two conventional airaaft carriers (CVs) and 
one nuclear carrier (CVN) for a total of three homeported carriers. Alternatives 
One, Two, and Three have three CVNs. The proposed action would not result in 
two additional aircraft carriers, but would provide capacity to homeport two 
additional CVNs. As the number of personnel on the CVNs is slightly greater 
than that on the CVs, the proposed action would generate approximately 27 
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additional vehicle trips during the peak hours and 150 trips throughout an 
average day, as outlined in the EIS. The analysis indicates that a traffic increase 
of this magnitude would not be sigruhcant. Refer to the response to comments 
L.4.5 and L.4.12 for a more detailed discussion of the homeporting baseline at 
NASNI. 

0.10.14 Table 3.10-1 in the Final EIS has been modified to more dearly express the actual 
emissions from each proposed action alternative. As stated on page 3.10-2 of the 
Draft EIS under NASNI Emissions, emissions from the CVs and CVNs were 

frorn the B w C  Es. Emissions from 

associated with each vessel group were estimated by the methods described in 
,-,rf,, 3 i n rl rl ,L AL- -,LA C T @  
WZEUUI~ 3. ~U.L .L  UI u~t: u r m r  cw. 

In regard to PIA maintenance worker commuter vehicles associated with the 
proposed actions, please see the response to comment L.4.13. Since the PIA is a 
maint~nanr~ arfivitv frrr tho C V N c  that wniilrl occontiallv ronlaro ma;ntnnam.\ra ---..--Lu~-- LI-u - --I a - w a wu ULUS w w  VU.U ~ U U ~ ~ ~ L U I I I J  A ~ Y I U ~ ~  AA-LL~~LUALLL  

overhaul activities that are currently performed for the CVs, the net change in 
worker traffic between the two activities would be minimal. 

0.10.15 Data on California and non-California vehicle registration assodated with CV 
and CVN personnel have been obtained from the Navy. These data were used to 
revise the commuter vehicle emission calculations for the proposed actions in the 
Final EIS. Emissions from California and non-Califomia registered vehicles have 
been estimated with the use of the ARB EMFAC7G and EPA MOBILE5 models, 
respectively. The non-California registered vehicles were simulated with 
MOBILE5 to operate without any inspection/maintenance (I/M) program to 
minimize emissions. However, section 118(d) of the 1990 CAA requires federal 
employee vehicles operated on federal installations to comply with locally 
applicable I/M standards. As a result, vehicular emissions have been somewhdt 
over-estimated for the proposed actions. 

0.10.16 The referenced sentence has been revised to state that the data in Table 3.10-1 
over-estimates emissions for four out of every six years from the action, since 
PIA maintenance would only occur for six months every two years. 
Additionally, during the third bi-annual maintenance cycle, the CVN would 
relocate to PSNS Bremerton for 10 months for DPIA maintenance. Section 
3.10.2.2 analyzes the addition of one CVN and removal of CV (Alternative Four), 
which would produce one PIA cycle that would last for 6 months every 2 years. 
With a total of two CVNs at NASNI, there would be 4 PIA cycles every 6 years. 
Adding a third wodd produce one PIA cycle per year, on the average. It is 
possible that 2 PIA cycles could occur in one year. However, the NASNI DMF 
would limit annual emissions of VOC and PMio to 15 and 3 tons, respectively. 
Therefore, performance of 2 PIAs per year at NASNI would not exceed these 
emission levels. 
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0.10.17 The requested changes have been made to Table K-2 in Volume 2, Appendix K. 
In regard to PIA maintenance worker commuter vehicles associated with the 
proposed actions, please see the response to comment L.4.13. 

0.10.18 Fire protection level of service currently meets the requirements specbed by the 
Dep~rtmat of Defme Instruction W D I )  60.555.5, as stated in section 3.14. 
Adequate fire protection has existed for CVs at NASNI, and would continue to 
exist for CVNs as well. Adequate fire lanes and equipment exist to combat any 
shipboard fire at NASNI. Section 3.14.1 of the EIS has been revised to state that 
y.Cfi&-& - ~ a a - ~ n ~ .  c.& h T  A C h n  ~ u : r r b  b n  nrr.L.rl - e r r  mL:-LA--A C--. A AA:L---ll-- 
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the crew of the ship is trained in shipboard fire-fighting. This training is part of 
total damage b&niqg and crew receives the b&kIg. In port, 
the duty section has a core of damage control professionals that are augmented 
by the Inport Emergency Team, a group approximately 25 in number. They in 
turn can be augmented by the 200-plus remaining members of the duty section. 
Fireboats are not needed. 

0.10.19 The comment questions impacts to subsistence fishing in the bay that would 
result from the bioaccuxnulation of toxics suspended during dredging 
operations. As stated in Draft EIS section 3.5.2.2 fish would avoid dredge areas, 
so they would likely not be affected by any contaminants resuspended during 
dredging. In addition, subsistence fishing in San Diego Bay is generally not 
considered a prominent and frequent activity. The small number of fish, if any, 
that could be affected by contaminants resuspended during dredging combined 
with the relatively few-number of individuals who subsistence fish in the Bay 
result in the unlikely probability that those who fish would catch and consume 
the affected fish. This is therefore a less than sighcant impact. 

0.10.20 If there were three CVNs at NASNI, then the PIA activities would occur, on 
average, for 18 months out a 36-month period, which r e p e t s  50 percent of 
the time. In the EIS for the one CVN previously approved for NASNI @ON 
1995a), it was demonstrated that the additional personnel associated with the 
PIA activities would be offset by the planned decrease in personnel at other 
NASNI operations and that there would be no net increase in commuter traffic 
associated with the PIA personnel. In essence, the PIA-related traffic is included 
in the future cumulative projected conditions because no traffic reductions were 
assumed to account for the anticipated personnel reductions at NASNI by the 
target years of 2001 and 2005. The addition of two more CVNs at NASNI would 
not require any additional personnel for the PIA activities over and above the 
level that has already been approved, but would simply increase the number of 
months during each three-year cycle that the PIA personnel would be on base. 
These workers would contribute to the volume of commuter traffic traveling to - 
and from NASNI when the PIA operations would be occurring; however, the 
overall NASNI-generated traffic volumes would be no greater than the existing 
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levels because of the anticipated decrease in total personnel. The EIS text has 
been modified to eliminate the reference to PIA traffic as a temporary traffic 
condition, which wodd be appropriate for one CVN but not for thee CWs. 

0.10.21 This EIS evaluates the impacts of the proposed action relative to the affected 
environment. This difference would not result in sigruhcant long-term impacts 
on iocd h-POrtatiOn me Navy- conkue to enco 

employees to use alternatives to single-occupancy vehicle transportation, 
consistent with actions such as developing ferry service from the former Naval 
Training Center, establishing van sharing, and contributing to local bus service. 

The net change in average daily trips (ADT) from vehicles associated with the 
addition of one CVN and removal of one CV would be 150 vehicles. With the 
arrival of a second CVN in the year 2005, 96 percent of the time, two or fewer 
carries would be in pod simultaneously so *-at this level of traffic w a  not 
change (please see response to comment L.4.12). During 13 days per year that 
three carriers would be in port simultaneously, an additional 4,579 ADT would 
occur. This would be short-term and intermittent. Emissions from the second 
additional CVN would exceed the SDCAPCD major source threshold of 100 tons 
per year for CO beginning in the year 2005. The majority of these emission 
increases would occur from vehicles that transport crew dependents from off- 
base housing to the greater San Diego metropolitan region. These emissions 
would be spread over a large area and would not be expected to contribute to an 
exceedance of an ambient air quality standard. Additionally, since the 
population levels at NASNI would decrease in future years wen with the 
addition of a second CVN (see Volume 3, Table 3-O), future traffic generated by 
NASNI in the year 2005 would not exceed historical levels. As a result, traffi; 
associated with the alternative would not be expected to exceed any ambient air 
quality standard within roadways in proximity to NASNI and CO emissions 
from the action would therefore be insignificant. 

0.10.22 The GAO review included unrestricted access to classified information. 
Regarding the question of whether GAO will continue to update their review of 
the NNPP, the Navy has no control over what issues GAO reviews, and is not 
aware of any GAO efforts to re-review the NNPP. 

0.10.23 Section 7.1.4 of the EIS cites the results of several independent reviews of the 
Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program that have occurred, including review of 
various aspects of the Program by the GAO, m, ACE,  and EPA. Aithough 
these reviews are not required, they are conducted to provide added assurance 
and confirmation of that NNPP operations pose no sigxhcant risk to public 
health and safety. In addition, EPA received the entire Draft EIS, including the 
classified appendix, conducted a review, and provided comments based on their 
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review. The Navy has responded to those comments (see F.3 series). EPA had no - 
comments on the classified appendix. 

The commentor's statement concerning what the Navy stated at the Draft EIS d 

public hearing in San Diego on 28 October 1998 is incorrect. From the court 
recorder transcripts, the Navy spokesman stated, "The classified appendix is not 
,,l,,,,tl, A, AL, ,,.tl:, L..A t,, t,, ,,,,,:A,A A, C D A  U,,A,,,,.A,, L,, ,,,,: ,,., ?? releawwle ru u ~ e  y uvuc our ucw vets1 yruvlueu ru Erfi necruyuurers lor review. 

The classified appendix was provided to EPA headquarters for review consistent 
with the implementing regulations of NEPA (40 CFR 1507.3 (c)). EPA is not 
required to provide written confirmation of review of every section of the EIS, 
A n 1 & A &A m n n L  ,,.at. a n - C - G n -  U - . . - n - w - -  l Z D A  AzA 
Q 1 L U  U L C  1 Y Q V Y  W l l U L  ICYUCU L U  3-A 3 U U L  L U l U U U U I U U I L .  l l U W C V C 1 ,  CI-  UlU 

review and provide comments based on their review of the entire Draft EIS, and 
the Navy has responded to those comments (see F.3 series). EPA had no 
comments on the classified appendix. 

There are no extraordinary evolutions involved with testing of the nuclear 
propulsion plant or any of its components during homeport maintenance 
operations. Such testing, which has been routinely conducted for over 30 years 
on numerous nuclear-powered shipsC nonnally involves actions such as 
venfylng proper operation of pumps, and checking the integrity of welds. Thus, 
such testing would not result in emissions that would exceed those already 
contemplated in the EIS. 

NCRPM stands for National Council on Radiation Protection and Measures. 
Section 12.2 of the EIS has been modified to add this aaonym. 

Section 3.15.2.2 already states that "It is expected that for each CVN homeported 
at North Island, approximately 325 cubic feet of low-level radioactive waste per 
year would be generated." This is a volume smaller than a cube approximately 7 
feet on a side. In addition, section 3.152.2 states that ". . . small amounts of 
mixed waste (less than 3 cubic meters per year from each m) would be 
generated . . . ." This is a volume smaller than approximately 5 feet on a side. 
Thus, no change to the EIS is deemed necessary. 

(1) Controlled Industrial Facility (CIF): Among other functions, the CIF is 
qArhfivn &ha ATmvrwt -l**e &fi &dm-fiv-41.t e C ~ r r \  v-A;rrmaGrvn r ~ r m m C n  rrnrr---~-A 
WLLFIF ULF; A W Q V ~  yuuw LV L c u y u A a l u y  3 L V L F  IQLUVQLUVC WCWLC I ~ C A ~ C A Q L ~ U  

as a result of operations at North Island. There are no plans to receive 
radioactive waste at the CIF from any off-site facilities. The types of 
waste stored at the CIF are discussed in section 3.15.2.2 (under the sub- 
& & I n  C-l:A WnAzA-mGw*n l A 7 - - & n I  T- nAA:G-- -nBG-- '2 1 C  - - -A-A-- A L - L  ~'TA uuc JUUU n a u l u a C u v c  v v  a a L c j .  111 QUUILAUAL, ~CLLAULL 3 . 1 3 . ~ ~  S L Q L ~ S  u~dt 11 

is expected that for each CVN homeported at North Island, 
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approximately 325 cubic feet of low-level radioactive waste per year 
would be generated." This is a volume smaller than a cube 
approximately 7 feet on a side. 

(2) The North Island Mixed Waste Storage Facility (MWSF) will temporarily 
store mixed waste (waste that contains both radioactive and hazardous 
constituents). The MWSF is permitted to store mixed waste from NASNI 
or SUBASE San Diego only. The types of waste stored in the MWSF are 
discussed in section 3.15.2.2. In addition, section 3.15.2.2 states that 
"...small amounts of mixed waste (less than 3 cubic meters per year from 
each CVN) would be generated ..." This is a volume smaller than 
approximately 5 feet on a side. 

(3) The hazardous waste facility is indirectly discussed in section 3.15.2.2 of 
the EIS (under. the subtitle Operations). This facility is indirectly 
discussed because the proposed action is not expected to affect this 
facility based on the premise that CVs are being replaced by CVNs at 
NASNI, and that the amount of waste generated by the two types of 
ships is similar. The NASNI hazardous waste facility is permitted to 
receive waste from other facilities. 

0.10.29 Please see response to comment L.4.36. 

0.10.30 Please see response to comment L.4.36. 

0.10.31 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 
highly 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. 

The Navy would continue to coordinate emergency planning issues with the 
appropriate officials responsible for public health and safety under the proposed 
action. Since the Navy considers its existing emergency response procedures to 
be fully appropriate and protective with respect to NNPP operations, the Navy 
would rely on its long-standing procedures to respond to a radiological 
emergency. Thus, development of additional emergency response plans is not 
deemed necessary. 
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0.10.32 Appendix F assesses impacts from a release of radioactive material from a 
radiological support facility as a result of credible (although unlikely) accidents 
due to CVN homeporting, and Appendix J assesses impacts from a release of 
hazardous materials from a pierside hazardous material locker as a result of 
credible (although unlikely) accidents due to CVN homeporting. Although 
hazardous materials may be present in a radiological work facility, the amount 
of hazardous materials in a radiological work facility would be far less than the 
amount of hazardous materials assumed in Appendix J to be in the hazardous 
material locker. Consequently, if a fire were to occur in a radiological work 
facility, impacts from the release of the hazardous materials in the facility would 
be far less than the impacts from the large hazardous material release analyzed 
in Appendix J. As such, an analysis separate from Appendix J is not presented 
for the hazardous materials in a radiological support facility since the analyses 
aheady indiiViduauy represent impacts from 

h omepo rting for types of mat&.& ev,& uate d, 
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impacts am ppKqtd as risk of developing latent fatal cancer, App& J 
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described in section 4.1.2 of Appendix J, while a determination of whether there 
would be an impact from a release of hazardous substances can be made, a 
determination of the extent of that impact cannot be made. Further 
quantification of the impacts by combining the hazardous material and 
radiological impacts cannot be accomplished since pathways and impact 
analyses are not the same for the hazardous and radioactive material releases. 

0.10.33 The source tern for the accident analysis is not dependent on the number of 
CVNs homeported at a location or whether a CVN is undergoing a PIA at the 
time. Rather, the source tenn is based on the maximum amount of material 
expected to be available for release from the facility at any time during the year. 
Use of this methodology ensures that the accident analysis provides a 
conservative assessment of the risks from a facility acadent, and that the 
analysis is valid any time the CIF is operating. - - 

It is important to note that during the six-year operational cyde for each San 
Diego-based CVN, two PIAs would be accomplished at NASNI and one DPIA 
would be accomplished outside of the San Diego area. Thus, if three CVNs are 
homeported at North Island, a total of six PIAs would be accomplished at 
NASNI over six years, thus averaging two PIAS every two years for the six-year 
interval, vice 3 PIAs every two years for the six year interval as the commentor 
asserts. In addition, due to operational schedules, no more than one PLA would 
be occurring at a time. CVN maintenance cycles are discussed in section 2.3.1.3 
of the EIS. 
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0.10.34 There is a systematic approach that is followed when estimating probabilities of 
events. There are two classes of events that are typically evaluated in risk 
analyses: those that have occurred (historical events) and those that have not 
occurred (new events). Historical events have occurred often enough for 
sufficient data to have been accumulated. Some examples of historical events 
would be motor vehicle accidents, industrial accidents, earthquakes, or weather 
phenomena (hurricanes, tornadoes, lightning). Usually, historical events are of 
such interest that theories or models have been developed from the data which 
provide good estimates of the probability of occurrence. Since data does not 
exist for new events, the event is broken down into a sequence of events, each of 
which may be analyzed separately by theory, by analogy with historical events, 
or by engineering judgment considering experience to date and the detailed 
analysis of other similar systems or processes. These parts are then used to 
reconstruct the event, arriving at an estimated probability of occurrence. 
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an evaluation of the likelihood of several different events (airplane crashes, crane 
drop of a heavy load, etc.) which could produce a violent impact on the 
radioactive liquid tank. The estimated probabilities of these events ranged from 
1o-l to 108 per yen. b, pr&&iZty (1v per year) was for the 
risk calculation in the EIS. For the fire accident, the probability of occurrence is 
based on fire frequency data for manufacturing and storage properties listed in 
reference Ganti and Krasner, 1984. 

0.10.35 At the present time, PSNS is the primary maintenance provider for CVN 
propulsion plant maintenance in the U.S. Pacific Fleet. Norfolk Naval Shipyard 
and Newport News Shipbuilding Company are the primary maintea-ce 
providers for CVN propulsion plant maintenance in the U.S. Atlantic Fleet. 

0.10.36 As is stated in section 2.2 of Appendix F, the risk factors used for these analyses 
are those recommended by the International Commission on Radiation 
Protection (ICRP). Two sets of risk factors are presented: one set for workers and 
one set for members of the general population. The risk factors for the general 
population are higher than those for workers since there is a greater number of 
children in the general population. The ICRP risk factors are applicable to any 
individual in the population, regardless of the demographic (e.g., age, race, or 
gender) in which they are included. Therefore, factors such as age and gender 
are already built into the risk factors used for the analyses in this EIS, and no 
change to the EIS is deemed necessary. 

0.10.37 Site specific information was used in the radiological analyses completed for this 
EIS. Appendix F, section 2.0, presents a discussion of the methodology used for 
the pathways analysis, including where site specific information was used for 
the analyses. In sections 2.1 and 2.3, the discussions state that site specific data 
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was used to determine the location of individual receptors (rnaximally-exposed 
off-site individual and nearest public access individual from facility maps) and 
the general population within a 50-mile radius of each faciiity (from 1990 U.S. 
Census data.) In section 2.4, the discussion presents the method for 
incorporating site specific meteorological conditions into the analyses. In 
addition, when other site specific information is readily available from local 
sources, these parameters are be incorporated into the analyses. Sorne examples 

of such data are surface water area, flow rates and utilization; aquifer volume, 
flow rates and utilization; population habits for surface water reaeation; unique 
eating habits or food of local importance; and soil characteristics near the site. 

c-- & -,&A-& 1 c-kl- ;.r ETc - W L ) E ~ ~ )  -5v;ml.m 
TU1 Ult: ~LCIUULL Q I L Q L ~ ~ C ~ ,  ULC u a L a  L Q V A C ~  UL L C  u YAZ-ALL u L r  r r u u u u ~ r r r r r  

expected consequences. Since the locations of members of the public are 
different for each of the 16 compass directions evaluated, doses were calculated 
for each of the 16 possible wind directions, each using the 95 percent 
m&or&gical con&tign. The d v c i c  rpciiltc rpnn+tpd in table for the 

J-- *---- --r-- --- 
nearest public access individual, maximally-exposed off-site individual, and the 
public are the largest of the 16 exposures calculated, and represent conservative 
estimates of doses to receptors in any of the 16 compass directions. To minimize 

complexity of the Fa, expos- and disthncps for 16 dimfi_ons are not 
reported; however, the impacts would be smaller if the wind was blowing in any 
of the other 15 directions at the time of the accident. 

In addition, see response to comment 0.10.36. 

0.10.38 As discussed in Appendix F, two separate impacts from accidental releases are 
evaluated: radiation dose and impacted area. As explained in section 2.4 of 
Appendix F, calculation of human health effects (and subsequently health risks) 
was conducted assuming 95 percent meteorology. To gain a more realistic 
estimate of the amount of land potentially contaminated after an acadent that 
may require some form of cleanup, 50 percent meteorology was assumed. A 
fundamental difference between these two impacts is their ability to be 
remediated. A radiation dose, once received from an accident, can not be taken 
away. However, land and buildings contaminated by an accident can and 
would be cleaned up by the Navy consistent with the National Contingency Plan 
(40 CFR 300). In view of this difference, a more conservative approach was 
taken for estimating radiation dose by assuming 95 percent meteorology, vice 50 
percent meteorology for the impacted area calculation. This is consistent with 
the evaluation of impacts from accidents in other NEPA evaluations. 

Appendix F, section 2.7, states that the impacted area was determined for the 
hypothetical fire accident scenario. As stated above, this estimate was 
completed to provide perspective on the amount of land that might require some 
form of cleanup. The impacted area is defined in section 2.7 as that area in 
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which the plume deposited radioactive material to such a degree that an 
individual standing on the boundary of the fallout area would receive 
approximately 0.01 millirem per hour of exposure. If this individual spends 24 
hours a day at this location, that person would receive a total of about 88 
millirem per year from the ground surface shine, which is within the 100 
millirem per year limit in 10 CFR 20 for NRC-licensed facilities. 

This evaluation should not be used to conclude that the plume from such an 
acadent would not travel beyond the boundaries of the site, as the commentor 
implies. The impacted area calculation merely determines that the radiation 
levels from the deposited material beyond this impacted area would be less than 
0.01 millirem per how in the case of 50 percent meteorology. As the more 
conservative analysis results in Table F-9 show, there would be exposure to the 
public outside of the site boundaries for this hypothetical accident scenario as 
indicated by the dose estimates for the maxhmlly-exposed off-site individual 
and the general population, which are greater than zero but still not sigruficant. 

0.10.39 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 events which could result in 
release of radioactive material to the environment or an increase in radiation 
levels shows that they can only occur if the event produces severe conditions. 
Some types of events, such as procedure violations, spills of small volumes of 
water containing radioactive particles, or most other types of common human 
error, may occur more frequently than the more severe accidents analyzed. 
However, they would likely involve only minute amounts of radioactive 
material and thus are insigxuficant relative to the accidents evaluated. A release 
of radioactivity from a fire aboard the CVN would qualify as such an event. The 
effect of simultaneous exposure to radioactivity and hazardous materials is 
addressed in 0.10.32. 



SAN DIEGO AUDUBON SOCIETY 
2321 Xltmna Roalevard. Suite D Snn Diego C:\ 921 If1 (il\Pt27?4557 

MI .lnhn ( 3 0 ~  
';l)c~lhwr?sI Division (Code 05AL.JIC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
I 220 Pacific Hilghway 
Can UIV. Callifunia 92132-5190 

Pear Mr Coon: 

SIISJECT: COMMENTS ON EIS FOR HOMEPORTING OF THREE CARRIERS 

The San Oilego Audubon Sociiety has concerns iebout the mitigalhn plans in San h g o  Bay 
fnr ths subject project It appears that the propomdl mltigetkm win c a m  a slgMicant 
~~n~nrttgated kms of considerable i n t e r t i  hebitat. 1kh would lollow a, dmilar unmitigated loss 
of inter tidal hatntat that was caused by the Stennh H q l n g  mitigation project. F r m  the 

o information available in the €IS. iI appears that theile unJIigated  be^ will be c m m d e d  in 
the l~iiligation for the subpd projtmt. 

1 . A  

i d  
Th~s is parlicularly unfortunat~s as there has b n  a much brger pclPportbne( loss of imlerlidal 

habitat in San IDiego Bay than any olhec habilat lype. krdudlng the shdbw 8uMidal habillat that 
is offset by the mitigation project. A large nurnbsr of Um at-rhk. Ihrcwrlkpned. and endangered 
species ot the Bay depend on Mectidal habitat. 

Ws are a h  very concerned that no mitigation vv#l be provided for the increase in biocides 
1 1 1 ~ 1  WIII flow in110 the Bay from hull1 coatings. These) makniats w l  MI tB)ements of the focd chain 
rlnrl will mnlarnin~te mils. An ec:dogist could defkle a hablfat enhancxtmsnt whose yearly 
I lutput would alpproximate this continuing hpacl. Mitigation should b~ proposed and 
~mplermnled to offset this impacl. 

IiAPITAT LOSSES RESULTING FROM THE STENNJS PR<XIECT 
The Slctnni~s phase of the Hameportlng Protecl tmitigeted Its eelgens impacl by gadiing back 

ahout O 4 5  naclticat miles of shoreline lo increase area for eelgasn hebitat. The shafeline that 
' N ~ S  uraded had previously been intertidal beach pawtially covered by tSmped concrete rubble. 
n~lw-n the n~bMe and below the rubble. beach dl prwlded intectldml habitat value for 
~nvc?rtobrates and foraging area for shorebirds, It qppeam that afler Itlie Stennis mi l igal i~~l  
l~roiecl was colnstructed the intertidal area was id& by about 30 h~ 50 feet at lower lides, the 
pr im  tide cmdition for shorebird1 foraging. Thls tppaars to be a loss of lntertldel haMtatl 01 
d m r t  2 5 acres. From a very fmn obsenratW. thtm was much less shorebird foragingl on the 
Stsnn~s mitigation site than Ihe shoreline to the eayd. The Stennis mllltgation slte was much like 
1110 cl~orsltns to the east before tlhe mitigallon pro(ec1 was conslructe0l. This suggests that the 
I tualitv ol the ilnlertidal area remaining i.1 the S leds '  mitigation sile is loww for shotebirtd 
fnrauinq then it was before the rritlgation projecl wrms constructed. Bolore the d ige l i ~n l  p r ~ i e ~ l .  

the site also had some value for high tide refuge as there wore segments of delgraded rubble 
hank that had gentler s w s  and exposed soil which are of greater value for w~ildife. So Ihe 
Stennis' &grass mit@ation proiect resulted in a significant loss ol intertidal halbitat quantity and 
quality which was not mitigated elsewherce. This was clearly inconsistent with the Clean Water 
Act Thb phase of the Homeporting Pro/cwl should include   mitigation to offset that loss. 

HABITAT LOSSES AhlnClPATED FROM THIS PHASE 01' HOMEPORTING; 
Ths 9ubjecl EIR sbates that the upland areas of the mitigation pro@ct have minimal habtlat 

value. It <liscusses thu habitat value of ttre Bay itself. The IElS is gossly inadequate as i t  
nmllieck to identify the shoreNne (intertidal) habitat between the upland and tho Bay that wtll be 
lost because of this prcwt. Slmilarty. the list of birds that occur at the proposed mitigallon slte 
do not include any of the shorebirds that luse the area. This shotdine is very i~mportant and has 
siqn~ificant wetland vah~e and wildlife use. It b far horn a pcistine. natural shorcaline. but since 
r m ~ h  of the North Bay's shoreline is eithter rock revetment cn sheet pile wall. it is relatively very 
i~selhd and weH used. We requesl that thk inadequacy of the EIS be corrected before the 
r?nviironmental review or the project h advanced. 

Unfortunatdy il ampears that this pro/ect will to turn the Ibeach and bank of this shoreline into 
a ve~y steep rack revetment wall. as ww~ done with the Stannis mitigation prqect. This will 
IRSIIII in an additional rsigrriliant unmitigated bss of interlidral habitat value. Tlhe EIR is 
Ir~ackqate in that il ckm not prwlde any information to allow us to assess haw much intertidal 
habital will be bs l  lo llW mitigation project. The project is inappropriate becaulse it will 
needlessly destroy intmidal habitat, a herMlat type which has been severely ckpleled by 
previotn Navy and commercial projects land is desperately needed to support the wildlfe of the 
Bay, Tlwre are a widt, range of practtcalble alternatives lo this loss of habitat. The~elore this 
project does not comply with the Clean Water Act. As Intertidal and marlne habitats Are limited 
in the Bay. mitigation m nay require the excavation of previously filled areas to offset impacts. 

STATUS OF THE IMPACTED AREA 
The relatively intact condition of the current concrete rulbble bank on the p~roposed mitigation 

site strongly suggests that the r u m  war, dumped there shrce the adoption 011 the Clean Water 
Act. 1977. The casual1 nature of the dunping suggests that it was probably not part of a formal 
t:o~at~uction pro/ect fan which (m permits were obtained unclar the Clean Watelr Act. If tllese 
s~~ppmitinns are vaHd. the baseline lor assessing inlertidal habitat value of fhn pre-constrtrction 
va l~~e of the mitigation sites of both the Iitennis and the current phase of the Homeporting 
proljwA s lwh l  LW&N the Iwbit~t v(I(U(It IIwI wWW be tlw8(0 witt~wt tfw curreul c;urtcr@le r u m  
nn the shordlne. 

RICXIDES TO BE IN'TROOUCED THROUGH ADDITIONAL ANTIFOULING COATINGS 
The large volume of MocMes that wM be emitted by the hull coatings of these ships will kill 

slsltnents of he  lood chain and will contaminate sediments and reduce the wiMlile support value1 
of the Ray. An ecolo($sl can define a habitat creatkm or erlhancement whosct yearly oulpt~t 
would approximate th~is continuing loss. M i l i t h  should Ibe proposed and implemented that 
woluld s u l f i t l y  offset these impacts. The argwnenl that this degradation is relatively 
inslignificant or its irnp~acts are made inslignifkant by dilutio~i are inappropriate. It is a large 
quantity of continuoua~ contamination. Its impacts are signi~ficant whether diluited or 
coricentrated. 



CIJMuLATIVE IMF'AClrS 
This EIS is inatlequale in thal it fails to identlfy the cumulative loss of intertidal haMlal of the 

1:tlrrent projecl in clonjurlction with the, low, dwl to he  Stennis mitigetion project. It also fails lo 
;\# k ksss the loss oll interlidal habitat of the, prqject in con/unction with the recent National City 
Marine Terminal. Oakwood Apartmer~h. evrd La Meridan Hotel whkh also had inleRMal habitat 
~tiipacls. 

The EIS also fails to identify the c:umulIatiwe contamination impacts of the a d d h a l  
a~uissions of the antifouling hul coaling8 {of IMa project m conjunction wilh those of the Slennis 
fwojsclrr and with ~ I H  other Navy ships, in tlhe Bey. The document's cumulative knpacts rationale 
appears to be that wale!r qualily p t d l e m ~  dreiedy exht. so making lhem Mwnewhat wocu, h not 
;q poblem. This scM of analysis is ncfl cocmpallible with the medo of Sen D i  Bay. a wilh the 
r q~irernents of NE:PA 

REMEDIES 
We c~rqe that thm €IS be u p g a d  to lbetler identify Ihe negative impact of the pn>iect and of 

the proposed mitigations. and Ihal I h 8  miligelkm be mvimd lo adequaldy offsel Ihe 
Impacts of the preect. Parliculady we urge lhat the mHigaHon be modfied as follows: 

t ~ther avoid t h  b a s  of interlidal llabitat Wherenl in the proposed mitigation eelgrass 
tnitigatim project, or create additional interlidel habital ekewhere lo offsel its impact. 
Add an intertidid habitat mitiptiom prow Ilo dhel the Inpecb of lhe Slennh phase of this 

0 hornporting prqecll. raughly 2.5 iecrer4. 
A M  a habitat creation project lhat will &el the kw, of wildif0 support value caused by the 

CI 
CI continuous emilsbiocn of biocidm lbr dl 04 (Iha C W  bekrg lmmporW h the Bay including 

the Slennis. or condruct a bay-w,a(ec puifliibr, system that will extract a quanlily of copper 
a d  other Mockdes c%yivdemt lo Chat ttmlnt8d by the CVNs. 

San D i m  Bay is very imporIan1 lo bcal. regiocral. end mlgratocy witdife, but its wildife 
support value has lbeen~ severely drnlnbhed by prevkub Navy arrd dvHian pro)ects and 
opetatlons If the Navy is unable or rmwillling Ib OW Ihe impads of the ptoposed pro/ecl. il 
should choose a leas anvhoclmentally sernHhre dte (or this project than Sen Olego Bey. 

James A. Peugh 
Coastal and Wetlands Conservation Chair 
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San Diego Audubon Society 

0.11.1 As detailed in responses to comments F.2.10 and F.2.11 and clarified further in 
Volume 1, section 3.5, there would be 1.5 acres impacted by the new wharf 
project. Of this 1.5 acres, about 0.8 acres would be low intertidal, abutting the 
quay wall, and 0.7 acres would be subtidal. Mitigation for the 1.5 acres would be 
based on selection of one of two options for site design, intertidal or intertidal 
subtidal, to be determined by the agencies during permitting. Eelgrass would be 
mitigated using credits from the Navy's Eelgrass Mitigation Bank, with the 
amount determined based on pre- and post-construction surveys and consistent 
with the Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy. The new habitat at the 
mitigation site would be of higher quality, based on a more gradual slope, than 
the impacted area which is steeply sloping and affords very little if any shorebird 
foraging habitat. For the BRAC mitigation slte, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Permit No. 9420861 and design of the mitigation site was coordinated with 
several resource agencies, including NMFS, USFWS, and CDFG to determine 
what the habitat mix should be, specifically that the mitigation site should 
maximize the area for eelgrass. Thus, the resulting mix of subtidal and intertidal 
areas, including the slope and construction materials was as speshed in the 
permit. For the P-700A mitigation site the habitat replacement will be as specified 
above. An optimal natural slope for intertidal habitat exposed to wave action is 

4 nnn\ about 151 (Hoffman IYUU~. 

Additionally, as part of the dredged material disposal plan, the Navy will create 
about 10 acres of intertidal habitat at the NAB Habitat Enhancement Area, as 
1 - 7 1 m 4 ~ -  2 E 
U C L Q I I C U  ALL V U A U L A L C  A, a U U A L  J.J. 

As stated in the EIS (section 3.3.2), the amount of copper leaching from a CVN 
hull is estimated to be slightly greater (0.37 pounds per day) than that from a 
CV. However, the number of carrier days in port is not expected to change, and 
the small inaease in copper inputs to the bay assodated with berthing a CVN is 
expected to be offset by planned decreases in the size of the Navy fleet, resulting 
in a net decrease over the next several years in the total copper input from anti- 
fouling paints on Navy vessels. Thus, CVN homeporting is not expected to 
exacerbate copper loadings to San Diego Bay. We TBT is also a biodde used 
in hull paints, it is not used on CVNs. Anti-fouling paints containing tributyltins 
are not used on aircraft carriers and, therefore, would not be released to bay 
waters. 

See also the response to comment F.2.13. 

0.11.3 As stated above for 0.11.1, although 1.5 acres of intertidal and subtidal habitat 
would be eliminated during new wharf construction, 1.5 acres of new habitat 
would be created at the mitigation site based on one of two option, intertidal or 
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intertidal/subtidal, to be determined by the agencies during permitting. The 
NAB Habitat Enhancement Area will create an additional approximately 10 
acres of intertidal habitat. See revisions to Volume 1, section 3.5 for more details. 

Habitat losses, including mitigation for intertidal areas, are addressed in the 
response to 0.11.1 (and F.2.10 and F.2.11) and further detailed in revisions to 
- - 
Voiurne 1, section 3.5. 

0.11.5 The response to this comment is as stated in 0.11.1; during construction of the 
new -Wbr;i, "1.5 Of htefid& Sub~d& bbitat -w-O d d  be lost md 1.5 
acres of habitat would be created at the new mitigation site. As part of the 
dredged material disposal plan, additional intertidal habitat will be aeated at 
.l_ - X T  A n T I - L . L - L  PAL-- ---- --. A ---  /XI-1  * ---I.-- m C\ me lu AD namrat mancement m a  \ v olume I, secnon 3.3). 

0.11.7 The EIS conduded that the proposed CVN homeporting would not result in 
sigruhcant increases in the mass of copper inputs to San Diego Bay. Therefore, 
mitigation for this action is not needed. The use of dredged materials for habitat 
creation will be evaluated in the Final EIS. Please refer to the Navy response to 
comment III.0.11.2. 

0.11.8 The USS STENNIS mitigation site was constructed in accordance with permit 
conditions set forth by the resource agencies. The new wharf mitigation site 
would also be constructed in accordance with permit conditions based on one of 
two options, intertidal or intertidal subtidal, to mitigate for the loss of about 0.8 
aaes of low intertidal and 0.7 acres of subtidal habitat. 

As addressed in section 3.18.5, other important recent and planned fill and 
associated mitigation areas include appro&nately 13 acres on Ihe north side of 
NASM (completed for the STENNIS homeporting project), and about 4 aaes of 
subtidal habitat at Naval Station San Diego being evaluated as part of a project 
for homeporting DDPI ships. construction of a &tigation site required t i  ofiset 
impacts for the present project would add 1.5 acres of constructed intertidal or 
intertidal / sub tidal habitat. Enhancement at the NAB disposal area would create 
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about 10 acres of intertidal habitat. In comparison, the bay is comprised of over 
12,000 acres, even though undisturbed habitat represents only a few thousand 
acres of that total. Consequently, the fill and mitigation areas resulting from the 
proposed action, together with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects 
total less than 20 acres, thus representing a cumulatively small percentage of the 
bay habitat. Moreover, since the mitigation sites are constructed in accordance 
with permit requirements, induding performance criteria for creating a 
productive biological habitat, there would be no net cumulative loss of bay 
habitat. Other reasonably foreseeable projects such as the Kona Kai 
Development, Ritz-Carlton Hotel, Submarine Base, and Point Loma Sealift 
Military Command that do not propose in-bay dredging or construction would 
not contribute to regional impacts affecting broader areas of the bay. 

Section 3.18 has been revised to address potential cumulative impacts resulting 
from the leaching of bioddes from hull paints on Navy vessels. The EIS does not 
imply impa& A+Gm ----fie-.' ,cC;*- err.' Cl..jr -*-&&L..G-- b̂  

y A u y V 3 C u  Q L U V L L  Q 1 L U  U L C U  L u A L u 1 u u u u l l  L U  

cumulative effects can be ignored because of existing bay conditions. Rather, the 
EIS concludes that the contriiution from naval vessels to copper inputs to the 
bay is expected to decrease in the future due to planned decreases in the size of 
 he fleet, me of Navy ships h~mep~rte~ in Sari Dipn -.."I l- --.'***-A 5V V l  A L L  LIF A F U U L F U  

from 76 ships in 1992 to 55 ships in 1999. Reductions in hull leachate from Navy 
vessels are expected to be roughly proportional to decreases in the number of 
average size of the ships in San Diego Bay. 

0.11.10 The USS STENNIS mitigation site was constructed in accordance with permit 
conditions set forth by the resource agenaes. The Pier B mitigation site would 
also be constructed & accordance with permit conditions, and would mitigate 
the 1.5 acres lost in the wharf area based on one of two mitigation site designs, 
intertidal or intertidal/subtidal, as detailed in the responses to F.2.10 and F.2.11. 

The EIS concluded that the proposed CVN homeporting would not result in 
significant net increases in copper inputs into San Diego Bay because the number 
of carrier days in port does not change, the difference in copper releases to the 
bay from a CVN are similar to those from a CVN, and the overall size of the 
Navy fleet in San Diego Bay is expected to decrease over time. Therefore, 
mitigation for this action is not required. 

0.11.11 This is a conclusionary statement and summary information in this statement 
has been provided in previous responses in the letter. 



Environmental, Health Cosdition comment letter for 

Drafr Environmental Impact St~~tement for the Developing 
Home Port Faciliities for Three NIMlTZ-Class Aircrafr Carriers 

in Support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH COAL,ITION eb@ '17 Ke~ inerBoulevard  Suite 100 S m  Diego, CA 9 2 '  (619) 235-0281 F a x  (619)232-3670 
e-mail: thcoa l i~ ion@igc .ap~ .~rg  Web address: h~ip:Nwww.env~ronmentalh~caIth.org 

November 12,1998 

Mr. Jbhn Coon. Rrojec:t Manager 
Soutlhwead Divisiam, Nlaval Facilities Engineering Command 
Code! OSPLLJC 
11220 Pacific Highway 
!$an Diego, CA 92 132 

la: lDmfi Envirormenrtal l'inpact Statement for the Developing Home Port Facilities for Three 
1VIMl~-~Clars Aitrrajt Ca,m'ers in Support of the US Pac@c Flen 

I- Mr. Coon: 

Bmvironmc:ntal Headth Coalition (EHC) hmby submits the following comments on th~e 
A ~ N @  Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Developing Home Port Facilities for 
iRrecc NllMLlZ-Cltacs Aircrufi Carriers in Support of the US Pacific Fleet in Coronado 
a l o a . .  into the officiial administrative record. In prtparation of this comment letter. EHC 
contracted with several pm~fessiond and academic scientists to review and comment on tlhe 
information in the DEIIS. l b i r  responses are included in this letter and arc highlighted. EHC 
has pmtic:ipatcd in1 dl lheari~ngs and comments on d1 notices issued regarding this project. 

nhe Navy proposes to ltxatc over six nuclear reacton in the middle of a major metroplolitaln 
center wilthout addlitio~lal emergency response planning, without human health protections. 
without waming sirens. monitoring, or buffer zones. The obvious dangers of such a project are 
unaclknovvledgcd in this document and leave the public without adequate information to make an 
informed cornmenit on howl to improve the project if it can be improved. 

The DEB is either incomplete or non-responsive on the issues raised in our Febn~ary 10, 
11997 Scoping letter and this DEIS suffers from the same failings as the Final Environmc!nral 
l'mpact Stafement,for t i h  Dkvclopment of Facilities in Sun Diego/Coronado to support th~e 
JYmeporting of mrle NIMAlZ C&s Aircraft Carrier, November 1995 (1995 FEIS) and fails tlo 
tddrc:ss legitimate comments expressed in our June 26, 1995 and December 8, 1995 letters. 

- Prtnled on rota l ly  C h l o r ~ n e  Free Paper r ~ t h  soybased I ~ L  - 
.IcD.. 1 



These earlier letters are iinco~rporated by mference lto this comment letter. tO.122 

Our comments fall unde,r the following major catclgories. 

Finally, this DEIS does not meet the m~ore complete requirements of CEQA and we arc 
unaware of any CEQA scoping period that was an~mnced. Therefa,  it will not adequately 
comply with CEQA. In addition to the inlternad and significant flaws and inaccuracies in the 
DEIS, it dots not include the: required mitigations or analysis of growth-inducing impacts. 

I. DEIS IS FATAILLY' FLAWED-- Ovccruching FaW Flaws Undemhe integrity d 
acceptability of entin rrapll:ysis 
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I1 HEALTH RISKS IJNDERSTA'I'EDI-the DElS grossly undwdatcs and 
underestimates the health risks from th~& project in s t v d  ways. 

EXPERT C O Y W N T  L m E  
The Insti~tutc! for Energy ,rad EnvironmenW R-rcb 
Bemd F~mk;e  and Arjun Wkhijmi 

Department of Pathology, Univerrdty of M.ryhnd, CHAW Center 
Dr. Kathericw Squibb a d  Ted Henry 

P Department cd Epidemiollogy,, Schlod of mblic HeaItb, University a 
C,r 
h, Carolina, Chapd HUl, h. h n i d  IRicbvdron 

J North 

Ms. CamJIk !Wn 

111. FAILURE TO DISCLOSE-DEIIS is no( a lhll uulysb of the project beaust much 
important and rek*an(t M o m t i o n  is sniU cknkrd to the public. 

IV. CURRENT ANID NlEW INFORMA'IIlObQ NOT INCORPORATED-DEIS is not a 
full analysis-- lack of umshkmtion of updated a d  new brlormrrtka violates the right of 
informed consent. 

V. RADIOACTIVIS AND HAZAR1N)UIS WASTES- DEIS I n r d q ~ t e I y  As& a d  
Mitigated 

V1. ACCIDENTS AND EMERGENCY PLANNING-DEIS Anrlysi~ for Acekitllt md 
Emergency Response Planning Inadquute 

VII. ENVIRONMENlrAL JUSTICE ALND PUIBLIC PARTICIPATION- DElS fails to 
meet obligations for prcotcclting dbpropcortiamtdy impacted communitks 

VIII. IMPACIS IJNDERSTATED- DEIS f a b  to properly and fully assess direct, 
inclirec:t, and amu,I.tivt impacts and to mitigate them 

IX. AILTERNATIIVES ASSESSMENT DEFICIENT- DEIS fails to adequately assess full 
mmge td rcrwnmbkc Iltrcnutives 

X. CONCLUSIONIS 
DEIS/DEIR is Ie!gally indefeasible 
Community Calll for Navy Considemtion 
Tbe pra1)cct b tam dangerous in this location 

IMIPOIRTANT NO'TE: 
On Septcemhtr 4, 1998 the Regional Water Quality Control Board has notified Ithe plublic 

of its intention to use this EIS as the Environmental Impact Report (Em) required under CEQA 
wicthout public recinmlation with comments due on October 12, 1998. By letter dated ~Octa~ber 
19,, 19!N the Regional Board notified EHC that the Board would recognize the Navy's extcnsio~n 
to the comment pwiod to November 12.1998._Thister is to serve as EHC's c o r n m ~ ~ ~  
pg_hbl adeauaqj of the to serve as an &That which makes this documenlt defiicient 
as an ESS also nnake it kficient as an EIR. In fact, this document fails the CEQA test Imorc: 
sewerely than the NEPA test. not meet the comolete and rtquiremnIts 
# CXOA a d  1wiU  not qdtauattlv c o m ~ l v  with CFA)A. In addition to the internal and 
&&lcant flaws mtd i~~uceumcks in the D w  d m  not include the rtauired m~itirstions 
QL&M of amwth-i~mdu- Further, we were unaware of a Scoping notice was 
held for the EIR. process.. In the interest of brevity however, all recommendations and lcomlmenlts 
h w t  tlhe DEIS and recommendations for the FEIS should be inferred to also be 
nc~mmncndatians r tmt  the DEIR and DEIS. This application of this letter to the EIR process is 
oulr intcnt and this is; also EHC's comment letter on the EIR. 

EllC wish& to re- state our conclusions here: 10.126 

This Draft IEIS faus significantly both as an EIS and an EIR. It fails to pr~operly 
define the project (hat 111 intends to support, fails to properly assess the impacts or 
dfmlrtivcs, ud fa@ Co mitigate those impacts. It will be impossible for the Navly and any 
strrte rgency to d k e  urn informed decisions regarding this project based on the a~naly:sis in 
tb@ doccumcat. It nrmst be redone and recirculated. 

A COMMUNITY CAL,L FOR NAVY CONSIDERATION 
The conlmu~nity has spoken loudly. clearly. and frequently regarding the signifkant public 

colncenn and opposition to the Nuclear Megaport. We request that the Navy take our cloncems 
into account before loadling our Bay and our community with ever more nuclear reactam and 
even more risks to aur health and safety. 

One thcrusan~d poople have joined EHC and other opposition groups in opposing thi~s 

1 



project. 

lssues that have h e n  d concern in the past and are still of concern in this DEIS. Nothing 
has changed. Nothing ex,cept. that we have: marc reacton, more waste, more M I C ,  and more 
risk. The concerns we htwc raised in our previous extensive comments, appeals, and Freedom of 
Information Requests are still unanswered or ignod.  Tht Health Risk assessments arc still 
improperly manipulated. The Navy accident rtxortl is still hidden. Our safety is still unprotected. 
No meaningful actions have becn taken in response to public input, most troubling, around public 
safety. These arc not the actions of a particcipamy cdemocrPcy. This Qes not invoke the 
important principle of inl'onned consent. 

Democracy is also undcnnimd when the Navy compktely selfcertifies and (for the most 
dangerous aspects of the projcxt) self-regu~latm a project such ts the Nuclear Megaport. This 
violates the all important checks and balances of papo,wer thrt is an integral part of our society. 

Community mm~bemi have attended 7 ]public M n g s  on 5 separate environmental 
documents for this project- the Nuclear M e g y m  Project. By splitting the impacts into 5 
separate studies, the total impact of the pm,ject was obfuscated and hidden. That is called piece- 
rncaling and it is not allo~wed under the law. 

Of these 5 sepam~t reviews, NONES has bean signed by a person who cared enough about Q us to come to S a  Diego Yd Ihwr first hand fmmn ur our conccms about how this project will 
IQ effect our lives. This is not the action of a govt:mrnmt that exists fa and carw &out the good of 

the people. 
Bottom linle, this fifth pi= of tllc puzlc, the DEE, i~gnms public input on issues 

most important to commu~nitits. We request tlhrt IMB dddon  be nmde on this project until 
the new Secretary d the! Navy mcctr witih tbe co~nmunity to akfl... tbe conanu .ad tbe 
EIS is redone and re-circulattcd 

THE PROJECT IS TOO DANGElROlUS IFOR THIS LOCATION 
The tragedy of Bhopal has lessons for all1 of us to remember. They rn best articulated by 

Mr. Edward Munoz, former Nlanaging Dinxtm of IJnion Carbide India who stated in an 
interview, 

"..my reactwn (to the ~iccidenr) was thair it ww an momow tmgedy ... but we all did have 
a responsibility for. ..putting a bomb in the midcile qfa popvlated place." 

"Well, I mean ifyoy qyou do some~thin~g thau is inherently drrngerous and somebody daJ 
something foolish with it, still you are respodble jbr doing what was inherently bgerous." 
(Bhopal: Setting the Record Straight by Josh kulirrca cited in Working Notes. May/June 1998, 
page 3). 

It is important to ncrne~mber that Bhopal occr~md due to the simultaneous and cumulative 
failure of 5 safety systems'. A recent report revisited the Bhopal accident, 

"While irhe company blamed disgruntled workers, it is instructive to remember what 
really happened. Five major sqfcty features w e n  either inadequately designed or at least 
partially failed; a rcf..gerarion system was not operating; a temperarure inrlicaror was nor' 
functioning; a vent ipas scrubber was inadequately designed; aflare tower was not fun!crio~sing, 
and. water curtcains could not reach the leaking gas"(Working Notes, MayIJune 1998). page 2 
attached) 

The caniets arc in the wrong place. Accidents happen. They have hqpcned befon: mc 
can happen again. 1Whca considering what ir at stake, the close proximity of a densely 
ppulattd amr to itbe nuclear reactors rdses signi!icmt, justifiable concerns. Just in Ithe 
past few years the Navy's past record includes a drunken submariner watch-standing nuclear 
nractors md seriously fatigued and over-tired crewman causing a hazardous waste to spill into 
Sam Diego Bay. 

Accidents can happen here. If they do, we arc not prepared. 

Tlut Navy nnust take a step back, re-analyze this entire Nuclear Megaport Projiect, 
stmy the de!cishm to make the CVX generation d d e r s  nuclear-powered until am 
emnironmemWI andl economk ustssmcnt can be eompkted, and tben determine a solution 
lor now UMI furtunt generations of carriers that poses the least signincant thnent to hu~man 
bdth Indl the cnvir~nmcnt. Tbt public & owed no kss from the Navy. 

nlank you for the o~pportunity to comment on this document. 

Cllean Bay Canipail:n 

Continued corn~men~u attached 



I. DEIS IS FALTALLY FLALWED-- Overarching Fatal Flaws 
Undermine integrity and acceptability of entire analysis 

While there is much that needs to be changed in the DEE in order for it to truly evaluate 
environmental impacts of the proposedl projject, there arc certain fundamental, fatal flaws that 
undermine the validity of the entire document. These several serious fundamental flaws render 
its analysis incorrect rand ~ ~ n d e r  the DEE unua~ble ua legal environmental document for NEPA 
or CEQA document. Since dl u u l  ysb is b d  00 assumptions nmde, tbt only way in 
which the flaws cam be filxcd ls for 8 t h  n e i w  DIW to be written 8nd dbtributed-M .ction 
EHC recommends. 

DISCLAIMER: Although EHC will submit comments on this document, our fundamtnral 
position that the entinc damment is imlpropcr because it docs n a  address the entire project and 
has a number of fundrmrrtal flaws that render it invalid. The faEt that EHC is commenting on 
the current DELS should in no way imply or connpromise our rights to challenge the impropriety 
of the manner in whic:h the Navy has faded to comply with NEPA and CEQA. 

FATAL FLAW #I--1)EIS DOES NlOT ADDRESS THE WHOLE PROJECT 

This DElS is tlhe fifth environmentall document that has been issued for some part of p~ 
project-- the Nwkar IUeg,8port. The Nwy strategy to delay analysis and to split the impacts of 
the project into two or m r e  EIS evalwdm~ is improper. Tbe Navy has piece-rncaltd the project 
and thus violated the law. In order to aomply with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and CEQA. tihe Nlavy must issue a second Drift EIS that usess the imp- from the 
whole project. One EIS d w l d  be donc on  the vvhok of the project including h o m e w n g  of 
t h m  nuclear carriers rPnd rnlated berth ccons~tnrction and dredging, two nuclear repair facilities. 
massive non-radiological ship repair facilities, a 500% increrue in capacity at the Hazardous 
Waste Treatment Facility, storage and trtatrncnt of off-site hazardous waste on NASM, visiting 
uses of NASNI by two additional nuclear carriers for training missions, a mixed waste facility, 
transportation of mixed and hazardow washes on I d  ~ t s  and highways from over 38 other 
facilities. and constNc%ion of a 10-year stomge facility for radioactive waste. 

Both the National I%vironmentlll Po'licy Act ("N'EPA") 42 U.S.C. 0432 1 et. scq., and the 
California Environme~ntal Quality Act ('"CEQA), Cd. Public Resourn Code Q 21000 et.scq., 
require that an EISIEII3 andyzc the "whole of a project" that is being pmposed. The Council on 
Environmental Quality Regulations to PEP14 provide that, 
"Proposals or parts ojrpmpsalr which are rehired to each other closely enough to be, in eflect, 
a single course of action dhN be evaluuted in a single impact statement." 40 C.F.R. 8 1 SO2.qa). 
They further provide that tlhe scope of am EES must include *'Actions ... which may be: 
( I )  Connected actions, whi'ch means that they one closely rehted and therefore should be 
discussed in the same cimparcr statement. Acrlions are connected if they: 

(i) Automaticalljv trihlger other actions which may require environmental impact sfiatemrnts.. 
(ii) Connot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously or simulttlrneorusly. 
(iii) are interdcpwndcnt parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their 
jusctification." 40 C.1F.R. 4 1 SO8Z(a). 

Simi~lariy under CEQA, an EIR must analyze the "whole of a project" being proposed. 
Thc CEQA Guidelines define "project" as the "whole of an action, which has the potential for 
resulting in a physical change in the environment, directly or ultimately ..." Cal. Code of Regs, 
Titlle 14 8 1!53781 (a). This approach ensures that, "environmental considerations do not: becjome 
sub~mergcd by chopping a large project into many little ones. each with a potential impact on the 
environmen8t, which  cumulatively may have disastrous consequences." Burbank-Glendale- 
Pasadena Aiirport Au~thority v. Hensler, 233 Cal. App. 3d 577,592 (1991). 

Tbct Navy hus been aware since 1994 that the "whok project" was to home port 3 CVNs in 
SUI Diego IBay, 2 CYNs in Puget, and realign the AOEs to Eventt. 

It is cclar from the Navy's NEPA Administrative Record for Civil Case # 916-0947- 
BTM(CM) (Adnnin Rec.) that the decision to homeport a total of t h m  nuclear carniefs :and 
con~swct rellatedl facilities in San Diego Bay was made in 1994. A few examples from Navy 
mc~moranda of 1993-94 make the point. 

a February, 1995- The Navy admits that the decision was undergoing an analysis o f  feasible 
alternatives '* ... dcspirfc CNO's already-made decision of where they would go." Admin. Rec at 
Tab 2266. 

b. July, 1994 "IVAVAIRPAC SUPPORTS THE OPNAV DECISION TO HOMEPORT 
T'UEE CVIV'S AT N U  NORTH ISLAND AND 'IWO IN THE PA CNOR WEST: PRiEFERA BLY 
BOTH AT PSNSY WRTH A TRADEOFF OF THE FOUR AOE'S TO NAVSTA EVEIPETI', W4." 
Admin Rec at Tab 1 ;!72 

c. ~4ugust. 1994 "h Beach - I tried to treat this lightly. Didn't want to get into riming 
because rearlistically you could reactivate some of Naval Station facilities dredge and upgralde 
pier and acc~mnlodate NlMllZ or CVN 76 in their am'val time. " Admin Rec at Tab 1 365. 

d June, 1995 "IT W 7 U  BE IMPORTANT TO CONVEY TO THE CONGRESSIOhML 
R E I P ~ E N A T O E Z S  In! WASH. THAT rr IS OUR IKTEWMTD ULTIMATELY wo CVNS WIU 
BE HOMEPORTED IN PUGET SOUND AREA. WE COULDNT HOMEPORT FCPUR IN SAN 
DIEGO EVFC I1F WIT WAhTED TO." Admin Rec at Tab 3402, Bates 072065. 

e. Jlunc, 1995 0hc Navy document regarding "...the latest thinking on PNW CVN ~rherning ..." 
states that an issue might approach " a justijication for pursuing what we want withtout (being 
totarlly forthrdghl'abo~ut the real reasons ..." Admin Rcc at Tab 3402, Bates 072064. 



EHC holds that the earlier federal and !state actilons all constitute elements of this one 
project. we incorporate by reference the compllete Adrnlinistrative Records for the earlier NEPA 
case, the Mixed Waste Facility Rermit. Hazardlous Wmite Facility permit. and the Environmental 
Assessment and Record of Ckcision for the Dtxonunissioning of the USS McKce and the EIS 
and Record of Decision for the 1'995 FEIS for homlcporting the first Nuclear Carrier as well as 
the Administrative Records for tlle multiple actions takm by the Coastal Commission, Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, anld the Air Polllutioln Camtrol District as well as othcr actions of 
which we may not be aware. All of this docurnentatial applies to one project that must be 
analyzed together so that the public may know the full impact of this one project. 

FATAL FLAW #2 --DIEIS; FAILS TO ACKNOWLEDGE THAT THE 
PROJECT SWAPS ONE (CV FOR 2 CVNS 

It is a primary error that the DEIS tries to b e  iits analysis on the assumption that two 
additional nuclear carriers ((YN) arc "replace!rnen~t" clurien for the two conventionally-powered 
carriers (CV) that were histamcallly home ported I Naivd Air Station, North Island. T%is is 
improper. Today there is only olle CV and one CVN hlome ported at NASM and this g m n t  
state of affairs is what the Navy lmust analyze as gmfl conditions and against which future 
impacts must be considered. The Navy's reliau~x on nmoval of a curier that has not been at 
NASNI since 1994 and another that was remolved Mar to rhe arrival of the USS Stcnnis, an 

0 inappropriately included in the analysis of two more d m  in the hnrr. Tbl rrrrlib b that tbe 
;; Navy is swapping one CV Itor two CVNr n* is a Ilr diffhnt situation than thc m analyzed 

throughout the DEIS and rerrdeoi it invalid. This is r rinnifiwrt failing of the DEIS and also 
renders it unusable as a documerrt that satisfies s u b  u~vironmcntal law. 

Under both NEPA and CEQA. an EREIS must considtr the potential effects of a 
proposed action on the envi~ronrrlent as it exists at the tmmnt time. The CEQ regulations require 
that an EIS describe the "AffecttJ environment" ad the proposed action. 40 C.F.R. Q 1502.15. 
While "affected environmeat" is not defined in the regplations. the definition of human 
environment "shall be inteq~reted comprehensiwlty to inch& the natural and physical 
environment and the relatianship of people w~ith tJbt envfr~nmcnt. " 40 C.F.R. 1 1508.14. The 
definition of "effects" inclutks "'Direct eflect~r, d~ w e  -m tmkauL& 
same time and dace. " 40 C.F.IR. Q 1508.8(a) (emphasis added). Thus, the effects of actions, i.e. 
removal of any CVs. which arc lieither causal by  the action nor occur at the same time am not 
relevant for discussion in the W E .  

Similarly under the CEQA Guidtline~~, "An EhR must include a &scription of the 
environment in the vicinity ofthe project, &MU- . " .... 
Cal. Code of Regs. Title 14, Q 115125 (emphasis aided). "Environment" is defined as "the 
physical conditions which exist 'within the area which will be affected by the propod projea", 
Cal. Pub. Resources Code Q 21060.5. which (are "'bothr natural and man-rnsde." CEQA 
Guidelines Q 15360. This Itmgu,age has been inttrpletced to require that an agency use the 

ctxisting t!nvironmlental conditions at the time of the project application to compare to poltentkal 
limpacts h m  the lproposed project. See Environmental Planning and Information Council v. 
lColuwy of El Dorndo. 131 Cal. App. 3d 350 (1982). Christward Ministry v. Superior Court. 184 
Gal. App. 3d 180 (19886). 

The many times in the DEIS that the writers brush off impacts from three CVNs lby 
stating th~at "..these inputs would be o@t by the projccrcdfuture decommissioning of two 
exisring tCVS"(for one exarmple see page 3.3-1 1.3.4-7,3.4-17.3.17-5 etc ...) violates the  la^. 
Furtlher. since decomnnissiloning of any CV is not a part of the project description, the FEYS 
must assess and nnitigiate tlk impacts from two additional CVNs. 

FATAL FLAW #:3 -- DEIS IS BASED ON: 

A. SIG;NIFIC!ANCE CRITERIA THAT ARE UNSUBSTANTIATED 
Sect.ion 3, the section which outlines environmental consequences and mitigation mleasures 

rates;, in all arw. implacts of the project against a set of "Significance Criteria". Where rhesc: 
criteria come frorn is Inever discussed and none arc attributed to a law, policy, or other olfficial 
document. Fu&er, they seem to appear out of thin air and to be handcrafted to meet the: Navy's 
specific meds to pronnote their project alternative and to promote a more subjective stan~dard of 
impact tlhat can be up to Nlavy interpretation (see frequent use of the standard of a "substantial" 
impact ( 3.3-5J.4-531.5-8,, 3.63 etc ...) ; inclusion of mixing zones even though one has not been 
granlted (3.34). ntquimmc:nt of "persistent adverse effects", (3.3-4) etc. By contrast, NE.PA 
requires that "Agenci~u shiall insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the 
discussions and alnalyses in environmental impact statements. They shall identify any 
metlhodcdogies w i  a d  slhall make explicit reference by footnote to the scientific and other 
sou~rts ~ n l i d  upon for conclusions in the statement." 40 C.F.R. Q 1502.24. Likewise, CEQA 
requires that '%he dedcu:nnination of whether a project will have a significant effects on th~e 
enviironrnent calls for cm:ful judgment on the part of the public agency involved. based to th~e 
extent possible on the scientific and factual data" Cal. Code of Regs. Title 14 6 15064(:b). 
Thu~s. the entire project ncxds to be recvaluatd against a new complete set of significance 
crittxia i~n alignmmt rand tlttributcd to existing law. 

B. "HIOME PORT OBJECTIVES" THAT ARE MANIPULATED 
Another, nuljor problem with the DEIS analysis and another fundamental flaw in the 

document is that the 1Navy selected the "Home Port Objectives" so n m w l y  so that the outcome 
of tlhe Navy's p m x l e t t : ~ ~  plan would be assured. Line 18 (page 2-1) states that spcci~fic CVN 
honne ptnt locaticons were selected as a result of their ability to satisfy operations objectilves lor 
requirennenu" l h e  innplication of the use of the Home Port Objectives essentially meam that tho 
decision was not made om1 the impacts to the environment but rather how well the locati~on nnet 
theri objectives. However, other Navy decisions, such as the E-2 Squadron rejected N,ASNI as a 
locrarion~ due to envinonmtntal considerations of the Clean Air Act. (See attached) 



it is significant tlhat nothing about minimizing imparts to neighbors and public health at 
large or any objcctivc related to the environment is incli~ded in the Navy'r bottom-line 
"objectives" (Page 1-5) Again. the Navy self-selected the objectives and protection of human 
health, public safety rand the environmtnt was not one of the objectives. This must change in the 
FElS so that an objective with high priority an minimizing impacts and rirsks to the natural 
envi~ronmental and su~rrounding human1 populations be one of the most furldamtntal criteria. 
Thein, these homeport locations need to be reconsidered with these objectives in mind. 

FATAL FLAW #I4 -- DEB FAILS TO ASSESS IMPACTS OF THE 
PRESENCE OF THE VESSELS 

The fundamelntal nature of this flaw is evidencedl by the fact that i t  is included in the very 
first sentence of the DEIS which states "...this Envinmnrental Impact Statement curolyzcs 
porenrial environmental impacts resulvingfiom constm:ting and opemting facilities needeid to 
support rhe homephiring for three NIhfIIZ-class nuclear-powered aimmjb cam'ers (CVNsJ I... " In 
short, the DEIS appeim to mtrict analysis of impacts to &those of building shwtsidle 
faci l ities. This is a sc:rious flaw. If the; shoreside fa~iliti~es arc built for the purpose of -- 
acca~mmodating carriccrs, the nuclear cavrien and all the environmental impacts they bring will 
also come and must be analyzed and mitigated as put a l  the project ckeccription, Although the 
DEB appears to anal:yze some impacts from the ships themselves ( i.e. copper bottom hull paint 
leaching etc..) we art very concerned &at at some point the Navy will abdicate its responsibility 
to consider and mitigate impacts associiatcd with the vesisels themselves wing this original 
statelment of intent as the justification. This is another fiurl flaws in the analysis and the new 
DEI:S must consider the impacts of the presence of the nlucleu canien (3) as well. 

The Navy sim~ply cannot continue to we the EISI'EIR process to mtnly justify dccisions it 
has iilready made. Nor should prior dacisions and comrrritment of resouraw be used to justify the 
outclome of this EIS. The NEPA reguhations provide that, "Agencies shall not commit mmurces 
prejudicing selection of alternatives before making a find decision .... Env~ironmcntal impacts 
statements shall serve: as the means of assessing the environmental impact of proposed agency 
actiam. rather than justifying decisions already made." 40 C.F.R. Q 1502..2(f).(g). 

California w e  law has reached a similar conclusion. In Stand Tall on Principles v. 
Sham Union High School District, 23!5 Cal. App. M 772 (1991). the court found that an E I R  
must not be used to raltionalize or justify a decision already made". Id. u 783. CEQA requi~rn 
that ccnvironmental analysis be conducted when an agency proposes to "~plprove" a project. 
"Approval" is definedl as, "the decision by a public q m c y  which commits the agency to a 
definite course of action in regard to a ~woject intended 10 be carried out by a person." Cd. (Code 
of Regs, Title 14 9 I!i352(a). 

The lprior fatal flaws result in the final, overriding faul fllaw; 

FAT.AL FLAW #5--DEIS FLAWED ASSUMPlrIONS LEAD TO FLAWED 
CONCLUSIONS. 

The prior listed fatd flaws result in ilncomct findings of no significant impact for almost all 
important issue areas. ih turn, the mitigation program is g w l y  deficient an~d fails the legal tests 
of CElQA and NEPA. 

Frankly, it is hard tco believe that the Navy is attempting to get the public, to believe that the 
location of six nuclear ncacton adjacent tco major American city with associalled repair facilities, 
hazarclous and radioactive wastes, fuel spills. releases of radiation and heatedl cooling waters 
etc ... has no impact and needs no mitigation to protect hum(an health and the lenvironment for the 
next 50 years or more. 'The chart that begins on page 2-63 i~s outrageous. For the record, this 
project, in part and in total. has significan~t impacts on water quality, sediment quality. marine 
biology, land use, socioctconomic, transportation. vessel transportation, air quality. noise, 
aesthetics, general servi~ces. health and safety, utilities, and environmental justice that were not 
properly analyzed or mitigated in this or the 1995 FEIS on lk same project. 

Tihc lack of evidencx, failure to analyze the entire project, poor analysis for that which is 
analyzd, etc... all point to a lack of cvide:ncc to support the. conclusions old the EISEIR- namely 
that then will be no significant impacts firom this massive project. An EIS must set forth 
sufficient information for the public to mike an informed evaluation and for Ithe decision-maker 
to full:y consider the environmental factors involved and to make a reamnabhe decision. Sierra 
Club v. Corps of Engintxn, 701 F.2d 101 1 (1983). The DHIS here clearly docs not do this. 

Siimilarly, under aQA, the decisions of state and local agencies to allow this project to bc 
penniltted must be bastdl upon substantial evidence. CEQA provides that "Tile lead agency shtsN 
deternrine whether a project may have a ~rignificant effect on the environment based on 
substantial evidince in light of the whok record. " Cat, Pulblic Resources Cade 5 2 1082.2, 
Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California. 47 Cal. 3dl 
376,392 (1988). CEQA also requires tha~t the findings of environmental effects of the project 
which are required to be made after complletion of the EIR, must be supporte~d by substantial 
evidelllce in the record. Cal. Code of Rep. Q 1509 1 (b). 

FEIS lSbould Not Rely on Future Perrmltting Actions for Mitigation 
EHC has learned1 in the past that we cannot rely on the regulatory agencies to act in the 

interest of protecting pulblic health. Thc issues outlined as "expected" permit conditions for 
dredging (Page 3.3-5) and elsewhem must be included as mitigation and conimitted to as part d 
the FES. The public cannot rely on regullatory agencies thirt have yet to act on this project to 
include such conditions. 

Further. a list of requests that have been made to the: Navy from the cc~mmunity, and 
deniedl. is attached. We re-request these artions a masonablle and prudent mitigations to protect 
the community. 



I1 HEALTH RISKS UNDERSTATED - The DEIS grossly 
understates and un~demestimates the health risks from this project in several 
ways. 

DEIS misrepresents va~riouu bcrrlth stutdks and tbcn rdks on tho# mbrrprcscntations in 
the analysis 

The following letters from tedmicd experts rrc part of EHC's comments on the DEIS. 
Although the letten are addressed to EHC: sWff they should be considered comments to the Navy 
on the DEIS. The comnnent letters rue from: 

The Institute for Energy and Environn~ntrrl Rcstueh 
Bernd Fraake and Arjun MflakbUani 
for Section 7, A p p t d r r  E, Appendix F 

Department of Patholagy, UnSvenity d Marylrlad, CHAPP Center 
Dr. Katherine Squibb rrnd Ted Henry 
for Marine Rcsounra, W a l k  and wdieneml qwrlity, S&o& 

Department of Epidmlidogy, Schod dl Pulbk ~Hcrlth, U n i v d t y  d North Cudinrr, 
Chapel Hill, Dr. David Richubon 
for Appendix E 

Ms. Camille Sean 
for Accidents sctnrriols, Htrlth Risks Ame~smtnts, Air Modding 

The Navy must respond to these clomnrmu; and rcascss its impact analysis and include 
the studies that were omitted1 from the DEB analyds. As with the significance criteria. only 
those studies and analyses th~at supported its plrtdt~termined decisions were included. This is not 
acceptable. The te~hnic~al experts' mon hecrltlh pnwtive interpretation of existing studies and 
analysis of additional nllevarnt studies should I>e the findings in the FEIS. Without a more health 
protective analysis, the IWS will ~I'Kk~trlte ttc health ridrr to l o d  communities from the 
project and will be seriously &fwient. 

EHC incorporates, by reference, the Octabcr 14.1998 memo from Joel Cchn to the City 
of Coronado in this ktter. Further, new infmrnation on hulth risks of low-level rdiation is in 
the peer reviewed literature. An important Symposium at the New Yo& Acdcmy of Medicine 
in September, 1998 presented r number of pqnn describing recent studies of low-level radiation 
and their implications for medicine and tlhc nuclear industry. A p r o p  from this STAR 
(Standing for Truth About Radiation) Conference  is attached and the studies therein should be 
included for analysis. Also, we request that the Navy respond to the articles attached from the 

North County 1rimc:s citing raised illness levels around federal weapons plants and researclh 
falcilitiies and from Ithe EIBC News regarding cancer link near nuclear submarines. (See attached). 

MIORE PROBlLElMS IWITH THE HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENTS FOR 
RADIOLOGICAL USKS 

Almost every c!riticism we have made of the previous HRA's for this project still apply to this 
HRA, in partbular: 

I. The rislk asumsmrent for cancer should be the lifetime risk. Standard methodology for 
cancer risk ;assessment is to calculate total lifetime risk, and calculation of annual risk 
apptani to Cn a.device to dilute the risk by dividing it into 72 separate pieces. 

2. The rislk assmsnnent for cancer should not factor in the probability of a fire or spill 1 0.1226 
occum~ng. We have made this comment repeatedly. It is not a standard or reasconablle way 
to assess ht severity of a risk. 

3. The rislk wmsnncnt should includc noncanccr health effects from exposure to radiation. 
This HlRA ~rpplurcntly included genetic effects but it is not clear if any other acute or 
chronic health effects of radiation were included. 

4.. Inclusion of an iindividual's risk of dying of all cancers is imlevant and serves; to 
trivialixc the risk from the project at hand. 

The HFM should include an estimate of how much the average exposure to radiation will 0.1229 
intcrealsc due tab projected losses of protective stratospheric ozone over the next half century. I 

What art th~e Beyond Design Basis accidents? Acknowledging that the probabsility of this 
type od accidcrrt is low, we still want to know what is the true worst-case accident tha11 can1 occlur 
from this facili~ty and its operations. 

Note hat the "no evacuation of public" assumption used in the risk assessments is NOT 
ccmse~rvative, since the existence and adtquacy of plans to evacuate the public are not available 
for pu,blic review. 

Regardling [the assessment of risks to the public from releases of radiation: apparently tlhe 
routes; of exposure considered are inhalation. dermal exposure from exposure to ground a~rface 
ndiation. and ~dietrlry e:rrposun. Two important routes of exposure arc left out: 

-Direct ingtstion of soil by small children. It is well documcntcd that in thc nomad course 1 



of play, children swallow significant amounts of soil. This route of exposure should be included 
in assessments of dose. 

- Ground surface radiation will h: carried indoors on people's shoes. The assumption that 
people are not exposed to radiation while insnde d their homes or other buildings is not valid. 
This has special impliciation~s for small childntn, whose faces lue closer to the ground and who 
crawl and ploy on the floor. This extra exposrste nnuu be addressed in the risk assessment for 
accuracy and to comply with Executive Chdtlr 13.045 (Children's Health). 

Finally. the dietary exposure assumptions do not include any estimate of the increased 
risk due to eating fish from 3an Diego Bay. The community health survey recently completed by 
EHC confirms that resitlent!; of Barrio Logan,, National City and surrounding bay side 
neighborhoods do cat fish caught in the bay. 

FAILURE TO DISCLOSE DEB is not a fWI analysis of the 
project because mulch important andl rellevant information is stilt denied to 
the public. 

0 
DISCLOSE ACCIDENT RECORD 

Although the Navy oftan states that "there har n e w  been a reuctor accident in the history of 
the U.S. Naval Nuclear Pqulsion Program.." (FBIS, Vo1.2, p.1-75) ", there have been 
numerous events in which radiation has been lnlcrnsed to the environment from nuclear powered 
vessels. One report detaildl 799 accidents involving naval ships of the US., 13 nuclear aircraft 
canier accidents, and 212 toltal accidents iinvollvinl~ nuclear vessels of all navies. (Neptune Papen 
from the Greenpuce Insititute for Policy Studies). EHC produced A Short History of Naval 
Nuclear Accidents (attached) and then am Wt:b pages on the Internet that list incidents, I 

accidents, and fins on nuclear vessels (attached). Iln 1996 alone. then were t h m  incidents of 
concern: a release of radioacltive steam from a nucllcar-powered vessel in Puget Sound; a bomb 
found on a carrier at NASNI,; and, s h u g c  of r rema safety system on a nuclear submarine in 
Groton. m. 

Regarding fires, the Navy's record is ru mnrbliing. The Neptune researchers report that thenc 
have been 267 documenlted nnajor fires aboard ships, although many mon arc suspected as 
having taken place. In addition, hundreds of nninar fins have occumd at sea, during ship 
construction and over-hauls. These werc not reflected in the above totals. fires an by far the 
most prevalent cause of !ship damage. but  their regular occumnce precludes a comprehensive 
statistical analysis. According to official Navy statistics. from 1973 to 1983 there werc an 
average of 148 firu per year on US. shlps a s  at shore bases." (emphasis added) (Neptune 
Papers) A f in  could cause a n l a s c  of radiation iato the air, threatening downwind populations. 

Given that the accident scenarios wen done for fins, this is critical infonnation~. The FEIS 
must fully di!rclos;c h: Navy's accidcnt/inci&nt records and records of accidental or planned 
relerws of radiation into the environment so that the public may know the hazards olf living next 
to such operations. 

The DEB stalks "The history of safe operation of the Navy's nuclear-powered ohips and' 
their support facilities is a matter of public record. " (7-3) No, it is  not. In fact, EHC has gou~e to 
grca~t lengths to gc:t information about a number of accidents only to be consistently denied. EHC 
is ca~ncerned  that lthe neason the Navy is so secretive about accidents is that they belileve 
admission of accitdents would jeopardize the presence of nuclear vessels in foreign pons. This is 
not BL good enough reason to keep us in the dark about accidents. Honesty is the bestt pol icy. 
,Please releasc! full1 information about the following accidents and detail why the Navy does not 
consider them "accidents". Please include information in the FEIS. 

1. Falsification d h m t n t s ,  1995--USS Salt Lakc City 
]Navy investigation documents stating that falsification of documents was a common 

txcurrence aboard the USS Salt Lake City and was one of the masons for the removal of the 
Commanding Officer. Documents provided under FOIA. 

2. Rdease d' R.ciioacctive Steam, 1996 - USS Arkansas 
Article in1 the Breturton Sun detailed a release of radioactive steam from a nuclear powered 

vessc:l. Authorities werc not notified for 15 hours. Local communities wen not notified until an 
infomant called the local press. 

!I. Rdht ion Con~tunhation of Sailors, 1995-USS California, 1997- USS Portsmou~th 
A 100-gallon spill of radioactive water reported in the A m y  Times. 

I ".'" 
41. Rsdiation Coa~tamjnation of Sailors, 1997- USS Portsmouth 

'Two sailors contaminated at SUBBASE reported in the Union Tribune (UT) and in ii Navy 
PJewsi Release. 

5;. bmdiation Con~tunination of Sailors, 1973-USS Guardfish 
Contaminatioii with radiation of 5 sailors aboard the USS Guardfish in 1973. Documentsl 

neleasd under FOIL4. 'What is interesting about this accident is that the Navy has repeatedly 
ncfuscd to rcle~asc the report of investigation for this 25 year old accident. EHCs appeal of this 
denial has alw been denied by the Navy. 

6. Spills of brdioacti~ve liquid- USS Californian, USS Long Beach, USS Cumand, UlSS 
T~xKan, USS Guitarro, USS Nimitz 

'Iherc have bucn sc:veral releases of primary coolant water into coastal waters includmg Scan 
Ctiep~ Bay. 7be Nleptu~ne Papers, b a d  on FOIA documentation and news reports. summarizcs 
n m y  naval mcidents including releases of primary coolant. 



7. Release of radialtion- USS Enterprise 
A radiation accident caused a $6 ]million clean up when a shipyard worker improperly 

wellded a propulsion system valve con~tarninating 9 worlken and 4 compartments according: to the 
Nawy Times. 

8. Dangerous Worlking Conditions in the N r h r  Navy, 1996-DSU Mystic 
EHC received FOM documents neceived regarding; the mercury spill into the San Diego Bay 

Tuming Basin by thc: Nuclear Navy Submarine perso~lel aboard the DSIJ Mystic. The Nawy 
rele:ased the court-martial transcript to1 us as well as m n y  other documents demonstrating 
fatigued personnel, ilmpossible schedu~ling, and an ovensvorlred m w .  m. Engineer of the ]Mystic 
even had a breakdown pior to the inclident. One crewnuin nceived a ccnnt-martial for malking 
falae statements and for dereliction in performance of duty. ( Sa mom in-depth discussior~ later 
in tlhis letter) There a r c  155 documenet still denied to UHC regarding this accident even though it 
did not involve radiation, or even a nuclear vessel, and Ithere is no litigation pending or 
threatened. 

9. ]Evacuation of a INavy Nackmr Fadlity, 1998- Naval Reacton FacilUty. 
The Associated Press =ports that 200 ptopk wen evlruattd from thrt Idaho Naval Reacton 

facility on May 21, 1998 when ekvated radiation was detected. 

10. Weapon detonntion accident, 1W6- USS S a q o  
0 Excerpt from an investigation intcniew regarding .n accident in which a weapon detonated. 

low order on the nucilcar submarine U!SS Sargo. The ofificer under questioning stated that "'there 
was considerable darmgerw. Thc Navy released over 60(1) pages of documcats to us regarding this 
accident. We beliew: that it was not re:portcd in the m l i a  at the time of the accident. 

11. Alleged S a b d y p ,  1996- USS S m  Jurra 
Article from UT regarding potentila1 sabotage aboard a nuclear powe~d  submarim in 11996 

in Groton, CT. 

NAVY IS DISHONEST ABOUT ITS SAFETY RECORD AND DOES NOT FOSTER A 
SAFE WORK ENVIRONMENT 

How the Navy caused and handled the 19% mcccu1y spill is a cautiomy talc for poplle who 
live near the site. EHIC has learned &tails about the pow through llnonymous phone calls. 
Subsequent FOlA rtcluests revealed tha the cause of the accident was an roverworked and 
fatigued crew, one of whom pushed t h ~ c  wrong button that jettisoned hundirads of pounds of' 
mer~cury onto the declk of the Chouest lrrom the Mini-mcue submarine D W  Mystic. Some 
mercury then spilled into the Bay. The: offending sailor was tried and evitbna in the Courlt- 
martial Transcript is mplete with crewmen testifying to their extreme slqp deprivation: 

"Each time I brought i t  up to my chain of commoncd it was always the same thing. I tadd 
them thut they wtrre working us too hard and I felt t h t ,  ifthey didn't stop, they would Rill 

somebody. " (Page 16) 

"'The month or two preceding the mtrrcury spill. the working conditions were the worse I've 
e~ver encountered since I've been in the Navy. The very, very long working hours, very few 
days 08 wo&g under the oppressive shadow of Devrclopment Group One and DSU" (page 
9'7) 

"I collapsed in March or April beca&ue of the working hours and basically passed out. They 
brought an ambulance down and tool& me to Balboa because rhey rhoughr I was having a 
hcan attack I was in Balboa for two or three &ys. P'hc doctor's diagnosis was stress from 
rhu work environmtcnt. I don 't ' know what my medical' record says, but {ir was stress and 
fatigue." (Page 16) 

This k i d  d inhu~mane treatment of Naval personn~el is unconscionable. Who protects 
the crewmen and wome!n when the Navy will not? They deserve better. The Navy defends their 
honor by constantly stating that it wwld lnever do anything to hurt sailors. This is clearly not the 
case. 111 is a painful nmiinder that, in fact, the most endangered people from this project are the 
sailoni themselves- and they are also the least able to protect themselves. Dijd the Navy 
leadership learn anythinkg from this accident? It appears not. The sailor who pushed the wrong 
 button^ was court-martiarled. To the commlander who was responsible for creating this 
envimmncnt-nothing hi~ptned. 

"(One of thefindingts of t k  investigairion war that fatigue was probably t i  contributing facrror 
tab the incident. I don 't know if thisfiinding would haw any eflect on my career. I t  ham 'r 
done anything to me yet."(this quote from the testimonly of the Commanrding Officer who 
allso received a ktuer of lnstmction raising significant concerns about wlork levels on the 
vctssel. page 104) 

What does the Navy say about the accident to the public? "The source of rhe release was 
readi1.y pinpointed to a ,piping joint which leaked during prelaunch checks aboard the ... Dolores 
Chouc!st" (NASNI Fact Sheet No. 10, Au~gust 1997 page 111. The cause was mot a leaking pipe on 
thc Chouest. The c- was human enwr which stemmed from an oveworktd crew. This is i~ 
deliberate attempt to mislead the public bly misrepresenting, the facts. 

It gets worse. EHC filed a FOIA requesting a Lessons Learned Report, s;ummarics of which 
had bcxn relwed to the public both in t h e  Fact sheet and in documentation i~n the library. After 
3 requests. the Navy finally released a version of the summary again. but this time about 60% of 
it was redacted. If the summary released is the same docunnent (and it has th'e appearance of 
being that) as was put in the library. the ncdacted information is very benign ;and has no real 
~ U I  to be withheld. 'This does not make sense to put something in a public Fact Sheet and 
then hide the same information under FOIA. We can only think of one rational explanation for 
this khavior that makes sense. The Navly has two similar tdocuments: one for public review and 



one for private Nlavy review. The public version sugarcoats and rnisrcpcrents what happened 
and the second tclls the real story i d  addresses the real lessons lamed. This is not acceptable. 

Finally, and unbelievably. the Navy misrepresented the cost of the cleanup to Union Tribum 
reporter, stating that the clean up cost a h t  $68,000 when in fact the cost was almost $2 million. 
( See attached U~nion Tribune article, September 12,, 1998) 

if the Navy did not learn the Icsson that fatique and over-work is dangerous and costs more 
in money, time. elnd safety in the long run, they should have. If this if; not r lesson lcanmd then 
the risks to public and worker health arc even greatcx. Tin Navy should come ckrn arbout this 
accident in the ImIS and iaeludc, .s a mitigath, yprmrmts rrp~rding safe work and 
sleep schtdulu itor crew men awd women. 

DISCLOSE REIDACTED APPENDIX D 

Information in Appendix D relalld to a m  of Imlpact should be disclosed 
"Appendix I, which is classified, contains naval reactor design in/ormation and analysis of 

postulated accidt!nts. .. : "( t 995 FEI!S) In the first EIS; conducttd by the Navy on one cmrier and 
repair facilities. tlhe highly relevanlt information (=garding area of impact from postulated 
acc~dents) in Appendix I was withheld in the copy circulated to the public so the public was 

0 unable to consider the impact from acci&nts on sunmnding commun~itia. Ru second US hides 
+ this information in Appendix D. The FEE must mrw that the information necessaty to make a 

decision about project impacts and w h n h a  or not they arc r a p u b l e  is publicly available. nK 
Navy's earlier refusal to provide the public full information on the project made it impossible for 
the public to make an informed daision about the project. We still &mlt know the arwr of 
impact from a serious nuclear accitbnt on r naval vessel but in Navy clocuments discussing 
response to emergency radiologidl accidents it is m&le that the distances are mcasund in 
& while civilian populations of Coronado and Sam Diego are less than I mile away. (Annex D 
to Enclosure (2) of OPNAVINST 21040.SB. Wills). After a 1980 metling with the Navy. 
California state emergency officials planned a 3 IS-aquarc-mile evacuauion zone around Mare 
Island Naval shipyard near San Francisco. (Massachusetts Institute of Technology Alunini 
,Association Technology Review. April, 1987) 

FEIS must include a full or redlactcd version of Appendix D or other information hat 
lprovides informaltion on the effects of a serious nucl~w accident and tlhc zone of impact. 

IDISCLOSE VIOLATION RECORD 
NASNI has h ~ d  numerous viollations of hazardous waste and heallth rules. Admin Itec. Tab 

4370 and letter of June 25, 1996 to EHC from Department of Toxic Srrbstanccs Control. NASNI 
is a major generator of hazardous waste as is Puget Sound. The following art not in the DEIS and 
should be in the FEIS. 

I. The Navy must disclose all accidents/inci&n~u involving hauurdous materials ar~d 
radioactive materids that have occumd. 

2. All violationrs. spills, releases. and worker protection violations b;y Navy andlor 
contractors must be tdisclosed so that the public may know the operating practices of the Navy 
and the contractors. 

3. This must include all violations by the Pugct Sound work team that will be conducti~ng 
op:rations at the site. 

EHC has supplictd ample comment and documentation in our letters to the Department of 
Toxics Substances Clontrol regarding the poor complian~ce record of the Nlavy. (See May 29, 
1998, August 29, 1997 among others incorporated by reference in the Administrative Record) 
The FEIS should im~clude as a mitigartion a request folr increased inspections by the DISC 
amd a carnmltment to submit to i n s p e c h a s  by DTSC: and EPA reganding their radioactive 
waste hciUty. 

DISCLOSE DOCUIMENTS ABOUT LONG BEACH 
Evidently, document destruction is done by the Navy regarding infonmation they do not wan1 

to be released to the public when it cannot be hidden through classification. Regarding a 
document that analyzed the cost of colnstruction of the n~uclear repair facility at Long Beach 
instead of NASNI, one Navy document states, "He cmrphasized that he would make it avalilablc 
to me on the condition that I take totaif responsibility for it and ensure that it is destroyed wlren 
we are through with it. " Admin. Rec. at Tab 2247. 
J3IC renews our rcqluests stated in during Scoping that: 

1. All such destroyed documents should be listed and summarized in the FElS so that the 
public, r ey la tm and elected officials; know what is bci~ng denied their review and attention. 

2. Information contained in the p~articular document addressed above should be disclosed as 
part of the Long Berrch analysis that slhould be done in the FElS as discussed below in the 
Alternative Assessnlenu comments. 

RIELEASE THE CARRIER REACTOR EXAMINA,TION RESULTS 
~ a v a l  nuclear reactors undergo annual examinatiorrs to assess safety and procedures of 

ptnonnel. EHC requested that these te released as part of Scoping. They are not included in the 
DEIS. 
1. The FEIS should include a report on the performanc~t of the various reactors that will frcquent 
San Diego Bay. 
2. The Navy should1 commit to making results from the Nuclear Safeguaud Examinations 
available to the public. 

RIELEASE EMERGENCY PLANNING DOCUMElYTS 
An importan~t document must be released for public review. The clocument, LOCAL I 0.12.E 

SAN DIEGO NAVY INSTRUCIION FOR NUCLEAR REACTOR AND RADIOLOGICAL 
ACCIDENT PROCEDURES FOR NAVAL NUCLEAR PROPULSION PLANTS. Adminl. Rec. 
at Tab 2433. (Navy capitalization) "....defines line of a,uthoriry andproccedures to be used in the 
event of on accident." (Admin. Rec al, Index) This document is noted in the inden of the A,dmin 



Record but not released. This information is critical to the public's understartding of the risks in 
locatin,g the nuclear ves~scls and related repair facilities so c:lose to densely populated areas and 
should be released to the public. EHC has quested it both through the Freedom of Lnfonnation 
Act antd in Scoping. It tias still not been released. 

HOW NOT TO "FRIGHTEN PEOPLIE*' 
The DEIS states, "In low-level radiation. as in orhlcr areas, a very ejvective way to 

frighten people is to claim that no one knows what the eflects are."(page E-ll 1. line 2) This is 
incorre:ct. Actually, the most effective w;ay to frighten people is to not tell them information 
about ;activities that cou~ld impact their liins- a strategy apparently pursued by the Navy. EHC 
encourages the Navy to abandon this strategy. 

IV. CURRENT AND NEW INFORMATION NOT 
INCORPORA TED-- DEIS is not a full analysis-lack of consideratio~n 
of updated and new information violates the right of informed consent. 

The major areas of missing or deficient information an listed below. 

The CAO report, Navy Aircroft M e n :  Corl-~ccdv*tmctt of Con*cnHbnaUy and Nucltrcv 
Powered Cam'ers, August, 199% was rud incorporrrted lmto the DEIS. 

The conclusion that "Nuclear propulsion significantly enhances the rnilirary capabilirry of 
uircraji carriers" (page 7-2, In 27) has recently been dispmvtd. A nccntly released Govem~ment 
Accounting Office (0140) report reveakd that nuclear pow& &en (CYN) offer no 
dicce~rnible advantages compared to conventionrlly powelred curien (CV). This report conttuns 
significant new information that should be reflected in the dtrmatives analysis. The GAO 
report. Navy Aircrafi Carriers: Cost-Effectiveness of Convenriody and N'uclcor Powered 
Carriers. was released August 27, 1998 (Executivt Summuy attached). The report considc~ed 
three issues related to lthe CVN nuclear propulsion: I) dative effectivenes!s; 2) total lifecycle 
costs; and, 3) identified implications of an all n u c b  candm f o m  on a continued overseas 
presence in Japan and in the Pacific region. The results abf the GAOs investigation c l d y  state 
that nuclear powered c:arriers offer no discernible dvrnulgu and that conventional carriers can 
meet the Navy's needs at far less cxpcnw. The GAO concludes that the C I M  are far more 
expensive to operate a d  maintain, costing in excess of $8 billion mac, and could cause 
probllems with forward deployment of carriers in the Priifk region. The findings of this study 
refute the Navy's arguments for pursuing nuclear propulsion for aircraft carriers and raise 
significant questions regarding the necessity of nuclear then in light of lhc rish lhsy pow to 
neighboring comrnuni~tiu from the nacton and the wsstcc they gene&. 

The nuclear powered aircraft carrier is the most e:xpensive weapon system in the Nation's 
arsenal. Although originally the Navy lpursued r strategy of an all nuclcar carrier battle group. 

the Navy ceased building, nuclear powered surface combatants (ships that accompany carriers for 
supply and other tactical reasons) after 197'5 because of the h~igh cost and length of maintenance 
periods. Recently, most of the remaining nuclear-powered surface combatants have been 
decommissioned early bcmse  they wen not cost-effective to operate and maintain. 

While each type of carrier has som: unique advantages, then was no tdemonstrated 
prefennn or compellhg advantage of tlhe CVN over tht CV. Conventional carriers spend 
less time in maintenance and can be available sooner for a large scale crisis because it is easier to 
acceleroce or compress thcir maintenance schedules. While a CVN is sornewh~at faster (saving 2! 
hours on a trip to the Mediterranean from the East Coast) because their companion vessels are no 
longer nuclear powered this advantage is ntnded moot. In the Persian Gulf war, the GAO 
found tlhat CVNs were not prefemd by military commanderr; over CVS even when the choice 
was off'ered. The GAO's analysis demonstrates that a force of 12 conventionall carrier groups can 
provide a gnatcr level of' overseas presence than can a larger nuclear carrier force. 

Further, acquisition costs of a nuclear carrier arc twice as expensive and mid-life 
rnodern~ization (refucling/rrfurbishing) is ait least three times as expensive (compare $866 millio'n 
with $2!.4 billion). Dcacl~ivation is almost 20 times more costly ($52 million compared to $955 
million) due to the costs of removing nuclcar contaminated equipment and spent fuel. 

The bottom line is that the GAO's analysis shows that conventionally powered carriers 
can m e t  the Navy's mission and strategic needs at a signific:antly lower life-c:ycle cost. It is cleau 
that the pursuit of non-nuclear propulsion ]for the next generation of carriers would cause 
signific:ant costs to be avloidcd and public lnealth and the environment to be protected--all without 
compromising military readiness. This future strategic commitment should be made as a 
mitiga(tion'for M t h ,  cmvironmental ancd undue economic impacts d nucllear propulsion. 
The idormatioa contained ia this report should be inchded and considered in the FEIS. 

The Navy could turn away from nuclear-propulsion in aircraft carriers without sacrificing 
military readiness or storage capability and should commit to a plan to do so. One such credible 
design can be found in a document from the Defense Technical Information Center t~tled A Short 
Take Okff. Vertical Landing Carrier, S-CV:K.(NPS- ME-98-003, DTIC # ADA345638) and is 
incorpc~ated by refercncct (see attxhed). EHC understands tlhat this carrier de. '$1 'g n holds 80 
aircraft while using a smaller personnel gr~oup with smaller size and conventional power. The 
recent IDefense Acquisition Board decision to pursue a nuclear CVX should be set aside so that 
other alternatives should be analyzed (see attached) So should recent decisions by DOD to put 
more money into rcsearch and developme~it for a nuclear CVX. Minimally. an environmental 
impact study of this decisions should be conducted. Use of conventionally powered CVX 
carriers; could greatly redluce the threat to public safety and tlhe environment in the future from 
this project, could save money. and is a rt;asonable alternative. 



EHC HEALTIH SURVEY- Children at Risk? Ai Community-B~sed Hcaltb Suntey of 
Residents in S~mn Diego's Most Polluted Neighborhoods. 

On November 12,1!298, EHC released a study on the failing health of children in the 
communities most impacted by pollution. A full c:opy of the report is attached. The t'tport found 
tha! respiratory illness and as~oci~ated symptoms among children in the target communities of 
Barrio Logan, Lngan Heights, Sherman Heights, and National City were elevated. Also, adult 
rates of respiratory symptoms were elevated and children reported more than double the 
incidence of gastrointestinal symptoms. Another study, Genemtitmr At Risk released by 
Physicians for !Social Rcsponsibilty and CALPIRCi on November 3. 1998 is also inco~pratcd by 
reference. Tbcsw studies must lnc fully .nrrlyzed rnnd addressed in1 tbe FEIS. 

-- DEIS IF& lo A d d m  IPotcntially Catmdrophic Year U)100 Computer Virrus, Y2K 
Nowhere in the DEIS is the impending year 2CMlO computer virus, commonly lknown as 

mentioned. Y2K arises from the oncecommon practice of nprcsenting years on the 
computer by only their 1 s t  two digits. Since computers use mnhmratical comparisom to 
determine time sequence, the relationship betwcen~ the year 2000 and 1999 are changed. The 
computer will assume the year 00 is 1900. The pnhkm mimics a v~irus that may indu~ce income 
calculations andor cause a system to halt completccly. Either way, Y2K poses a very Ired and 
potentially catastrophic risk to systems dependent on computerized c~perations.' 

The Department of Defenw (DOD) is particularly at risk froim Y2K. Accordi~ig to the 
Defense Scicncle Board Task Fonce on the year 2000 probkm, T h e  Department of Defense uses 
computers, inclluding embedded tms, to perform CK support ... strateg;idtactical operations 
(mobilization, deployment, and n~ncuvering f m r  and weapons systems used by the: forces); 
and intelligence!, surveillance, antd security effom .' According to Robert Molter. a computer 
scientist, information technology directorate, com~nand, control, connmunications and. 
intelligence for the DOD. the Defense Department might have to start up a chip produ~ction line 
because microptoctssors in rnissiiles no longer pdiorm date calculations properly.' 

Due to the serious ramific:ations of Y2K, DOD is identifying Mission Critical [MC] 
systems that na:d the highest priority of attention. A MC is a system whose degradati~on would 
cause a loss of rb core capabiiity.' As of late 199'7, there were 3,143 reported Missioln Critical 
systems. Since there are over 3.(IK)O MC systems, iit is highly unlikely that special priority efforts 
can be placed om each of them. Ibis raises the questions which must be addressed in )the FEIS: 
I) Arc the nuclear aircraft carriers to be homeported in San Diego B,ay on this list of Mission 
Critical systems? 2) How high of a priority arc these nuclear carriers in relation to all other MC 

'Braunberg , Andrcwr. DiffusinQ, e n i u  B o a  June! 1996. 
'~emorandum f o r  Under Secre ta ry  w e n s e  (A!;quisition and Technology) 

Defense .Science Board, January 28 ,  1!998. 
' ~ r a u n b e r g  a t  2 .  

'~emcorandum of Undler Secre ta ry  a t  bfense (Acquisi t ion and Technology) 
Defense Science Board, January 2 8 ,  1!398. 

!systems? Since th~e Nuclear Homeport project has re!iulted in nuclear carriers being located in 
lSan Diego Bay, lue we at additionall risks that have yt:t to be analyzed in any of the five 
ccnvironmental da:uments? 

Predictions about the impending Y2K bug rurr the gamut from i~ temporary, fixable 
computer malfunction to a global te~hnological debacle of catastrophic proportions. The specter 
d concern has bum heightened by Ithe wide range of possible incidences when the Y2K lbug 
indeed comes to pass. The MlTFUi Corporation has tstimated "a cost of between S 1 and $8 per 
line for the more than om billion li~ms of code in vaniws Defense Depiartment systems.' What 
arc the pCavv's cast estimates and how are these funds to be budgeted? How will this bucdget. if 
any, affect the ovt:rall prioritization of Mission Critical Systems and to the immediacy folr which 
these systems will1 bt made year 20100 compliant? 

The Navy is planning on homeporting 3 CVNl's by the year 2005, with the nuclear aircraf 
carrier Stemis already in port in San Diego Bay. Why, then, has this problem bcen overlooked 
by the Navy in FEIS and prior environmental reviiews? The probabdity for a comput~er failun 
and ensuing accidknu have not bcen addressed in the: FEIS. What systlems arc at risk of a 
malfunction? If a1 malfunction occurs, what is the worst-case scenario affecting the marine and 
human environment of San Diego Bay and the surrounding areas? If the Navy has a contingency 
plan, what is it? IIf the Navy cannolt be responsible enough to inform the public in the 
Environmental Impact Statement, how can the public: trust the Navy once the carriers are: 
permanently in place? There is sigrrificant, legitimate: concern about the impacts of the Y'2K 
problem on a nunnber of industries, including the nuclear industry. While it is thought th~at the 
DoD is further ahead than the private sector in assessing readiness of dlealing with the prloblem, 
no mention was made in the DEIS d the potential irrrpacts on the com~munity and workers to dea 
with problems with the Y2K problem, If steps have tmn taken to prevlent any anomalous 
problems then they should be divulged in the FEIS. ;Since the DEIS sh~ould be re-scopedl to 
incl,udc the entin project, the Y2K problem should be addressed regarding existing and new 
CVNs. In addition, impacts on the Navy's computer-based earthquake: preparedness plan cited 
on page 3.1-9 should be discussed. 

DEPLETED URANIUM 
The DEEl makes no mention of use or preseulce of depleted uranium (DU). DU ris a very 

dangerous substance that causes serious health efftcls and is used in weaponry and is clznsified 
as a low-level radioactive waste. P'arlicles of DU co~ntaminated dust cian be very devasta~ting to 
health. According to pioneering researcher Dr. J. W. Gofman, particles of uranium sma'ller than 
5 micron in diameter can become trapped in the lungis. Leonard Dietz has estimated thalt a 
trapped uranium particle of this size can expose sumounding lung tissue to approximatelly 1. 360 
rem per year. (Radioactive Battlefields of the 1990s. May 1998 and citations- attached) :Since 
weapons will be present on the CV'Ns that visit and home port in our Bay the FElS muscl disclose 



and analyze for the presence of any and all DU. 

Further, if DU weaponry is present on the CVNs or NASNI, the issues of Environmental 
Justic:e also need additional analysis. Pc:ople of Color made up nearly 50% of those serving con 
the front lines of the Gulf War (Race Poverty and The Environment, Spring/Summer. 1995, ]page 
5). The racial make-ulp of a carrier personnel complement must be disclosed and analyzed to see 
if this constitutes a dislproportionate impact on a community of color. 

NUCLEAR CARR1E:R DRYDOCKIPJC 
Once again, DEIS fails to restric~t Future Facilities and Operations sluch as carrier 

drydocking at NASNI. The Navy must Ibe forthcoming about what they arc planning for NASNI 
and the San Diego area. Since the Navy's first EIS we have l e a d  of manly other plans. 
proposals. and evaluations including relocating a floating dry dock to San Diego from Hawaii, 
relocating tenders aqd drydocks to NASNI, closing Seal Ekach and relocating weapons to 
NASIYI, E-2 squadromr, a fourth carrier, etc.. The Navy must comply with the law by analyzing 
impacts from all pr0ju:ts which arc rwlonably fofeseerrble. 

EHC has requested in our comments to the 1995 FEIS and in the Scoping for this DHIS 
that a full analysis of tlhe d l  future nuckar repair work thrlt will be done at INASNI be conducted 
and that prohibitions for refueling and dcfueling of any nuclear vessel and tmtruction or 
location of drydocks at NASNI must be a condition of a x t i f d o n  of the IBIS. It appears that we Q have once again been ignored. 

bJ 

We n:state our Scopinlg comments here lbacausc they wen: not responded to1 the in DEIS. 

i n  a letter to Congressman Stephen Horn, Mr. Robert Pirie, Jr., Department of the Navy 
writes " We are considering feasibility options for npladng our uisting drydock capacity int Sun 
Dicgo. " Admin Rcc at Tab 1868. Alone the sentence is rumbiguous, but since Mr. Horn's qucv 
was negarding the future use of the Navy's canicr drydock, in Long Batch and since San Diegio 
does mot currently have a dry dock for thle nuclear curien, om reasonable inttrprctation is that a 
dry d4xk could be buillt or located in Sari Diego. Further, since the DEIS states (2-25) that all the 
CVNs would not often be at NASNI at the same time. in part due to the 10- I I month DPIA art 
PSNS;, our concern is further hcightencdl that some cost bmfit  andysb will soon show that i~t is 
cheaper to build a carri~er drydock at NASNI than have saulon at PSNS (i.e!. away from home 
port) for these many m~onths. And, all ttme local commercial shipyard have ncently been sold to 
large shipbuilding defc:nsc contractors. two of these an d r e d y  nuclearatified (Newport News, 
and Gieneral Dynamics). Since the DEE; dots not these specific cancems. the FEIS lmust 
do so. 

The future of the '"large vacant lot next to the new P-'701 building ...."( Admin Rec. at 
Tab. 1478) should be fully explained. 

FEIS must disclose all plans to replace existing drydock capacity in Sam Diego or plans to 
add new drydock capd ty  either at NASNI or at private shipyards. 

A mitigation must be included that will1 permanently disallow a dry dock or floating dry dock 0.12.59 
to be u.sed at NASNI (Admin Rec at Tab d11478) 

Again. EHC requlcsts an explanation for the docume~nt (Bates #I3 1 14) that was in the 
Administrative Record that is a proposal for a Carrier drydock at NASNI. (See attached) I 

We repeat, the EBIS must include a specific commdtment as a condition of the FEIS 
a Record of Decision (ROD) that no carvkr or dhcr large dry-dock will t w r  be built or 
locatedl at NASNI or  in SM Diego Bay. 

NEW lDOMESTlC SHIIPSCRAPPINC POLICY 
A new bill rtquincd the Navy to conduct pilot domestic ship-scrapping programs (see 

attache~d) to conduct hauudous and very polluting shipscrappihg operations dlomestically when: 
worker and environrnential protections can be enforced. The Navy will award a contract for 18 
ships om the West Coast. Will these be dorne in San Diego Bay? This needs to be disclosed, 
assessed, analyzed, and  mitigated in the indirect and cumulative impacts anallysis of the FEIS. 

V. RADIOACTIVE AND, HAZARDOUS WASTES- 

PERSIEMPO- Now ia~ effect. 

DEIS Inadequately Assesses and Mitigates Impsrcts of Wastes 

The impact of the: PERSTEMPO adopted in 1985 and will result in even more time for 
the penmnel complcmerlt of the CVNs to be in the home part and is reflected in the navy 
baseline. The impact of IPERSTEMPO were understated in the DEIS and need to be fully 
analyzed in the FEIS. 

NASNI already has 95 hazardous vvaste generators (current County database). Each 
carrier will use 170 industrial products containing 270 substalnces needing a Material Safety Datia 
Sheet (Appendix J-3). NASNI has built nuimcrous operation:~ and multiple sitcs that store 
hazardous and radioactivt wastes to accommodate this project. The DEE muslt include a full 
analysis of the impacts of increased radioactive and hazardous waste storage, trreatment. 
transportation. disposal and generation at NASNI. A full description of all nuclear and 
hazardous wastes stream must be analyzccl and disclosed. AL full accounting of and schedule for 
all penits, waivers. and txrtifications required must be disclosed. 

0.1261 

RADIOIACI'IVE RESINS 
;Ihe Navy has done much to understate and under emlphasize the risks amd impacts from 

the presence of the hiehlv radioactive resins and filter media that will be removed and trucked or\ 
our local streets. These fillters and ion exchange resins are thc: most radioactive operational 
wastes and are long-lived and arc capable of delivering a lethal dose of radiation. (See attached 



]Fact Sheets on Operation of Nuclermr Power Stations) The FEIS must fully characterize the 10.1263 
mature. radioactivity, and danger of'this material as part of their "full and fair" informatiion about 
![he project. The ~zsins arc mentioned on page 1-1 and a full descriptioln of these materials should 
be inserted here in the FEE. The health effects to h e  people, especidly workers, must be 
disclosed and assessed in the FEIS,. 

]PCBs 
Line 4 1, page I- 1 states thal the Navy's use of PCBs and asbestos have been r e d ~ u d  or 

eliminated wherever possible. The Navy should not still be using fflh at all. PCBs arc a 
banned substance and them should be a specific mitigation that no PClBs will be used at the home 
port. The FEIS must include, as part of the mitigatim program, a plan that schedules for 
mduction and elimination all PCB luses on vessels and forbids the purchase of fmign- 
~nanufactumd PCIBs. The continued reliance by the ]Navy on a substanw now banned for 
manufacture in the United States ( a d  for good rcrsam) undermines our environmental amd health 
security and must not be allowed. ,A plan to eliminate all uses must be included. Since all the 
nuclear-c;Yriers are relatively new, they should not contain asbestos or PCBs. Why will these 
materials be on-site? Why is there a spec if^ PCB facility? This me& to be fully explained and 
mitigated in the FEIS and its preset= time-limited. 

0 ("-60 
h The DEIS intimates that Cobalt 60 is the prinrrary radionuclide of interest for nuckar 

plants. The public. who is destined to live near (hae reactors, is interested in all radionuclides 
that come from the reactors. While: CO-60 is trackdl to demonstrate rr:kased, it is inaccurate to 
imply that it is the only element of iintertst. Tbe Navy needs to M y  llbt and cbacte~rke 
those radionuclkds that could be released from the rmrltipk power plants. 

DEPLETED URANIUM 
The DEIS makes no mention of use or presence of depleted uranium (DU). DU is a very 

dlangerous substamtcc that causes serious health effects md is used in weaponry. Since weapons 
uvill be present on the CVNs that visit and home poct in our Bay the FED must disclose and 
analyze for the pnscnct of any and all DU. (See aboive) 

IrRANSPORTAlllON O F  WAST'ES 
Throughout the DEB the tnmsportation of wrute (i.e. trucking of wastes on local city 

stmts and highwrrys) is given very short shrift. It limits discussion of rrccidents to NNPI' waste 
alnly. (Page 7-13) Thc presence of ra collection anterr for military tadicmctive waste is nc:w to our 
region. While we arc all familiar with research, dental x-rays, and mcdlical radiation, military 
waste is quite a dilfferent animal. There an certain dtmrnentation of accidents involving 
riadioactive waste  see attached articcles). Sm Diego roads and highwqys are becoming notorious 
for traffic. The impacts of trucking hazardous and rrudiomive wastes was not fully covered in 
the DEIS and should be. 

INASNI IS NOT ON THE NPL 
While we would support such a listing, EHC is unaware that NASNI is listed on the 

INational Priorities; List as is suucd am page 3.2-5. line 1. Please explain. 

IFEIS SHOULD ILIMIT THE TIME MIXED WASTE AND RADIOACI'IVE WASTE 
CAN STAY ON- SITE 

The final ~nrmit that has been issued by the Department of Toxiic Substances Con~trol 
contains no ultimlrte limit of time am mixed waste in lthis facility. in spi8te of public requelsts for 
!such a limit (See attached response to comment excerpt from DTSC). 'Therefore. the FEllS 
!rhould specify a limit of time (90 drys) as the maxim~um time limit for this waste to stay on-site. 
Ilf this is not agreed to, the FEIS must conduct enviro~~mtntal analysis fior a permanent low-level 
 radioactive waste storage site. Otherwise, the FEIS must contain envinanmental analysis for this 
lfacility to be a mini-Ward Valley and a potential pernnanent radioactive: waste storage site. 

DEFINE 'SICNIIFICAN'I" DISCHARGES OF RADIOACTIVITY 
Please define "no significant dischurges of ratdiwctiviry in airborne exhausts (enrphasis 

~added)". (3.10-2) We have long known that personnel at the Naval Reactors Office have a much 
lhigher tolerance fior radiation exposure than the neigh~bors of the Nuclear Megaport. We also 
'know that the scientific literature states that there are no safe levels of radiation exposure: (See 
attached). Further, the Navy refuses to monitor and d~isclose release information to the public. 
'The FEIS needs to contain full info~nnation about how much radiation i~s released in airborne 
 exhausts and how often it is released and what the isotopes arc. Without this information a 
war infonnatkm deficit will exist in the FEIS. 

MIXED WASTE STORAGE FACILITY PERMI'T 
EHC opposed and has a panding appeal of the Mixed Waste Storage Facility permit. The 

pennit does not comply with the law and docs not fullly protect public health and safety. Since it 
dots not comply with NEPA or CEQA and it is part of the Megaport Project and is deserving of 
full 'analysis in the FEIS, we will restate some of our concerns here so hat the FEIS can 
incorporate mitigations to rtspond 110 these concerns. The permit and permitting process: 

Did not assess the impacts of the full Nuclear Megaport project which is enabled by the 
issuance a~f this pennit. Inatcad, the DTSC relied on analysis irr the 1995 EIS which was 
based on significantly different conditions than existed when h e  permit was issu~ed. the 
permit is not consistent with the 1995 EIS (i.e. the MWSF will have a different olDerator 
than a n a l y d  for in the 19915 EIS, much m; waste ca~acity that included in thc 1995 
EIS and occurs under a m w  . . that identified in the 1995 E B )  The 
DTSC response to comments on this subject @qnmses 111 7 1, 1\72) are grossly inadequate 
and dodge: the critical issue!!. The FEIS needs to analyze the impacts of this pernnit 
action. 
Is b a d  on an inadequate e~nvironmental assessment which did not assess the impacts of 
allowing vlhrte CVNs to be homeported in San Diego Bay and did not assess cun~ulative 



impacts. 
Is based on a f,atally flawed health risk assessment conducted by the Navy which 
sinnificantlv un&ptated risks tab pubblic h d t h  from an accident diluting risks by 
considering probability of acciknt occurrence. 
Fails to include an information wemight forum as repeatedly quested by the community 
and which is cwrrcritly provided for by the Complexes meeting. 
Is not conditioloed rdequatcly to protect human health and the environment. 
Was improperly based on a Negative Dcc:Iaration instead of an Environmental Impact 
Report which is quired,  at a mlinimum, due to a change in circumstances. The mere 
statements in the response to carammts t!hat the second DEB had been red and provided 
no need to change this permit is ]not sufficient. 
Fails to impose: an &olute time limit for wute storage. Without this condition, what 
other gwmttcc dam ~ J H  camnrunhty hrve tht NASNI will not be tbe Ward V a k y  
dump site of thlc future? A t in:  limit mquinment should be added. 
Fails to provide: for adequate enn:rgary response planning. 
Fails to comply witlh DTSC's own CEQA policy and the state's new law regarding 
application of CXQA to Navy pndects. 

WHERE WILL THE RADlOACITVlE W M ' E  GO? 
The DEB is nat clear where the wastcc will go. The DEIS speaks tangentially about Ward 

0 Valley and Bnmwcll. It says confidently that wute will k " d i p e d  ot.. at a burial sire 
... licensed by the NRC. .." (Pg. 7-12), but it never rcllly says where the waste will go. Reliance 
on Ward Valley (3.15-5) is not acceptable as it appears rr though the dump site will not open. 
Activists in Barnwell arc trying to shut down that dump site. Even Navy personnel have 
admitted that they have not quite figured out where the doact ive  and mixed waste will go. On 
an August 28, 1998 radio interview on KPBS w h  asked whm will the radioactive waste go, 
Capt. Rockland Deal stated, "We haven't solved rhw completely yet as a notion.. where were 
going ro store it. We have tmnporary storage facilities in ldaho d elsewhere bur ultimate long- 
term that decision h a  mrot hem made yet. " 

We do know, however, that the radioactive is completely self-regulated by the Navy and 
the storage facility is built to hold 10 years of waste (Admin Rec at Tab 2424). We know that the 
mixed waste facility has; no ltime limit for storage (see attached Response to Comments 
document). What wc have, then. is an esrentially self-regulated mini-Ward Valley in the middle 
of San Diego. We are ccmce~mtd that holdling  the vvaste "...until amngemmts can be made.. ." 
(3.15-5) will result in N,ASNI becoming a, penmunmt low-kvel radio&tive waste site. This is 
unacceptable. This fact must be discloseal andl mitigated in the FEIS. Mitigations that must be 
included in the DEIS include: limits of time and an agreement for then to be independent 
regulation of radioactive: wastes and activities at NASNI. 

We strenuously ob&t to the finding th.11 none of the facilities would result in 
significant impacts to health and safety (3.1.5-8),, Thb project is very dangerow and has 
seriou~ potentid comm~unity health andl slfely risks that must be m i t i p h i  in the FEIS. 

V'I. ACCIDENTS AND EMERGENCY PLANNING- 
DEIS Analysis fbr Accident and Emergency Response Planning 11iadequ;ate 

NAVY SHOULD COMMIT TO EVERY SAFETY MITIGATION TO MAKE NUCLEAR 
RIEACTOIR OlPERATlON AS SAFE AS POSSIBLE FOR THE PUBLIC AND CREW 

In spiu: of significant Navy propaganda, any reasonable person knows nuclear reactors pose 
risks. Nuclear powex is dangerous. Nuclear power has risks. The whopping 13 sentences 
written about ermgency preparedness in the radiological section (7- 16) is not reassuring. Six 
nu~clear rcrrctors ue not 8s safe as zero nuclear reactors. The presence of six or more 
nuclear reactors in close proximity to hundreds of thousands of people should not be allowed. If 
it is alloweci, conditi~ons should be added to make it as safe possible. 

Tb~e following rmitiptions should be added to the FEIS to make the project mlore safe. 
1. Reactors in port should be put in cdd, wet Iay-up status or  cool stcatus with 

minimum pmwure within a minimum time frame upon arriving a t  NASNI. The reactors 
could be ktal up and mrde ready for propulsion within a reasonable amoulnt of' time 
thrwgh am ~ ~ c y  wanmrp shouJd an emergency arise. Cold status is mulch safer and 
the Navy stwnrkd agyn to this. 

2. AU Inuklls discharged from boundary valve seat leakage should be collected and 
pn!vented lrrom disccharge into San Dkgo Bay. Discharges from tests that are not able to 
be ~colkcttdl shanrld be mitigated though Zishcries management and testing. 

3. Trailning, drills, and infomation on evacuation for aU community neighbors 
that c k l d  In dkttd in the event of a nuclear emergency a b d  a carrier should be 
coanmitted 110 L the mitigation program 

4. Fentn line monitoring should be committed to for radiation and toxic air 
emiissions. ((See Community Monitoring Section). 

5. The Navy should relinquish the requirement or operation of fast cruise1 
stauning in port with reacton at critical. We understand that full Reactor Safeguard 
Exauninatlon are only required after a long period d Iay-up and the requirement f'or fast 
cruises sbaild therefore be relinquished in the name of safety of the residents (of our cities. 

6. Disclose effects d a reactor breach to the public. 
7. Wavy should a g m  to require that the CVNs have only one reactor operating 

during transit of Sam Diego Bay under normal conditions. 

~ C S C  c d w s a n t  reasonobk w t  be included in the FEIS. 

COiMMUNItTY MONITORING 
One of the most ctgregious omissions of the DEE is the failure to provide for community 0.1274 

mon~itoring for neightmring populations. Other countries recognize the need for the neighbors to 
rnon~itor nuclear bases;.(See attached e-mail article regarding Canadian air monitoring program in I 



Halifax Harbor in ncspoasc to the prc:semx of US Nuckar Submarines in that community) 

The denial of infonmation on radlioactive emissions began with atomic weapons testing in 
Nevada. The histocy of this denial, &nd tlw resulting illnesses and deuhs is told in an article in 
the October 1995 issue d The Amcnican Legi~on Magazine. Ihe article states that "over rhe 
course of 12 years rrhe Al EC dero~rad 1216 aromic bombs above rhe Nevada Test Sire, in spire OJ 

repeated womings,fromt some of AEC's own sop scientists. .... It war nat until 1978 that 
congressiorurl heat;ingsfinally sharrmd (the veil of sccncy. " During those years " the AEC 
took pains in brochures and TV to rcpeatrtdly assure the load c i t h r y  in St. C k q c ,  Utah, 
downwind of the test site that 'then is no danger'." The utick concluded "Thmugh a 
combination of i p a m c c ,  negligeme mi liai, the U.S. Govanmcnt dtaropd the lives of 
thousands of Arneri~cans." 

The first public: information on the Thne Mik Island mxidtnt in 1979 was r statement by 
Lt. Governor Scramton that T h e  Meltropc~litm Edison has informed us that there has been an 
incident at Thne Mlile Island. Evetythinlt is u~ndcr control. ?here is was no danger to public 
health and safety." Abaut five hours later he stated "Ilris is an updare on the incidenr at Three 
Mile Island Nuclear Poiwer Plmr rwfay. l l i s  situation is mom complex than rhe companyfirst 
led us ro believe. And ar this point wv believe rhen b still no danger to public health." Two 
days later. after the major plume of emissions had passed, Governor Thornburgh otdtnd an 
evacuation of ptegn~ant cwomm and childmn within r five mik radius of the plant. 

A U.S. Congressional committee: examined tbe reporting of information during the TMI 
accident. They concluded "The record i d i  that in repatting to State and Feded officials 
TMI managers did not communicate infarmation in their possession that they understood to be 
related to the severity of the  situation^. Tkle lack of such information prevented State and Fcden 
officials from accurateljr assessing the co~ndition of the plant. In addition the record indicates 
that TMI managers presented State and Redend official misleading statements (i.e. statements 
that were inaccurate andl incomplete) that conveyed the impression the accident was 
substantially less severe and the situalion mare under control than what the managers 
themselves believed and what was in fact the (case." 

The citizens in the rm surroundling ltht ncmaining TMI M a  am no longer uninformed 
concerning radioactive emissions from the plant. A complete off-site monitoring system 
operated by the Thnee MIile Island Ciltizea~ Monitoring Network now s u m n d s  the plant with a 
number of remote nmilton which continuously mersurt aidxmc radiation and report the data 
by radio to a central station. The wne data i i~  also reported to Harrisburg Emergency 
Management office wha, would be able to1 takt: immediate d o h  if it is ever required. 

Citizen monitoring systems at the Serabmok, NH nuclear power plant, the Yankee plant in 
Maine and the Pilgrim ]plant in Massachu~sem~ currently provide timely r w s u m e  to the 
citizens of the area that Ithey are not being; subjecttd to abnormal levels of radiation. 

The irnpo~tance and value of citizen participation in radiation monitoring ha; been 
ddxurnenttd by a piaper in Engineering Education, April 1982 Educaring rhe Pulblic Aborrr 
Radiation:. A Alolejfor Engineering Faculty and a paper in The Journal of Applied1 Behavioral 
Science, Volume 19. 1983 titled Bridging rhe information Gap ar Three Mile Is1r;mnd: Radliation 
Monitoring by Ciri;tms. 

Pilot lF@ramsi in monitoring will be awarded grants this year by the Environ~men~tal 
Plrotection Agency EMPACT Program. The pilot programs will emphasize active pmtnecships 
between local (and state government, nsearch institutions, non governmental orga~niza~tions and 
the Federal government to provide timely environmental information to the public. A, 
rrquireme~nt of'the program is the communication of the monitored infonnation i~n a time- 
rc:levant manner to citizens in a format that is easily understood and will be useful in their day- 
tar-day decision making relative to the environment. 

Monitoring for accidents is sometimes considemi the main purpose of moniltoring systems 
and these !ryste!rns only use radiation detectors that measure the high levels that would1 occur in 
the event of an acciidcnt. While measuring high levels is certainly important, studlies referenced 
almve fronn the! STAR Conference presented a number of papers describing recent studies of 
low-level radiation and their implications for medicine and the nuclear industry. These stl~dies 
diiscussed importan~t data on cancers and other illnesses resulting from radiation level previousl) 
considcndl safe. It is therefore necessary for any monitoring system to be able to detect 
radiation bevels as llow as background and low energy isotopes which are typically releasetl 
rcwtinely in thc opc:ration of nuclear reactors. 

Rovbioa  of Community monitoring should be included as a mitigation llor the tlhreat 
dt rccidem~td ~relursc d radiation from the pttsence of so many nuclear reactors rand 
elm-s- 

EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANNING 

Rjsks  dl Lack dl Locrrl, Accountabk Command 
The prestmcc of so many nuclear rtactors (up to18 including submarines) and repair 

facilities in such ckose proximity to so many people present unique and disturbing risks to the 
entire San Diego rcgion. The nuclear facilities will be overseen by personnel in I'uget Sound 
and the rerrtots on the carriers arc under the authority of the Naval Reactors Office. both lout-of 
state comrnancls. Navy reactors are not subject to all of the same safety requirements as 
comrncrciial reactors ( i.e. containment buildings. buffer zones, warning sirens. and community 
emergency rtslponsc exercises) even though the risks in the event of an accident g r r e  lrugely the 
same. These concerns arc heightened by rhe failure of the Navy to plan for emergency response 
for neighborin,g co~rnmunities and the refusal of the Navy to release relevant informat~~on 
regarding emergency response to the public. We natd a load commander with authority to 
make decisions to lprotect our health and as an interface with the local communit~y. 



PROTECTIONS REQUES'I'ED, BY COMMlUNlTY HAVE BEEN REFUSED 
Repeated local co~mmunity requests for Nawy assistance in planning for 

emergencies related to an acc~idenlt or release of radiation from the operations at NASNI (such as 
emergency response planning exercises for neighbors. warning sirens, and potassium iodide) 
have been soundly refused. The Navy frequently cites the existing plans adequate preparation 
for neighbors in the event a sc:rious nuclear acc:idenlt at Naval facilities. They are not. FEIS 
should commit to mitigations as n:peatcdly rq~uestcd by! the community and attrrhcd to this 
letter and in this letter. 

NEED FOR EVACUATION AND SHELTERING P U N  M)R DOWNWIND 
COMMUNITIES IN THE EtVElNT OF A RALDIOUIGICAL EMERGENCY 

On August 4, 1997. the Dkputy Dinctcw of'the :Navral Nuclear Repulsion Program stated in 
a letter to Congressman Bob Alner that "We bellieve that the emergency response plans which 
localities have in place for naturarl disasters, such as earthquukes, a n  s@cint for responding 
ro this much less severe potenltial tzccidcnt.". The N'avy stafa in the DEIS that "Naval nuclear 
propulsion operations and wold performed at Alawf bar'es are such that there is no needfor 
unique emergency preparedness p,rograms outside tihe ( pp.7- 16) We disagree with both 
of these statements. In the event of an earthqualie, S,an Dkgans am generally told to stay put and 
put away stores of water and vvait for services to be ~mtoKbd if it h safe to do so. In the event of 
a radiological emergency the advicx could be the opposicte- evacuate as soon as possible to 
minimize impacts from exposure to radiation. Hence, a revised emergency response plan is 2 needed. So far, the Navy has refused to cooperate in development of a revised plan. Ru FEIS 

N should include one. 

One of the unique problem p d  by this pmju:t is the f a  that Naval reactors are not 
subject to the same oversight and regulation as commercial tercton. For example. according to 
County Disaster Preparedness office. then is an evacuation plan for Camp Ptndleton. San Juan 
Capistrano. and Dana Point in the event of a reactor emergency at San Onofre Nuclear 
Generating Station but, them Ms w, quivrknt trvrerurtkm plan for Comado, Sm MclCo, Or 
National City. 

It is important to point out tha~ this is the first time radioactive waste has been officially and 
legally stored (not counting thc at least four radioactive waste sites) and that reactor 
maintenance has occurred on NASNI. This means Urat ttmt arc new and significant potential 
impacts in the event of an acci&ntd release of radiation and that -ate emergency 
planning should be undertaken. The Navy has had ar:cidmtal releases of radiation into land, air. 
and water (see attached) and the risk that there could be future rckascs in Slur Diego is red. 

Although it is known that )the Navy has plans for evacuation of the base in the event of a 
radiological release. they have stated in NAVY CIVIL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAM OPNAVINST 3440.16C that "The pn'nmry objccn've of Navy emergency 
tnanugement is to protect and restore Navy ntission capaibilities." (6.b) and "AN Sfate resources, 

irlrclueiing the Notitma1 Guard should be considered before use ojDOD resources is 
nequested.."(emphasis added) (6.d) They have further stated that no additional plans are n~eeded 
for neighbors. However, thc: British Royal Navy recently declassified information on the area of 
impar:t from a relaw of radiation from a Naval nuclear propulsion submarine reactor. Using 
data in thi.s report. lone ranalysis predicts the need for an evacuation area of 30 km ( 18 miles) 
d~ownwindl and shellteririg and distribution of potassium iodide doses 120 km (74 miles) 
downwindl. The British use the same type of nuclear reactors (pressurized water) as the U.S. 
Nlrv y. 

IMPACIS ON mmutc SERVICES 
The silgnificanlt impact on public services will be the need for medical attention and 

emergrncyr response in the event of an accident. Potassium iodide, should also be distributed 
and stockpiled as piart of this project and should be made available to all persons within the area 
of impact iwho request it such as is done in other countries and communities. (Please see 
attached information regardilng K1 distribution to community members) 

NEED FOR POTdLSSIUM IODIDE 
Recently. the Nluclear Regulatory Committee (NRC) decided to modify its position and 

dopt  !he mommendat ion of the Federal Radiological Preparedness Coordinating Commi~ttee to 
store potassium iodide (KI) is a protective measure for the public(P1ease see attached). Th~e 
NlRC has mnounceci that it will provide stores of KI free of charge to states that request it. The: 
caveat is that the state must rcquen this protection. To date, the State of California has maxle no 
sulch requc~t although other states have requested K1 from the NRC. 

If taken in'time, KI can block the thyroid's uptake of radioactive iodine and can reduce 
thyroid1 canicer or otlrer thyroid diseases. Distribution of KI falls into the category of damage 
cointrol because it docs not pmtect against all of the other health problems exposure to radiiation~ 
causes including leukemia. 13ut it is important to remember that, while KI only protects agiainst 
one of the ilsotopes and only ;against one kind of cancer. it is an especially important measure 
for small ch~ildrcn. 1'1 is impo~rtant that KI be distributed as a _minimum protection measure. In 
the: event of earthquake and release. massive traffic jams may cause people not to be able to 
evacuate quickly. S;tore:s of :KI at schools and other areas would be a prudent. minimum sa,fety 
mc:asunc. 

Dolwntown San Diego, Cloronado. National City. and Chula Vista could suffer significant 
exposulrts in the event of' a radiological release. It should be a "lesson learned" that the impacts 
of the Three: Mile Island ~disarter were made worse because responders could not get KI to 
exposed people for tlhrtc days;. The FEIS should include a mitigation for the distribution orf KI. 

DISCLOSlJRE OF NAVY IEMERCENCY PLANNING INFORMATION I 0.12.80 The Navy is euentiidly zielf-regulated when it comes to its nuclear propulsion reactors and 
thelir repair. The sarru disclo!rure, emergency planning, and buffer requirements that apply [to 
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commercial reacton do not ;apply to Naval1 rca~~totls. The Navy has publicly stated that they will 
not notify neighbors in a timlely fashion of releaues of radiation. The Navy has denied EHC's - 
Freedom of Information Request regarding past radiological accidents and has denied us their 
Local instruction for Nurclearr Reactor a d  Radiological Accident p ~ ~ ~ e d w e s  for Naval Nuclear 
Propulsion Plants in the: event of a radiologicrml aclcident. We believe that this document would 
outline the area of impact in the event of n scnious nuclw accident at om of San Diego's 
nuclear bases so that the pubdic could know the arm of impact. It should be disclosed. 

FElS MUST INCLUDIE ElMERGENClY RIBPONSE PLANS AND ACT'IONS 
Recently, operators at a commercial nuclear tractor announced the testing of their 52 

warning sirens to ensure thalt community cmem~ben in uw surrounding the Sm Onofre Nuclear 
Generating Station wwlld be warned in the event ad 8 radiation release. Them are n6 warning 
sirens for neighbors of NASINI. Under tht cumnt canditions, the public is completely 
dependent on the Navy to notify neighboring c:omrnunities in the event of a release-a situation 
we protest. Our concernr is fioundcd on past erptricmce. In 1996, a nuclw Navy vessel released 
radioactive steam in Brcmtrlton, Washington. Thc Navy did not notify state officials for 15-20 
hours and only notified !:he local community after ran informant call the media. (Please see 
attached) This is not the notification system upon 1~iSh we wish to rely. 

The following is a Ilist a~f issues that, minimallly, must be addressed to respond to this new 
nuclear presence in San Diego. The FEIS musit include the following items: 

Development of a hluclear Safety Element for NASNI, the City. and San Diego County 
Operational Area Plans that would inclu& deireloprncnt of evacuation plans for downwind 
communities in the ievenlt of a scrious.acci~dent at NASNI or the SubBase Description of the 
coordination between the Navy's evacuaticon and response plans md those for locd 
communities. 
Description and T h e  line for coordir~ation md training of local hospital and emergency 
responders regarding radiation exposure. 
Commitment for acquisition of KI for Sanr Dicgo and plans for the distribution of KI in the 
event of a release of' dilation. 
A penmeter monitoring and warning system  to wun neighboring populations in the event 
of a nuclear accident 
Commitment of additionral resources ~ d e d  to respond to releases of toxics or radiation 
from the Nuclear Megapon operations. 
Translation of emergency response plans rmd information into other languages such as 
Spanish. 

ASSESSMENT OF EXPOSURE PATHIWAYS ,AND AREAS OF IMPACIS CONFLICl' 0.12.82 
WITH FEMA DEFINI'TTONS, NEED TO 81E EXPANDED 

The Federal Emergency Managemtnt Agency (FEMA) publication titled "SW and 
Local Guide 101 : Guide for All-Hazard Emcrg:encjr Opmtions. Tab 1 to Attachment F. Nuclear I 

Power Planlt Accident" states. 

"nhe plume exposum pathway (10-mile EPZ) include everything within approxima~tely a 101- 
mile radius of the power plant. Human health and safety risks associated with it include" 
whole body injury f r m  exposure to gamma radhtion; and thyroid, lung. and possible torher 
organ injury froim inibalation of radioactive materials. 

The ingestion ex;posu!re pathway (SO-mile EPZ) includes everything within approxi,maredy u 50- 
mile radius  of the power plant. Human health and safety risks associated with it ifircluufe whole 
bwly and th:yroid injury from ingestion of radiologically contaminated water wulfiood. " 

The: FEMA ldoculmen~t defines the "Nature of the Hazard" as follows"" 

"Rudioactive mrteriuls are produced in the operation of nuclear reactors. The ucc:idenrral 
relebase of these materials into the atmosphere can harm people and damage the enviru~~tment. " 

The ]Nature of the Hazard'' associated with the Navy's operation of nuclear Ireactors 
within San Diego Baly is identical to that associated with commercial nuclear powelr plants. In 
fact. there arc solme conditions that make them less safe i.e, no concrete containment buildings, 
no buffer tomes. no irldcpendcnt oversight etc ...). They both operate by uranium fission. The 
Navy needs to admit lthesc 10 and 50-mile areas of impact and plan for emergencies; relarted to 
the lhazard in the FEES. 

NA'VY DEFlNI'IlON OF REACTOR ACCIDENT CONFLICTS WITH DOD 
DEIFINITICDN CBF THE SAME 

Thc Navy defi~nition, of "reactor accident" is not consistent with DOD definition which 
is "An unconltroll'cd reactor criticality resulting in damage to the core or an even such as rhtl 
loss of coolant that results in significant rekase offwsion product$ from the reactor core." 
(WID Policy Doccument 5230.16. Dec 20. 1993. Mr. Richard Guida, in an April 91, 1936 visit 
to Coronado,, stated that "reactor accident" was more a "term of a n "  and that what constituted 
reactor accident was "...damage to the fuel. release offission products." There coulld be a 
devtutating meleare of radiation that leave nuclear fuel undamaged. These two defin~itior~s an: 
very different. Pllease explain. Please incorporate by nference the letter submitted by Grant 
Kimiball and attached. 

ACCIDENT SCENAIRIOS 
Even though EHC made extensive comments regarding the kinds of accidents scenar~ios 

that should be disclosccd and run, few were taken into account in the DEE and even done. The 
scenarios thalt were dam were inadequate (set above). Therefore. the FElS must run anti report 
the outcome imd impacted zones for several accidents and emissions schemes including:: 

I .  A smalll, medium, and catastrophic release of radiation from a carrier reactor. 
2. A smalll. mtdium, and catastrophic fire in the nuclear waste processing facility. 



3 . A fire in the hazardous waste fac~lity. 
4. Accidents in~o~lving a truck carrying a lull load of nuclcar or hazardous waste in a 

community. 
5. The complete f'ailurc of containnicnt in the event of a reactor melt-down on a carner. 
6. Rcle;lse of Depleted Uranium. 
7. Kelp caught in vessel cooling Walter systems that have k e n  known to shut down a 

conventional vessel in  the past in San Diego Ba'y. Such an accident for a nuclear vessel must be 
assessed. 

8. Failure of a weld In the "dl-wtklrdprimur?, coolunt zvn~m"(page 7-4). The FEIS 
should also discuss nature of the welds. alloys, life span. repair and maintenance schedules. 

Further. All rctsults should include llhe rilsk to the Maximally Exposed Individual. 
All impacts should be disclosed within a one milk, two mile. 5 mile radius, 10 mde and a 50 
mile. 
All ~nfonnation should be disclosed for public fitview. 

NIGHT T IME ACCIDENT ANALYSIS 
lssucs raised cduririg Scoping were not acldressed in the DEIS. Both of the most recent 

accidents in the NASNI turning basin in 1996. tlhe mercury spdl and the large carrier oil spill, 
occuned at n~ght. Th~e FElS must include am analysis of the frcquency of accidents in the 

0 daytlme versus the n i P .  Then, i f  the accident rate is higher. as a mitigation. night time work 
should be forbidden !to rccduce risk of accident and subsequent impacts to neighbors and the Bay 

IMPACTS OF SAllLORt RECRUITMENT SIHORTACE ON SAFETY OF PROJECT 
The attached anicle from the Navy 'Tirnc:s cites a message sent to the commander of the 

Paclfic Fleet because the USS Vinson (CVN) reported a shonage of key nuclear personnel so 
serious the ship couldn't [meet safety stmda,rds Ibr getting undcrway. The VINSON left San 

See nekt area of commenr and commerlts om Mercury Spill. 

IMPACTS OF LACK UIF SLEEP ON ACCIIDENT OCCURRENCE 
In addition to the ,accidents in the previous paragraph. i t  i s  significant to note that the 

devrrstaling Exxon Valdez spdl, Thrcc Mtlc Island. Bhopal, ilnd Chcrnobyl occuned,during the 
night sh~ft. Funher, llhe C~hallenger disaster rcsullted from errors made by a sleep-deprived staff 
working the night-shift. (Slrrpincss and Accrtdrt~rs, Dr. Dan~cI Krlpke, p a p  presented to the 
Stated Land Commiss~on, August. 19Y'B. ;ltl!ached.) ' .  The most rcccnt hatardous waste 
accdent at NASNI thlat left elcmcnt mcrcury in San Dicgo Bay and cost almost $2 m~llion to 
clean up also occurred due to sleep-deprive~d staff. This chronic problem must be analyzed and 

rn~~tigation. N ~ I I ~ ~ I ~ I I ~ I \  ncctl the rc;r\surancc th;11 the Navy WIII not tlr~ve crew\ \o h d  11r;lt 

accidents WIII (IKcur duc to 1;111gue. I I I u be 11 niltlgurlon to ensure ~lhat cre\b\ CJII 

operatc to the h~gllcst \t.rrlilard. Operating under duress and fatigue i s  a cult~r~ral ib~nd 
chronic p ro l ) l ~m especi:rlly in  the Nuclear Navy and il has got to stop. The li.'I<l!i niu~sl 
commit to reasxmahly short shifts (I( hours or less) fur crews with adequate time for sleep 
between shifts.. 

IMPACTS; OF SAII1,OH I~ I~C l~U I ' l ' h lEN 'T  SIlOHTA(;13 ON SAFETY OF I'HOI.IEC:I' 
THE K'IS FAI1,S TO ANAI,Y%K hlANP0WER RIfAL)INI<SS 
The DEIS f a ~ l l s  In ilddress thc Navy's oft-c~tcii lack of manpower rc;d~ncw 'Ir1)1\ I\ # I  

significant overs~ght that cannot be ~gnnrcd in thc FEIS. 

As of Mlay. 190H. thc Ntri,, Tinrr~ reportccl " t i  ~horruqr of lX.000 scrr1or.r.-5 5 Iwrc (.)it o/ 

rh~e 328,000 rtrl'~srt~Jpeople rr nc,tds."' S~nce Septclnbcr of 1997, N;~vy rccrultcr\ 11.1vc not rncl 
monthly targets. l'hc personnel shortages are for hoth petty olficcrs wllo do ur~\L.~llctJ "g~*ncr,~l 
deta~l" work ad techn~cal . ~ r l t l  intcl l~gc~~cc \pccial~sts who operatc ~ o l ) h ~ \ t ~ . ~ ~ c d ,  I ~ r g l ~  1cc11 

operations. In llact. In February ol 1998, the nuclcar carrler Carl Vlnsor~ reported1 ;I \I~orr;~gc 01 
key nuclear personn~cl so scrlou\ that the ~ h ~ p  couldn't meet salety stal~dard\.' 

' ~ c h u l t e ,  B r i d g e t .  " G e t  some r; l eep -a r i d  t h a t ' s  r i l l  o r d t ~ r .  " ~ ! ~ i ~ ~ l \ t  
Rider News S e r v i c e .  March 3 ,  1 9 3 H .  
? a o f y i a l . ~ l n i  t cd  S t a t e s  v H o t ~ e r t  D y a r ,  Sou thw~?: ; t  
J u d i c i a . 1  C i r c u i t  C o u r t h o u s e ,  t Java1  5 t a t  i o n ,  San D i e g o ,  
California. 
l l ~ ~ r e i s h l e r ,  O t t o .  " D , l n z i y  P r o m i s e s  t o  'put  p e o p l e  f i r s t ,  i r i  
s p e n d i n g  N'avy t urlds . " S a n  Diecjo tJni o n - T r  i b u n e ,  Septennbe:r 2 1 ,  
1 9 9 8 .  



olllowing lowcr rcsr scores for r~cru i r ! r "~~ and i~  decision^ by the Defense A~cquisition Board 
(DAB) to pursue more costly nuclear propulsion in the iCVX.(see attachad) Thus. the Navy's 
so~lution to its personnel shortages and recruiting and retention problems, including the skilled 
anld technical positions, is to consider enlisting men and women who score only 25 to 30 percent 
OFI the Anned Forces Qualification Test and pouring more money into more dangerous 
technologies which require an ever higher level of tech~nical ability. This docs not compute. 
This needs in-depth discussion in the FEIS. 

Most releva~ntly. how can the citizens of San Diego feel confident in having 
inexperienced and unqualified sailon staffing nuclew-powered aircraft cimien homeported in 
Sian Diego Bay? What is the status of Navy readiness? Does the Navy have enough men to 
staff three nuclear-powered aircraft ciarricrs in San Diego Bay without the risk of crcw fatigue? 
Docs the Navy have enough skilled and aualified personnel to operate thlnc CVN's? Whalt will 
the Navy do to minimize the risk of crcw fatigue and human error in order to mitigate the affects 
of a nuclear acciderlt on the surrounding marine and human environments? 

The Navy must analyze this critical issue in the FElS and come ulp with sensible an'd 
rc!allstic solutions. The mercury spill was just the beginning in fatigue-wlated accidents; we can 
o~nly speculate about the posslble worst-cue accident scenarios that are to come. 

REACTOR COOILING SYSTEMS 
Page 2-4 1 srarts " Wurvr drpr,h rcquircmettrs ur~e drsigncd ro limirfouling of ship's 

cwndcnscrs .. " Whiat happens i f  the 5ihip.s condensers fail? What are the Impacts of an accident 
of this son'? Additiconally. how are th~c sccondq coolirig water pipes prevented from fouling? 
What happens i f  this system fails'? What happens i f  the intake pipes become clogged with 
sediment, kelp, or touling organisms'? These questions, must be answered in the FEIS. 

The memo in Appendix H states that a rninimu~m of 50 feet of waiter depth is required in 
the turning basin. IEHC docs nor beli~eve that there is 510 feet of water depth at all times in llhe 
inner channel or tu~rning basin. Whalt risks does this create'? This needs IIO be discussed in the 
FEIS. 

ESXPLOSION ARCS AND BUFFE,RS AND ORDNANCE 
The Admin Record m;lkes mmy references to cxplos~on arcs and other distance buffelrs 

necessary for nuclcar carriers. Admirl Rec. at Tabs 1259 and 1309 at Bates 032 103. The carriers 
come odoff loading of ordnance. arn~munition and othe!r explosive materials. The ordnance 
come in four clssc:s. Admin Rec. at Tab 18778. The INirvy had discussc!d seeking waivers; to 
tlhe arcs. Admln Rcc at Tab 2371. I t  its also clear that thle Navy wil l  request walvers for these 
arcs since the cjniccn will be so closely located next tab populated neighborhoods. Admin. Rec. 

I I Crawley, Jarnes W .  "Nayy weighs lowler recruiting standards."- 

San D i m 0  Union-Tribune, September 16, 1998. 

t 

at Tabs 1234. 1 U77n. I t  ;llso ;lppc:lrs th;lt wbm;mnes have ;ln ; ~ r c  Adnlln Rcc at Tah I hO2 
Bates 038901. We ohjtrct to any WaIvrrs to thew pol~c~csl'requ~rernents/go;~ls \Incc. they woultl 
endanger lives of neigllbor\ If  Navy prnjcctt arc so close that w;uvers mu51 bc \otrghr, 11 

the pr~oject IS too close to densely populirted arcas ( w h ~ c l ~  cwc belleve i t  1s). and \ t ~ )u t i l  he 
moved. See "Altcrnat~ves" \ectlon. 

RISK. FROM FUI,I, Ahlhl l lNITION II.0AI) O N  CARRIKHS 
" D ~ t r i r t ~  p c r ~ o d ~  11'1rrr1 rlw USS Sfenrlis is rt*n*ing u s  C'INCI'A('I.'LT " I  ccdrtr(*\ \ "  

currirr, f/te ship nruyr /~I(I\Y (J  fu l l  (~rnr~tu~tifion loud, tl~vrt rhoi~g/~ she I 7 in perf. " Adri11n Rcc :11t 

Tab 4340. fTIS must tJlwlo\e and an;dy7e 
I . A det;uled list of what alnnlunltlon and u eaponry con\t~tutc~ :I full load 
2 .  A list of acclde~nrs sccnarlos ;~nd pL41 aee~C)en~\ that have occurred. 
3.  Determination I I ~  the number of horncportcd crtnlers that w ~ l l  be In re,~tl~r~c.\\ \I;IIII\ ard 

what  their full complement of arnn~uni~ivn could be. 
4. Same ~nforrnat~on iis above f-or vlsiting carriers in readinc\\ sratuh. 
5. An analysis of the true worst C;LW potenrlal accdent. 
6. lncludc a prohilbltlon on use of DllJ weaponry or waste. 

EMERGENCY RESIDONSE FACILITY ANL) PLANS; 
In 1985, an emergency response fac111ry was a rcqutrcnient for bel-rhil~g a C'L'N At l r i i i~~  lKcc 

at Tat) 70 Bates stamp ~OIH69 and page 5-22. E I S  must state whether or not 1111s I\ s l~ l l  ;I 
requirement and ~f i t  will be done. Further. FEIS must resipond to EHC Scop~ng co~linleul\ 
ignored in the DElS 11n order to meet legal requirc~ncnts, 

I .  E I S  lllust disclo\e rcqu!rcrncnt. slzc, Ic~;ltlon. personr~el, ;ind ;rdeql~;icy ot the rcqul~cd 
emerf;ency response ~~ICIIIIY tor C V N  benhs. 

2. FEIS lnust clc;~rly explain who WIII respond to ;lntJ hantllc a nuclear tlre or crtl~cr rclc;l\c 
of radliation. 

38. E I S  must clcarly \late uho 1s on duty and on call to coord~nate wlrlh loc;~l , ~u r l ~o r~ r~c \  
and responders. 

4,. FElS must state who ulll clcan up ;~ttcr a nuclcar ;lcc~dcnt. Must \t;;tc N h.11 ~ $ 1 1 1  lw  clan 
differently that pist ~ I C ~ I I  ups done hy th~e Navy i e. mercury \prll. slag, and o ~ l  \p~ll.; 

51. FEIS must \late how often and who will org;mlzc ;~ccittent drills tor ottha\c ~~c~g l~ l>c ) r \  
61. FEIS Inus1 stare wh;~t ;rrnoullt ol l~lquld \plllcd (in g,lllon\) or >team rcle;~\cd I \  rCp~rt.~hlc 

as an accldrnt and what anlountr ;IS ;ln lnc~dcnt 
7'. FElS nlust COITIIIIII lo clnergerlcy or acedent dr~l ls  t h ~ t  lrivolve c~v~I lan \  t1v111g II~..I~ ~llic 

facili~ty. 



PUBLIC NOTIFICATION OF  A BLELIEASE OF RADIATION OR NUCLEAR 
MATERIAL 

When the a nuc:leu powered ship in I'ugct Sound suffered ;1 release of radioactive steam in 
F c b ~ q  of 1996. the Navy did not nmfy  the :State for 15-20 hours and did not tell the local 
community until after an informant cii~lled the press. This is intolerable. 

I. FElS must irrclucle a specific process fa~r notifying the ~n~mediate neighbors, local 
governments on bollh sides of the Bay in the event of a release of hazardous or radioactive 
material of any amount. 

2. FElS must recognize this as a significant and unmitigahle impact. 
3. FElS must include the evacualtion plan for Coronado and bayside cities. 

RISK MANAGEMENT PREVENTIOIY PLANS 
Regarding the devcclopment of a Rislk Mamagement Prevention Plan. Navy documents state 

that "...the North Island mixed wuste storcsge area does not come under this relpulution or the 
Culi/onia Law. " Admi~n Rcc at Tab I21 1. However, Extremely tluardous material over a 
threshold quantity requires a Risk M;inagctmcnt Prevention Plan. "ljthe North Island fucility has 
such muterial in amounts rxcecdin~ rrhc Irimits in 40 CFR Part 355, ir will huve to comply with 
the Cull/orn~a Low. " Admin Rec at Tab 12 1 1. 

I . An analys~s of whether the Cidifo~mia law applies must be disclosed in the FEIS. 
2. An assessment must be made regnrdlng the limits and ~f the additional nuclear carrier 

0 malntcnancc will generate mrtcr~als :~bovc the threshold lim~ts. 
c, 3 EIS must in~clude a Rlsk Managennent and Prevcntlon Plan whether required by law or 
fQ not, for the purposes of infonn~ng an'd protectllng the public. 

FIRE PROTECTllON 
There hwe been concerns expre!ssed in Navy memoranda in the past regarding the nuclear 

facility thal "jucilirvf~rr~ protectinn designs .... arr'not of sound rn~inrrr ing ju&men/ when 
considtring the heulrh hazard risks t h r  come with the CO2 hose reels .... We clo not believe it is 
professionollv ethical to clone u svsttcm ut otherjacilitics becuusc it wus npprovedfor one some 
time buck. " Admifi~ Rec: at Tab 2350.. 

I. Since repair opponunitics will inmaw as a result of' more CVNs in San Diego Bay, a 
full analysts of fire protection should be done to ensure that there is sufficient capability to deal 
with increased operations. 

2. The FEIs nwst state the status. abdity. m d  type of fire protection designs and cenify that 
they can ~ccommotlate the increased fire risk lfrom additional repair operations. 

3. FElS must ldisclose i f  the faci~lity lfirc protection designs are protective of fire fighters. 
workers, and public members. 

NI(;tIT WOIHK 111OUUS A'I' T t I E  NUCI,EAR FACILI'I 'Y 
I t  aplxxm, th,~r Puget Sou~ld .lnd/or S(1I'SIflP w ~ l l  w ~ \ h  to work on nuclear carrtcr\ du r~~ ig  

the nlght as well '1s day ( A d n ~ ~ r i  Rec .II 4237) and that J w.ll\er for I~ght\ Inay I r  \oirght 
r4dm1n Riec at Tab 3735 JI D,~tc\ 082362 W ~ l l  the Navy wek w.ltver\ lo t1.1vc brlgllt II~III\ ,I[ 

the s~te" The FElS n~u\t rcqulre nlltlgatlon\ for I~ght and adJ~t~on.d rirghtt~~ne nol\c .md ~~,IIIIc 
on the ne~ghbors 

ACCIDENTS AND Eh.lEU(;IiNCY flI.ANNIN(; 
FIEIS Imustl ~nclude ;rccdcnt a~~a lys~s ol a variety of acc~tlcnt\, horh Iron1 t~;v;~rdc~r~\  ,~nd 

muclear genesis. ,411 c.xplo\~c~n and other arcs or hutfcrs nluht bc Ot\c lc~~cl  ;I\ w c l l  ;I\ ;I 
tdcscript~on of a11 ordnance tha~ w ~ l l  be Itxc~tcd clow to denkely pol)ul;ltcd arrii:, I~V~IL.LJ;I~IOII 
lplans and emergency warning systcn~c for nc~ghbor~ng c~v t l ~ ;~n \  mu\[ he developed ;~nd 
~rnplenre~nted. A cond~t~on of requ~red locat notificat~on In the event of a rekacc of 1d1.111ori or 
lother tox~c cheni~cal rnu\t be ~riclucled 

HAZARD LIST 
A hazard l i s t ,  such as was done Il'or P-703 (Adm~n Rec at Tab 24710 should bc updalcd and 

included to reflect the imcreasc\ in operalllons for 3.4 nuclear cmicrs at all industrtal fac~ l~ t~cs  
on base that use or generate huilrdous or radltmxivc matcrlals or wastes. 

0.12.96 



VII. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND PUBLIC 
PARTICIPATION- D E E  Fails to meet obligations for protectinr - 
disproportionaiely impacted com~rnur~ities 

A growing number of national, regional. and local studies demonstrate a strong correlation 
between ethnicity, income, and envirolnmenlal hazards such as hazardous and radioactwe waste 
facrlities. Thex stu8dies have c~ted many examples of toxic racism in the United States and on 
Native American lands. In recognition of this l~nacceptable situation. President Clinton issued 
Executive Order on Environmental Justice XI2898 on Feb ruq  I 1 ,  1994 to ensure tha! projects 
d ~ d  not have "...disp~roporrionu~cIv ltiglr and ndvcrse human heulrh und en vironmentul 
tffrcrs ... on minority und low-income pupuhriotrs. " The decision to greatly expand the nuclew 
Navy's presence in San Diego must be evaluated with consideration of cnvironmentnl justice 
since the project h a  the potential to palse silgnificant impacts disproportionately to some 
commun~ties in Sm Diego. 

Although the Executive Order was brought to the attention of the Navy in the Scoping 
process, the DEIS does not comply with Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice and 
related guidance. The two paragraph analysis of'environmental justice issues is an insult to the 
communities that. already living in the cloud of toxic industrial pollution, must now live under a 
darker cloud of toxic and radiowive Navy pollution for years without a voice or h o p  for the 
reduction of those thncats (and impacts. Them arc: three clear public health threats to these 
communities: 

1. Release of radiation or toxic ma(triall. 
In the event of  a ~ k u i e  of radioactive steam from one of the nuclear-powered aircraft 

carriers or other toxic or radioact~ve rele,ase from the site, the prevailing on-shore winds would 
c a w  the radioactive plume over many low income m d  communities of color, including Barrio 
Logan. Encanto. and E a t  Sm Diego. There is a very rcal poss~bility of th~s ~ype of accident in 
Sm Diego as a result of the new homeporting plans. Wil l  warnings be issued'? Will warnings 
be issued in Spanish or other Imguages? Whn arc the addillonat health impacts to downwmd 
communi~ies, based on proper assessment is outlined by the technical expens. None of  th~s is 
addressed in the DElS and should be. 

2. Contamination of Bay Fish. 
Another area with panicular environmental justice consideratmns i, the rclcase of 

biorcumulative chcmtcals i~nd radiation and the resulting inlpads on fish conrunlpt~un from 
the Bay. The recently rcleae EHC Ikalth Repon Children ar Risk? showed that people in 
bayside communtties e n  fish from the Bay. Some Bay fish rlrcady have elevated radiation 
levels. What effect will six more nuclear rcactmors in the Bay have on the safety of eating the 
fish in San Dicgo Bay" The FElS rnurt ddrcsr this spccrt'icrlly mJ include regular testing of 
bay fish for contrrmitirrt~on. 

Instcad. of addre\\~ng chi\ ~ \ \uc  t l~c N.I\ y continue\ to .lrgue 111.11 only ('orolldo r\ 
r~iip.ictcd Thic is absol~rtrly wrong Toxlc . t r d  r d~wc t l ve  w.~\tc will tr.l\cl on ('OIOII.IL~I ilnd 

San Mego \trcct\ 'TOXIC J I ~  rd~o. lc~ tve  air c rnr \ \~on~ WIII travel over ('oron.lclo and Smn 
Diego Sain D ~ g o  13.1~ I\ connected to Curondo and San I)iego, National ( ' i ty ,  C'l~ul;r Vnt;~, 
and Imperial Ueach. F ~ r h  will be c~ught and conwnied by ('orondo and San I)w(:o Countj 
resiclenls. 

The pu~bl~c hc;\rlng on the DElS tslls the tale clearly. The Navy has. un t~ l  I ~ I I \  Iinnc. rc:fu\cd 
to hold a n~eetir~g in San D~cgo. In thrs c,lse, there was .I S,ln Dlcgo and ;I Coron,do l~c.;lrir~g 
The Corondo henrmg wa\ rather lightly attcrrded w~th  pr~rrwrlly, ~f not cxclus~vcly, wl111c 
Comronado rcwknt* nn a[~cndancc. The San Diego meetrng, on the clther hand :III~J on 111c utl~cl 
sde of the Coronado Imdgc. had a large proporllon ot L t l no  ;lnd African Alircrtcar~l; w110 

i~ttended. 1:urther. the over 7 0 0  pcople who a\kcd to havc tlicir n;rrnss read Into tlllc rccord III 
o p p o ~ t ~ o n  were frorn 31 different San 1)iego County communities. 



tralnslated and distr~lbuted. The infonmalion hot-line should have a Spanish alternative. There i s  
a precedent in San Diego as a large document, the Comprchen~ive Management Plan for San 
Di~cgo Bay was issued in full lranslatilon in Spanish as i s  EHC's own Toxinfornicr. This request 
wis made by several community leaders lncludlng the Mayor Susan Golrling of San Diego (See 
att.ached). 

Clearly, the DE,IS falls to comply with the Executive Order on Environmental Justice ;and 
fails to assess impacts to heavily impacted communitie!r. A full assessment of the cumulative 
impacts of dl emissions and cxposurt:s of community members to toxic materials from this 
prioject must be conlducted and includied in the EIS. lm~pacts such as traffic, security, 
co~nstruction. earthquakes. personnel loading must be fully examlned and mitigated. Toxic and 
ratdioactivc air emissions must be fully analyzed and expected increases i~n respiratory or other 
illnesses or conditbns disclosed. 

PlJBLlC PARTICIPATION 
The public outreach was grossly deficient for this clocument. In spitc of several requests 

name of the D E E  was translated into Spanish. The first set of meetings were scheduled for 
Yom Kippur and overflow accommo<iat~ons were not available for the Sam Diego hearing ;it 
wlhich over 270 people attended. The Navy has followcd a disturbing strirtegy of reaching lout to 
Coronado-only throughout this project in spite of the fact that many in the San Diego region are 
ve y conccrncd about this project. A partial list of opponents are attached. 

hJ 
EHC also is particularly t~roubled by the process in which botlh DTSC permits have 

been handled and th~c resulting frustra.t~on of public input. For example, neither the Hazardous 
Waste Permit nor th~e Mixed Waste permit had public t.cstlmony heard by the same person who 
made the final permit decision. This undermines the right of the public to speak directly to1 
decision-makers wh~o make decisions impacting their lives. 

Also troublesome is that fact that while DTSC appears to have supponed pub c requests 
hat an information committee of somle son be convened for the benefit of inform 1 g the 
calmmunlty, DTSC let the Navy subven that request (See attached letter). The Coronado 
Complexes meeting, IJ not a suitable forum for infomallion exchange belr~een Navy waste 
operations and the public. The FElS must include a commitment to eillher a stand-alone 
R ~ b l i c  lnformatior~ Committee or to expand the NASNI Restoration Advisory Board to 
include information and discussion about on-going tcmissions and operations 0t the base. 

None these of actions on the pan of the Navy appear to be In ahgnment w th  the Env~ronmrental 0.12.110 
Justicc or Publ~c Panlcipat~on Guidelines. I 

V I I [ I .  IMI'ACTS UNDERSTATEDl-- 1 ~ 1 s  Fails to properly and 
fully assess direct, indircct, and cuniulativc impacts and to mitigate tbe~n. 

Tile rlldlysl\ 111 L)rIS not nleet the requlrernest\ o f  the h w  to "~Wovltle ;i lull 

and fair diScu\sioll of ~ ~ ~ ~ r r i f ~ c ; i n t  cnv~ron~nen(;ll ~mp;~ct" or to ~nfurrn "...the pal)l~c aI)o~~t 
reasonhle altcrnatlvc$, that would i~void or nili1lnllr.e adverse IIII~~CI\ or cnhal~ce the qual~t:y of 
the hluman or natural cnvlronnlc~lt". The DElS falls far short of Irlerllng the\e reqkllrclnenl\. 
The DClS not provide full i l ~ l o r m ~ t i ~ ~ n ,  doc\ In11 ~ n ~ p r r l y  f111d ev~dell~cc of direct ittll);a%, 
or nilligate Impacts 10 public m d  envlrc)nniental health r111d sdety. The IOC~~IIOII I)!' IIIOI~ 

nuclear powered aircraft canicrs. w ~ t h  two nuclear reactors each, i s  a dmgerous proqcct t h ~ ,  

poses signlficmt ~hrcnts to our Iledlth ;md \sfety w ~ t l ~ u t  an ;ldcqurte aller~nal~vcs ;~ar ly \~ \  a ~ d  

w~thout sufficrent ~nf(:~nii;~t~on or ln~tlgalion. 

Bay Water And Sediment Qualiity 
Several of the crltcrir of s~gn~flcance (I~\ted on page 3.3-4.5) are mrt and nlcrlt 

mitigation. Tills project will discharge pollut~on In the form o f  r;~d~at~on. jet fuel, o ~ l ,  abr;i\~vc 
materials, undisclowd ~ndu\trlal process wastes and water, ;uld heat at a nilnlrllum. TIIC prqcct 
will also create turbdity both during dredging and each lllnle a carrler ente:rs or exltk the s ~ t t ~ '  

throlugh the resuspnslon of sediincnts by the tugs and tl~le carriers. Add~t~~onally. collt;ilrlll1atllIg 
activities like propelkr w a h  mu\t he a\sessed us a ne! g b  of one carrler over current 
conditions (See Fatal Fl;iw #2) and thely are not. These ~rnpacts are insull~clently ;~nalvrc~l III 

this document and need to be analyzed and mit~gated 111 the 1 4 3 .  

1995 EIS SE1)IMENT 'TI<S'l'ING W.AS INCOblI'LAt.:I'E AND St1OlJI.I) NOT IIb: 
RElLlED ON 

The statements made rcpxd~ng Impacts to scd~nl~cnt and w;rter quality on p g e  3 .\-I (4- 
13) in the DElS are erroneous and/or unsubstant~atcd. The rel~i~llcc o n  the tcst111g 1lcrlor111c:cl tor 
the "'BRAC CVN" i s  laughable. It w;rs this same testing that a l l~wed ~ ~ l u l t ~ p l e  HI IIIIII IIIOI~;II 

shells and b~~l lc ts  to be punlpcd on the beach hetore ;dl c.)f the dredge hpo~l.; were ~ n t  cr~t~rcly ( ( 1  

LA-5.  This data set 1s not appropr1;lte tor character~z~ng \cdin~en~ qual~ty In t l ~ r  VICIIII~! ~ t '  1'1c.r 
JIK.  (3.4- 1 ) I t  i s  an IInterc\tlng ornish~on t11;11 the N;rvy d d  not discuss thc prescnc-e ot ~ l r r c .  

ordnance in this sectlon. A full dlscu\s~on ot what t~;~ppenecl. Ilow the N;ivy4\ "~~OII I~~~IICII~I~C" 
testlng m~ssed all the ho1111)\. how the hand on the hcach~es was lm. how the ;ilr w;l\ pollutctl 40 

much that the Navy dlredg~ng project became (tllrouph variance alter v;ir~anc.c) thc 1;lrgc'kt I V O K  
source pern~~tted In Slim D IC~O 111 I 0  years ITIUS~ be fully d~sclosed In the I1)fSIS. '1 l ~ c  puld~i. 
neetls to know how wrong the Navy's ccnv~ronnlental impact \tatclnellts hrtc heen III tllc p ~ \ t  III 

ordler to evi11u;rte the cl:r~rns III this tolllow-on EIS. Continued reli;uice on the 1995 1% 
dredging results will1 render the F H S  invalid and iml)roncrly supported. 



not useable without additional andl full chemical (cherni~cal end radiation) and toxicity testing 0.12.113 
on the target sedimenls being conducted. Even using this data, i t  i s  clew that there are 
contaminants concerns in the Bay. Sei: Comments of the CHIAPP Center attached above. 1 

The evidence of elevated ltvclsi of mercury. a bioaccumulative heavy metal with serious 
impacts to living things. (3.4-2) means that there is contimination in the sediments in this area 
and the entire areas should be fully teslled. Dioxin was also found in the sedinients during state 
required sampling. Further, the DElS !statements thilt thc dernonstrated bioaccumulation of lead 
in clams should be disregarded (withol~t justification) is misleading and wrong. I f  the sediment 
fails the tests, it fails the test. Then was a demonstratio~n in lthc testing bioaccumulation of lead 
in clams. Bioaccumulative metals and chemicals such as lea'd, dioxin, and mercury arc a 
serious, long-term pollution problem f~or San Diego Bay and must be fully characterized in 
project specific testing in the FEE. 

The DElS has no business citing incomplete doc~umc~nts without citing the opposition 
and concerns raised about to such docirrnents such as the: RCRA Facility lnvestigatron for Site I 
(3.4-3). EHC has raised several concerns about this draft report. Either reference to i t  should be 
stricken or r full accounting of the: technicd problerns with tlhe repon should be made. We 
attached and include by reference a letrer from the ClHAlPP center in comment on this document. 
The FElS should reflect these concerns. 

The OEIS misrepresents th~c ER-M (effects range-mc~dium) and ER-L (effect range low) 
on page 3.4-2. These are the 50% and 10% effects rango. The ER-L predicts that 10% of the 
organisms will be effected. This is no11 "rarely" as the DlEIS states, this is an estimated certain 
ncgatlvc impact to 10% of  the marine llife. This secrion necdls to be rewritten. 

Funher, both "mitigation" sites; (1995 EIS and 1997 131S), must themselves be mitigated 
as i t  will destroy valuable habitat ([see comments of Jim Peug;h. San Dicgo Audubon Society and 
SDAS letter). The analysis contained on page 3.7-5 and elsewhere is inaccurate. The two 
"mitigation" projects would result in the loss of intertid(a1 ha,bitat. one of the most endangered 
habitals in San Dicgo Bay. The Navy must mitigate these loases. (EHC incorporate the 
comments by San Dicgo Audubou~ Society in this letter by reference.) 

OIL, FUEL, AND HAZARDOUR WASTE SPILLS 
The DEIS states that "the probiability of a spill is very small" is flat-out incorrect. Spills 

happen frequently from Navy vesaiels including CV!i andl CVNs. Jet fuel spills occur from 
CVNs and CVs. In fact, oils spills am so prevalent amd serious that the Senate approved a 
resolution "that directs the Navy rlo imimtdiately undertake actions to p r p t r l v  rroin personnel 
to "significantly reduce risk o/ ve!rscl or1 spills "... Tlie sense ofthe Senute rcsolurion responds ro 
six signficant Navy oil spill$ in P v ~ e t  Sound. WA this ycur." (Defense Environment Alert. June 
30. 1998, page 8). The impacts of theslt spills can bc: sigmific,ant and the spill record for carriers 
is very poor. They arc not discussed in the DElS its ;In impact needing mltlgatlon or a sp~ l l  

prevention plan and \tv)uld bv A t~~\tory of o ~ l  \p~l ls from CVN\ \huuld be lncluded In the 0.12.118 

FElS so the record of the N'rvy can be known t 
ORDNANCE I N  THE DAY 

The Ipresence of ordnance iln San Diego Bay i\ hardly unknown. Ordnance arc prcwnt iln 
San Diego Blay sediments andl were discovered in several areas during rccent dredgmg of the 
Bay. Any di~scus,sion of ordnance must include analys~s of addition;~l air pollullon lrorn dredges 
that must usle a s~creen to filter out ordnance. The E'EIS must irlclude the commltrnent to uSe an 
electric, low-polllution drcrdge for any dredg~ng. The DElS is insufficient in this area. Further. 
since impac~ts from the whole project should be mitigated, the offsct program suggested to the 
Navy by EHC of purchase of addition;d Electric Vehicles should be done as a nlitlgarron for air 
pollution caused by the dredge. 

In addition, a recent court consent decree between the IJS Army and the Ft Orcl Tox~c \~  
Project and CALPLRG could have! relevance to the need to clean up thew wastes. Th~s action 
was taken Nloveimber 4. I9YH and should ht: evaluated in the FEIS. 

POTENTIAL FIAUIAl' lON C(:)Nl'AMINATION OF SBL)IMENrI'S 
I t  is curious that the Navy adrrilts that dredged material may be ratlloact~ve "[rs ( I  rt~rltl~f 

ofpast ,Nuvy optprations" (3.31-8) yet fails to release information ahout past release5 or to ad in^^^ 
that releases; of radiation routinely occur. Further, we are unaware of any testing of sed~mcn~\ 
for radiation done in this areal. These areas should be tested for rad~ation and the results 
released in I he FEIS. 

Funlher. since the NNPP clld not tmd any radiation sedllnent contarnmarlon and the EP'A 
did, it seemrs that the EPA does a better job of testing lor rad~ation. The red hemng conta~ned in 
the DEllS that "This conccnrnrrrron is less rhun 1 percent (4 rhe c oncxvtrtrtion o/rrcrrrcrrrllr' 
occurring background rrrrlirrrron.. . "(3.4-3) 1s ~rrelevant and should be reniovcd. The po~nt IS 

that the presence of Co-fA) ~ndicates rclease5 of ratliimun Inlo San Diego Bay in yxte of the tact 
that tho Navy ca~nstantly assures us that thcy do not hi~ve ;iccdents. Releases of r;~d~atlon into 
the Bay havc happened a~nd tlhe Navy nceds to acknowledge this and disclose and rnltlgate thew 
impacts in the FEIS. 

I t  is critically inlportalnt that "can" In line 4 1 (page 3.4-6) be chilnged to "will" I3oor11\ 0.12.123 
and curlalns must be reqpirc~d for any dredglng. 1 
COPPIER ILEACIIING FROM HIILI ,  PAINTS UN1)KHSTATE:l) 

Cunrently, there is one C\/ and one CVN ~n San D~ego Day. At a m~nirnuin. the N;rv)/ 
cannot analyze 11he increues only from 2 CVS to 2 CVNs. The increased copper leaching fro111 
boat hu~lls must be asscswd as the increase from I CVN and I CV to 3 CVNs. See Fatal Flilvr 
#2 above. The ccalculat~c.)ns on page 3.3-9  are just dead wrong. 



I R E L l A N l C E  ON UNDS I!P P R E M A T U R E  
Tlhe DEIS cites the Un i fo rm Nat ional  Discharge Stand;irds ( IJNDS)  as reassurance that 

the incidcmtal and routlne dlischiugcs o f  efflulents iue being regulated. U N D S  is not i n  place, 
cou ld  unclcrgo serlous chd'lenges. and cannolt be rel ied o n  I n  this document. Relference t o  i t  
should be stricken. 

I H E A T  D I S C H A R G E S  N O T  ASSESSED 
One again. the impacts o f  heated discharges were not analyzed i n  the DEIS. There is also 

inadequat~c in fo r rna t~on on  the heat dischargcs f rom the cool ing systems o f  the Nlucleu-powered 
il ircraft c imiers and n o  disclosure o n  routine rclcilses o f  radiation that. according: t o  the Navy. 
txcur.  nhese impacts t o  w,ater quality need f u l l  analysis i n  an EIR. 

I R O U T I N E  R E L E A S E S  OF R A D I A T I O N  NOT ASSESSED 
According t o  N a v y  pe~rsonncl. N a v y  nuclear vessels discharge r a d ~ o a c t ~ v e  mlaterial in to  the 

cwatcr. (Stm Dirgo Union 27 November 1991) In addition to om-golng discharges. there i s  a 
s igni f icar~t  increased r isk o f  accidcn~al  dischiuges. Some fish i ~ n  S m  Olego Bay already contam 
clevated llevels o f  alpha and beta rad ia t~on an~d mercury and arsienlc ( 1990 County Heal th Risk 
iSIudy) an~d more releases over the next 50 years o f  the l i fe o f  this project w i l l  make this worse. 

'We belleve that t h ~ s  Impact w i l l  prove t o  be s q p f i c a n t  and u n m ~ t ~ g a b l e  
FElS, must assess and lpubltsh accurate baselme pr ior  t o  thc project 

0 * FElS must itssess. and mltlgatc IC poss~blc.  the eventual further c l e v r t ~ o n  o f  r a d m o n  I n  fish 
+ and she l l f~sh  an San D w g o  Bay 

lD FEIS must assess and rnl t lgac ~f poss~b le  the Impacts to blrd, re \~dent  m d  migratory. 
spcclles as a result o f  ~ ~ ~ ~ I O X I I V C  and other contamlnauon as a result o f  the addl t~onal  
n u c l e u  canters d~scharglng I n  the Bay  

4 FEISI must d ~ s c l o r e  antd ssess the Impacts o f  regular d~scharges o f  r rd loac t~ve l l u ~ d s  and 
b o u n ~ d v y  valve leakage f rom a l l  vessels brought ro the s ~ t c  

Funtier. EHC staff has been told by a knowledgeable source that every transit o f  the Ray hy  
;a nuclear vessel leaves an i o n m n g  radial ion 'stream in their path w h ~ c h  radiates for ilbout onc- 
hour. Please conf i rm o r  deny this c la im i n  th~e FEIS. 

Last, reliance on San Diego Bay as the I i h t  resort i n  the event o f  an serious radiological 
accident ([Pg 7-4) is  not optimal by  any means. The FEIS must d c t a ~ l  response pllans that d o  not 
lrender our  most precious n;rlural resource a r ,ad iox t ivc  cesspool for the next I .O(M-odd yews 

I M P A C T S  ON MSHES 
Tlhe presence o f  39 dlffcrence species o f  f ish mcludlng 170 juvenile Calilfornia I l a l i h u ~  

(3.5-3) ncxir the Pier site demonstrate the s ign~f icant impact to fish that this project w ~ l l  have. 
W e  object to  a I :  I ratlo as  the cumula t~ve Impact o f  filling so Inany acre\ o f  San D lego Bay as a 
result o f  thts entlre project requlrcs a higher ratio. I t  i s  i~npcmant to  note that the 620 acres o f  

f ~ l l  J ~ \ c u s \ e d  on  page 3 7 5 W,II\ l lcver r r ~ r t ~ p ~ t c t l  a r d  W.I\ a pcr111,~nent l o \ \  Re\ ro ra t~on ot I ~ I \  

water \hould not he co~t\lclcrccl nlltrgcttlorl l o r  at ldr t~onal  pcrm.ment lo\ \c\  

M A R I N E  BIIOLO(;Y 
The use of any h tud~cs  cconiluctcd III Sou1111 San L)lcgo Day arc inappropr~atc I ;Ire itot 

ind~cat ive  o f  b a y - w d e  c o n d ~ t ~ o ~ ~ s  ' l ' l~e  Sout l l  B;ly 15 m u c h  s l~a l lower  mi is hc;tv~l;y III~~,ILIC~ b y  
heated discharges t r o n ~  rhe Sourh I h y  power  plant. It IS ;in Incorrect ;I\~UIII~IIO~I t o  ;r\su111c 
i n f o r m a t ~ o n  f rom the South Day ha$ any re la t~on~\h ip  w ~ t h  the honle po11111g bite (3.5- I ) .  A SIIC 

specific study should be dune m d  results reported 111 the FEIS: 

LAND USE 
If the fu l l  N A S N I  M ~ s t c r  l'lirn ant~crpates three canlers an~d orie c ru i j c r  ( J 7'-7). tltc 

impacts o f  a cnrrser must be an~alyzcd i n  t h ~ s  document. 

E C O N O M I C S  
A prolper e c o n o ~ i ~ ~ c  .111aly\1\ was nor tion~c for t h ~ s  project r ,  at le i~st .  a IIOI 1 c I c 3 s ~ d  r o  

the p u b l ~ c .  Further. the ~ n p l r c t ~ o ~ ~  o the cVX and n o n - ~ ~ u c l e a r  p r o p u l ~ t o n  a h  di\,cu\\ed above 
were not addressed at d l .  

Another issue that w a  not d ~ s ~ u s \ c d  W;P, the r e l a r ~ o n s h ~ p  between home polning irnd 
residence when personnel leave the servlcc. T h s  could be a major  j o b  demand dr~ lb r r  slncc 
many servlce people. once they leave the N a v y  stay i n  Sari D iego and need a nun-Nlavy job. 'I'hc 
more C V N s ,   he more o f  t h ~ s  d~crnand is created. I I\ a po ten t~a l l y  \ ~ g n ~ f i c a n t  growth- 
inducing 1mp;;rct that nerds analys~s i n  the FEIS. 

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  
T h e  statement that C V N s  and C'V would  have the sarrle tntcL t r a i f ~ c  is incorrect ( 3  9 -81 .  

There are additional waste stre;ms f r o m  nuclear c;lrrtcrs. 1.e. nuclcar and radioactrve waste. 
Also. because we have nuclcar c;rrrlcr\. m ~ x e d  and r a d ~ o a c t ~ v e  waste t';rc~lrt~ec were h u ~ l t  
attracilng waste f r o m  other  bast:.^. ' rhc\e ;~dJi t iunal  Inlpacth and a d d ~ t l o n a l  trucks vvcrc not 
present w l t h  tlhc CVS. ( See a l w  c u ~ ~ ~ u l . ~ t ~ v e  imparts w n m c n t s  rtcg;rrdlng t r a f f ~ c  Iron1 
Submarine base) Please reflect accurately the nature o t  the truck t rat l ic  and waste ~II the l:ElS. 

V E S S E L  T R A F F I C  
E11C ilotes that the drcdlgmg h a  alrcady occurred to  par1 of  ihc navlgatlon ~,hi11111cl t o  

accommodate the tleepcr dmt t  of the USS John ('. S tenn~s The Sitn D ~ e g o  11111fled Port I h l r t r ~ c r  
is also proposing to  dredge the rcrrlarnder of thc rriav~gar~onal channel to  a l low tor tr a w t  of the 
Bay  b y  larger vessels. The\e prt.)jecls 1s a11t1c1pat1ctl to  increase vessel t rat f ic  01 nlort:: ;rnd d e c l ~ c r  
draft ships t ra~ns~t ing  Siin Diegc11 Ray. 



ensure prev~ention o f  vessel casualties. One such measure, held ;LS a high prlorlty i n  the San 
D icgo Harbor Safety P l m  is nhc implementation o f  an appropriate vessel t raf f ic  informat ion 
sys,tem. 

EHC requests that the: funding and operation o f  an adequate vessel traffic system be 
adopted as ;a mit igat ion in thc: environmental review process for ~cxpected impacts f rom b o t h  o f  
the: above ment ioned projects; as required t o  Insure that additionad or  larger vessels transiting the 
Bay d o  not  compromise safety i n  the Bay. 

The FEIS should include I )  recommendations f r o m  the San D iego Harbor Safety Plan 
as appropriiate i n  the proposed projects, past and future, for  additional homeporting and dredging 
amd. 2) mit igat ion plans f o r  both projects inclutdc a commitment for  implementation and 
operations i m d  maintenance (of an appropriate system o f  t r x k i n g ;  vessel traffic. 

Aga~in, we must p i n 1 1  out how the x c o ~ n d  fatal f laws listed i n  the heginning o f  this letter 
undermines; the adequacy o f  the analysis. The DElS stoles that "Since these rwo utldirionul 
CVNs would replace nvo dtcommbsioned CVS. no ner fururc incrcusc r n  rraflc would be 
udkfed to the harbor." (3.9-1;2). This i s  c o m ~ l e t e l y  wrong. Therle w i l l  on ly  be one CV lost and 
t w o  C V N s  gained, a net Increase. 

Funher. the potential impacts t o  navigational safety were completely unaddressed in the 
0 D E l S  The failure o f  many veswl crews t o  ;Jequately mon i to r  proper radio chmn~els i s  a 

recurring pmblern i n  San Diego Bay. The near-miss incident when r carrier almost overran the 
A~merica's C u p  races btcaust: il could not be raised o n  the radio ik a perfect example. Th is  issue 
needs t o  be d~scussed a n d  m~itigated in the FEIIS. 

AIIR QUAlLlTY 
L i k e  the other sec t iom o f  the EIS, the section discussing potential impacts to  air  qual i ty 

is seriously deficient for  sevccral reasons. First.  his analysis suffers f r o n ~  the fact that i t  assumes 
that the baseline fo r  comparison to future impalcts is the existence o f  2 C V ' s  and I CVN at 
N,ASNI. However. this i s  njot the case and has not been the cast: for several years.. (See fatal 
f law U 2 .  above). 

Second, the description of the Affected1 Environment does not acknowledge that San 
Dmiego County w i l l  not  achieve the federal C l e m  A i r  A c t  standards for ozone. as was scheduled 
for next year. San D i c g o  County has expcrien~ccd nine cxceeda~nccs ol the fcdcral ozone 
stiandmd thus far this year, and many cxcecdances o f  the state ozone standard The E I S  should 
reflect this fact. as wel l  as the fact that federal standards for both ozone and pan~c~ulatc matter 
halve rcccn~tly been strengthened. The conclusi~on of this seclion that this project w i l l  have no 
crgnificant impact o n  the bi ts in-wde pol lut ion problem 1s wholl,y unsuppor ted .  The nuclear 
megaport. !with i ts iuoc i ; r ted  addil ion o f  cr l tcr la pollutants from1 the dredging, operations. and 
related traffic. w d l  c c n a ~ n l y  add to an already scrlous publ ic heit~lth problcrn. 

Third,  the [)I'.IS entirely 1;11I\ to  analyze thc p o t c n t d  for  increases i n  the emlsslons o f  

toxic air  contarnman(\ a\ a result 0 1  ~III\ project. W h l c  the potent ia l  to r  ef fects frorn toxius 1s 
mentioned o n  page 3.10-5, nowherc III the rest ol the analysis are expected Increa\e\ 
documenrcd. quantified, o r  an;dy/cd. Nei ther arc the exlst lng cancer and acute tie;~llth r 1 4 s  froru 
exist ing opera,tions at N A S N I  acknowlct lgcd. l'he niost recent cancer r lsk level  01 :!7, and ;~cutc 
health r isk level o f  1.7. are wel l  above the threshold o f  s~gn l f i cance rel'erenced i n  the EIS. A n d  
yet. the €IS does not acknowledge this o r  the p o s s i b ~ l ~ l y  that th is project w ~ l l  rn;~hc that p r o h l c n ~  
worse. I n  this case. the project paws the potential for s ign t f~can l  i r~crea\es i r i  the ernthslon\ 01 
toxic air  cont;rminants f r o m  several facets o f  the pryects,  ~ n c l u d i n ~ g  d r e d g ~ n g  (thc cornponcnt\ 
o f  diesel exhalust have recently been I ~ s t c d  as a carcinogen b y  the State o f  C a l ~ f o r n i a )  and 
maintenance o f  the additional carriers. 

Further, the D E l S  i s  ~ n ~ o r r e c t  111 \ t n t ~ n g  that ;I health n \ k  a \ \c \~ rnent  need c i~ i l y  I)e 
prepared ~f th~e emlsslon o f  h i w ~ r d o u \  ,111 pollutarits are above federal thrc\hold\  I r i~tead. tt ic 
potentla1 health r ~ s k s  frorn a new operation must be ~ n a l y z e d  for any Incrca\e I n  tht: crnl \ \ lon o l  
toxlc air  contaminants wh ich  trlggers the need fo r  J new per i i i l t  t o  operale Ai'CL) Rule 12Uo 

Fourth. the EIS i s  de f ic~ent  i n  that i t   fail^, to  document the cuniulat ive irnp;~cls of the 
added a i r  polllution f r o m  this project when taken into account w i t h  e x ~ s t i r ~ g  p o l l u t ~ o n  f rom 
rout ine and cleanup operations at NASNI, b o i h  Iln i c m s  of toxic and cr i tcrra pollutants. 
Nowhere  arc the already significant levels o f  pollutants documented. T h e  F E l S  m ~ s t  provtdc 
complete and accurate in fo r r i~a t ion  r e g a r d ~ n g  tht: total ern~ssions inventory fo r  both toxic ;lnd 
cr i ter ia pollut~ants f rom a l l  N A S N I  opcratlons. 

Final ly,  the analysis o f  a l ternat~ve\ i s  scverrly f lawed and rnibleading i n  [hilt 11 attclnpts 
t o  show that [no additional irnpacts to  air  qual i ty result f r o m  the h o r n e p o n ~ n g  of  ( w o  ad i l t l~ona l  
carriers, instead o f  just one. Tlhe N a v y  cannot c l a i ~ i i  that the a d d ~ t i o n  of one more  C V N  w ~ l l  
cause add i t~ona l  impacts t o  alr qual i ty resul t ing f r o n ~  the construction o f  ~ l d d i t i o n a l  berthing 
facil i t ies at N A S N I .  w h ~ l e  the a d d i t ~ o n  o f  a th l rd C V N  w ~ l l  result i n  n o  such at ld~ t ion ;~ l  
emissions. Rather, an addttion~al ( 'VN can be I~orncported at N A S N I  w ~ t h o u t  ndd~t~on; i l  
dredging and conslruction o f  blerth~ng. I t  i s  the h o n i e p o n ~ n g  01 a th i rd  uarrler w l l l ch  w i l l  Icatl t o  

these impacts. 

Further. re l lmce o n  luturc, \ p e c u l ~ t c t l  r e d u ~ t ~ o n  i n  alr eml \ \ lon \  III v c h ~ c l c \  ( 1  10 0 )  14 

not nroner to1 mltlgdte for  v e h ~ c l c  t r ~ t t ~ c  eml\s lons l'he N'rvy \ t iould p u r c l ~ a w  pcl~l lut~ng 
veh~c les  and replace them w ~ t h  ~ i o n - e ~ n ~ \ s i o n  vch~c les  ah a r rqu l red  rnl t lgat lon to r  111i\ projcct 

I t  is important t o  p o ~ n t  out that the N a t ~ o n ; ~ l  Securlty ( 'ou~nc~ l  e x c n ~ p t c d  n ~ i l ~ t a r y  training 0.12.140 
operations f r o m  greenhouse rr .duct~on cornnutnnents and federal c l imate pol ic ies.  ( D e l e ~ w  
Environmenlt Alert. M a y  5 .  IOOH, page 6) Since t h ~ s  project will b r ing  so  lnarly ; ~ i . I d ~ l ~ t ) ~ ~ a l  
operations and asswidled tml\s lons.  t h ~ s  exe111pt1011 cou ld  bc  ;I s,erious and negative. i r r ~ p a c t  o n  
o u r  n i r  quall ity. 1'111s rxe i l lp t lou  riiust hc disclosed I n  the FEIS and ~ n t t i g ; i t ~ o ~ i  to i ~ ~ ~ p l c ~ i i ~ i l t  I 



restrictions through the NEPA and CEQA process aplplied and included. While Assistant 
Secretary Wasserrnan-Goodmm staltes that greenhouse gasses at facilities will be reduced (ibid, 
page 17), the FElS needs to tell1 us how through incorporation of m~tigation Into the NEPA and 
CEQA document. 

MITIGATIONS NEEDED CAR AND TRUCIK TRAFFIC IN THE FORM OF 
ALTERNATIVE FUEL VEHIICL.ES 

The DoD missed its acqluisition quotas fo~r Alt:emative Fueled Vehicles required by 
federal energy law and executive order in  FY97 and i s  cxpcctcd to miss i t  again in FY 98 
(Defense Environmental Alert, Aug,ust I I. 1998 page 1.6-7). While the Navy did the best of 
the services to comply, the DEllS reiliance on conipliance with laws and regulations appears to be 
insufficient at this point. Its claims that vehicles emission~s at some undetermined point in  the 
future will be lower i s  imlcvant. The Navy must dead with the facts, knowledge, and 
requirements as they arc knowri today. The NEPAACEQA mitigation program in the FElS 
must contain aggressive cormnitawnts to EV arnd arltennative vehicles acquisition. 

HEALTH AND SAFETY 
The DElS writers appear to havc suffered1 connplcte amnesia regarding the debacle of the 

ordnance discovered in  the Bay sediments that compllctely altered the first EIS project (3.15- I). 
There was considerable threat to safety by the two 8 1 mrn mortar shells dumped onto the local 

0 beaches and by the munitions found by children. San Diego has a tragic history of children 
finding unexploded shells with fatal consequences. Ib is   is part of the Navy's tragic legacy in 

N San Diego. This history should be fully discussetd and addlressed in this EIS. The Navy must 
admit that bombs were dumped in the Bay, th~at they do not have the ability to find them, 
that the presence of the ordn,ance! impacts whist wle can now do in the Bay, and describe a 
mitigation plan to minimize #.he risks. Frankly, since NAVOSH did not protect us in the past. 
there is no reason to assume i t  will do any better with even more carriers in the Bay. Claims 
made that a survey for ordnance would be conduicted (3.15-6) fosters no confidence since 
technique has already failed. 

Funher, the DElS fails to note the numerous viola~t~ons of the Hazardous Waste Facility 
permit that havc been issued to the Navy by the IDTSC. See attached. 

The DEIS i s  dcficienr In thnr while i r  stam t h r  "the mtrjorirv tf  ('VNs ~ndcnvccv 
rrarning is irr sourhcm Culifinrtru (SOC'AL).. . " lit falls to assess the Impacts of these tralnlng J 

Again. thew 'Significance Criaria" are rurpcct and do not serve the public interest. 1 
I 

session on our local conIn1unlt;y If Inore CVNs arc co~n~ng to SOCAL.. there will he i~npnclts. 
Where is the analyrls of inipac~ls lo the comrnu~~ity from v~s~ting. 110n-l~o~nc 1)oned c;lrr~err'! 11 
mu,, be included In ttle ITElS or the docu~wnt w ~ l l  grosdy understate the full i l l 1 1 ) i l ~ l  01  IIE 

IMPACTS OF AIR WING, AIR PLANES, ADDI'TIONAL PERSONNEL MANNING 
The DElS grossly understates the impacts from ac:tivities related to cwier homeport~ng 

in form of additional airplane ;~ctivity and the additional personnel needed to conduct the repair 
work that is both different fronn and more extensive llhan repair work on carivent~onal canlcrs. 

project. I 

0.12.144 

LOADIIYG FOR THE AIH\VIN(; 
E-ven i f  the air wing 15 not In Snn D~ego and meets the corrlcr a sea. lhe rupplie\ for t l l r  

air wing must be trucked on to the base IO he loaded on the canlcr We are cena~n t h t  the 
planes do n a  carry all of thc~r own suppl~es or spare pans Th~s  i s  a s ~ p ~ ~ ~ f i c i ~ ~ ~ t  rrnpnct and 
raises the amount of tralf~c for each addit~onal carrier Both on-loads and off-loads mu\! hc 
assessed and fully descr~bcd In the E I S  before 11 can be cert~fied. 

AIRWING 
(Ilainns on pq;e 2-9, line 30-33 t11:it CVN honlepoflrng wil l  not and cannot incrca\c ;Ilr 

traffic i s  unbelievable: at k s t .  Ttlcrc 1s no evdence to support th~s cla~m. Furlher. i t  f1lc5 
directly contrary to th~e "'lneed" that the Navy has to co-locnrd CVNs w ~ ~ h  air Ilclds 1 . h ~  IIXIS 
says on  the one hand (page 2-  17, line 3 8 )  "T/wrr lrre no e~ir f i~ lch I I I  Iicrwcrri cupcrhb o/ 

penmuncnrlv baring IU ( 'VN elimrrg" using th~s is a rearon to home port none ot tllc C V N \  
there, but on the other hand, when NASNl gets three CVNs, the air w~r~gs are suddenly 
independent and unrelated. 

'The E l S  needs to d~sclose the full range and typs  of aircraft that are abac~~atcd w ~ t h  
the carriers, release tlhe nurse txtors and make thls informatiot~ ilv;uIable 111 the docurncnt. A 
much more detailed analysis cuf th~s rswe needs to hc conta~rled in the I'EIS. 

AIIRPORT AND AIiH 'TRAIFFIC CREATE ADI~I'I'IONAI. IhlPACI'S ON lIl.:AI.'I'III 
The increa\ed health irnp;~cts from continued and addtt~onal usc of the ;qml on NASINI 

were unasse:ssed in tlhe DlElS and rrlust be assessed in the FEIS. One study done by the Sca~tlc- 

King County Depafln~cn't of Itlcalth c ~ t e s  ~ricreaued heal~h effect\ in arc;ls surrounding 1lot:lrrg 
Field including a 
-57% h~gher asthma rate. 
-28% higher pneumtnniu'influenza rate 
-26% h~igher respirator d~sease rate 
-83% hiigher pregnancy cornlpl~cat~or~ rate 
*SO% higher infant ~nortality ratr and elevated rates for nlort;~l~ty, heart disease. and c;~ncc:~ 
death rate as well as lower l ~ l c  expectancy ( See attached) 

Our local Air Lhstr~ct has t~cldcd r ~ i m y  con~pla~nts about exi\t~ng alr contamln;ult\ Iron1 
currenll oper;~tions. 

Finally, San Diego I\, irlrcady overhurtlcnctl hy thc h~;dth Ili1p.rct\ ot currrrlt ;urporl 
opaat~ions. l'hc IW7 H~IIIII;~ (i11:d~ to E~~v~ronlncr~t ;~l  Ilealth hletro Areas by Kotrrt WCIIIIIOI~~. 



M.A. rates !;an Dicgo 307th out of 3 17 in number of Aircraft Opcrat~ons. (See attached) These 
dir~cct and c~umulativc impact:s must be discussed and mit~gated. 

SA.LTWATER SYSTEM 
A Saltwater pumping system was discu!ssed for the first CYN although it w a s  not 

aniilyzed in the DEIS. It appears that this pumping station would have "...significant 
environmental impact ...". Ad~min Rec. at Tab 3737. FEIS shouldl disclose and analyze the use of 
any saltwater pumping, flushing or other operation as a result of the presence of the carriers. 

1NDIR.ECIr IMPACTS OF NUCLEAR HOlrHEPORTlNC NEED EVA1.UATION I N  T H E  
FEIS 

Since the establishment of the Nuclear IHome Pon for the: USS Stennis every commercial 
shipyard (previously locally owned) on San Dicgo Bay has been purchased by an out-of-state. 
large defense contracting firnl citing "nuclear repair work" as onle of the rexsons faw the buy 
outs. (See a~ttachcd articles). This significant impact was complttely unassessed in the 1995 
DEIS. This impact now inc r rus  nuclear rcp;ur and othcr operi~tions along the highly 
inclustrializcd east short o f  S m  Diego Bay, an ;area directly adjiuxnt to Barrro L~giiin a low- 
income, cornmunity of color that already receives a disproponio~iate portion of toxic materials 
impacts. This impact of increased work at these shipyard must be assessed in the E I S .  

0 SHIIP-SCRAPPING M A Y  CAUSE ADDITIONAL INDIRECT IMPACTS 
$ Please see dliscussion on ship-scrapp~ng above. 
h) 

NlJMBER OF PERSONNEL FOR REPAIR UNDERESTIMATED 
While the DEIS does much to try to equalize the maintenance schedules of CV and 

CVNs. This is not acceptable. Clearly. CVNs require much more maintenance than CVS i.e. 
more people and more tlme vvorking. CVNs will be in-pon more often and usocii~ted cars and 
trucks traveling on the local roads more often. In addition. the Nlavy proposes three CVNs 
where there arc two ciuricn currently. See City of Coronado comment letter on traffic impa 

CUMULA'TIVE IMPACTS; POORLY AND INCOMPLETELY ASSESSED 
CAlJEPA stated that the 1995 EIS did not provide sufficient ~nforma~ion to evaluate 

cu~mulative effects of propowd action and ongoing hazardous waste management operations. (B- 
3). We concur. The DEIS has a grossly dtficicnt list of cumulatrvc impacts that i t  considers'jn 
its cumulative impacts list (S8ection 3.18). It fails to adequately assess the impacts horn the list 
of projects and fails to considler many othcr projects. The law requires assessment (of pa t  actions 
and degrada~tion as well. The cumulative impacts analysis is very deficient and must specifically 
colisidcr antd analyzed the following actions that, cumulatively, vvdl degrade the quality of our 
environment: 
*Proposed construction at Naval Amphibious Blase. 
*Creation of multiple in-bay liazardous waste limdfills at NASNI for homcponing (C'v'Ns 
*Sari Dicgo Padres Ballpark, 

*Convention Center Expans~on, 
*Conversron o~f the Camphell's SI11py;lrd ~ n t o  a hotel. 
*Proposed developnwnt ot the ('huld Vi\ta Bayfront, 
*Approval of massive developments III the Future Urban~ir~ng ;rrra wh~cll w ~ l l  add road ;lnd 
increased airport traffic. 
*Transfer and developri~ent of Rohr baytront property, An~errca'\ ('up pl;uln~ng and 
development e!ffort . 
*Relocat~on of work currently done on the MCKIEE that has been redirected to con~rrierc~al 
shipyards. NASNI, and Naval Stallon. 
#The relocation of the tandrng Craft Air Cush~or'~s 
*Additional loading of vessel tmffic due to more carrlers (See Fatal Flaw # 2 )  and inore rcpirlr 
work k i n g  dome in San Diego l h y  due to the clo~se proxlrrllty of the Nucle;~r Megaport 'I'his I\ 

also a serious growth-~nducing nmpact. 

Further. and possibly of even nlore Importance environn~entally, the DEIS tails to 
consider the c~umulative impact!; ot pcnnlttlng and env~ronmcntal xtions. The lollow~ng Irlust 
also be analyzed and rnmgated iln the FEIS as they, too, contribute to degradatton ot our 
environment: 
*Issuance of rr~ultiple variance\ to air qual~ty laws ~ssued by the Air Distr~ct under signitrcant 
pressure from the US Navy. 
*The impacts of the L)TSC's p~ r rn~ t t~ng  actions to allow 600% increase of rnrxed an~d I~ivardous 
waste to be stored on NASNI 
*The strong effort on the part ot the CIS Navy to weaken tile NPIES pemiits in San 1)1ego Uay 
beg~nn~ng w ~ t h  the Navy ripped of the (irav~ng Dock permlt. 

Further. the LEIS dtxs not rrlentron the already 95 huardous waste generator\ at NASNI 
and the many more at fac~lltlcs around the Bay. Ill i s  not an optlon for the Navy to tltirow up 11s 

hands stating that cuniulat~ve impacts lor health risks cannot be used to quant~fy the. extent ot 
the impacts (A,ppend~x J-8). The Navy 1s b r~ng~ng these ru~nu l~ t i ve  impacts to our reglon ;lnd 
they must assess the cur~lulat~ve i~npacrs of its prqect. The FEIS must assess these imparts. 

The D l 3  i s  also far off the mark wlwn i t  relics on the NPLES pcrmIttIng program to 
reduce curnulstive impacts on watcr qu;ll~ty ( 3.18;-6) The NPDES permit p rogrm has no 
rnechan~sm for consdering cunliulat~vr ltllpacts to water qual~ty. F'revent~ng curnul;rtive Irnp.rct> 
i s  exactly the role the environ11ient:rl review process. The f'EIS must include ;Iggrcsslve 
m~tigrrt~on meiaures to rrducc curnuln~l\~e irripacts on San 1)iego Ray w;wr qu;~l~ty ~wch ;IS 

investment In ~non-pollut~ng vch~cles. coll\truction and rcstoratlon of treatlncnt ~na~:Jlcs. 
removal of rip-rap and suppwt 01 strong i11scharg:e pcrrnrts tor all Navy projects. 

I'unher, we nlu\t p o ~ r ~ t  i t  tl1.11 the Navy I fought NPIXS pcrinIt\ tor NJVJI I,ICIII~IC\ 0.12.156 
twth-and-na~l and are \I111 riot pcnn1t1c.d (cxcept tor \torrn water) 1111cl'r the NPI>ESI p c r t ~ ~ ~ t t ~ n g  
system. I n  thte FEIS. the Navy slrould commit to wpporting a strong pollution prevention I 



requirement as a condit ion of t'he FEIS. 1 0.12.156 

FATAL FLAW #2 COMPIKOMISEI) T H E  ENTIRE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
ANALYSIS. 

The statement "Therc$)re. rhe c~umular,ivc irrnputrrs on hydrologic-a1 resuurcrs from rhc 
addition o {wo  CVNs with die removul oftwo CVS under the proposed uctron combined with 
thow from relured projccrs i n  the! vicinity wourkl be Icsx than signrjicunr. The proposed action's 
cuntribution to this impact wortid bc less rhun signficant" (3.18-6 lines 30-34). But this 
conclusion relies o n  wrong facts. There wi l l  be an addi t ion o f  two CVNs to replace one CV 
that may or may not be moved. Uhis wrong assumption invalidates this cn t rn  analysis. The 
same problem infects Section 3.18.4 and on page 3.18- I 2  regarding vessel traffic (lines 9- 10) 
and throughout. FElS must re-analyzed with the c\lrnrnt assumptions and recirculated. 

MARINE BlO1,OCY 
This section also makes unfounded clai~ms. "Dc*spitc rlre luck if dara quatarrrarive 

duta ... "(3.18-8,11142) the DIEIS goes on to  cor\cludle i n  the same paragraph " T o ~ f l h e r  r l v s t  
changes haw.. . . ~ t n r r u l l y  conrrrblurrnlp ro inrprovinlp b idog icu l  c-ondirions.. . " This does not 
follow and is a lot of wr\hful thmk~ng on the part o f  the polluters of San Diego Bay. The Navy 
crtes the presence o f  NPDES pennrtting systeni ;IS 1pa1-1  of thrs "rtnprovernent", not mentioning 
that Naval facilities are not yet urrder that pernit l ing system (except for storm water) an. i n  fact. 
arc relyrng on the UNDS promgrant to keep then1 unrcgullated permanently. Further. spills from 
Naval vcsscls are exempt under the O i l  Pollution A d  off 1990. The public cannot rely o n  
regulation that does not appby to t:hc Navy to prevent N w y  pol lu~ron or cumulative impacts. 
The FElS must be re-written to conduct a proper and accurate analysis of these issues. 

CUMULATIVE 1MPACrYS FROM POLLLITANT DISCHARGES N O T  ASSESSED- 
There w i l l  be cumulntivc impacts from radioactive water discharges and heat discharges 

that w i l l  have a cumulative effect. (3.111-7) This must t~ admitted and mitigated. Section 
3.18.3 must rnclude routine relerses o f  radioactive water from reactors i n  the analysis. 

The conclusions drawn i n  lines 16- 19. page 3.18-7 are not supported. As mentioned 
above, there is n o  cumulativcc messment built into the NPDES pennrtting system. 

0 
b SEDIMENT QUALITY 
ru The DEIS falls t o  assess the impacts to  sediment quality from the constant and frequent 

propeller wash from additional CVNs and tugs, that willl continually resuspend contaminated 
sediments. 

SlCNlFlCANCE CRITERIA 
The cumulative impalcts use the same unsubstantiated signrficarrce criteria o f  Sectron 3. 

Please see comments above. 

0.12.158 

0.12.159 

HLEGIONI OF INFI,IIIE:N('li IS 'I'OO ShlALI, 
Thre Nucletrr Mr:g;rport rrilp;rct5 ;In area lar grrater than the rmrnetlratc.ly ;rclj;r~cr~t arc;r\ 01 

C'oronado. This project 113s rilajor srgnrficance and rrnp;rct on the entrre Sir11 C h g ~  Kegron. 
Chherwrse:, why would the Navy contrnually discuss the benef~ts brought i n  term\ ol beach \ i ~ r l t l .  

jobs. ;md payroll for the region 'The project's negative irnpncts have just ;~s  wrdc a11 IIIII~;ICI. 11 
niot greater. The  FEIS m113it contain a n  analysis that assesses impacts o n  the whole region. 

NIOIS;E A N D  AIR QUALITY 
The FElS nnust fac~or  111 the ;rdclrtronal helrcoptcr trrp5 and plane traffic that w111 Irrcrl.;lsc 

due to  the cumulat~ive irrnpacts o f  a11 of the home ported and visrtrng carrrers rn S;m I h g o  13;11y 
This issue was rarsed at the publrc hcarrng and our staff has had to pauw durr r~g phonc 
conversations with residents in  C'oronado due to overhead helicopters on the east \rde of 
Coron~ado. 

Cumulative impacts of toxrc and carclnogenrc arr ernissrons from the dreclgrr~g opcr;rtrc,rl 
need to  be asscssedl herc. 

A ESTHE'TICS 
Thle cumuletrve rnlpacts o f  three crty srzed vessel\ wrll cre;lte a very ugly r rnpc l  or1 our 

bayfra~nt views. Thris inripact I\ srgnrfrc;tr~t and unnlrtrgable. Again, the wrung basclrrrc I:\ u\cd 

HEALTH AND SAFETY 
"Tilrc regrim (4 r~lj lrwtr( t, I\ c l c . / i t r c d  us rltt, n r m  c~routtd rlrr c (1rrrc.r prers trrrcl NASNI"  

(3.18-15. I n  18) Thr, could riot he lurthcr f rom the truth when 11 come\ 10 health and ~ r l c l y  
Please see comments rn above sect~on\ rcgardrng traffic, transpomtron o f  w a w .  .~ccrtlcnt\ .lnd 
cnnerglency plannrng, and rad ro .~~ t~ve  . I I~ ha~ardvus w a \ t e ~  The proper regron rnflucr~cc 14 

dl thmc p:ople lrvr~ng In  the arr h.~\rn . ~ n d  who come rn contact wrth Sari Lhego Bay Plc,~\c 
revrse analysrs I n  the frnral d ~ ~ ~ u r i i e n t  

EIY VI RONMENTAL .JUS'I'ICl< 
Once a g m .  the regron of rntlucnce 14 100 narrow T l ~ e  Nark y would lrkc to rc\trrct .II~.I 

of  Impact to  Coronildo but t111\ I\ not correct for the reawn\ glven In  the a h v c  c tmwent*  (XI 

envrronmental ju\tlce IFurther. the ~rrip;~ct\ to  crew n~ernber\ who are p o p k  o f  color \ I ~ou ld  
al!io be amesscd rn lwms  o f  therr culr~ul,rt~ve expowre 



ALTERNA'IWES ANALLIYSIIS IS DEFICIENT 

None o f  the issues raised regarding alternativles asessment I n  EHC's  Scoping letter were 
addressed i n  the DEIS--other th,an to1 dlsrniss them. I n i s  i s  a serlous f law i n  the document. 
N E P A  regulations provide that llhe discussion o f  arlterriatives to  the project "is the hean o f  the 
environmental impact statemenl~." N E P A  requires tha11 agencies "rigorously explore and 
objectively evaluate &I reasonalble alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated f rom 
detailed study. b r ie f l y  discuss their having been cllimir~atedl." Agencies a150 must "Include 
reasonable alternatives not w i th in  the jurisdiction o f  the k a d  agency ... [and] the alternatwe o f  n o  
action." 4 0  C.F.R. Q 1502.14 (emph~asis added). "The! statement shall br ief ly specify the 
underlying purpose md need t o  which the agency is  rc!sponding I n  proposing the alternatives 
including the proposed action." 4 0  C.F.R. 4 150'2.13. 

There is considerable evidence i n  the Admini1stra15ve IRccord that indicates that the N a v y  
has already d e c ~ d e d  the f inal  homeponing locatio~ns so that alternatives wcrc chosen t o  support 
the Navy's a l r e a d y  dec ided position. (See evidence preaicnted i n  Section I o f  t h ~ s  letter) 

Further evidence illustratesl the lack o f  meaningfull mialysis o f  altern;rtivcs as requ~red b y  
N E P A  and CEQA. Here are some examples o f  v ~ ~ a b l e  al lernat~vcs that were dismissed or not 
even discussed i n  th is analysis. A t  the time o f  the: Scoping letter, construction o f  C V N - 7 6  was 2 only 12% completed (NAVSEA 250-574 Shipbui ld ing Q u ~ m e r l y  Progress Repon, l O c t  19%) 

h, now i t  i s  40% complete. W e  have since learned. ~conventiconal c m l e r s  cost bil l ions o f  dollars 
less i n  construction. operation. and decomm~ssioriing. generate less dangerous wastes, cause less - 
public health risks, and are more aviailabk for  deployment. Th is  should be fullv nveo led  and 
analyzed i n  the FEIS. 

I .  Cancellation o f  the construction o f  C V N - 7 6  o r  con~version o f  i t  to  conventional power such 
as was done fo r  the USS Kennedy ( G A O  repon o n  Cost Effectiveness o f  Nuclear propulsion i n  
Cmiers .  page 39) should be a rnajolr altcrnlrt~ve analyzed. 

2. Construct~on o f  C V N - 7 7  as a conventional c a r r v r  should also be analyzed for cost and 
env~ronmental  improvcmenrs. 

3. A c o m b ~ n e d  allernattvc in~cludi~ng repair work  at L o n g  Beach and usc o f  the funds savcd b y  
not constructing C V N - 7 6  t o  bu l ld  high-speed rai l  o r  b~ullell train between San Diego and L o n g  
Beach for the purposes o f  ferrymg personnel ef f ic ient ly sh~ould be analyzed. 

4. Further. another altcrnat~vc: that, sliould he e x a m ~ n e d  i s  to  avoid construction and 1111 o f  the 
new pier and home pon only t w o  C'VNs at NASNI .  t l i~e second along the quay wall There IS n o  
reason that t h ~ s  IS not a v ~ a b l e  dtemat ive.  A t  a nmlnlnium. the o k r  III w h ~ c h  the C V N s  shou ld  
he added and evaluated is to  add the C V N  herth d o n g  thc existir ig qu;lyw;dl first, then accrue 
the a d d ~ t ~ o n a l  costs for  the t h m l  I f  t h ~ \  was the order o f  adding C V N s  to NASNI .  the cost 

5 .  The F T I S  should also cxanllnc the rcductron of ~ n ~ p ; r c ~ s  to local  c o r n r ~ i u ~ ~ r t i c s  I r o r i ~  
con!stmctlon of the C'VX ~;cneratlon ol' c;rrrlers ;is 11or1-1111clcur 

6.  I n  the LIEIS the other Svn b e g o  ;rlternative site\ wcrc lrnproperly rejcctecl. The cvltlcncc 01 

prohlem~s anld darnagfing ~rnpacts o f  the piece-rrle;il~r,g of I ~ I \  1s n o  where more  evident t h m  OII 

pagle 2-62 where thi \  D E l S  rcjlects vl;rhle altern;~tive slter clue t o  pr ior  FEIS evaluir t~on A fu l l  
and fair analysis o f  all1 the potccntial sites should have been conducted for the who le  projecl 
But, since th~e Navy  has piece-n~ealcd this project the puhl ic i s  dcnled t h e ~ r  clue of fu l l  
alternatives assessment ,An ;rnaly\is of al l  p o t c n t ~ a l  and fea31blc \lte\ rhou ld  bc ;rn;rlyired i n  tl lc 
FEIS, inicludling Pier Bravo an~d the Subrnar~ne nase. 

7 F i n d l y .   the true "'No Project Al tern;r~ivc" t o  the true projec.1 the "Nuclear hlcgaport" IS 110 

carriers,, n o  repair faci l i t~es,  r i~u prolcct T h i \  IS r c q u ~ r e d  by I;rw t o  tx analyzed i n  thc Ft!IS 

IMI 'ROPEIR O I S M I S S A L  OF ISSUlSS A N 1 1  CONt'ERNS R A I S E D  I ) l IR IN( ;  P R O J E C T  
S C O P I N G  

Sect~on 1 6 rai\e\, ~ ~ ~ ~ \ , q u o t c \ .  then \ u r n m ~ r ~ l y  i l ~ \ m ~ \ \ e s  ~ \ \ u c \  r ' i ~ r c t l  b y  k l { ( '  during tl lc 
Scoping pcrrod 'The three I \ w e \  I r \ tcd I n  this sectlon should be .iccur.i~ely portrayed ,rnd 
analyzed fo r  I n  the FEIS 

I .  C o n s i d e r a t i o n  of N a v a l  S t a t i o n  L o n g  Beach in the  a l te rna t ives  assessment: 
EHC: ra~sed tlhis a l tc rn~a l~ve tor el lher IIOIII~ porting o f  (me or more  c;rrrler\ o r  114 ;I repair 

faci l i ty  and because Ithe Navy 's  own d o c u m e n t a t i o n  adl1111\ that II cou ld  bc rcopenetl: ' ' L u  
Bec1c.h - 1 rrried lo l rpt i t  this li!gl~rlv lhe111'1 ~ t ~ i t t r  to  ,yet urro ~rtnrti,g I)IYU~I~C, t t ~ c ~ l i . s ~ ~ ~ ~ d l ~ ~  v o ~ i  
coltrld n~ucrrivurc  sot^ o/ N l i r d  S~tirrorr /e rc~r l i~ r t~ \  c l r r i lqr  t r t r c l  r rpgt  t i c h  pier citrtl crc c o t ~ r r t ~ o t l i r ~ i ~  
NI/M17;? or C V N  76 i t1 r l r r ~ r  u r r r i u l  rir~rt, " A d n l ~ n  Rec at Tab 1365 
Please ;~nalyze i n  the: FEIIS. 

2. I t la l t ing  cconstruction of C'VN-76 
Convers~on of thll\ ca8rrler l o  co~ iv iwt rona l  power should he an;dyled ;rrlti co\t \ i r v~ i lg \  

and red,uced threats \to 11un1a1.1 liea111i dri \.rlt'ty hy 110s1 comnlur1ltles h o u l d  b c  di\c.lo\cd. !iuc.li ;I 

conver!i ion was doiie o n  the I.lSS Kcnncdy  w h i c h  was in l t~ ; r l l y  clc\ignc.tl ;IS a ~ ~ u c l r ; i r  c;lrrlcr ;rrd 
then o u ~ t t ~ t t e d  w ~ t h  convtrntion;~l p r o p u l \ ~ o n .  lucause of the h i g h  co\t nuclcar power (GAO 
repun o n  Cost-El fect~vc~ness ol nuclcar p r o p u l s ~ o n  111 c;lrrlers, August 1908) 



to Tijuana should be considlered in this docurnent since many Amencan c~tizens live in Tijuana 
and could be ~mpactcd by this project. t 0.12.170 

MISCELLANEOUS 
The Sentence on line 17-19 (page 1-5) is unclear. Ple:ue clarify. 

3.1- I I --If flexible mwnngs arc safer, they st~oulcl be required as part o f  the FEIS. 1 0.12.172 

This Draft EIS fails siglnificantly bath as an EIS and an EIR. I t  fails to properly 
define the project that it intends to  support, fa1il.s tab properly assess the impacts and 
alternatives, and fails to nnitig,ate those impacts. I t  wi l l  be impossible for the Navy and any 
state agency to  make an irrforrntd decisions regarding this project based on the analysis in 
the document. I t  must be redone and rcci~rula~ted. 

A COMMUNITY C A L L  IFOR NAVY COIYSI1)ERATION 
The community has spoltcn loudly. ckarly. and frequently regarding the significant 

public concern and opposition to the Nuclear Mcgapo~n. We request that the Navy take our 
0 concerns Into account before lording our Bay and our community with ever more nuclear 

+ 

reactors and even more risks to lour health and safety. 
h) One thousand peopl~e have jomed EHC an~d oth~er oppos~tion groups in opposing this 

project. Thew names arc att,ached. 

The issues that have been of concern In the past and Ire still of concern i n  this DEE-- 
nothing has changed. Noth~~ng c!xccpt that we have more reactors. more waste, more traffic, and 
more risk. The concerns wc havc raised in our prtcvious extenslvc comments, appeals. and 
Freedom of Information Re~quests are still unanswered or ignored. The Health Risk assessments 
arc strll improperly manipulated. The Navy accident rlccord is still hidden. Our safcty is still 
unprotected. No meaningfull acti~ons have been tak.en in response to public input, most troubling 
around public safely. These: arc not the act~ons of a participatory democracy-This docs not 
invoke the importan1 princilple olf informed consent. 

Democracy i s  also undermined when llhe Navy completely self-ccrt~fics and (for the most 
dangerous aspects of  the project) self-regulates a project such as the Nuclear Megaport. This 
violates the all important checks and balances of power that IS an integral pan of our society. 

Community members have attended 7 public hearings on 5 separate env~ronmental 
documents for this one project-- the Nuclear IMeg;lpon Pro~ect. By splitting the impacts into 5 
separate s~udies. the total impact of the project was oblfuscatcd and hidden. That is called piece- 
mealing and it is not allowctd untder the law. 

Of  tlrese 5 sepilratc rcv~cw\. NONE has been s~gired by a person who cared enough 
;ibout us [to come I!O Sam D l q o  iind tiear first liantl frorn us our concerns about how t111s prqect 
will cffcct our l i v c ~ .  .I'I11\ 1s no1  he iict~oir of a govcrnrnrnt tllat exlstc for zlnd cares aht,~ut the 
1pod of tlhc peoplt:. 

b le  request that no dec1\1011 he made on th~s project untd the new Secretary of the N,rv) 
meets wilh the colnrriulnlty to d~scuss the concrrns and the EIS is redone and re-clrculatctl 

'I'HIE PlRO JEClT IS 'IWO DAN(; EHOIJS FOR THIS LOCATION 
Tlhe tragedly of U11c1,pal has lessons for all ol u\  to rcrnernber. They arc hc\t ;~rt~cul;~l~:tl 

by Mlr. Edward Munol!, fonner Managing Director of Lln~on Carhrde lridla wlro htated IIII a l l  

interview. 
"..my r t ~ ~ r ~ t i o n  (lo rht' cic.i.rdt*nr) WIS rlrur i f  N X J S  trrl urwnnotts trcigcdv. .Imr \I,(, 1111 clrrl' 

Ibuve a responsibirlirv jlor ...  purrrrtg 0 ho~nh irr  r l ~ e  r~~ic l t l l r  (4 (1 pr~pulured p1uc.r." 

"IrYull. I mtrut~ rl/ yorrr, r f  you tlo somrrltirrg r l~or  1s rnhrrunrly clt~nyrrorts cirrtl .sortrc~l~otli~~ 
cfoes somerhin~jonlr.sh wrrh ir. dl you uru rc,sporrsihlr j o r  doing whur ~ v l s  rrrhrrc~~rr/v 
tlangt-rours." (Bhopal: Sett~ng the Recdrd Straight by Josh Kxlrner cited 111 Working Nlotcs. 
Mayr'June 1998. page 3). 

I t  is important to rerncmbcr t h ~ t  Bhopi~l c~currcd due to the s~iirultrr~reou~ and 
cumulative failure. of 3 sa f~~ ty  SYSI~IIIS. A recent report revisited !Ire Bhopal accdcnr. 

r~eullv Irappenrd. Five rtitrpr .srr]c.rv]rtrritrt..r rrc. cirhc~r rtiudt~rptrrc~lv c l c s i , ~ ~ r d  or- ( i f  11w.vr 
parriallv.failt-d; (I refri~rrtrrrort svsr~m wus r ~ o t  opurtrrrng; cr rrrnlwrcrltrre ir~dic.nror \ t w  trot 
]'uncrronirig; a vrrrr ~cr.r sc-rltldwr wcrs intrclr~ylreirdv ilr~~i,prrccl; 11 lIilrc. r o w r  IW.S r r o r ~ r c t ~ t ~ ~ r o ~ ~ r r r ~  
und, wurtnr curluir~s c~oulil nor rwc 11 !Ire l tuk~trg glrs"(Working Notes. MaylJulle IWU j, piipr 2 
;ittaclhcd) 

Tlhc carrlelrs alc in  lllre wrong place. Acc~tlci~ts happen. l'liey havc Iriippcrrctl hclorc 1111 
can happtn again. When cronsidering what is at stake, the close proximity of a clenwly 
populated area to the nuulcar reactors raises significant, justifiable concerns. Just 111 the 
past few years the Navy'\ 1p.ist ~ u w d  ~ncludcs ;I drunken sut)n~ar~ncr w; i tch- \ tandl~~~ ~ r u c l c ~ ~ r  
reactors and serio~usly I;lt~gued iind over-t~red crewman crrus~rig a huardous wa\te to 5r11ll ~ n t o  
!San Diego Bay. 

Accident's can 11appc.11 hero. I 1  tlr~-y do, we irre not prep.ircd. 
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h, 

Oear Laura 

\Ne have reviewed the radiological impacts of the operations described in the above Draft EIS. 
The focus of our r e v m  wias: 
ID Chapter 7 (Rad~ological Aspects of Nim~llz-Class Aircrafl (Carrier Homeport~ing) 

Appendix E (Information on Radiat~on Exposure and Risk) 
'0 Appendix F (Detailed Analyses of Normal Operations and Accident Conditions for 

rad~ollog~cal Support Fi~uI~ties) 

We are have organued our revlm Into f i e  sectlons 
1 nonnlal operatlons 
2 hypothetical acc~dents 
3 rad~a~t~on doses to workers 
4 other comments 
5 conclus~ons and recornmendat~ons 

1 Nornnal Operations 

The Drafl €IS presents an est~mate of rad~onuchde emlswons from routlnce operatlons The 
source llerm for the relealse a summar~zed on page F-15 whlch no suppotll~~~g documentat~on 
given It IS therefore not possrble l o  ver~fy 11s accuracy We were only able to review the 
Internal consistency of the data 

Table F-7 contans the results a~f the dose calculat~ons for three scenarios (a) a worker located 
100 m from the release pomt (VVorker), (b) the rnaxlmum expose~d off-slte md~v~du~al (MOI). and 
(c) the nearest publlc access ~ndlv~dual (NPA) 

For the NANSI, the EDE doses are reported as follows: 

Worker 1 3 mrem 
NPA 0 19 mrem 
MOI. 0.1 mrem 

The annual n!jk of latent fatal cancer to the M(31 IS calculated to be 1 In 19 m~l l~on (5 1 x10 ') 
whlch, at 70 years of exposure,, translates ~nto  a hfet~me r~sk of 3 5 x 1 0 ~  

The Draft €IS; does not provide the informatbn to allow us to1 verify the calculat~ons, slnce 
crucial input data such as the release he~ght, and the geographic locat~on of the NPA and MOI 
are not prov~ded. Usmg the source term data on page F-15 and the San Diego Lmdbergh F~eld 
meteorologicall data, and an iassumptlon that an ~ndiv~dual ea'ts only local food, IEER used 
CAP88PC to ldetermme the doses from a ground-level release as a funct~on of &stance. The 
highest expo'sures were calculated for wmd direction to the South, towards the City of 
Coronado. The calculated doses are listed in the table belalw The ~ndividu,al lifet~me r~sk 
exceeds 1 in 10.000 for distances of 200 m or less and thus two orders of ma~gn~tude larger 
than the risk c:alculated in the Oraft €IS 

It IS ev~dent that the d~stance between the release pomt <and the receptor IS cruclal In 
delerminmg the total dose Smce amraft carrlers are movlng sources. ~t IS not conservative to 
assume that the releases occur only at the CVlN berthtng s~tes The dlstance beltween the polnt 
of the releasles and the closest res~dent can therefore be closer than the -10010 m wh~ch may 
be ~mplled from Ftgure 2-2 an page 2-7 In add~t~on, the calculat~ons rmply that the annual 
source term IS evenly d~stnbuted over the en~ttre year The Draft EIS does rrot contam any 
lnformatlon as to the d~stnbult~on of the source term over t~me If a substantrad portlon of the 
annual release occurs over a short trrne penod, rad~atton doses to ~ndlvrduals 117 the downwrnd 
d~rect~on woi~M be much larger compared to the same release d~stnbuted evenly over the year 

In hght of these uncerta~nt~es. 11 1s therefore conce~vable that the ~ndlv~dual llfelttme cancer rlsk 
from normal operatrons could exceed 1 In 10,000, though we note that IEER's calculation Is 
~llustrat~ve rather than def~nlllve A deta~led evaluat~on of urrcerta~nt~es IS clearly warranted 
Thls evaluat~~on should focus on 

uncertantles m the magnitude of the rad~onucltde source !em. 
d~str~butl~on of source term over tlme. 
uncertalnt~es In the geograph~c location of the releases 
uncertasitles In meteorolog~cal models, 
uncertamtles In pathway and dos~rnetr~c models and 
uncertamt~es In the dose-r~sk relat~onsh~p 

page 1 of 6 
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2 Hypothetical Accidents 

A 

The evaluatlon of the consequences of hypothetical accldents IS limited to accidents at support 
facilities. Only two types of a~ccldlents are con!sidered: 

a fire in a radiologml support factity, and 
a spill into sunoundmg watenr of radioactive liquid from a collection faallty. 

Unless such a detailed analysis is performed and supported by credible data. the claim that the 
additional individual risk of ia latent fatal can~cer is very low is not adequately supported. This 
aspect of the Draft EIS is thorefc~re senously 1defic:ient from the sclentlfic point ot view. 

Another serious problem is 'that the Draft EIS does nlot mentlon non-cancer risks. The source 
term on page F-15 lists a routine emtsuon of one curie of tnt~um per year Tritium in the form of 
tntrated water crosses the placenta, and hence can a~ffected developing fetuses. The risks of 
birth defects and m~scarriages as a result of fetal exposures due to routine releases of tritium in 
the form of tritiated water valpor !bhould be evialuated. 

The non-dass~fied Draft €IS does not addres,s some of the accidents that may occur while the 
arcraft carriers are in the holrnep~ort A list of iued~~bb iaccidents would include 

reactor acc~dents onboard the Nlmltz class carnen. 
other accldents tnvoklng the release of raidtoactive matenals on board the ship, 

0 On page 7-19, the Draft ElS refers to Appendlx 0 for a dluusslon of reactor acctdents. 
However. Append~x 0 IS clasisrfied In cts entrety. It is therefore not posslble for us to make an 
evaluatlon of its contents Ho~wever, we note that the Draft EIS's own description of its 
conclusions IS puzzling H SiayS I:hat the analysis !shows 'that NIMITZ-class aircraft carrion can 
be operated safely' (page 7-19). A lot of things cam bet done safely That is not the issue. The 
nsue is the probabll* and consequences of wanolus possible accidents. 

0.12.174 

At a time when the total amount of plutonium stored irt vanous sltes around the Untted States 
has been declasslfed, surely the EIS coulld reweall the estimated probabllltles of vanous 
accldents, the basts for the cakculatlon of those probab~ht~es, and the maxlmum postulated 
accdent consequences VVhtk the Navy lhas aqutred 4.900 years of reactor operatlng 
expenen-. th~s does not mean that a major reactor (accident 1s lmposslble The pressurized 
water reactor used in naval vessels can sulffer a lo!rs of coolant accldent as well as other 
mlshaps Only the probabllmty of accdents 11s at lssule The accumulat~on of 4,900 yean of 
reactor operatlng expenencis wrthout a loss of cool,ant acc~dent cannot allow the Navy to 
conclude that the accldent pnobab11Q a less llhan 1 In 10 mllhon, the level of probablllty below 
wh~ch the navy d ~ d  not evaluate ihccldents Tlhe Olraft EIS should have provlded an analysts or 
at least the data on which ~ t s  dec~slon to exclude reactor accldents was based 

Whde the U S Navy acknolwleclges the rlslr of nuclear accldents other than the scenano 
described n the Draft €IS, there IS no mentlaln of severe accldents In the publlc document. A 
vanety of acc~dents seem to have occurred In nucleiar submannes and sudace shlps The 
accdent consequences for siuch accldents may be much greater than for the two scenanos 
considered In the oratt €IS An Intprnet search we conducted yielded a 1st of acctdents that 
are not discussed In the Dra~ft EIS We do not reprloduce the list here because the llmlted 

See the Internet ~ t e  hnp I ~ W W  nlllehawk uwnlJlleyciWnulkes html 

resource!s avallab~le for t h ~  revlew d ~ d  not permlt a careful venflcatron of the Items llstecl there 
The Flnal EIS should1 pra~vlde a complete 1st of such accldents and explaln whlclh ones ;are 
becng usc?d as the! basls for the calculations In the EIS. whlch ones are belng omctted, and wlhy 
Ill the ~nlimnatlorl pr~ovld~ed at http llwww nltehawk comlalleycaUnukes html 1s lncorrect, the 
Fmal EIS should set the record stralght and provlde the appropnate data and explanations (a~r 11 
offlclial reports already exlst, references to these reports) 

In contrast to the potentla1 range of concelvable accldent scenanos, the Draft EIS selectively 
lllmlts the analysl!; to a relatively mlnor release of rad~onuchdes In case of a flre or spdl The 
I,argest consequebnces were calculated for the flre scenano Even thls llmlted analysls IS 

ilnade!qualte. 

For the NANSI home port,, the EDE doses for the fire scenano are reported as follows 

Worker. 0 6 rem 
NPA. 0 9 rern 
MOI: 0.2 rern 

More than 95% of the calculated dose n due to cobalt-60 which depos~ts on the ground anc 
resukts in external e!xposures due to gamma radiation. The Draft EIS clalrnls that lhe 
meteorological data represents 95 percent cond~tion which is deflned as that condltlon that I! 
not exceeded more thlan 5 percent of the tlme. 

As is; the! case in the! assessment of normal operations, the Drafl EIS does not contam thc 
esse~ntial data thiat IS nec:essary to verlfy such a clalm The Draft €IS does not lndlcate 'tht 
geographic locatllon  of the NPA and MOI as well as the meteorolog~cal analyslis that wa! 
apparently perfonmed. 

In tho case of a 1 Ci relealse of Co-60. the crucial parameters In determ~nlng dose are 
4 the d~~sperslon coc!fflclent. 
I the deposltlon vel~oc~tyr, and 
o the length of oxpalsure after ln~tlal deposltlon 

If an ~nf~avorable dlslperslon sltuatlon occurs durlng a 1 CI release, the dlsperslon coefflcler 
(can be expe!ctecl to be of -l'lo4 s/m3 Another unfavorable sltuatlon would be a hlg 

depalsttlon veloclty due to ramfall at the tlme of the accldent resulting In a deposlt~orl vellocltY ( 

0 1 nnls Under such circumstances, the cumulative dose would be -2 rem durlng the flmt ye: 
and -16 rem over 20 years following the accldent Thus, even for the scenarlo selected In th 
Draft €IS. doses could be! one or two orders of magnltude larger than the one calculated In th 
I3raH, EIS, for the MOI The discrepancy ~n the dose estimates lndlcates the need to conduct 
through uncertamty assessment be perfomed for acc~dental releases as well This evaluabc 
!;hou~ld focus on 

the range of potentla1 acc~dents on board of the arcraft carrlers as well as In SupPC 
f,acllltles. 

@ the uncertalnrles In th~e magn~tude of the radlonucllde source term In case of acc.ldents. 
* u~nce~rtalntles In the ge!ographc locatton of the releases. 
rn ulncelrtamtles In metec~rolog~cal models. 

u~nce~rtalntles In pigthway and doslmetr~c models and 
4 u~ncelrta~nt~es In the dose-rlsk relatlonshlp 
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3 Radiation Doses t o  Workers 

The Dra~ft €IS does not a~ddress rad~at~on exposures to wo~rkers less than 100 m of the point of 
the rele,ase This IS an ;arbitrary assumpttion, since it is poss~ble that workcen may be located 
closer than 100 m to the release pomt. Th~e Draft €IS is thus mcomplete because the impact of 
the operations on workers is not adequatetly addressed. 

The Dra~ft EIS provides some data on worker exposure in 'the NNPP. However, it appears that 
this IS external exposure data only Dose!r from internal burdens of radionuclides seem to halve 
been excluded If internal doses have been ncluded, the Final €IS sh~ould so state, a~nd 
discuss how the measurements were done and records maintained. If inte~mal doses were ~ i o t  
included. then the Final EIS should so state. H should cliscuss why these doses have been 
om~tted and analyze the basm for its clalms regarding comlpliance wnh dose lim~ts. 

4 Othtsr comments 

The di~~cussion in the Draft €IS about thta naval reactor program is m~sleading as to its overall 
environmental impact. Whib many aspeccts of the prograrn do not directly impact homeportimg, 
the Dra~ft EIS makes mention of some oll them selectively, whde omltting others. Specificallly, 
impacts related to uranium mining, processing. ennchme~nt, reprocessing (of inadiated reador 
fuel (which creates highlly radioactive liquid wastes, some of which are still stored in liquid t o n  
Idaho, 70w-level' radioactive solid and hquid wastes, and !gaseous radioactncty emissions), and 
reactor decomm~ssionin~g wastes. These Impacts are cumulatnely considerable. The lElS ? should either state that it is not consdering impacts assoc~~ated with naval reacton that occur at 
locations other than the, proposed home~ports, or it shoukl prov~de a more complete picturn of 
the most important aspetcts of such impacts. 

Anothe!r problem with the €IS is the disc:ussion of the ef'tects of exposure to low-level ionizing 
radiation in Section 9.0 of Appendix IE. The tone of this section is propagandistic ;and 
mislealdmg rather than scientific and analytical. The Driaft €IS makes the assertion that the 
risks to exposures such as those experie~nced by workers at occupational levels are 'extremely 
small" Occupational limits are currenltly 5 rem per year. A worker receiving a lifet~ime 
cumulatwe dose of 50 rem would have a 1 in 50 chance, of getting a fatal cancer due to this 
exposure. using the €PA risk factor for riad~ogenic cancer. This is not an "extremely small" risk 
by any reasonable standard. Moreover,, the uncertaintss in thls risk estimate are substantial. 
A 95 percent conf imoe bound would yueM a consderabky higher value for risk. 

Sectlon 9 was evdontby written not to present the facts about what is kniown and not knolwn, 
but rather to counter the effects of what the Navy considers to be an "articke of faith that no one 
knows what the effects [of exposure to low levels of radiation] are " The Draft €IS does not cite 
any example of such aln assetiin. In many years of wo~rlr in th~s field, we! have not found this 
to be a common asscert~on, If the Navy belleves fear-mongering assertions of complete 
Ignorance about the effects of radiat~on are common. 11 should ate a few examples and point 
the public to the llteratu~re where others rnay be found. 

It IS h~~ghly nappropnatce and m~sleadlng for the Draft €ISl to set out to cortvonce the publlc that 
nsks of rad~at~on are very small The Ells should seek to Inform and to dl~scuss the facts and 
uncerllamtles In a sclentlflc manner 

Morealver, the dec~slon about what IS "extremely small" I!5 made by the ga~vemment wlth pl~bllc 
Input In a regulatory context Contrary to the ~mpkat~lon In the Draft EIS, a dose of a few 
rn~lhrem IS cons~dered sitgnlf~cant In the regulatory context For Instance, dmklng water may1 not 
be pollluted to a level glreater than that wrh~ch would produce a dose of 4 m~llllrem per year. Thls 

IS more than one thousamd tcmes smaller than the occupational dose llrrllt It 1s cons~dered 0.12.]77 
scgndlcant In €PA regu~latlons, because large numbers of people may be exposed to 
contammated water reslources, produc~rig consequences that have been deemed to be 
unacceptable The Fmal EIS should contibln a more careful dlscusslon of ths subject In a more 
appropnlate tone I 
S Conclusions and recommendatioris 

The Dra~ft €IS lacks a comprehens~ve evailuation of rad~oactive em~ssions in normal operatl'ons 
and accidents Crucial information necessary for a val~daltion of the results is not provided A 
proper amalysis of the uncertalnt~es assoaiated w~th  rad~atlon exposures fro~m routine operat~~ons 
is lacking. Potent~ally severe acc~dents on board the a~rcra~ft carners are not considered in what 
has beem published for the public. All information including nsks to the publ~c of any rea~ctor 
accidents that may have been considered is classified. The Impact of relieases of rad~oact~ve 
materialls In routme operiatlon and accidents on workers is incompletely a~ddressed. Relevant 
non-cancer risks from releases of tnt~ated water vapor have not been discussed. 

A preliminary, illustrat~ve check of some of the calculatio~ns uslng a standard EPA-approved 
dispersion model indicates that the Draft EIS may be senlously underestlnnatmg at least some 
of the doses. The Draft EIS does not provide an adequate evaluation of the nsks associated 
w~th  the development of lhome port facilit~ces for three NIMI'TZ-Class aircraft carners. It contams 
serious scient~fic deficiencies that at the very least should be fully corrected in the Final EIS A 
better adtemative. which we recommend,, would be to pr~ovide a second Draft EIS for publ~c 
comment with the appropnate data and rnore transparent calculations so that an ~ndepenclent 
check on the results can be performed. 

Please feel free to contact us 11 you have any quest~ons or comments. 
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Comrr~cnts 
on 11he 

Draft Environmenlal rlmpcrcr Staturnen$ for /)eveloping tlorne fJort Facil,itius 
/or Three NIMI TZ-Class A ircrofi (arriers in Supporl of the U.S. fJacijic 

Fleet, A ugusl, 1998. 

T h e  albove referenced Env~ronn ien ta l  Impact Statement (E:IS) was prepared i n  
accordance! w ~ t h  the Nat~onad Environmental IPolicy A c t  ( N E P A )  to evaluatc po ten t~a l  
environmental  impacts f rom the construcrion and operat ion o f  fac~l i t ies needed t o  support 
the homeport ing o f  three N I M I T Z - c l i ~ s s  nuclear powered arrcraft carriers ( C V N s )  at l o u r  
locations w i th in  the U.S. Pacific Fleet I )  Coronado. C A .  2) Bremerton. W A ,  3)  Everctt. 
WA and 411 Pearl Harbor,  t l a w a ~ i .  These com,ments address the assessment for  o n l y  one 
o f  these locat~ons, the Nor th  Island Nava l  Air S t a t ~ o n  ( N A S N I )  III Coronado, CA w l ~ ~ c l l  i s  
the preferred locat ion (Alternative 2) for  the homepor tmg o f  three CVNs,  one wh ich  15 

already located at th is s ~ t e  and t w o  wh ich  w ~ l l  be added to  the fleet b y  the year 20l)S 111 
addi t ion t o  evaluating the p l x e m e n t  o f  t w o  more C V N s  at N A S N I .  th15 EIS also 
evaluates the preservation o f  the exist ing CVlV translent berth at N A S N I .  

I t  cannot be overstated that the selection o f  N A S N I  ;LS the preferred locat io~n for the 
home por t i~ng facil i t ies was not based o n  this environmental  impact assessment, rather i t  
i s  the site rhar best satisfies the four m a i n  CVN H o m e  Pon Objectives and Kequ i rc~nents .  

. T w o  i rnpo~nant advantages o f  homeport ing these ships at N A S N I  are the presence o f  ;III 
a i r f ie ld  and the close prox imi ty  o f  N A S N I  to  C V N  t ra in ing  areas. T h c  qual i ty o f  l i fe  f o r  
the sailors was also an important cons~dera t~a~n,  as was the availabil ity o f  needed f a c ~ l i t i c h  
and maintcnancelsupportrt factors. 

T h i s  IEIS. therefore. was conducted p r ~ m ~ a r i l y  to  determince what inlpacts w ~ o u l d  occur 
f r o m  this c:onstruct~onln~a~nten;mce act iv i ty and what r n ~ t ~ g a t i o n s  w o u l d  be requircd t o  
off-set these Impacts. Br ief ly,  the h o n ~ e p o r t m g  o f  t w o  addrtrolnal C V N s  at N A S N I  and 
the associated dredging wou ld  result i n  the replacement o f  exist ing land uses, w i t h  the 
construction o f  a n e w  pier t o  replace Pier J K .  the re l txa t ion  o f  a f lagl ferry landing. and 
electrical upgrades. An intertidal and shsllovv subtital habitat that supports eelg,rass 
w o u l d  be lperrnanently replaced h y  a f i l l  area. A proposal t o  re:place the lo51 hahitat IS 

considered as plut  o f  th is proposd. T o  prov ide  clearar~ce fo r  the CVNs,  the water dcpth 
adjacent t o  the pier w i l l  need to be ~ncrea~sed f r o m  t l l r  current level o f  42 feet nile;ln lower  
l o w  water (MLLW) to ;~pprox~n la tc ly  5 0 - 5 2  feet MLLW. I t  i s  expected that 400,(HM) 
cubic yards w d l  be drcdged durmg this el for t .  As fo r  the pter, tlre currcnt area 1s h3.000 
square feet. wh ich  is  \I lort o f  the needed areal of I 17,CKlO squalre feet. I n  turn, the J IK  P ~ c r  
w o u l d  be  torn d o w n  and rcpl;lced. A d ike  arcca approximately 1 2-2.5 acre 111 s i x  w o u l d  
be constru~cted i n  \upport of the new pier wh ich  w o u l d  give rllse to the loss of' ~ l l i l l l o w  
water hab~itat. M i t ~ g a t i o n  o f  t h s  lo\s w o u l d  ~ ~ n c l u d e  the creatlloo o f  new hay ho l l ton~ and 
the establ i~sh~nrnt  o l  cclgr;~',s bed\ ,II atlotller location. This sltc wou ld  t ~ .  at I'lcr U, near 
outla!l 3, where approx~nl ; l tc ly 5O.OW c u h ~ c  yard5 o f  s c d ~ ~ l ~ e n t  would he repl;rced. 'The 
excav;~tioln depths w o u l d  c x t c l ~ d  Iron1 I four MLLW llear bllore to 5 fcet MI-LVV 



offshore. It should be noted that approx~rnatel;y 15,,000 c u b ~ c  y;lrdli from this drcdging 0.12.179 
activity may be used to fill i n  the 1.2 - 2.5 acre areal behind the rebuilt P~e r  JIK area. I 
Comments 

NEPA requires that an 131s provide a full and Ifair analytis o f  the significant 
environmental impacts o f  an action and sufficiccnt evidence to  support the cnvironmcntaI 
analysis. I t  is not clear that this document adequately satisfies these requirements. I n  
assessing the impacts o f  placing two more nucllcar-lpowcred carriers (CVNs) at North 
Island Naval A i r  Station (NAISNI), one must consiclcr the risks to  both human health and 
the environment from the site construct ton^ and devlelopment. as well as the ongoing 
impacts from the operation o f  the support lfacil~ities and the CVNs  themselves over their 
lifetlrne residence i n  the San Diego Bay. I rhcr t  are a number o f  potential risks and 
impacts have not been adequately addressed. 

Fault ing a n d  Seismicity (Section 3.1) 

The proposed homcpr t ing site at N A S N I  sits on the Rose Canyon fault zone. 
According to  the €IS, i m  earthquake in this zonic could result i n  "serious damage lo dams, 
dikes and embankments." Given that a dikbc/ennbankment m a  w i l l  be constructed during 

O this project. what engineering controls rill be util ized to ensure that diunagc docs na cr 
occur i n  such an event. since this area could contain nuclear and other hazardous material 
at the time o f  an earthquake? There is no tlisculssio~n regarding the impacts of these 
geohuards on the constructcld facilities. For instance. if a part~cular facility h u  a 
requirement for electrical power to  properly stam or  control hazardous material, the 
project analysis should consitder the impaclls o f  an earthquake on the supply o f  power t o  
these facilities and the potential hazards that would result f rom a power failure. 

Add~tional ly,  i t  is stated that tsunamis, and seiches are "very rarc. un l~ke ly  to occur 
during the l i f e t~me  o f  the: prolect" and are c:onsidercd an "unavoidable. acceptable rihk," 
indicatmg that Impacts from !such events wouldl bc considered insignificant. This logic is 
not necessarily sound, given that the impac:t o f  an event usually influences the 
significance of the risk. I n  other words. even a v c v  rare event may be cons~dered an 
unacceptable r ~ s k  ~f the ramifications o f  such an cvcmt arc massive. I n  turn. i t  would 
seem logical that the impacts from tsunami~s and seiches should be evaluated based on the 
nature o f  the operattons ;md fac t l~ t~es at the: site. Th~is document lacks discussion 
regarding what types o l  operations wi l l  tale place. 

Analysis o r  No rma l  Operations and Acci~dcnll Co~ndit ions fo r  H~ldiological 0.12.182 
Support Facilit ies (Appendi~x F) 

I'errc?strid t iydrologjt  ant3 Water Qual i ty (Section 3.2) 

T h ~ s  section dlwusses undergruund storage tanks, fuel p ~ p e l ~ ~ l e s  and other 
RLCRtVC13RCLA 5,ltes that ;ire b e ~ n g  or have been ad r f resd  undcr the N A S N I  
Instidlation Restoratlorn Yrograrn i n  h n g  so. tI11s sectwn po111t\ out that c lur~ug t l ~ c  

constlructlon o f  the BR,AC C V N  Horncporting M L C O N S ,  petroleum cor~tarnirlation w;rr 
discovere,d, i n  add~~tion to the prcvlcruh contanllnallorl that was rernoved i n  1997. ( i ivcn 
NASINl's long history amd k.nown contamirlat~on. 11 is qulte possible tI1at ;~dd~t~on; i l  
contaminixtion WIIII be uncovered t l u r~ng  the t l emo l~ t~on  and replacenlent ot the pler ;~nt l  
dluring dredging opcratlons. I t  1s Important that t h ~ s  EIS spec~fy what n w n ~ t u r ~ n g  w ~ l l  hc 
conducted to ident~fy any uncovered contarnination i n  a timely rilanncr and i t l en t~ l y  w h t  
response ;;lctions w ~ l l  be posuble undcr different potential scer~arios. I t  1s not s u l f ~ c ~ c n t  to 
assume th~at "some" ~nonitolring process to be ~ l r~p lementrd  w i l l  be adequatc, nor 14 i t  
iipprolprtate to assume ~lhat stakeholders WIII have a role i n  the process, which t h ~ \  EIS I., 
suppose t o  provide. These Issues must be delineated w ~ t h i n  this report. 

Iln the Operations discuss~on on page 3.2-6, t h ~ s  document ackr~owledges th;~t two 
a,ddirlional CVNs would result i n  an mcrcue  I n  the q u v ~ t i t y  01 chemicals t~at~d led,  w r c d  
a~nd dlisposed of at the lhonae port I t ratton. As  stated. "current regulations should 
nninlrnize potential rclea\es; and there are varlous statutes and regulations pertalnlng to 
sbrrr i  water retention and treatment and so11 and groundwater contanl~natlon." T l ~ e  
conclusion that these irnpi~cts are p;trt~ally offset by the deconirnlss~oning o l  tlle two C'Vs 
by 2Cn5 i s  questionahle. First. 11 1s our undcrstand~ng that one ('V has not been stat~onctl 
at NPiSN:I i n  four ,year!;. Secord. tliere IS no guarantee that the other CV w i l l  be repl;lcetJ. 
Irhirdl. t h ~ s  conclus~on assur~~cs itrat the tl;lzardou\ 111at~r1aIs a c t e d  w ~ t h  the ('VN\ ;Ilrc 
equivalen~t i n  quantity, quall~ty, I~ . ln t l l~ng procedures ;rnd ton1cIty. 7'11~ I I IS should 
evalu~ate what typc:s and quantltlcs of 111ater1;1Is WIII he ~n.rn;lgcd ;it this port as ;I rc\uIt td 
t h ~ s  project. Add~tion;dly. 11 sllould considcr the ~ntormatwn and lessons learr~ccl troll) IIIK 
previous 1CVN ho~ncport~n,g prqect to  a\sess what specific impacts nlay hc expected 
with the two  additional CV'Ns ('alculat~ons should be made to  deternline whctller 
requirements established u ~ ~ d c r  elctstlng pernuts can he met when the Iwmc  port tac:~I~t ic\  
are undcr ful l  oplratio~n. 

M a r i n e  Water  Qualilly (Section 3.3) 

The presentation of s ~ t c  s p e c ~ f ~ c  i n fo rma t~w l  111 I EIS i\ IacL~rlg. III:I~III~ it 
d~ f f i cu l t  t o  accuralely I impact\. l)iscuss~on\ regarcl111g ild;ll c ~ r c u l a t i o ~ ~ s  u\c\ 
descriptors such a no~rth, c .c~~t r ;~ l  .lnd \outh Bay, arid nwntlon 11111 ccnfr;~I B;ly I\ hctwc*t:~~ 
Glor~~et ta  B;ry irnd Sdvcr C;.lte f'owcr f l a ~ t .  Ilowever, no 111ap I L ~ ~ I I ~ I ~ ~ I I I ~  t l~chc 
tlel~ne;rt~ons or hhlow~l~~g ~IIC CI~CIIIJII~II t l e r  Lue prov~clrd w ~ t h  the text. I t  i\ not 
clear how a concerned ~ ~ l i h v ~ d u a l  call cv;~lu;~tc the  log^ alld ~ ~ ~ t o r r i ~ a t ~ o ~ ~  p r e s w ~ c d  ~f 
IIIII~CI~~;III~ niatcrlal\ ;Ire noll prov~detl  



In descr~bing the water qu;ality conditioms, tllc dcxument indicates that no site 
specific water quality data existt for e~ther the homeporting site or the mitigat~on site. 
This is a serious concern ccons~dering the nurnerous scd~ment removal actions that have 
been performed in  the past. the documented sedilment contaminat~on near NASNI outfalls 
and the industrial activities; that s t i l l  take pl;uce at this active base. I t  i s  noted that some 
metals. such as copper and s~lvccr, have been detected at elevated levels in surface water 
collected north of the site, and that the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration's Mussel Watch Program has detccted bioaccumulation of DDT. 
chlordane. PCBs and PAHs. lhese data indicate that the impact of dredging 
contaminated sediments must be more carefully evaluated. Environmental data from 
sediment sampling collected new the adjacent ou~tfalls by the IR program should be 
considered in this evaluation. 

While assessing dredging impacts, the document explains that because the sediments 
are primarily sandy in nalu~rc, the sediments wil l  generally contain "low concentrations of 
chemical contaminants and lour potential for contaminant solubilization or adverse 
biological effects". However, i t  must be noted th~at in the NASNI evaluation of sediment 
contamination discovered in the chxacteriza~tion of Blay outfalls 3 - 8 (Draft Remedial 
lnvestigation RCRA Facili~ty ln~vestigation Report for Site I - Shoreline Sediments). the 
distr~but~on of contaminants did not consistently coinlcide with grain size. Given the 

0 many factors ~nfluencing contaminant distribut~on. some of wh~ch are discussed within 

;3 this section. i t  is difficult tlo predict the level of scdimlcnt contarnlnatlon and potential for 
contaminant release in the area proposed for dredging without collect~ng empirical data. 

In the first paragraph of page 3.3-8. mellals and PAH contamlnatlon known to be 
present in  the sediments around Pier B is discussed. A 1994 report entitled Dredged 
Material Sediment Testing; Results for Project M 1-90 Maintenance Dredging at Pier 
Bravo. Naval Air Station. Nonlh Island is referenced. However. later sampling conducted 
as part of the Remedial Investilgation RCRA Fac~ility Investigation Report for Site I - 
Shoreline Sediments is not disc:ussed. As part of'this RI sampling, surface sampling 
and cores samples were ca~llect~ed at various distamces;. The PAH. pesticide and metal 
contamination detected during this investigation shou~ld be compiled w~ th  other available 
data. such as the referenceid dredge material rcpon, to, accurately assess where excavation 
should and should not be c:onductcd during the mitigotion project. In addition. i t  is 
difficult to evaluate the quality of the ruthor:s' plcdge not to excavate contaminated 
areas i f  the proposed areas of excavation based o'n the known contanlination arc not 
included w~thin this report. Allso, at is impnanll to establish a definition of the term 
"contaminated." 

I t  is critical that the EIS p~rov~de ample mfo~rmation regarding the evaluation of 
proposed intrus~vc xt~vit~ccs. xi well as adequate infomation on the work plans and best 
management practices for future activ~ties associated with the CVNs. The specifics 
regardmg the planned excrrvatlcon and constnuctlon projects w ~ l l  have direct impacts 
during the intrusive work and certainly requi~re nwre complete discussion arid analysis 
than what IS prowdcd in th~e EIIS. The many d ~ l ~ l n e l l t ~  refercnccd~n place of specil~c 
analys~s is ~nsufficient to evaluate the project wlth~n llh~s rcport and places an undue 

bu~rden on the stakeholder. The executive sununary states that " the EIS must provdc a 

full and fai~r analysis, of the srgn~f~cant env~ronmental ~rnpacts," and "sulficient evidence 
to support the env~ronmental analys~s." 

In the discussion re,gardlrlg dredging on page 3.3-6 and under F;~cility Irnprovcnwnts 
on page 3 3#-8. the drxun\ent explain\ that elutr~ate and biolr\say tests conducted a\ part ot 

the: BRAC C V N  I~orneport~n~g (note reference DON IW5b appears to bc ~ncorrcc-t) 
inclicat~ed that sed~rnent re\uspcn\lon would not result in s~gn~ficant contaminant rcleaws 
or mon[aliry of aqualllc o~rgan~~sms. I t  i s  not clear that these tests would be applicable lo 

thc sediments dredged zi part ol this project. These tests need to he conducted prlor to 
dredging, and all sltce spe:c~f~c contarnlnants must be analyzed. 

One area under marine water qual~ty that IS not ;~ddres.\ed at all is the potent~al for 
thermal pol~lution resulti~ng from the ctwl~ng water from the nuclear reactors on these 
aircraft canrlers. tlave alny c;~lculations and/or rneasurerncnts been made to determ~ne the 
impact of tlhe heat Input into the Bay f-rorn the three the CVNs when they arc a11 in port" 

Sediment Quality (Section 3.4) 

In Section 3.4, the lElS i~ndicates that "no numerical sediment quality crlterla 
presently exist." Th~is staternlent i s  gro\sly misleading to the general public. In real~ty. 
thcre are multiple sources fo,r sedinlent quality cr~teria wailable for evaluating c~lrrent 
sediment contarnlna~t~on assu~~atcd with this project. While this may be relernng 
to the ;lbsemce of enforceable standards sirntlar to the maximum contmlnant levels lor 
dri~nking water. i t  sh~ouldl be noted that regardless of whether or not comparison crIter1a 
have rr~ade i t  through tht: legal arena, those respons~ble for conducting this EIS have the 
responsrbility to use: the best ava~lablc scientific informarlon to determine i f  and how this 
project willl impact sedirnent qual~ty. 

Tlhc bulk chemltstry seclhon on page 3.4-2 dixusses sed~tne~~t s;rmples collected 
from the northwest port~on ol the approach channel and mdicates that some co~~ta~nina~~t!, 
wcre found1 above the~r 1resp:ctlve ER-L but below that ER-hl values. I t  also mentio~~cd 
that to~lal petroleum hyd~rocarrbons. volat~le organics and organotlns were less than or 
approaching thc~r re:spective method detection linlits. F~rst. ~hese data were collected lo1 
prccvious studies (1.e:. the: BRAC CVN thneponing Project) and i t  i s  not clear that tlicy 
adequartcly characterne the site in question. Second. d~scusslng bulk chemistry results 
without providing a l l  the pertinent ~nformat~on s~nlply does not ;~llow one to atlc.qu;~tely 
evaluate the data that arc av;ulahle. The information prov~ded In the report does not 
delineate where the san~plinle was conducted, the detect~on l ~ m ~ t s  of the analyscs 
~o~nducted. what spec~l~cv co~npounds wcre analyzed for, the concentration of e;rch 
colntanninnmt that wils present or how these results relate to various comparison critcr~;~ 
(part~cularlly in cases where EK-LJER-M values do not ex~st for a given contar~~~nant). 
The results from tht: Woodw~rd-Clyde, 1098 sattrpling and analys~s also should h;rvc 
been provi~ded in this du~uni~ent in Volume 3. 



I n  the discussion o f  toxicity and bioaccumulation. the text states that Site I 
sediments f r o m  the alpproach channel d ~ d  n~ot exhibi t  any major toxicity to test bioassay 
organisms and that. cxcelpt for  lead i n  cclam~s, n o  major t~~oaccurnulat ion was observed. 
The text does not indlcate where these sam~ples were taken from and what tests were 
conducted. I t  should bc noted that sed~merit tests assoc~ated w i th  N A S N I  Bay Outfal ls 3 
through 8 d i d  reveal toxi~city and some b io i~ccu~mula t~on impacts, contrary to the 
conclusions reported1 i n  Section 3.2 for  the Sitc I R  study (see attached Comments and 
Rccommcndations rcgartlmg the Draft Rennediid lnvest lgat~on R C R A  F a c ~ l i t y  
lnvcs t~gat ion  Report. Sitc I Sed~mcnto). T w o  o f  these sites (Outfalls 3 and 8) are close 
to the m a s  being admdrcssed under this pro,jcct imd these results must be considered. 

Outfal ls 9- 15 are discussed within the: Installation Restoration Program section o f  
this report. I t  mentions that a time-cri~tical rcm~oval  action was conducted t o  construct a 
conf ined disposal faci l i ty  for impacted1 sedimcrrts. The size o f  the area addressed and the 
contaminants that prompted the action are not ~ncnt ioned. Furthermore, i t  is noted that 
the disposal faci l i ty  i s  lacated i n  the area, but there is  n o  discussion regarding i t s  specific 
localon, i t s  design o r  the potential imlpacui this; proposcd project may have on  this site 
containing contami~natcti sediments. 

O n  a separate n~ote, the EIS indicates [that lbased on  available data, sediments f r o m  
the m ~ t i g a t ~ o n  area vvoul~d be suitable for  ocean dumplng. Clearly some data indicate that 
there may be areas lln the mitigation site w ~ i t h  ccontaminant levels that may not bc suitable 
for ocean dumping. Givlen the limitedi core sannplmg that has been done. i t  is d i f f i cu l t  to  
p red~ct  con taminmt  concentrations i n  the x d i m e n t s  that w ~ l l  eventually be excavated and 
11 w ~ l l  be c r ~ t i c a l  to  conduct the propelr analyses o n  the dredged material before a disposal 
approach i s  selected. 

M a r i n e  B io logy  (Section 3.5) 

Eelgrass i s  described is a valuabllc resource i n  the southern California bays and 
cstuiuits. W h i l e  i t  i s  no~tcd that eclgralss beds exist i n  the north and north-central bay at 
water depths o f  0 t o  24 feet, i t  i s  also noted that "over 90% o f  the 441 hectares o f  eelgrass 
[ i n  San D i e g o  Bay]  occurs in the soutlh and south-central bay. The tendency f o r  eclgrilss 
habitat to  be i n  the south~ern port ion o f  the bay is a crit ical issue since the proposed 
mit igat ion site i s  at Pier Bravo, which is  i n  the nortwnonh-central pan o f  the bay. The 
l im i ted  amount o f  ectlgra~ss i n  the nortlhcrn hal f  may indicate that this proposed mit igat ion 
site is not hospitable for the proposed eelgrass bed. The basis for  selecting Pier Bravo. 
the usefulness o f  this l w a t i o n  w ~ t h  regard t o  the type o f  organisms that use such beds and 
the m o n ~ t o r i n g  and Imalnltenancc planned t'o en!rure the slte surv~vcs  arc cr i t ical  areas that 
need t o  be clearly prrcsentcd i n  this docum~cnt. Several Iransects through the proposed 
m i t i g a t ~ o n  site (at 0-6 feet) d i d  not reveal ;any c:elgrass. although 2,529 square feet were 
noted o n  the north s ~ d c  of the pier at dlepth~s bt~tween I I and I R feet MLLW. I s  th is an 
area o f  natural growth, ow is this a pan o f  the rn i t iga t~on site constructed as p a n  o f  the 
BRAC CVN p r o ~ e c t ?  Sulrvival o f  the celgrass i n  the proposed I t ~ a t l o n  IS a pr ln iary 
concern. 

There 1s nwnt lon o f  p l ~ n \  l o r  p re  and po\t-con\truct~on \urvcy\  to  a\\e\\ eelgr.r\\ 
Innpacts 111 the n ) n \ t r u c t ~ o n  JrrJ .I\ \upge\ted by l l S w S  r ~ ~ d  M r r l r l e  I ' ~ \ l ~ e r ~ e \  S e r v l ~ c  11 
IS Impor tmt  IIIJI the N ~ v y  collt luct such I d l o w - u p  I t  appear\ that 1h1s w o u l d  he d o ~ w  t o  

;rcJdre*,\ cover.rge/\h,rtl~ng ~ \ \ u e \  by  the new whad.  but there 1s l ~ t t l e  d l \cu \ \ lon  r e g ~ r d r n g  
w h ~ t  these survey\ wou ld  c r l t~11 A~JIII, II I\ the Navy' \  r e \ p o n \ ~ h ~ l ~ t y  not o n l y  to prcd~cl l  
"no s lgn~f icant ~ r n p ~ c t \ , "  hut to r n o n ~ t o r  ~ n c l  en\ure that the\e p r e d ~ ~ t ~ o n s  'ire corrccl 

T h e  Impacts frorn l n c r e a w l  t u r b d i t y  o f  the proposed d r e d g ~ n g  include rcduccd l ~ g l ~ !  
pcnc t ra t~on and d l s s o l v d  oxygen and a poss~b lc  reduction III survival, g rowth  and 
b~iomass. The docu~rnen~t notes. I ~ o w e v e r .  that these ~mpi rc ts  wou ld  be I t ~ a l ~ r e d  a r d  
te:mporary. The prcnblern is that the document provides no  descr ip t~on o f  the s l re ol the 
local ized area or over what p c r ~ o d  o f  t ime the d r e d g ~ n g  w o u l d  take place, wh ich  ol c o u r w  
wll directly in~fluclnce the extent o f  the Impacts. A d~scusslon under S t ~ ~ o e c u ~ l o m ~ i :  
C'onsiderat~ons ~ndicates that the d r e d g ~ n g  and d r q m a l  process w o u l d  occur over I year 
Certa~inly, res~ult~n;g influences u n  the bay ecosystem may d ~ f f e r  ~f the d r e d g ~ n g  takes 2 
months vs 18 ~moncths. Add i t~ona l ly ,  the impact o f  this propo\ed action ~ ~ c e d s  to he 
c~onsidered i n  cconjunctlon w ~ t h  other d r e d g ~ n g  actwities i n  the v lc ln l ty.  T h e  EIS \I lould 
evaluate whether a series o f  indiv idual  irnpacts t o  the ecosystenl cou ld  result III greater 
than expected or  long-term adverse effects due t o  the repeated ~ n s u l t s  incurred. 

IResults 111 the Manrre U i o l o g ~ c a l  Reconnai\sance F ie ld  Survey Report provltled 111 

Slection 3 5 ot' Volume 3 suggcht t l ~ t  actlvlt les 111 S;m Diego Bay may already bc II;IVIII~ 
an eflrect o n  marine I~fe:. I I 0 9 7  f ~ l d  survey results frorn Pier Bravo, the navig;rtlon 
channel and the area near Pier J/K were s i m ~ l a r  t o  earlier studies. bu t  " fewer resources 
were present I n  1Y97 " The autl lors suggest that "some o f  the reduc t~ons  i n  celgrass ;ind 
less mot i le  species are wggest lve o f  some disturbance to the area over the last seve~ral 
years." 

As  ind~c;ited i n  the i l~scussion o f  suspended so lds  on page 3.5- 1 I. t h e ~ e  IS l ~ t t l c  
discussion o f  actu;d sa~rnp l~ng t o  v c r ~ f y  the projected s u s p n d e d  solids corlcentr;rtlorls. 
resurgence of alt'ectcd org;lnlsms. etc. I t  IS important for the N a v y  t o  v e r ~ t y  p r e t l i c t ~ o r ~ \  01 
"'less than s i g n ~ f ~ c ; ~ n t  i~np;~cts." T h e  URAC CVN effort  w o u l d  appear t o  have prov~ldcd 
the N a v y  w ~ t h ~  an oppor tun~ty  IO ot)tain such e ~ i ~ p r r ~ c a l  data, yet there IS l i t t le  d l s c u s m n  o f  
s,uch ~ n t o r r n a t ~ o n  ~f 11 e:xlsts 

Whi le  i t  1s expected Il lat the w s p e ~ i d e d  sol id conccr~ t ra t~ons  w o u l d  be below Irvc.l4* 
that w o u l d  \ ~ g n ~ f ~ c a n t l y  111ipact the varluus organlsnls di\cus\ed i n  th is s c c t ~ o ~ ~ ,  tl lc EIS 
>ihould st111 consder the h e l ~ e f ~ t s  of t i m ~ n g  the dredging a c t i v ~ t ~ c s  I;)r per loch whcrc 
impacts woulld be leas11 I ~ h e l y .  For a specles that 1s ellher more sens~t ive  than most or 
one that reprcduct:s d u ~ r ~ n g  a s p e c ~ l i c  p e r ~ o d  o f  the year. 11 wou ld  seem possiblc lo ; . ~ v o ~ t l  
tJredlginp a c t ~ v ~ t ~ e * ;  c lu r~ng t h t  t lrrw, as sugge\ted later lor the C;I~I~O~III;I Ic;rbt ICIII A II:~ 
examples o f  reducing l l ~ e  Ir1lp;lct o n  the b r o w n  C'rl~c;~n and the C a l ~ f o r n ~ a  Ic;r\l t c m  u e  
discussetl on  3 5- I1 8 -  19. t i o w  were these ~rnpacts t leterrn~ncd to be s~gni f~c;rnt"  
IMon l to r~ng w i l l  he cc)~~~t fuc lcd  dur l r lg the c l rcdg~ng portion and c f fons  w ~ l l  be made 1\01 10 
ccondluct the dredg~ng t l u r ~ n g  h ~ c c d ~ ~ ~ g  sc;rson " t o  111e rl laxllnurn extent p o \ \ ~ b l e . "  There I\ 



no mention. however. of what condit~on~s might cause thc~m to conduct this work during 10.12.186 
the sensitive time perilods. t 
Sumunary 

The assessment of sediment qualit:y in the areas of this proposed action and thus the 
imp;act of the dredging activities on marine life is a very weak area of this Environmental 
Impact Assessment. The 1996 rcpon Chemistry, Toxicit.y and Benthic Community 
Conditions of Sediments of the San Diego Bay Region cllcar indicates that !San Diego Bay 
is an  area impacted by chemical contamination. The rcsu~spension of scdinunts resulting 
fronn dredging activitiies not only increases suspended solids in an arca, but also releases 
contaminants to the water column. A more empirical evaluation of  the impacts of this 
specific activity is needed to adequately assess its impact. Additional analysis is also 
needed to determine whether the homeporting of  the CVNs in this area will increase 
the frequency of dredging needed in  tht: future to keep the navigatronal cha~nnel and the 
benh ares open. 

Overall. it is obvious that the selerction of NASNl a5 the preferred sitc: for the 
horneponing of the t h m  CVNs was bawd on the objecti~ves and requirements of the 
Navy and not on the degree to which the project would impact the environment. The 
assessment of all ava,ilablc data and thc collecrion of  project specific data ;arc essential for 
cva~luating environmtntal impacts. Svn Diego Bay is a valuable national ricsource that is 
alrt:ady showing signs of environmential damage. To further destroy sensinive habitats 
and add substantiallyl to existing cumulative impacts from ongoing activities would 
further endanger the delicate balance. The EIS needs to adequately assess how this 
project might upset this balance during intrusive activiticts and during regullar operations 
and not just focus on1 whether NASNl meets strategic and operat~onal needs. 

The relocation of  the disturbed eellgrass area to Bravo Pier is also que~st~onable as a 
milligation action. It iis unclear whether this arca wil l  support an eelgrass bed long-tern. 
Monitoring of  the sucxess of the eclgrass area established as pi113 of the BRAC CVN 
action should be conducted to provide support for the sellection o f  this site.. 

Comments of Dr. I ) ;~vicf  Richardson. Department of Epidemiology, School of 
Public lkalrll, University of' North Carolina, Chapel Hill, NC 

0.12.188 

"The information in the document (Appetidlx F, ot the EIS) hs, potcnt~ally llttle relevance to 
conimun1t;y concerns about corlstruc[lon of a muclea port and rna~ntenarice facllt[y. 

The literature revlew is almost entlrely about health effects of external exposure to penetrating 

ionizing ra~diat~on. Community concern about this faclllty, 1 assume. would pr~rriarlly relate to 
concern about routme and accidental releases of rad~onuclides. All nuclear prtxu\sc\ irivolve 
some routine exposures; and. the relatively short human experuence with nuclear tectiriologlcr 
includes numerous major arid minor accide11t.s that have led to envlroriniental release\ of 
radioactivct material. The s~~gnlf~cancc of radi~onuclide exposures occurs when they are i ~ ~ g e \ ~ c d .  
inhaled, or enter the skm ttirrough curs and abrasions. In a bay area, people may bc addltioli;~lly 
concerned about b ~ o  accurr~~ulutlon of these ra~dionucldes, and in areas where dr~~nklrlg water 
would be contammated people might be concerned that fluoriclat~on and chlor~natlon rilay 
increase biolog~cal uptake ot these rsdronuclldes. 

The relevant literature on the human health effects of exposure to radronuclides 1s llrrl~tcd. 
particularly when one is intlerested on the effects of exposure to children, the elderly. pregnant 
women, the effects of blo acccumulatlon and changes in  radionuclide absorbtion with dlctary 
changes, amd when one is iriterested in effects other than cancer incidence. 

Only two stud~es in [he DEE pertam to issues of potent~d connrnunlty concern ,;lbuut 
environmental exposures tc~ radionuclides. The frrst 1s the 1990 NCI study of cancer in 
pdpu~ations near 62 nuclear fac~lities Tilere was no exposure arsessment in this stuciy (t'or 
example, ]people living upwlnd versus downwind of  facllit~es were all considered expowd); thert: 
waq no atlernpt to establish resdential tilstor~ies (dura~ion of residence of the area was not 
established). The study had lmle ability to d~etect an effect. an~d consequently found no cl'fect. 

The second study related to1 community concern about environmental rcleases i!\ tlatcti ct al.'., 
study ot cancer in the popul;lrion living withnn ten rnlles of Three Mile Island, followirlg the 
accident. It is sigruficant that the LIEIS cites the Hatch study lrrorn 1990 which reported 'NO 
associations ...' but there 1s no cltatlori to a more recent analysls of these data reportccl in the 
Nationd llnst~tute of Envlronn~en~d Health Slciences journal. which co~~cluded "Results \~pport  
the hypothesis that radlatlon doses are related to ~ncreased cancer incdenct: around Tbll " (WI I I~  
S.; Richardson, D.;Armstrc.aig. D ; Crawford-Brown. D. A Recvaluatlon of Cancer Jnc~dt.ricc 
Near the Three hide Island Nuclear Pla~it: I 'he Collision of Evldence and A s s u ~ ~ ~ i p t ~ o ~ ~ s  E~ iv l ro~ i  
Health Per 105: 52 - 57; 1997.) 

The report leaves out refert:ncc to other s~udiles which may be p.lnlculdy relevant to cclniniu~i~t~i 
concerns, and suggest pole1ntl.d dverse heal~th effects from en~v~ronmentdl eKpo\ulc to 
radlonuclldes Thcse include the \tudy ot leuhem~a rn the popul~tron llvlng in ,Jre.rs hcl~esed to 
be most h~~ghly expowd fro111 the Pllgrlni nuclear plant (Moms, h l  S . K~iorr, K S Adult Icukrr~~l ,  
arid p rox rm~ ty -hw l  wnol!,~tc.> lor expowe to Pllgrlrn plant's nucle.rr rnlls\lorl\ Arch Erlv tllfti 
51 266-74. 1996 ) 



The remaining Irrcraure cited in the review concerns studies of the effects of external exposure 
to ionizing radtation. The rcvrew of s t~d~e!i  of atomic bomb survivors In Hrroshrma and 
Nagasaki includes no reft:renc:es to the extendccl criticism of this study. In interpreting findings 
from a study of survivors of a nuclear bomb attack, it should be acknowledged that selective 
survival was likely. The moslt vulner3ble drd not sulrvivc the physical effects of the attack, the 
desuuction of almost all rmediical services, and the lack of infrastrukturc following the war. The 
Lifespm study began in 11950, five years af~ter the attack. Dr. Alice Stewan has written 
extensively about h e  conisequlences of selective survival, and communities should question the 
usefulness of such a studly for evaluating the colnseqluenccs of low level releases of radionuclides 
into their environment.(Stewaut, A.M.; Kne:ale. G.W'. A-bomb radiation and evidence of late 
effects other than cancer. Health Phys 58: 7'29-115; 1990. Stewart. A.M.; Kncate, G.W. A-bomb 
survrvors: further evidence of late effects of e d y  deaths. Health Phys 64. 467-72; 1993.) 

The discussion of low level e,rrternal exposure to ionizing radiatron stresses the need for large 
numbers of persons in a situdy and makes the inccom:ct statement that "cancer induction is random 
in nature." What is not dixu!sscd are issues of bias, and the relatively high quality of  exposure 
informat~on (compared to the studies of atolmic bom~b survivors), and followup data for many 
occuparional cohorts. 
Studies of workers who have received long-ternn low level exposure to ionizing radiation may 
have more relevance to c~omrr~unity exposures than s;tudies of atomic bomb survivors. The DEIS 
provides no citations to occupational cohort stu~dies that have reported evidence of positive 

0 associat~ons between cancer rnonalrty and low level radiation exposure. It should be stressed 

+ h, 
a g m  that these are studrcs of cancer deaths; among healthy adults (primarily males). Community 
concerns about radration exposure go well beyond these rcstrictrons, to concerns about non-fatal 
health effects, and potentrally vulnerable sub-popula~tions including pregnant women. h e  elderly, 
those wrlh prc-existing diseases, and children. 

Recent examples of evidence of increased cancer mortality rates among workers with low level 
radration exposures include: s#tudies of worlkers at Oak Ridge National Laboratory (R hardson, 
D ; Wing. S. Final Repon: Time-related factors in radiation-cancer dose response. C i k n n a t i :  
National Instrtute for Occ:upa~~onal Safety aind Health; R 0 3  0H03343; 1997. Wing, S.; Shy. 
C M.; Wood. J.L.; Wolf. S ; Cragle. D.L.; Frome. E.L. Mortality among workers at Oak Ridge 
Natronal Laboratory. Evitdencc of radrat~on effects in follow-up through 1984. JAMA 265: 1397- 
402, 1991); studrcs of wo~rkers at the Santa Susanna Laboratory (Morgenstcm. 14.; Froines. J.; 
Ritz. B ; Young. B. Final Report: Epidemiollogic stu~dy to determine poss~blc adverse tffects to 
Rocketdyne/Atomics Internat~~ond workers from exposure to ionrzing rad~ation Rerkeley. Ca.: 
Public Health Instrtutc; Contr;xt No. 3?4A-870 1 -SO 163; 1997) ; and Stewart and Kneales 
study of several groups of US nuclear worklcrs (ffie:ilc, G.W.; Stewart, A.M. Factors affecting 
recognruon of cancer r~sks of nuclear workers. Occup Envrron bled 52: 515-23. 1995). 

My rnterpretatron of the study results from iinaly~es (of the Portmouth Naval shrpyard would be 
much more cauttous thm the author's concltus~on that 'radratron wac In all lrkcirho~d not the 
cause ' Interpretatron of tlhe I~ndrngs should recopnrx the Itrnrtat~ons In the available d~trr,  the 
lrrruted perrod of follow-up, and the potentrial to obsc:urc true relatronshrps After conrrollrng for 
asbestos and weldmg exposures, these studres repon excess lurrg cancer and leukemia among 

I 0'12*190 those wrth I+ rrs, Thc ;lutlm\ torus erccrsrvely on lusts of rl:~tlrlrcal sigr~rlrrancc b ; a d  011  '0.12.19fJ 
iubitrary decrsions ;~bc,ut 9 5 %  cor~ltdcncc lirr~tts Cornrnunrty rrwrr~brrs reprewntrng potcntr~l 
conclerns for workers at a nuclc,~r \tlrpy;~rd rnrght \uggc\t that protect~on of  workers w;l~r.mr\ 
;~lternative standards tor s t~tr \~rc .d  [csts about what arc acccptablc lcvels of errur r r ~  evv~luutr~~g 
hazmds." 
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November 10, 1998 

Ms Laura Hunta 
Dirmor, Clean Bay Program 
Environmental Heahh Coahtron 
171 7 Kenna Blvd , Suite 100 
Sm Diego, CaMornia 92 10 1 

Subject: Revrew and Cwnmtnt~r cm f h t  Llrafl Envrronrne)rtal Impac-I S~a~ernent for 
Developrrrg Hmr Port I.bc11111cs fur l h e r  rrVIMl7Z-Clau Alrcraji Carriers in 
Support of rk U.S I'fltcrflc Fleer. I~rcparcd by: Lkpartmmr ofthe N v ,  Augusr 
1998. 

Deu hh. Hunter: 

0 
+ As you requested, I have reviewed the health and dayr scations o f  the Draft Environmental 
h) 

Impact Statement (DEIS) for Dcvelolping Home P c ~ t  Flu i l i t in  for Thee NIMITZ-Clus Air& 
Curien in Support o f  the U S. Pacific Fleet. My oommmt3i on the hazardous constituent and 
radiation exposure analyses are presented below. In  many wry% the health and safay d y s a  in 
t k  DElS are similar to that prcscmtedl in the Navy IRepcwt. F'lnal Analysis o f  Airborne Hazardous 
and Radioactive Constituents frolm N~ormal Operations land Accident Scenarios for the Mixe 
Waste Storage Facility P r o p o d  for Naval Air Stallion Nonh Island, whch I commented 
August 1998 

I have BS and M S  degrm in  atmospheric science rmd more than 15 y w s  of regulatory and 
private-sector experience in air quality issues I have prepared approximately 180 h d t h  risk 
assessments o f  major air toxics umrcc:s in Cdiforn~~a md have pdormcd consequence arulyys 
for numerous accidental u r  re lea!^ situations. I have arrlua~tcd dl the available accidental rele;ue 
dispersion models and provided sclccirion criteria ard recommendations to the California Office of 
Environmental Health H a m d  Assesslnent in a repawt tillled. "Mode l~n~  Exposures o f  Hazardous 
Materials Released During Trans~ponrtion Incidents.' 

J3t hurrdoun constiturnf rnr!ygg should be orroa~md ysinn ltvt ls of  conrtrn drvt lootd 
ky fht mlt o t  ClliTornia. 

The State of California has developed acute noncanlcer iaccelptable exposure levels for use i n  
b d o u s  materials consequence analyses The Calrfonn~a values u e  much Iowa than the levds 
o f  concan used in the DElS accrdcnti~l release analyses, and1 would result in higher acute 

bum Hunllu 
November 10. IW8 
P a y  - 2 

noncanccr hazard index cdculatrons I n  essence. the Levels of concem used in the DEIS 
accitdentd relluse analyses are zuwaated with much weater adverse health effects than the 
CdilFomir values The! California Office o f  Enwronmental Health Hazard Ascssment has 
developed acute levels of concern for use in calculating potential health effects horn shon-tenm ail 
torria exposures 1 These values dmuld be substituted for the acute levels o f  concern appLcd in 
the IDEIS 

In addidon, several of the I3EICi levels o f  concem for hazardous constituents were based on 
immediate danger to life and health (IDLH) values divlded by 10 I his approach 1s not health 
protective for the exposed public, even with the 'safety factor" of  10 applied The Cahfornia 
Department o f  Health SeMces has reviewed the use of IDLH values in accidental release 
conwqutmce analysts and 'founld them to bc inappropriate for most  pollutant^.^ Exposurcs at the 
CDLH va~lues were found to be in the range o f  animal median lethal conce~~trations for 18 
pollutants and 45 poll~~tant ID1.H values were comparable to exposures producing severe toac 
effa:ts in mirnals The ux:  o f  IDLI I  values (and permtss~ble exposure lirmts (PELS) for that 
matter) rue cllearly not h d t h  protectwe for the general public 

Th t  DElS hnzrrdour c o n w ~ t n t  analysis does not contain adeaurte disarnion modelinz 
dwrumtmtrti~on. 

The DEIS hazardous constituent analysrs discusses offsite exposures to hatardous materials, but 
outside o f  a reference to th~e RPdP Offsite Consequence Analysis Guidance', provides virtuallly no 
infolrmatiion as to wha! moldel alr models were used @ E l q  Appendix J,  p J-6, p J-15) Detauled 
documentation on the modleling for evaporation and fire emissions should be included in the 
DEIS. The p~referable dispersron model for fire releases would be AKCIIIE. but the DElS 
hazaudous constituent analysrs (does not discuss the model details Simtlarly. spill modeling cam bc 
pcrf;omxl quite readilly with ALOHA DEGADIS, i1GSYSTEM. SLAB, or TSCREEN, yet 'thes 
models were not discussed either The DElS ~ i s k  analysis should prcscnt additional 
docl~mcntation and ju!rt~fic~atron for any applied algorithms or dispersron modeling programs In 

I Office of En~viro~nnierrtal llralth llazard Assessment ("OEtIllA"). Technlcd S u p p g ~  
Dc&ymgnLtPrrhr_tenn~nat~cm of Acute Toxrc~tv Exnosure Levcls for hrborne 'I'ox~can!. SKY' 
Rev,~ew IDnflt, October 1998 

Alexeeff. Georgc V , M~chacl J I~psct t ,  and Kenneth W K~zer, Bpblemg Aspclatd 
&&&nfJmm$d~gclyDan~erousf~L~fe and t l c a ~ ( I D 1 ~  Values for E5t1niatrndc: 
b a r d  of A w i d c n M h u ~ c a I I  Rclcaser. Amencan Industrial Hyg~ene Associatron Jwrnal, 
5O( 11 I) ,  ~pp 598-605, November 1989 

3 U S Enviro~nmcntal Protectton Agency. -Consewnce Analvs~s (iuidanns 
U S Envlron~mental Protectton Ageno. Research Triangle Park. NC . May 24. 1996 



a~ddition, all1 modeling purrireten (wch as stability class, wind !;peed, sudace roughness. nc . )  0.12.1 92 
J b l d  be presented m the DEIS 

t 
1'ht DE~jaccidental radicmctivt constitutmt analvrrs rhoulld include an cvalurtion o f  acute 
n#oncancry h t r l th  t f l rc t t  

The DEIS rccideotd radioactive constituent ~ i s k  analyses cdcu.lated total radioactive exposure (in 
rmn) o a r r i n g  fiom m acci~dentd fire or hqui~d spill fiom radiollogid support faditits. Using 
tlhesc exposure valuer, the risk d y s i s  cdculates the annual likelhood o f  fatal c a m n .  The to ld  
exposure. however, would not be spread out over a year or person's lifetime (as is the cue in 
nnost cancer risk analyses) Due to the nature: of an ac4ent.l release, the exponuer would occur 
i l m  8 very short timo-frame, with subsequent acute adverse h d l h  effects being a c.onriderable 
concern 

1lle DEIS; radiation exposu1re evduation usedl the GEM1 computer program, among other models 
alpplied 1rhe DElS acknoakdges that the GEM1 program "un be used to model both acute and 
chronic arposures to the atmosphere " The CIElS. however, otdy used the GENlll program to 
nsms chronic exposures from normal operatlions (DEIS, Appendix F, p F- 10) The radioactive 
connitumt risk analysis shc~~ld  include an evduation o f  acute rloncancn health effkcts that arc 
; likely to a m r  from potential short-term exposures to radioacti~ve materials 

h) 
Jrrobabiliitv should not be included in  the IDElS radiosrtivt! constituent excess cnnccr rish 
~ w t a l v m  

'me DEIS radioactive constituent risk malysiis estimated the likelihood o f  fatal ciancers to exposed 
individuals horn n o d  opedons and two hypothetical accidental release scenarios (fire and 
liquid spil~l) For the accidental relerse scena~rios, the DElS cakulated m u d  cancer risk by 
Ihctoring in m estimated probability o f  the ac:cident occurring 

llncluding probability in the DElS risk calcula~tion greatly r e d u c ~  the calculated ~isk.  Multiplying 
the dculated risk by the p~robabtlity o f  occu~mnce p e r  the illusion that there i s  nql ipblc risk, 
even when the consequences would be w e r e  h l d  an accidemtal release occur Indeed. 
i~acluding probability in risk. cdculrtions would make i t  difficulll to believe that any accidental 
trclease wwld  be dangerour. with the resultant planning decisions being based on a false sense of 
!~cur i ty Factoring in problrbility draws atte~ation awry fiom the real matter at haand, which is the 
 risk posed should an accidental release occur In addition. the probability value used in the 
~mdysir appears to be euinnatal. thus adding, additional uncat,ainty to the risk carlculations 

:me DELS should m n 4  l ikt ime excess cmcer risks from ~o t rn t i n l  r rd intbn e x ~ o s u m  1 0.12.195 

inappropriate for radtation exposures from normal operations, whch will occur over a time period 0.12.195 
much greater than one year t 
T h e  DEIS r i rk nnalysis d m  not ~ rov i t l e  dorumrnfnlion for Ihe radioactive const! 

0 , 1 2 1 ~ h  
)Ourte t t r s  I 
The DElS risk d y s i s  presents a summary u f  the radluactwe constituent source terms (ermsstons 
in Curia) lhom normal opcralttons and a fire and spill release scclnario ( D E R  Appendix F) The 
information on how these source terms were c;dculated, or the acctual emission caltnrlations 
themselves,, were not provided The DElS risk: analysis should provide the basts for the 
radiorctivc: constituent source terms presented in Appendix F 

The DEIS radiation rxDosutrc nnnlusis rhoulld include a conscmucnre analysis of accidrntal 
d rase  of llissionable mntcrinl from the onshli~ reactor 

The accidental radiation release scenarios presented in the DElS include a fire and liquid spdl at a 
radiologica~l support facility Of much more co~ncem to the genelral publtc IS the potentd effect ol 
radioactive materid release firom the onship nuclear reactors Th~e DEIS should be! modified to 
include an offsite wnsequencx analysis from th~e much more serious effeas nssocia~ted w th  a 
potential n~uclear reactor mishap occumng near populated areas The UEIS should also include 
monitoring and emergency response planning i~nformation for local agencies and concerned 
citizens to consider prior to the existence of the exposure potential. 

Please call me i f  you have an,y questions or rcq~uire additional information 

Very truly yours. 

'The DF.I!S calculates annuad risk of latent fatid cancers fiom raidiation exposures and compares 
these values to an individuid's annual risk of (dying from all can~cm (DEIS Appendix F, p. F-3) 
'This approach is  inconsistent with the widelyl-adopted regulatory approach o f  evaluating the 
awgrufican~ce of  excess cmcer risk fiom lifetinne exposures The DElS approach  is particularly I 
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A FlEET W EEH APPEAl TO GQVERNOR W llSON AND OUR ElECTEOOmCl A l S  
Stop the Tidd Wave of Toxic and Radioactive BVaste in San Diegs! 

We, (he ulldersigr~ed 600 residents of Sail dicgo and Coronndo, care about the quality of our envirol,lrlent nml our quality of Me. W e  want to kecp toxic 
and radioactive waste off our s l ~ e c t s  and out of  our co~liolu~~ities. Naval Air Station North Is,lantl is seeking state permits that will allow ;t 600% iricrcase 

in the transfer and storage o l  toxic and radioactive waste. To dale, the Department of Toxic Substances Gmtrol has ignored con~nwlity c o ~ ~ c e m  a ~ d  
requests for reasonable prolection. We arc asking yolr to take aciion now 10 protect our Ilieal ill and our!children's l~ealt ll by deny i t ~ g  t l m e  p e r ~ ~ l i l s .  

1I.Nma I Gltgcwu. lhwrn (;olr~, Tncrr GDlcz. Irnc C. 
OooJboJy, D L Goodc. Joyce Golf~rdson. C a t l c r n  

Sbat~n I h d c c t ,  Alll lcac Iladdoa, Kmca I l rgbcr~ ,  I h l c  II6g). Diane 1. 
I l l  I S  I I U o b ~  B I l r ~ n c s .  Cindy Hatmon. Gail  R n w  



4px ENVIRXINMENT'AL HEALTH COALITION x .. 
1717 Kcttner Boulevard. Suite IO(D San Diego, CA 92101 (619) 235-0281 Fax (619) 232-3670 

c-mall: ehcoaI1tion8igc apc.org 'Web address hrtp.llwww env~ronmentnlhealth.org 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH COA1,ITION REQUESTS FOR 
PROTE,CTIYE MEASURES FOR THE PUBLIC FROM IMPACTS 

Bwrd d Mrcc~on 
OF NAVY NUCLEAR PROJECTS IN SAN DLECO 

We respectfully request that the Navy undertake the following 
actiolns to1 provide maximum reasonable protection to neighboring 
community members from the impacts of Nuclear Megapon Project. 

To protect the neighbors, h e  Navy must: 

1. Prepare a full Environmental Impact Statemcnt/Environmental 
Impact Repon (EISIELR.) assessing impacts from the complete 
pr~oject. The EISI EIR lmust include a complete analysis of the 
existing burden of t.oxic exposure in the San Diego region in 
ad,vurce of permitting new sources. This should include a baseline 
study of environmental and human health in the affected, downwind 
colmmunity andl a c~ompllete inventory of all toxic emissions. 

Agree to notify Iocid community and neighbors of &I releases of 
radioactivity of any size: and amount. The annual cumulative total 
of releases that are cunrently reported long after releases have 
occurred are no11 adequate. Downwind neighbors of a nuclear 
rellease have b. right-to4cnow as soon as possible that they have 
been exposed to radiation, regardless of h e  amount, so  that they 
can take precau~tion!~ to ]protect themselves and their families. The 
15-day time lag; allowedl in the draft Mixed Waste Facility permit is 
unacceptable. llt is not !he role of the Navy to decide what the 
pubhc needs to know and when. It is the public's nght-to-know. 

COI~II I~~II~ Ovpnlur 
111 Porrll 
M ~ h t l  S h m s  

3. Provide additional Ehergency Response Preparedness and Planning 
UIIIII~ Comumn A~tloll N C I W O ~  cxlcrcises for the downwind communities. This must include a 

N a m  S u h r a n  schedule for panicipatory exercises that practice evacuation of 
Sw 0*gw Audubm S a w )  

ne~ighboring residents and schools such as was done this year in 
A ~ ~ I ~ I I I I ~ ~ ~ I  nttwd be1 drmfic ~ I I I ~  

p ' 1 " . * * 1  ,*Jy 
Sciotland near a Trident Submarine base. 

4. Implement a perimeter and community monitoring program that can 
warn residents in the event of radiation releases. Monitoring 
stations must be: located in several areas within the downwind 
co~nmunity and all results must be made public. Warning sirens 
should be installed to alert residents in the event of a release of 
radl~atron. For comparison, San Onofre has 5 1 warning slrens in 
place throughout the area of impact. 

5 .  Prov~de stores of potassium lod~dc tablets to be dlsu~buted to all 
bus,~nri~cs ,  schools. day-cue center\, and households w~rh children 
that arc located downwir~d from the t3ciltty In the cvcnt of a 

that are located downwind from the facility. h the event of  a nuclear release, chltlren 
 must be treated w~~ttiin minutes to reduce damage to thelr health. 

Agree to lirni~ts on the amount of total radioactive and hazardous waste and the: t ln~e  it is 
allowed to be stored on site, allowing accw~ulation for only 90 days instead of the many 
:years that is allowed under current draA permits. No waste should be allowed to be 

(Create and staff a community and regulator oversight board to examine on-going 
operations at Naval bases in Sari Diego, includtng Naval nuclear activities. 

1 012206 

0.12.204 

Agree to an enforceable order requiring a reduction in total overall hazardous and 
radioactive waste generation and emissions in our region. A schedule of irnplenicritation 
of pollution prevent~on requirements would go a long way to preventing health anti 
~tnvironrticnta~l problems in the future. 

trucked from other Naval operations. 

0.12.205 

Release inforunaticon regarding the past accident record of the nuclear Navy nr~d 
iinfomation on areas of impact and emergency planning in the event of a uorst case 
reactor accident at the Nuclear Megapon. This information is contained in doc;unxnts 
lthat have been rep~eatedly denied to the public. 

0.12.207 



The STAR Foundation 
Standing for Truth About Radiation, 

wellco~mes you to th~e 

Symposium on Recent Studies of 
Low- Level Radiiation 

and Implications for Medicine 
and the Nuclear Industry. 

Sponsored by the Foundation for Better Health Care 
h collaborotion with Sta~nding tor Truth About Radlation and the 

New Jersey Medical !khool. Department of IPreventive Medicine. 
!September 26 & 27. 1998 

New York Academy of Medicine 

lntroduct~on Helen Calckott M D Pres~dent Enler~tus. F'hys~cicms for 
Soc~al Respor ~slblllty 
Welcorne Moderator, Donuld Lourla, M D Professor and (7hc11r. 
Iwpurtment of Preventrve Medune and Comrnun~ty Heulth t lew 
Jersey Medlcal School 'Potentral ILledicol Consequ~nces  if F L I ~ , ~  Irrach~tron - 
Allce Stewart, M D . FRCP, Department of Publlc Health arxj 
Ep~demlology, Un~vers~ty of B~rnmgham 
'A Bomb Suwfvurs Reassessment ot the Rodfohor~ tlazar 1 - 
Hal Morgenstern. Ph D . Professor of Ep~dcm~olo(r)y. K L A  !ktlool of 
PCI~IIC t leolth 'Etkcts of Low l e w /  Qccuputrdnal f r p c  sures tcc /cnrririy Cdcliuhcr 
on Cancer h~oriulity of R~cktdyne/4tomcs Internononcll ' 

Erllc Wr~yht hledlcal Research Counc~l at Horwell C)xtord:ltwe 
'Low Dose Rocfration and (;enet;c Donluge ' 
Steve Wlng Assoclote Professor and Davld Rlchard:on Post [)nctr,.rul 
Fellow. Department of Epldern~ology. Unrverslty ot llorth Carol~r IJ 
Chapel HIII 'Rud~ohon and M~rtolrw among US Dcoorlrr,ent of Crr~ergy Itorh 
wrth Purfrculor Relevance to Rodrahon P~otechon Stontlords - 

Moderator Donald Lourla 

Carr~e Clark, Doctoral Cand~date In ti~story, SUNY Stony Brook 
'Hrstoncal Perspectrves on the Nuclear Wedpons and Power Indclstrrc2: with k r t ,  LI ~i 

Reference to Rau~anon Exposures ' 
Oltto Raabe, Professor Emer~tus, lnstltute of Tox~cology and 
Eriv~ronmentol Health ' rhree D~mensrunol hbdels ot Rouidhon I:rsk - 
G,reg W~lk~nson. Professor of Fpldemlology. University ut Huffalo 
'Health Effects Auociuted krth A'pho RoSiahon ' 

Uf~ll~am Re~d M D . Cancer Treatment Assoclotes Irclnkllrt I N  
'Impre:: ~>ns frl?m the lrer~chcs Poft~ms of Dfsense I!) Oak k k ] c  r~ r l i ncu~  + - , 

Asat burakov~c M D . D V M M S C . Ph D F A C P Cllnr al F'roft%~r of 
Radiology and Nuclear Medune . Georgetown Ilnlverslty 
' \he Aledsal Effect ot lntcrnal Contaminahon with Ilronfc~rn Ac hnrtlt's * 

Rlchard Clapp. Assoc~ate Professor. Envlronmentol t iealth tlost(~n 
U~rilvers~ty, School of Publlc Heulth, Env~ronmental Health C)lvls~on 
'Irlc &we of A?dryrroncy ~n Pc~puluhons A4ace11t to the Pllqr~rn Nllc IPcJl Ct c:c ri 

' 

Myron PcJlycove M D , Professor Emer~tus of Laboratory Nled~crne ml 
R~c~d~ology. Unlverslty of Callfornlo School of Medclne San Frr~nr I ~ L ~  

and V~s~t~ng Med~cal Fellow U S Nuclear Regulatory Cornm~:;~orr 
' t  furl ILXI P r l ~ c ~ ) .  Epid~rnfology and 1 ow Dose Radfohon ' 
Tnny Ma:znchl Presldent~al Ass~stant 011 Chernlcal und Pltornlc 
Workers -i?od~ilhdn A Uorkers Perspechrr * 

Thurmc~r~ Wenzl Reseorch lndustrrol Hyglcn~st I4IOSH - b l L 1 t t ~ ~ ~ ! ~ ~ ~  1111~ C J - ~ ,  f 

I)ro?nt RLII ~ u t ~ o n  Rrsearch on 4deq~ocy  ot Standards and c-i.rcle11r 16,s ' 
Moderator Donold Lourlu 



9~~90 a.m. - 9:10 a.m. Introduction Moderator, Helen Caldicott. hA.0.. Pres~dent Emeritus, 
Physicians for SociolResporrsibility 

9:10 a.m. - 9:30 am. Mlchio Koku, Professor of Plhysics. CUNY. 
'COSS~~ ottier NASA Plutonium 1 ounches ' 

930 a.m. - 10:W a.m. Arjun Maklqijanl. President, lnst~tute tor Energy and Environmental 
Research. ' Envitonmnta Efie i t~  or Nuclear Weclpons Produchon or?d festlng ' 

1000 a.m. - 10:N a.m. 9ernie Goldstein, Chair, Environmental and Community Medicine, Robert 
Wood Jm MMcd Sct\od. 'CRESP: A Sta~keholdef !ased Ap6XWCh to-Ri& 
& m n t  tor Rodonucllde ~onromno~on at DGf Sites. ' o - 

11:W a.m. - 1 130 a.m. Marvin Resnikoff, PhD, Senior Associate, Radioactive Waste 
Manogernent Associates. 
MobJe Chc!mobyl. Casks Temperatures. V o b W  !so topes ' 

11:30 a.m. - 12:O[N: p.m. Steve Frishman, Geologist, Technical Policy Coordinator, Nevada 
Agency for Nudea Projects. 
'Safely uK1 lecrvlicd St* Ibr yucca Mountdn. ' 
Don Honcock, Director Nuclear Waste Sdeb Program, Southwest : j  
Research and Intormatron Center. Albuquerque. P 

Icl, w d r t ~ ~ ~ o n i c w o s t e '  ' , 

IN 12:a P.m. - 12:45 p.m. Diane O'krigo. N I J ~ ~ ,  Information and Resource Servlce (NIRS). 
'RaBooclkte 'Recy&g: ' &bberote Release of Rodoachve Molek~fs Into 

Consumer Produc fs and the Envrronment ' 
Mary Olsion, Nuclear Information and Resource Service. 
'Dfoppin~j me VeJ Behmm the Nuclear W e o p s  ComPlex and Ccmmerciol 
Nu~leor &wet. * 

Moderotor: Alice Stater 



Scopinlg Letter for Follow-up Investigations for the 
Site 1 - Shoreline Sediments Study Area 

lrlaval A i r  Station,, North Island 
San Diega,, CA 

Preparedl for 
The Environmelital Idealt h Coal~tion 

San Diegal, CAI 

October 26, 1998 

Katherine S squ;bb, PhD 

Department o f  Pathology 
Untversity of Maryland, Baltimore 

100 N Cireene Street, 4th Floor 
Daltin~ore, hfD 2 120 1 

Re\ ICW Of the / )r<,//  /(c./t]c,(i,,~/ /l~vt~~[l):d[lf~tt 'tt.1 /'LJL 1/11? / l l ~ ~ ~ ~ . ! ~ l , ~ ~ ~ ~ l O ~ l  /(c'/)Of[ .%I/''' 1 - 
S h ~ w l r n t ~  !;drrncnr\ located at the N a \ d  Alr Stat~on, North Island In Sari Illego, ('A revralcd ;i 
numkr  of cnucal arcs In \ch~ch ~ lc ld i~~ona l  bltc charactwrat~on 13 needed to dr\elop rrri ;rdcquatc 
rernedmt~on plan t i ~ r  th~s slte As exprc\sed In our prcvlous comrncnt\ ilnd recommcnht~or~s on the 
R I  Report. the cha,ract~:r~rntwn of the uutf;lllls wab a hybrd 01' the r14h assc3~1ncnt ;and rl\h 
managcemcnt processes, leai Ing many ~ssucs ~nadequtc ly  addressed 

For e.mplc,  the c~tcnt  ol the uxI1rncn1 con tan^^ natlori was not del~rrcatcd \s f l~c,~ l l )  tr II h ~ n  
the: sed~men~t column, nor H I I ~  respect to the penrncter of the conta~n~natt.d sedirnent5 ( I e dlst~~nce 
from outfallls) Add~~t~onal  urnpl~ng 13 rcqu~rcd to adequatel) awss  the c ~ t c n t  u l  cor~tarn~riat~on 
from pist (amd p)sslbly current) relcues from the Rav Out falls North I\land f N I  ) needs 10  c ollcct 
more ~srd~rnent wrnplcs at a varlctv o f  d~stances to better am45 the d ~ \ l r ~ b u t ~ o n  o f  the 
colntam~rnatlon I f  NI  consldcrs cxcJvatlon alternat~tes u part o l  the remedrat~on proccss or luture 
h:dgmg operattom, then aclclr~~wn~l suhwrfilcc smqd~ny at thcw 0utl.1lls ~ h o u l d  dl\o be cc~rduc;ted 
to better delineate the hauardl, 

The' R I  repu~rt also d d  nut con41dcr source terms and the rcalltv that contmnlnatlon lmay 
cointlnue to emanate from1 the dra~nage plpe11nc.s beneath t h ~ s  base for some time In add~t~~on,  ~ ~ h t a  
In h e  FU relwrl r a w  senous concerns rcgard~ng the long-term monltorlng and ~nst~tultonal corrlrols 
lhzrt willl need to be ~~mplemented to contaln the contamtnatlon that may be left in place 'I 111s It:tter 
addresses these conccrni, an,d outl~ncs additwnal work that nerds to be dune to provrclc bt:tlcr 
gutdilnsce ~n this site remed~atwn project 

Excrtehnccb ol'both f\lur~h Ibl,md ( N I )  t~achsround Ic\.els and EK-1. \ aluc\ tor IIICLII~ ( (IF. 
Cdl. Cr, Cu, Mo, 1%. NI. '1'1) and organic comlwunds ( tJA1Is, I'CHs, t ICI%, chlordarre and 111) I an,! 

I& mcl;~bolites) along Outtill 16 ~nd~catc  a need lbr bloasayh to better del~neate the Impact o l ' l h~ \  
conlanilnalllon on ecololg~cal receptors The contarnlriatron at this slte is greatest at s,ampll~ny 
lucatlon 16-1 at and below thc surhce to i t  depth of 5-6 feel Contarn~nutton ofsurl'ace sr:d~mcrit\ 
decreases gradually alon~g the outfall, falling to near hackground concentratlons at locatwn It54 

Thc lmost cnl~cal  locallon nced~ng further cvaluut~on for ecolog~cal Impact\ 1s locat~on 16-1, 
although 16-2 also represents an area of concern based on Cd and f'b concentratlons, iclh~ch 
exlceedrd their respcctlw EH:-h.lb 



extent of conm~nat~on reach~ng the vcater column To asses3 Impacts w ~ t h ~ n  the sed~ments where 
the contaminants hiwe been found, benth~c communrty samples from a lfew different polnts along 
this dra~nage area should also be colllrcted Such a colrnmuniQ dssessm~rnt WIII ~ndicate what l ~ f e  
ewts wthm h s  sy!rtem, as well as prcovrde some ~nrual lnslght into whether Impacts are occunlng. 
particularly near the d~scharge pipe (sample location 16-1 In ddtJ~tlon to the conlmunlty 
assessment, a few bwassays should be conducted to assess spec~fically whether any ecolog~cal 
Irnpcts are ~nd~cated If s~gmficant Impacts are measured at th15 location (16-1). then add~t~onal 
testing along the outfall should be co~nducted to determne the geob~aphlc extent o f  these Impacts, 
or 11 may br: more prudent to just excavate the contaminated material instead o f  domg extensive 

b~omonitonng 

There shoulld also be concern1 regardrng the mlgratron o f  conmlnants from thrs outfall to 
the occm w l h  the movement of sed~ments dunng storm events Thl~s could be mon~tored by 
samplmg whments near the mouth  of Outfall 16 over time to detect Increases In concentratrons 
I f  the drc~sion IS made to remove these conm~nated xthments rather than rnonltor, then care must 
be taken lo remove sed~ments to the proper depth 191 lwat~on 16-1, slgnificant conbmlnatwn 
occurs to a depth o f  5-6 feet At locat~on 16-3, surface sedlrnent contarnlnant concentratlons are 
lower and approach~ng backb~ountj. however data In the R1 report ~ndicatrts that clhemical 
concentratlons for Cd. Pb. Mn, TI. PCBs, HCB, chlordane and DDT Increase s~gnific~antly In 

P subsurface xd~ment between 2-3 11 ar ths locaaon Thus, sed~ments lylng 2-3 n below the surface 

e should also be removed As d~scussed ~n prevlous com~ments. maps should bc constructed for thls 
h) and other outfalls ttnt show the contiunrnatlon present ~n relat~on to distance from each outfall and 

sample depth Such data evaluauon IS; necessary to accurately ~dent~fy arcas In need o f  exciavatlon 

The potentla1 human health unpacu from cherr~~cals rn the surface sed~menls at Outfall 16 
adso need to be cvalluated and rnlruml~icd Outfall 16 IS r e d l y  access~ble to Naval dependents and 
ch~ldren due to 11s locat~on w~thin a golf course and 11s proxlmlty lo a txach area w~rhoul access 
controls Poss~ble pathways o f  exposure lnclude rnadvcenent Ingestron, llzhalat~on of dust particles 
a d  dermal absorpl~~on Ek~ng on a golf course, on expuaure pathway m~ght well be the retrreval of 
golf balls from the channel If ltus c h m l  IS dry dunng part of h e  summcr season. ccologrc:al nsks 
are reduced but hu~miu nshs would be ~ncreased Wh~~le the channcl contams water. ~nst~tutional 
controls and bam~ers such as screcnlng could be used to prevent direct contact  nth the 
~crd~rnentdw~ls, but once the c b w l  h o m e s  dry, controlhng exposurt: kcorneb more d~lflicult 

Conclusion, of the draft RI ~r~dlcate that Pb ancl Cd are present at concentrations that pose 
a noncarclnogentc hazard to humans The overall hazard Index for Outlfoll 16 was 8 0 whrch was 
d k  highest of any outfall chuactenretj In ~hls report tiowever, the r c p n   concluded that evalutlon 
ad the health r~sks of these contamlrlants uslng res~de~ntial screening values was not realvstlc and 
r~ccomrne&d thal fwthcr asscssmen~ts bc conducted usrng ~ndustnal standards 1 h ~ s  needs to be 
carefully cons~derctl based on a good cvalwt~on of the use ot th~s area. at present and In the future 
Aga~n. assessmen1 procedures lor th~e follow-up evaluution must k sellrcted and ayreed upon by 

all p;lrtlrs pnor 10 h e  analys~s I f  h e  area 1s not remehted, thcn specrfic ~nst~tut~onal contrcol plans 
nlust be dereloprrl lo Insure thlt th~s d r u  dws not rcrcrt at any time to residcnt~al or fiequent 

Thl\ rl\k a\\c\srncnl \hi)uld dl,(, he cxp,indcd IO corr\idcr othcr ct~crn~cal\ prcwit Iln the 

sedments 31 Outtidl 16 wh~cli wcre not e v ~ l u ~ t c d  in the human health r~sh .~~w\~n ler r t .  \uch , ~ s  ttic 
metrl trlan~um ( rl) 77.11s metal I\ prcwnt in the surface ~etlimcntb at Outldll I h at o\cr 4 tu 6 time\ 

the N I  reference conccmtratlon at locatrons I through I and 15 known to Irrltatt: and damrit*c thc 
pulmonan system In e x p v d  ~ndlv~dual~, TI wa\ probab~ly not ln~ludcd In the human hc~ l th  r 1 4  
assessment due to the Iaich of a guidance value lor this metal, hotvcver it's health cllcct\ \sould he 
add~trve to those prcsmtcd by the CJ ancl Pb, thus Increa\lng the hunian health r 1 4  lurthcr II the 

land IS at anytlrne returned to res~dcntial use. this conurninanon w ~ l l  need to be remed~atcd In sonic 

way 

The chemical cc~nrani~nat~on prcscnt along Outtall I ,  I r t c d  r ~ r ~  to thc wrlacc 
sedimlents (the top 1-2 t t )  except for the plresence of very h~gh ( 12 tlnirs bachyround) cunccntr;~t~on~ 
o f  t~ta~ruum between 5-10 f i  below the sur-face sdlment\,\o~l\ Even at the surlxc, conccntr;;itroris 
o f  T i  are seven times lh~gher than N I  background concentratloris and thus pose a potential r idi 11) 
peoplle in the area 1.h11s r~sh. ho~ewrr,  was not e\aluatctl In the KI. RIA iJs~~b5mCIlt~ riccd to I)c 
conducted for this metal Other nietals In the surface st:dlments, such as Cd and C'r, also pose a 
hazard to humans and g~ve rise to a calculated h m r d  index o f2  9 This hluard \cab d~srn iwd 111 

the conclusions of the R1 repon because o f  current land use. however, 11 shsould be tahcn seriously 
if lan~d use at Out l i l l  11.2 changes to resldcnt~al The carclnogenlc ha~artl prcsent at Outl i~l l  I , 2  
locat~~ons due to high1 concentrations of arsenic and beryllium also need to recognlzec.1 and 
mon~tored There IS apparently a contl~nulng discharge of contaminants through this outfill. as 
indicated by the h~ghe~r concentratlons In the surface sed~imentsi'so~ls for most compounds Thus, 
surfo~ce sed~mcnts need to be sampled at least once a year to rnon~tor for c:hanges rri cuntanilnant 
level!; 

Ecoloycd 1mpilcls are a h  probable at O ~ ~ t f d l  I,? pnmiurly at Iocalwns I - I and 1-2  S~rlcc 
bioassays were not cor~ducted at this sltcs, this should be done to further assess the leccl ot'~~rnpnct 
o f  the: Ccl, PCBs and DDT on the eculogical receptors In tihe outfall The two metal corilani~nanl\. 
Cd and Cr. are found at the~r h~ghest concentratrons at the surface Cd conccntratlons are 4 tlnics 
the ER-L for C'd and twice background concentrations, wh~lc C'r cunccntrallom ;Ire appro\i~~riatcI~ 
3 tirnles background I he major contrrm~nants at th~s site, besides TI (whrch does not have a 

xreemlng value), howevcr. arc DI>T mctabol~te compoun,ds 2,4-1)1111 13 p r txn t  at 300 111i1cb 11.j 
ER-L concentration in the subsurface seclrments. 4,1 IX)D at 1.600 ngg c~cceds II 1:K-M hy more 
than 50 fold. Thus there may well be e~cologlca] ~mpact!; occurring at this site Thrs needs) to hc 
evaluated and posslbly rerried~ated depend~ng upon the Innportnncc o f  thcscc Impacts At the least. 
the rrilgratlon of these contaminants to the ocean \hould he rnonl~orcd Furthcr ~ r r l ~ ~ t ~  oI'C'J ;~nd 
Cr to1 the Chthl l  scthinents should also be mon~tored slnce the elevated c o n c e ~ t r ; t i r  ot' thcsc 
mctals In the sur1;Ice scdirnents buggcht a contlnulng soulrcc 



An Issue that may alter the n4.s at th~s site 1s ~hcther  th~s d~tch was altered w ~ l h  a 
cancrete/stone Ilner, as rs klreved to be the case based on one pnor s~tc VISII Such a l~ner wdl 
eflrtst~vrtl~ lmmob~llre the eonumlnat~on In the sorllxd~rnenl 1 lowcvcr, hture d~xlharges from th~s 
outfall need to be momtored, as the sedlrnent td~scharged wdI move more lreely toward the ocean 
endpomt Equally ~mportanl IS the frequency w~th  wh~ch th~s dratnage area becomes dry In th~s 
Instance. rh~e mlbmtlon of contamlnat~on through wrnd drspersior~ becomes's serlolus Issue because 
of the lack of sod matnx andl vcgctatlon to holld the contmlnatt:d sediment In place It should be 
noted that an ofice and guard station are located very close to th~s dramage d~tclh, rndlcat~ng the 
need for careful evaluat~on o f  ths slte 

In-Bay Ollrtfalls 

Folllow up samplmg IS needed to betlsr characterize th~e contamlnanl d~stnbut~on at the 
ln~tenidal and subtldd zones of the In-Bay O~tfidls (Outfalls 3-8) Data In the Drafi RI md~cate that 
here are areas of contamlnat~on of conccm tha~ need to be better defined before risk management 
dec~s~ons ;are made 

Ou~tfall 3 hzi the hghust PAIt cunlamirrat~on of the In-Bay outfalls In sediments lymg ins& 
p the pier at locat~on 1-2  The cancer h v u d  callculated for this level o f  PAH contamination was 4.7 
+ x 104 whch IS below EPA's cntcrion of lo'. However, concenuatlons o f  the EPA 16 PAHs exceed 
h, IJK ER-L Ior h s  groups of compounds, suggestrng that there miry be ecological effects on benthic 

o~rgarusms The factors that need to be considered when establishing a rnanageme:nt plan for these 
sedlmcnts are whether there is a high potential for human exposure, and whether the ecological 
effkcts are localucd or wide spread. Since h is  area of PAH contauninat~on appears from the RI data 
to be fairly localized, and concentrations of other contaminants are relatively low, the urgency for 
removal (o f  these scd~ments at this time is probably not great. However, if these sedime 
removcd for other reasons, such as dredging to maintain the pler areas, then they must be 
as contarr~inated material and handled and disposed o f  properly 

All Outfalls 7 and 8 there are dl50 hot spts ofcontam~r~at~on In the near-shore (~ntertldal) 
sdments Ln part~cular. at Icmuon I at Outtdll 8, SIX metals exce~d background camcentratlons and 
E:R-Ls amJ the cancer r~sk  asxssment for th~s slte ~ncl~cated a p~tcntlal hunldn health bur? of 44 
x 10' 7Ihe area around th~r  outfall 1s not as lh~ghly secured as that near Out!ilI 5 ,  thus lncrcaslng 
the I r kehhd  that Nab) penannel or other ~nd~v~duals could come Into contact ~ ~ t h  the sed~ment 
Further surface samplrng o f  the lntenldal sedllments at both Ou~tfalls 7 and 8 should be conducted 
t~o detem~lne the lateral d~str~butlon o f  these ccuntamlnants and at the least warning s~bms should be 
ps ted  to1 d~scourage humarn contact Core sediment samphng and p r tod~c  nnonltorlng of the 
srhmenu, near the ou t l d  slhould also be conlducted as a wurw asse\~ment, to dcterrnlne whether 
on-going d~scharge of metals from these outlalls IS a problem 

Thew prater d~stmce-, dre lrnlnulant Ii)r evaluai~ng the extent o f  the cont,mlnatlurl rn the 
general vlcln~ty of the outtalli, the odd arc sarnpl~ng locatrons at c l ow  dlstmceb and the lack ot 

samplmg betwren the out l~ l ls  Ilm~ts the NJV)'S ilb1111y to asxss the eltent ol conurn~ndlon 
detected thus far In turn, the Navy should consder two other approaches tor dclrr~eat~ng the 
contamlnatron F~rst, \arnpl~ng p n t s  between the outlallb shoudd be srlcctcd to ~dctemi~nc 11 the 
exceedances present ate ub~qu~~tous or present IIR a fan-shaptld or other more locdl17ed dlstr~but~on 
pattern Samplmg at 75 and 150 meters rcould seem appropriate for this elfort 

Comdenng the sampll~ng conducted thus far and the proposed simpl~ng \o~thln t h ~ \  Icttcr. 
NI should colmplle a map of all1 the sarnpl~ng potnts to determ~ne ~t there are any gaps 1 r i  sampl~ng 
for charactanz~ng the outlallr Thls would allu~w the Navy to ~dcntlfy and sample areas m ~ \ w l  In 
the prewous evalwtlon For Instance, follow-up m p l ~ n g  points could be placed at 30 meters from 
the outfalls where the prevlou, wrnplcs were collected from the far lelt or r~ght ol the sampl~ng arc, 
leavlng the area drrectly In frmt of the hscharge polnt not charactenzed I he selecltlon ot'sanipl~ng 
locatrons on thew concentric c~reles a~t~l;llIv n i de  the assessment of contaminant d ~ ~ t r ~ h u t ~ u n  more 
d~f icu l t ,  a grid approach to sarnpl~ng nould bt: more fru~tful  F~~nanc~al I~rn~tat~ons that ma\ iirl\c 
from the adtdltlonal sampl~ng locat~ons could tx addressed by only anal) Ling subsequcn~ sample5 
for the comlpounds found to exceed 1.K-I. \alu~rs In prevlous sarnpllng efforts 



A xconcl monltonng program that h w l d  be e~fillbl~sh~cd to dctrrrnlne the Importance urlhe 
chemicals In the outtill sedlments compared to other contamrnatlon present In the Hay IS a "mussel 
watch" progam B~oaccumulalhon of contamrnants by a b~balve spcclcs, such as the kntnosc 
clam, can be tested by placlng c,aged clams at dlflerent locatrons wrthm the Hay Vanatlons In 
contamtnanl concentntlons In these organr\ms al'ier (1 1 l o  3 month expowre at d~fferent Bay 
locat~ons will prov~de very useful ~nl'ormat~on on ~reglonal ~drfferences, ~f ihry exlst, and thus the 
Importance of  lnd~v~dual  srtes on the overall impact of  chem~cal contammatron In the Bay on 
aquatlc hfe 

From the RI work revlewd thuu far, rt does na appear tho1 an adequate nsk assessment the 
Outfalls has been conducted A risk assessment mlust be conducted uslng current EPA guidelines 
foi both human health and ecologcal Impacts. The Interim I%wlogrcal Rrsk Assessment Guidance 
for Superfund provldes a structuscd Irormat for a more hol~rstic approach to assessing ecological 
r~sks, allowing the different plrnles to1 agree on the mwlels l o  be used, discuss where there appear 
to be data gaps. etc Human heialth ~r~sk  assessment is more straight forward, although i t  is still 
imporrant to use the RAB a d  oth~er ~n~tcrested citrzcns to obl~a~n community acceptance o f  the risk 

0 assessment approach. 
cr 
N Before any addrtional data are collected, hlonh Island, the regulators and the community 

(RAB) need to work together to rccvaduate the data1 tha~t have been collected thus far As raised in 
pev~ous comments, the use o f  background levels to assess risk In the work conducted to date was 
not appropnate for a scientific based risk assessment Pi good h t h  etfon must be made to 
adequately assess risk before moving to risk management clecislons Thrs needs to be done In an 
open manner that allows citirems to lpan~cipate in the decisron-mak~ng, rather than being the 
position of argurng about prsv~ously made decisions in an already completed prucess Critiral to 
h s  wil l  be an agreed upon assessment: process. dellneatmg data analys~s methods and comparison 
cntena prior to the reassessment. 

ti@ ConlamlMt concenbratlolns In swfoce sd~rnent/so~l samples collected closest to Some 
of the outfalls suggest that these ~drsctarge polnts are strll sources o f  contammatron, possrbly due 
to heavy rarnfall events that moblllze bulk conlamlmatlon and contamrnatcd s o h  that hove 
accumulated In the plpcl~nes over the decades Ib our knowledge. the RI drd not spec~fically 
address the sampling of these p~pcs or other remcdlal a~ctlorls conducted to clean-out and backfill 
potentla1 source areas Thls IS a ser~ous issue , as conllmllnatlon could remaln constant or even 
lncrraw as a result NI should collrct udlmsnt samplles f ~ o m  $withrn the d~xharye pipes to evalurrte 
thrs possrb~l~ty Addlt~onally, NI  should collect samples from rnirnedlately In front o f  these 
dlscharye polnts after s~bpficmt ram events I t  IS nmponant for tho>c ~nbolvcd to male sure that 

In huudou\ wahtc rcnietJla~lon program,, ~nhtrtut~onal control3 (I('\ 1 are a yoiblng IMII uwLl  
to manage risks by break~ng the completed exposure pathway Itowever, there are rnany concerns 
regartllng the efkctrven~ebs of th'ese mechan~hms, notlng that natlon level agcncrcs and bodlcs ( I  t: 

the Defense Envlronme1nt;ll Re5ponse 'I'asl, Force) are now f.wusrng on thrs Issue \s.~th great concern 
Many o f  dhe ICs implemented have not k e n  proven to be rflkct~vtt In turn, any clcc~s~un ducurncnt 
involving ICs wII need to contam a schrdulc for mspcctlon and evaluatron. and an objectlkr nncanb 
to evzrluatcr the succcss or Illr~lurc ofthe approaches rrnplcmentecl Fur Instance. 11'a l'cncc-lrhc co\e:r 
is placed over Outfall 116 to stop solfers tiom entering the d~tch  and to stop brrds trom kedrng on 
fish or orgini!imk from the cunta~n~nrrtecl sltc, how often w ~ l l  the c o w  be ~r~spcctcd" I low lnaliv 
breaches cover a glven time period w ~ l l  be acceptable7 

1 he EPA ha5 bcguri to rec.ognlLt: ~ l l e  Importance of absurlnp that ICs. ~nclud~ng I d  u\e 
controls (LUCs), are ~mplsmented effectrvely In a mernorand~~t~i dated Aprrl 2 1 ,  1908, Jon C) 
Johmton, Chlcfofthc Federal I k~ l r t r es  Branch In Regron IV,  addressed thc asburawe of  l a r d  use 
controls at federal fac~ll~t~es He rndrcated that fhc~lit~es usmg LUCs as part of a C1iRC'I.A Hecord 
o f  Dec~si~on (ROD) or RCRA. Statements of Bas~s, Notrcrs o f  Dec~slon i ~ n d  RCKA P'ermrt 
Mod~ficatrons wdI needl to 1mp1t:ment a Land CJse Control Assurance Plan (LUC'AP) 'I he LIJCAP 
is "a lwnttlen matallatron~-we plan that sets out the procedure to assure LUCs rcrnarn elli.ctl\t: owr  
lhe lalng-term ifor all ares at the partrcular ~nshllatlon where they we rrqu~red" I he I.UCAP should 
be rn!cnt~~oned In the Ibase ma!,ter plan. ich~ch \$111 protect against unplanned use ot' the: land 
containing contamlnatlon In the Suture On a srte-spcc~tic basls. ~t requrres a LlJC Irnplenicntatmn 
Plan that l~dcntlfies the qxcrlic land undcr restrlctlon and the l.Uc objcctrke~ lur that area NI \\111 
need to develop such plans for the Ocean Outfalls, ~f the rrsk assessment tinds potcntlal rrsl,s an8d 
they dec~tle to1 Icave thc colntam~~nat~on rn place 



The following was previously rcwivcd and has h e n  identified a s  an attachment 
to comment letter L.4 from the City of Coronado: 

Memo from J w l  I C'chn, Cl 1P, Kadlntlo~n Sifety Consultmt to I lomcr 
Bludau, C ~ t y  of Coronado RE. Interim ri?port on  Radlatlon Monitoring Study, 
Ok tch r  14, 1998. 

Thc following was prctriously r ~ ~ e i v c d  and has h e n  identified as commcnt 
Icttcr 0.11: 

0 Letter from %n Uicgo A u d u h n  S~cie ty  to IMr. John Coon, November 10, 
1998 

This ~nformation was r~csubrnittcd by tlhe En~ir~onmental Health Coalition as 
part of their attachment 

I 
Thk  eawo~nrncnd impaa statement @IS) mdyzes the potentd impacts to, the 
environment thar may r m l r  from the proposed realignment of four E-2 akcrah 
squadrons and related supporr personnel, equipment, and functions from Naval 
Air Su,tion (NAS) Mrrarnu to one of three idternauvc n a d  air mrions. This 
documenr has been prcpued in accordance with the National Environmccnd 
P o k y  Am (NEPA) of 1969 as amendcd. 42 USC 5 4321 et sq., the Councd on 
Environmental Q d i r y  (CEQ) implementiag reguhrions. 40 CFR •˜•˜ 15CO-1508 
(1!397), and the Naq 's  NEPA implementing regdations (Office of the Chief of 
Navd Opuxtionr Instruction [OPNAVINST] 5090.1B [1994D. The Navy is the 
l a d  rgcncy for the k i o n  regarding the selection of the receiving insdatiooL. 

Tllir EIS &;o hu been in accordiace with the Defense Base Closure and 
Rtaliguncnt Act of 1990 (DBCRA). Public L w  No. 101-510. a d  the peniinent 
barse doslu:e and rdgn rnen t  decisions of the Defense Base Closure and. 
R~dignmen~t  Gcnmission approved by the Praident and accepted by Congress in 
September 1993 and September 1995. DBCRA established the Defense Base. 
Cllonuc and Rtllrgnment Commission (BRAC Commission) for the purpose of 
enrsuring a timely, independent, and fair process for dosing and rclligrung Unitedl 
Stares ((US) military msullations. 

PVRKWE of r w  PROPOSED ACTION 
The p~wpo!u of the proposed action is t o  m m  the legal directives of the DB8CRA. 
tak r d i g n  1E-2 aircraft and fadt ier .  The proposed action indudes siting 16 E-2 
aircnft. rebaring 988 associated personnel and their f d y  members, and 
atpantiing or coanructing facilitia t o  sup pot^ air& and urd to 

providle awxbted training functions. In addition to the increased suffinl; and 
equipment levels, there would be an i n a a x  in tfurung and volume of flight 
olpultiom at the receiving i n d l d o n  with the proposed mion .  The E-2 aircraft 
uu r q y l u  FAA flight mks and would not use m i l i t q  m i n i n g  routes (M'TRs). 
The tlucc uudat ionr  considered for the receiving base are Naval Air Wclpons 
Sltluorm (NAWS) Point Mugu, NAS Lemoore, and Naval Air F a d r y  ( N A q  El 
Cantrco, 211 in California (Section 1.2). The locations of t h e  bases are shown on 
Figure ES- 11. 

- - - -  -- 
0544 C-2 Amcraft !iquadlronr Rcal~gnment frnal Lnvrronmenol lmpacr Surement March 1998 

ES-I 



'Since the no a&on alternative would f.d to meet tbe legal directives of DBCIU to 
realign E-2 i r c d  m d  fwdkies, which is tho p q o v  of ' h e  p r o p o d  mion ,  it is 
therefore not conslidcrcd a reasonable alternative and hu been eliminated from 
further ladysu in thu EIS. This US doa, bowrvcr, address alternative me!thods 4 
of accomm&ting the re.lilnment md transfer of funaions (dtrrnative receiving 
sire d y s i s ) ,  m analysis that is not exempt from the NEPA process. (Section 
2.3.4) 

- 
Table IE-1 

E-2 Site Sc:rrcning 

M i d  

AH& Envimmcnt 
Chapter 3. E & r d  Environaitnt. conuins &&puom of Ik 
c n k n m m t d  rod raciocconomic conditions at each of rhe t h m  proposed 
mavin( buo. which i d &  NAWS Point Mupl. NAS Lemmre. and N M  El 
Cam. Tbe informalion m, as bueline data to idcnufy and rnllrure any 
p t c n t d  Mprrv that could result from implemcnution of the propod action. 

Paper: Many near nuclear facilities r - 





Cancer risk at Rocketdyne was high, new study says 
- - 

Michelle DeArmond 
ASSOCIATED PFtESS 

12-Sep-1997 Friday 

SIMI VALLEY -- Nearly a third of nuclear workars at a Rocketdya~e facility 
who died after being exposed to doses of radiation deemed safe by the 
government ha~d cancer, according to a study released yesterday. 

The study funded by the Department of Energy fowd workers exposed to low 
doses of radiatiion had a cancer risk of at least six I:o eight times greater 
than previous situdies had found,, researchm said. 

The workers were employed at IRocketdpe's Santa Susana Field Laboratory in 
the tulls between the west end of the Saa Fernando Valley and Simi Valley. 

University of California Los Angeles researchers reviewed medical and 
personnel reco8r& for 4,563 employees monitoredfor radiation betvveen 1950 
and 1 993. No !subjects were examined by the reseiarchers. 

Of workers exposed to external radiation, 875 have died, of which ;258 were 
attributed to cancer. Of those exposed to internal radation, 44 1 have 
ded, with 134' due to cancer. External radiation consists of exposures such 
as X-rays, while internal radiation is the ingestion, inhalation or 
absorption of rsubstances such as uranium. 

"We found that these occupational radiation exposures were more strongly 
linked to cancer deaths than has; been found in several earlier studies,. 
including thosic that have examiied survivors of radiation from atolmlc 
bombs," said IBeate Ritz, one of the UCLA investigators. 

Steve Lamam, a Rocketdyne official, noted Rocketdyne has neve:r exposed 
its employees &I radiation levels above Ihe nationla1 limit. He also said 
the company was reaching out \to the surviving members of the stu~dy. 

The study was overseen b/ an i~dvisory panel cornposed of community members, 
a union representative, scientists and government officials. The res'earch 
was promptecl by concerns &OED ana residents about the use of radlioactive 
and toxic sub!stances at the facility. 

The Energy Ckpartment first found rdoactive contamination in the soil at 
the suburban Los Angeles facility in 1989. The E:nvironrnental Pratection 
Agency steppled in to clean up the 2,600-acre site, and the f 55 milllion 
project is contmuing. 

At the time, there was no evidence of a health threat to the public or to 
worken. In 1959, radioactive rnaterial was releasicd dunng a meltdlown in 
one of the nuclear test reactors at the Santa S w l a  Field Laboratory of * 

:bSubject: Re : Nol S a f e  Dose o f  Ratdlation 
b 

: ~ R e u t e r  . 
:rMNDON ( O c t .  0)  - R a d i a t i o n ,  even i n  v e r y  smal l  d c s e s ,  1s f a r  more damaai-y 
.to h e a l t h  t h a n  p rev loue ly  thought ,  a  l e a d i n g  s c i e n c e  magazlne s a l d  T t u r s l a y  

:.Most s c i e n t i s t s  now b e l i e v e  r a d i a t i o n  below thie i n t c r n a t i o f i a l ? y - a c c e p t e d  
:.level of one  m i l l i s i e v e r t  p e r  y e a r  can  damage DNA In  a r.ew way t h a t  c ~ u l d  
:*harm t h e  gene  pool ,  wreck f u t u r e  g e n e r a t i o n s  a.nd k i l l ,  t h e  New S c i e n r i s :  
:..aid. 
L 

: r " I t ' s  a  h o r r i f y i n g  c o n c e p t .  But we cow have e a r l y  indications tk.at i t  ndy t r ?  
:*happening," E r i c  Wright of B r i t a i n ' s  Medical  Research Counc i l  (MRC) t z l J  t k . ~  
:magazine.  
I. 

lrThe dead ly  e f f e c t s  of t h e  atomic bombs dropped1 on t h e  Japanese  c i t i e s  cf 
:+Hiroshima and Naoasaki, o r  of t.he w o r l d ' s  worr8t r iuclear  a z c i d e n t  a t  Ct.crnzc;.L 
:bin Ukralne i n  1996, a r e  w e l l  documented. :. 
:-But Wright s a y s  r a d i a t i o n  c a n  a l s o  damage c e l l s  i n  a  w a y  chac cannot  t e  
: d e t e c t e d  u c t i l  they have d i v i d e d  s e v e r a l  time91, i n  what h e  c a l l s  
. r a d i a t i o n - i n d u c e d  genomic i n s t a b i l i t y .  
1) 

r b "  I r e g a r d  t h e  phenomenon a s  e ? ~ t a b l i s h e d ,  " he s a i d .  "There i s  no doubt  that: 
1-genomic i n s t a b i l i t y  i s  a  r e a l  c:onsequence of radiation exposure .  a ' 
I, 

,The magazine s a i d  id r igh t ' s  s t u d i e s  on mice and i n  humans, and a t  l e a s t  s r x  
).other p r o j e c t s  around t h e  uorlcl showed t h e  progeny o f  c e l l s  exposed t o  
ablow-dose r a d i a t i o n  had more ch&mosome a b e r r a t i o n s  t h a n  n o 1  c e l l s .  
2, 

),The r e s e a r c h  a l s o  revea led  that. some p e o p l e  a r e  more v u l n e r a b l e  t 3  genet:= 
* i n s t a b ~ l l t y  than  o t h e r s .  
3. 

avUthou~h  n o t  y e t  proven, Wright b e l i e - ~ e s  induced ger.om:c ins tab11  1 t y  causes  
>&cancers  l l k e  leukemia and may r e s u l t  I n  s m a l l  I n c r e a s e s  i n  many o t h e r  
> ,d i seases .  

> , I t  cou ld  a l s o  a i d  the  development of b r a i n  d i s o r d e r s  such  a s  .Alzhclmer 's  and 
) ,Pa rk inson ' s  d i s e a s e s  and i n c r c a ~ s c  deve lopmenta l  d e f e c t s  i n  f e t u s e s .  
>I 

,Dudley Goodhead. a l s o  of t h e  URIC, s u p p o r t s  t h e  t h e ~ r y  and s a y s  J u s t  a t i n y  
, p a r t i c l e  can  damage a  c e l l  and boos t  t h e  r l s k  of d l s e a s e .  
> >But Davld Cox of B r i t a i n ' s  Na t iona l  Radiological P r o t e c t i o n  Board, c l t l - g  th:! 

>medical  surveillance of t h e  Hiroshima a n d  Nagasaki v i c t i m s ,  t o l d  t h e  New 
wScLentlst t h e r e  was no evidence t o  s u p p o r t  t h e  theory  t h a t  genomic 
w i n s t a b i l i t y  c u r  inc rease  t h e  r i s k  of d ~ s e a s e s  o r  k i l l .  
w 
.But a l t h o u g h  i r r e f u t a b l e  proof is a t i l l  l a c k i n g  t h e  magazine s a i d  t h e  pgenomic i n s t a b i l i t y  theory  w3s a l r e a d y  c a u s i n g  k t h e r  s c i e n t i s t s  uork lng  i n  
> r a d ~ r t i o n  p r o t e c t i o n  t o  quest iom t h e  e x i s t i n g  ~ a f e g u a r d a .  
8 

>Reuter  1 9 : 5 4  10-00-97 
> 
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A Short His'tory of Naval Nuclear Accidents 

Accord~ng to the Navy. ". there has ncrvcr been a reactor accdcnt rn the h~story of the 
U.S Naval Nuclex Propulsion Program ..." ( 19951 FEIS, p.1-75). However, according to Navy 
records obta~ned through Fr~rrdo~n~ of Informu~tlon Act Keque\th (1:01A) and ~ndcprndent research 
on the subject the followrng accrdents have occurred and resulted rn rclc~ses of rad~atian Into the 
environment 

I .  Release of Radioactive Steam, 1996 - ClSS Arkansas 
Release of radioact~ve steam from a nuclear powered vessel at the Puget Sound Naval 

Shipyard. The Navy waited 15 hours to inform the State and did not Inform the public until an 
informant called the press. (Bremurron Sun. 3 -5 -96)  

2. Radiation Contanninallion of Sailors, 1'997-.- USS Portsmouth 
USS Portsmouth (SSN 707) two SubBase workers were exposed to rad~ation during 

~ ~ ~ I o I u ~ I c ~ ~ I  work. (Navy news relrirse rssutd O4-;?8-97) 

3. Radialion Contamination o f  Sailors;, 19'95-IJSS California 
Three crew members were contamina~tcd vvith small amounts of rad~oact~vity after 100 

gallons of  radioactive water spilled from the !;hip's pro~pulsion system. One sailor was burned 

0 with 160-degree water during an accident involving testing of equipment In the cruiser's reactor 
companrnent. (Union Tribune, t'd4195 and Norvy Times., 06-19-95) 

4. Release of Radioactive Water into Sian IDiegco Bay, USS Truxtun, 1979 
Th~rteen gallons of rad~oact~vc "h~gh-pur~ty waner" was spdled Into San Diego Bay on 

September 2. 1979 Inrtral Ireports stated that the ship spdled as much as 80 to 100 g~l lons of 
radro~ctlve water (Neptune Pdptrs. p57) 

5. Release of radioac~~ive !water into Sam Dliego Bay, USS Curnard, 1980 1 -- - 

The submannc USS G u r n d  spilled 30 gdlonc of water conlaining rxlioacrrve material 
~ n t o  Sm D~ego Bay on July 20. 1980 (Ncptume P;apcr!i, p.57) 

6. Repeated releases c ~ f  radioactive water released into IIS Ports, USS Long IJcach 
The crulser USS Long Bleach reportedly Icakttl huridrcds of gallon, of low-level raU~oacl~ve 

water ~n five Navy ports becausc of a rnalfunct~onlng valve, ~nclud~rlg a t o t ~ l  of 159 gdllons of 
prrmary cool.~nt wh~le moolred II~I Sun D q o  (Uuron 7irbune. I I 27-9 I )  Excerpts from that 
art~cle by Greg Vrsllca, arc worth repe.rtlng 

" Copres of pagrs,lrom u log  on the shrp rlru~ /ISIS drschorgrs ofrtrdroac~rve Iryurds 
Herr brought to rhe Sun lhego Ulrron by conrvmctl sarlors ~blro nrcuse dre Navv r,j 
socrrficrn~ s a f r ~  m order to mrPr ~chrrlrtlvcl opcrtrrrons Four r,j the strrlors on tlrr shrp, over 
an underermrnrd rrmr yt*rrrdl. Irur t *  developed crrnc er. rlrv c rr\cmvrr ~ r t l  Two llrrcl hrtrrrr 
rumors crnd rwn htrd Irrrh~mto " 

(Navy T~rnes, 07 3 1 4 5 )  



3. Falsificatiam of' Documenlc, 19Y15--1lSS Salt Lake City 
Navy in~vest~gat~ori docurnents stalling that fal~lficat~on of documen~s was a common 

occumncc aboard the USS Salt ILakc: Citly and was one of the reasons for the removal of the 
Commanding Officer. Documen~ts pr~ov~dled under FOIA. Commander was removed from post 
due to a lapse in regulation resullting in an intoxicated submariner serving watch of a nuclear 
reactor on a sulbmarme in San Di~ego Bay (Union 7'rrhrtne. I 1 - 1 1-95). Naval investigation 
documents revccalecl that falsif~cmon of records was a cornmon occurrence on th~s vessel. 
(Documents rele3se:d to EHC un~der FOUL) 

4. Alleged Salbotage, 1996- U!3S San Juan 
News article from regarding potential sabotage aboard a nuclear powered submmne in 

1996 i n  Groton. CT. A sailor was relieveld of duty due to suspected sabotage of a nuclear reactor 
on the USS San Juan, a fast-attask n,uclear submarine in Groton, CT. Wires were severed that 
supply power to retract the rcacoor's control rods which dampen nuclear reaction. (Union Tribune 
08-23-96) EHC ha; requested dt~umenta~tion on this incident. 

5 Bomb foun~d on carrier, USS Constellation, 1996 
A bomb was discovered aboard (carrier U.S. Constellat~on wh~le it was docked at North Island. 
(Union Tribune I Dkc96) 

6. Weapon detonation accident, USS Surgo, 1960 
Exccrp~t from an investig,nt~om intcrview regarding an accident in which a weapon 

detonated, lour ordfer on an in-port nuclear submarine. The Navy released over 600 pages of 
documents to EHC' regarding this ac~cidemt. A flrc (unclass~fied Navy investigation documents, 
p. 1074) and a low-order detonation of the warheads that were attached to two conventional 
torpedoes on the n~uclear-powerc:d su~bma~rine USS Sargo on June 14. 1960 (Finding 18 of final 
investigat~ve report of the Judge Advocnc General). The Final investigative report of the Judge 
Advocate Gen~eral, testimony of the lCorn~manding Officer of the USS Sargo stated that" ... had 
fhose rorpedoccs gone off, high alder,  raeher lh l~n low order, probably rhe vnrirc englne room 
would have b c m  blown in some fornn or anofl~er. and possihlv evtn rlle bulkliead ro rhe reactor 
comparrmrnr. So, there was co,nsidwable danger. (Emphasis added)" This  accident, which 
klllcd one crewmam, was not rcported in the media nt thc t u n e .  Some details of thr accident are 
srdl classified 138 years later. 



(Page B-2 ) 
1. az concerned z h u t  s h c r t f a l l s  Ln yo3r leaderskip and 
technical  a k i l i t y  demons t ra ted  since you wore ass igned  to S i J  a s  
E : ~ t c u t i v e  Offfteer ic J d y  1995 and as Co=mandi~g Ofzicer  of Eeep 
S u b m s m p m x  U n i t  in February 1996. Speci f i ca lLy.  

AROUND THE APE(GI0N 

a. You dici n o t  keep yoursslf apprised o f  t h e  e x c e s s i v e  l e . ~ e l  
ole ef:fozt expxidedl by DSRV KYSTIC ~ors=r?el- b a r e s d t ,  the 
u:eu w r k e d  on m 3 1 t  weekends t o r  a several-month FerLad, and 
r a u t 1 3 d y  uorked longer ~ h a n  n o m l  w o r k i n g  days. 731s Le-el J <  
e l f o r t  e v ~ n t . ~ l . l y  led to the  a h y x  ical collapse and 
hcs~1taLLzal:lon of the togine;z and to 1 3  0t c r e w  no ra l e  a n d  
c ! ! f e c t i ~ ~ e n e s s .  

Mercury from sub leaks into bay 

04-Jul-1996 Thursday 

A Navy rescue sub leaked aboua a cup of me~rcuqr into San Diego-Bay this 
week. but Navy officials say they believe all the toxic metal has been 
recovered 

Globules of mercury leaked from the Mystic, a deep s~~bmergencc rescue 
vehicle, Monday morning, the Navy said The sublmer!iible was on the support 
ship Dolores Chouest. which was tied up at Nonh Island Naval Air Station 

b. Y O U  dic.  r a t  adequa:ely m o n i t s r  the ~ . 2 € L i f l c 2 t : 2 o  st5:cs 
and proqress cC KYSTIC persor-701. h a rssclt, the creb. w a s  na:: 
able t o  operate a t - s e a  v L t h o ~ r r  crcss-deck support fsom D ~ X J  
AVALOIH perralnr.el. , 

e \ 
C .  YOU f a i l e d  t o  i=stL11 an effective .'root cau3e" 

l n v e l l t i ~ a t i v e  att l ' tcde  ic a l l  your off icers .  T o r  exanple, DSRV 
M Y S T I C  attempted t o  cperate far t h r e e  vezks w i t h  a C e b i 1 i t a t i . q  
aatrrial problem t h a t  was n o t  f x l l y  h v e ~ ~ i g a t e d  acd for w h i c h  n.c 
yamgr!:henstvs plan or actlon vas c i e T e l o ~ e d  until I d i r e c t e d  i=. - 

Divers spent much of Monday ,and Tuesday searching the bay bottom and 
cleaning up the liquid metal. 

Navy and state water officials approved the cleanup and said there was no 
health hazard to the public, said spokesman L.t Danny Hernandez Divers 
picked up the spilled mercury using scoops alnd arr underwater vacuuming 
system 

A video survey of the spill site was made and soil samlples are being 
analyzed, Hernandez said. 

The leak apparently occurred when a valve faded in the small sub. An 
investigation is under way 

Mercury is used in the rescue sub's ballast system, allowing it to change 
attitude to link up underwater with stricken subm,arines. 

Seven sailors who were working on the Mystic were checked for contact with 
mercury, but none appeared to have been exposedl, Hernandez s a ~ d  



b. Satabllsh a FmCmSS to routfnlsly koep you up?rised of cha 
worrlng heurt of your personnel. and o t  their p h p l c a l  srell-behg. 
m s u r a  y o u  officers routinely evaluate these c o n u c i c n s  and meet - 
t!!elr operatiotll corrwitsents without over-working *heaselves or 
the ir  ?ersoonel. Advise me as soon a! this process is i n  place,  
but  nc l a t e r  than 35 April 1996, tnclude the res~lts of your 
asresssent in your we~ck ly  report to r e  oo pers3rnel readiness. 

c. HcnLto=. t h e  status of q u a l i f l e i t i o n  of yocr persoxmel. 
Artvise mo in adomrr of m y  condit.lon which may recpirr czoss- 
decking and rcricn you arm taking to procluda this sLtuaticn, 
Inform ma of m y  rxirltfng r h o z t f a l . 1 ~  i n  your organi tation by 30 
A p r l l  1996. 

d. Tcchntcally, ansess a ~ l u r L o n s  t:o material issues under 
you: ~3gnizance rn'd ' at:s*ya that yotit personnel develop a2e-i t a  
solution5 to their n a t e r i a l  prclbleaPJ. 

8- ~ e v i a u  ycur pmfanranca since you r e l i e v e d  a s  Comaarding 
Off icer  and advise me 05 acrions that,  kad ~ C ' J  rake3  them, would 
have ensured P~STIF -3 ready t o  assume Standby dutles on tlme 
and meat 1 t " s  operatiooal cosaaimants.  Prcvide the resalzs o t 
rh:s raview 'by 30 Wrl l  LSS6. 
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b a c k  and f o r t h .  B a s i c a l l y ,  we accompl i shed  v e r y  l i t t l e ,  e x c e p t  
f o r  f r u s t r a t i , n g  t h e  crew. T h i s  c o ~ n t i n u e d  f o r  t h e  next  s e v e r a l  
dlays. We're now t a l k i n g  a b o u t  t h e  e n d  of March. 

I: c o l l a p s e d  i.n March o r  A,pr i l  beca .use  o f  t h e  working hou r s  a n d  
b a s i c a l l y  p a s s e d  o u t y o r r .  They b r o u g h t  a n  amblulance down ;and 
t:ook me t o -Ba l l boa  because  t h e y  t h a ~ u g h t  I was having  a  h e a r t  
a ~ t t a c k .  I wals i n  Balboa f o r  two o c  t h r e e  days .  The d o c t o r ' s  
d i a g n o s i s  was1 s t r e s s  from t h e  work: env i ronmen t .  I d o n ' t  know 
what  my m e d i c a l  r e co rd  s a ~ y s ,  b u t  i.t was s t r e s s  and  f a t i g u e .  

l:rom A p r i l  we! c o n t i n u e d  t .o work six o r  s even  d.ays a  week, 
a v e r a g i n g  1 6  h o u r s  a  d a y  a t t e m p t i n g  t o  conduct  s e a  t r i a l s ,  which  
c o n s i s t e d  o f  a  s e r i e s  o f  d i v e s .  

I n  t h e  weeks immedia te ly  p r e c e d G g  1 ~ ~ 1 9 ,  many o f  t h e  c rew,  
i n c l u d i n g  m y s e l f ,  P e t t y  O f f i c e r  Dyar, a n d  P e t t y  O f f i c e r  H i l l ,  
were  hav ing  f a m i l y  proble!ms b r o u g h t  o n  by' t h e  f a c t  t h a t  we were  
n e v e r  home. I t  p r o g r e s s i v e l y  g o t  worse  s o  t haL t  a l s o  i nc r e , a s ed  
t h e  s t r e s s .  

lde had  a  d e b r i e f  on  t h e  Thursday  p r i o r  t o  1 Ju ly ,  which was o n  a  
IYonday. Commander Borik was there! a l o n g  w i th  t h e  e n t i r e  c r e w .  
!Senior Ch i e f  Domonkos b rough t  i t  u p  and  I r e i t e r a t e d  t h a t  t h e  
c r ew  was e x h a u s t e d  and f a t i q u e d ,  t h a t  we had no break  f o r  
]personal  th i ings  t h a t  needed- to  b e  a t t e n d  t o .  I  t o l d  t h e  CIO t h a t  
I had s eve ra .1  peop l e  p l e a d i n g  f o r  t i m e  o f f  t o  go  t o  t h e  bank&+ w~ 
]pay t h e i r  b i . l l s .  We fe l t :  t h a t  we were  v e r y  f o r t u n a t e  t h a t  no  one  
lhad g o t t e n  s e r i o u s l y  i n j u r e d  and  t h a t  we 'd  had no more m a t e r i a l  
f a i l u r e  o r  diamaged any equipment  o t h e r  t h a n  what we had b e c a u s e  
p e o p l e  were  :so t i r e d  and f a t i g u e d  t h a t  t h e y  c o u l d n ' t  t h i n k  
. s t r a i g h t  some t imes .  

ccomrnander Bo : r i k ' s  response  was t h a t ,  a s  s u p e r v i s o r s ,  " I t ' s  o u r  
j ob  and y o u r  j o b  #to show e x t r a  c a r e  and  t o  slow t h i n c s  down and &< 
s t o p  t h i n g s  i f  you t h i n k  peop l e  a r e  g o i n g  t o  make a  m i s t a k e . "  
'That was sound a d v i c e ,  bu t  we expl la ined  t h a t ' s  what we were 
t r y i n g  t o  d o ,  b u t  t h a t  we f e l t  thtc s c h e d u l e  was t o o  compressed 
and t h e  c rew j u s t  needed a  d a y  o f f  j u s t  t o  r e s t . "  He s a i d ,  * I ' m  
s o r r y  we c a n ' t  s uppo r t  t h a t .  We've g o t  t o  yet: t h e  v e h i c l e  
c e r t i f i e d .  I t ' s  goir.3 t o  g e t  a  l i t t l e  b i t  t oughe r ,  but  t h e r e ' s  
d a y l i ~ h t  a t  t h e  end of t h e  t u n n e l ,  g u y s .  You a r e  j u s t  g o i n g  t o  
have  t o  suck  i t  u p .  

Thie c o u r t - m a r t i a l  r e c o n v e n e d  a t  1008 hours ,  1 6  J a r : u a r y  1 9 9 t i .  

A l l  p a r t i e s  p r e s e n t  when t h e  c o u r t - m a r - t i d l  a d j o u r n e d  were  a F a i n  
prlesen t .  The (detailed r e p o r t e r ,  M s .  Debra Leehol t : ,  w a s  p r e s e n t  
and had  been p r e v i o u s l y  s w o r n .  

A p p e l l a t e  Exhi lb i t s  I ,  1 1 ,  111 ,  IV, IV-A, V ,  VI, V I I ,  V I I I ,  i ~ ,  
a n d  X were  r e c e i v e d .  

The m i l i t a r y  judcje s t a t e d  t h a t  h e  would f i r s t  hear. t h e  accuser  
molt i o n .  

S e n i o r  Chief B o i l e r  T e c h n i c i a n  R icha rd '  Domonkos, Urni t e d  S t a t e s  
Natvy, w a s  c a l l e d  a s  a w i t n e s s  b y t h e  d ' e f e h s e .  w a s  duly sworn, and 
t e s t i f i e d  s u b s i t a n t i a l l y  a s  follows: I 

D I R E C T  EXkYINATION 

Q u o s t i o n s  by the d e f e n s e  ( L T  McNair ) :  

My c u r r e n t  d u t y  s t a t i o n  i s  t h e  MYSTIC, DSRV-1; I ' m  t h e  Chief of ) 
t h e  B o a t .  When I r e p o r t e d  t h e r e  i n  August  1 9 9 5 ,  I was t h e  LCFQ 
.of t h e  MYSTIC. I am s t i l l  t h e  LCPO 2nd a m  b a s i c a l . l y  responls ib ln  
f o r  a l l  of t h e  e n l i s t e d  p e r s o n n e l ,  a l l  t h e  watch  b i l l s ,  t ra , in i i :g  
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s ,  and  d a y - t o - d a y  e v o l u t i o n s .  

I inm f a m i l i a r  w i t h  P e t t y  O f f i c e r s  Dyar and Bab ing ton  becaus,e t!:cty 
woirk f o r  me. 

The work s c h e d u l e s  were made c p  by t h e  Chief  E n g i n e e r ,  Lieu:ter .znt  
A t c h i n s o n .  I n  May and J u n e  o f  l a s t  y e a r ,  we were w0rkir.g f r x n  1 2  
t o  18 h o u r s  a  d a y .  Except  f o r  a n  occa . s i ona1  day  o f f ,  w e  were 
work ing  s even  d a y s  J. week. Dur ing  t h o s e  two months ,  w e  may k a , ~ e  
h a d  o n e  day  o f f ,  maybe two f o r  a  c o u p l e  of peo l e .  The  CO was 
a w a r e  o f  t h e  working  h o u r s  a n d  c o n d i t i o n s  be,c%dse I  p e r s ~ n a l l y  tip, b r o u g h t  i t  t o  ] h i s  a t t e n t i o n  o n  more t h ~ a n  one  o c c a s i o n .  The f i r s t  L 

t i m e  was probalbly j u s t  b e f o r e  E a s t e r ,  i n  A p r i l ,  and  t h e n  agrain 
t h e  f i r s t  p a r t  of  J u n e .  

E a c h  time I b rough t  i t  up  t o  my chai : i  of command i t  was a l i rays  

6 I thtc same t h i n g .  I t o l d  tk.ern t h a t  t h e y  were working u s  tooai!!ard ,:Jl a n d  I f e l t  t h a t ,  i f  t h e y  d i d n ' t  s t o p ,  t h e y  would k i l l  somebody. 
I s p o k e  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  C 3  a b o u t  t h a t  o n  two o r  t h r e e  occa r ; i ons .  
The  f i r s t  one was j u s t  b e f o r e  E a s t e r  a,nd t h e r e  was one  time! a t  



\I' 
L a l s o  a r r anged  f o r  AVALON crew members t o  a s s i s ' t  r_maintenance, t o  

g i v e  people  t ime  o f f .  I d i d  t h i s  once .  

A f t e r  t h e  incidc?nt w i th  P e t t y  O f f i c e r  Dyar,  I a t tempted t o  
relieve! L ieu tenan t  Commander Reid f o r  c a m e .  My s u p e r i o r s ,  
ult imat:ely,  d isapproved t h a t  detachment .  I  w i l l  s ay  t h a t  b e f o r e  
I[ went f o w a r d  wi th  t h e  formal  p roceed ings ,  I d i ~ d  have t h e i r  

concurrence .  I hold  L ieu tenan t  Commander Reid p a r t i a l l y  
r c s w n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  low morale of t h e  crew.  I  knew morale was -T -- -- 'T - 

low. :t knew t h e  men had been f a t : i gued  o v e r  a  pe r iod  of months. 

I n  A p r i l ,  Lieutccnant Atchison,  co: l lapsed and sper. t  a  coup:le of 
d a y s  i n  t h e  h o s p i t a l .  The fatiguce of t h e  ,men g o t  s o  s e r i o u s  t h a t  
my s u p e r i o r s  became concerned. I r e c e i v e d  a L e t t e r  of 

0 I n s t r u c t i o n .  
.) 

The w i t n e s s  was shown Defense Exhibi t B l o r  I d e n t i f i c a t i o n .  

T h i s  i s  a copy (of the  L e r t c r  of ~ n s t r u c t i o n  I r ece ived .  I t ' s  

(dated 2 3  A p r i l  1 9 9 6 .  MY a b i l i t i e l s  a s  a c0mmandir.g o f f i c e r  were 
( ca l l ed  i n t o  q u e s t i o n .  Tlhe l e t t e r  s p e c i f i c a l l y  mentions t h a t  t h e  
crew wlorked on weekends f o r  seven months. I t  speci f ica l1:y  
( d i r e c t e d  me t o  preclude 'the men from working excess ive  hours  and 
,weekends. I was also d i r e c t e d  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a  process  t o  censure 
t h a t  t h e  men were not ovier worked. T h i s  l e t t e r  d i d  nothing t o  my 
c a r e e r .  I t ' s  n e u t r a l .  ~ t ' s  no t  p u n i t i v e  and doesn ' t  go  i n t o  my 
r e c o r d .  The board would never  se8e i t  . I t ' s ,  b a s i c a l l y ,  'a 
communication b8etween my s u p e r i o r  and me. 

A f t e r  t h e  i n c i d e n t  involving P e t t y  O f f i c e r  Dyar, a  commanld 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n  was held .  One of  t h e  f ind inLgs  o f  the  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  
was t h a t  f a t i g u e  was probably  a c o n t r i b u t i n g  f a c t o r  t o  t h e  
i n c i d e n t .  I d o n ' t  know i f  t h i s  f i n d i n g  would have any e f f e c t  on  
my c a r e e r .  I t  h a s n ' t  done any th ing  t o  me y e t .  I  d i d  not 
disapplrove t h e  f ind ings  of t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  o f f i c e r  concerning 
f a t igu , e  a s  a c a ~ n t r i b u t i n g  f a c t o r  t o  t h e  i n c i d e n t .  

I  am t h e  conven~ing a u t h o r i t y  f o r  t h i s  c o u r t - m a r t i a l .  

I n  l a t e  A p r i l ,  a f t e r  Lieutenant  A tch i son  c o l l a p s e d ,  I d i d  t a k e  
some a c t i o n  t o  r e l i e v e  t h e  working hours  o f  t he  men. I  d i d  a s k  
t o  be informed i f  t h e  men were wo'rking p a s t  1 9 0 0 ,  which they  d i d .  
T h i s  happened s e v e r a l  t imes a week, i f  not. every day. I  never  
t o l d  t h e  men they  couldn, ' t  work p a s t  1 9 0 0 .  1 al.so gave Sen io r  
Chief Domonkos a  day o f f .  The wolrk l e v e l  was s t . i l l  d i f f i c u l t .  I 

I know P e t t y  O f f i c e r  D y a r .  He h a s  worked f a r  me 

On t h e  MYSTIC, we were working c l o s e  t o  seyJen d;iys F e r  w e e k ,  1 6  
t o  18 hours  p e r  day .  I d i d  no t  t h i n k  i t  w a s  safie t o  work t h o s e  
k i n d  of' h o u r s .  For a p e r i o d  of t i m e  when you h a v e  t o  do that. 
There ' s ;  no waly around..  The long  h o u r s  were sust .air .ed for a 
p e r i o d  longer- t h a n  I f e l t  was s a f e  f o r  my p e c p l e .  I went u p  t'he 
c h a i n  of command s t a r t r ing  w i t h  my OIC, t h e  XO, t:he CO of  CSU, and 
t h e  Command Plas ter  Chief of Submarine Dleveloprnerit Gro~:? One. In 
t h e  f i r s t  mee t ing  wi th  t h e  commanding O f f i c e r ,  he t o l d  r n e  t h a t  k.3 
was not  aware! of  t h e  hours  we were work ing .  I spoke t.o him on 
s e v e r a l  o c c a s i o n s .  W e ,  s p e c i f  f i c a l l y ,  had two c lcsed-cioor  
s e s s i o n s .  A t  one  p o i n t  1 spoke t o  him on  a  Sundlay norninq,  and  
i t  was t o  t h e  p o i n t  where I was a f r a i d  one c f  my guys was g o i n g  
to g e t  h u r t  t r y i n g  t o  g e t  home t o  s e e  h i s  f a m i l y .  They were 
f a l l i n g  a s l e e p  on  t h e  job.  T h i ~ w a s  rigP+ around t h e  A p r i l ,  May 
t ime  frame. T h i s  was a l s o  around t h e  t ime  t h a t  L ieu tenan t  
Commander Atch i son  col . lapsed,  which I though t  was a red  f l a g .  
The work s c h e d u l e  d i d  not  change a f t e r  t h i s .  

During t h e  month of b y ,  we f i n a l l y  g o t  a l i t t l e  b i t  of t ime  o f f  
W e  were working f i v e  t o  s i x  days  per  week t h e n .  W e  had t o  come? 
o f f ' t h e  s u p p o r t  s h i p  and go back t o  DSU t o  do major work t h a t  we 
c o u l d n ' t  d o  on  t h e  S ~ ~ l p o r t  s h i p .  T h i s  ( a l s o  a l lowed AVALON t o  go 
on board t o  d o  work-ups p r e p a r i n g  f o r  a  f l y  away. May was t h e  
o n l y  month t h a t  we a c t u a l l y  hadl weekends  o f f .  

In June,  t h e  ,worked picked up a g a i n .  W e  d i d n ' t  k.ave e n y  d a y s  
o f f .  Tlhe work d a y s  o n  t h e  low s i d e  was approx ima te ly  12 -hours  
p e r  day .  The p h y s i c a l  c o n d i t i o n  o f  t h e  crew i n  June from t h e  
t ime  I had t h e  c l o s e d - d o o r  s e s s i o n  w i t h  Commander Bor ik ,  was 
heading back t o  t h e  way i t  was b e f o r e  w e  h i t  May and be fo re  the: 
Engineer  c o l l ' a p s e d .  I saw, b a s i c a l l y ,  the same people  about  my. 
concern:3 and went back up t h e  c h a i n  of command. I  r e q z e s t e d  t o  
speak t t h e  Commodore, bu t  was t o l d  t h a t  was no t  n e c e s s a q  by 
t h e  CO and t h e  Command Master Chief  of Submarine Devel~pment  
Group. The Command Master Chief t o l d  me he  was 'going t o  do 
something t o  ' t r y  t o  cu rb  wnat was g o i n g  o n .  

I n  l a t e  J u n e ,  I t o l d  Commander Bor ik  t h a t  w? were h e a d i n g  l awn  
t h e  same r o a d .  I t o l d  him t h a t  I u n d e r s t o o d  he had h i s  b o s s e s  
t o o .  I w a s n ' t  s u r e  where t h i s  g u i d a n c e  was coming from t o  push, 
u s  t o  work t h e  hour s  we were .  I t o l d  h ! ~ m  I f e l t  something was 
g o i n g  t o  happen i f  we weren' t c a r e f u l .  



C R O S S  - E?LPMINATION 

Members of t h e  c o u r t - m a r t i a l  wis'hing t o  q u e s t i o n  the  w i t n e s s  
submit ted  t h e  q u e s t i o n  i n  writ teln form t o  t h e  m i l i t a r y  judge f o r  
examinat ion.  The document was m,ark~ed a s  Appe l l a t e  Exh ib i t  
XXXVII and asked by t h e  m i l i t a r y  judge a s  f o l l o w s :  

EXAMINATION BY THE COURT 

When I s a i d  t h e  men were s o  t ireld t 'hey were f a l l i n g  a s l e e p  on t h e  
job, I meant t h a t  when we f i n i s h  a   dive we have c e r t a i n  checks  we 
need t o  do. Then we a l l  g e t  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  t h e  paperwork and do a  
p o s t - d i v e  b r i e f .  When my people were s i t t i n g  i n  the  conference 
room f o r  t h e  p o s t - d i v e  b r i e f ,  they were f a l l i n g  a s l eep  a t  t h e  
t a b l e .  Then when we g o t  i n  a t  1 o r  2 o ' c l o c k  i n  the  morning, 

0 t h e s e s a m e p e o p l e w e r e t r y i n g t d ' d r i v e h o h e t o t h e i r f a m i l i e s f o r  
+ a  couple of hour s  and show back ,up a t  7 o ' c l o c k .  

I 
h, 

The f i r s t  meeting I had wi th  Com~manlder Bor ik  wherein he s t a t e d  he 
was not  aware of t h e  hour s  t h e  crew was working was approximately  
t h e  Apr i l  t ime  f rame.  Before  t h a t  t ime I was going t h e  OIC and 
Engineer,  t h e y  were a s s u r i n g  me the,y were t a l k i n g  t o  the  cha in  of 
command t o  improve t h i n g s .  Comrnandser Bor ik  blamed t h e  OIC f o r  
no t  communicating t a ~  him t h e  what t h e  c r e w ' s  work schedule was.  
I ' m  no t  aware i f  t h e  CO was working t h e  same hours a s  t h e  crew. 
I f  m not aware o f  h i s  hour s .  

The witness  was warn~ed, excused subject to recall and withdrew 
from the courtroom. 

E l e c t r o n i c s  Techn ic ian  Chief Ranldall W .  Baxley, U. S. Navy, war  
c a l l e d  as a w i t n e s s  for t h e  d e f e n s e ,  w a s  sworn and t e s t i f i e d  a s  
f o l l o w s :  

DIRECT EAW1:NATION 

BY t h e  d e f e n s e :  

I have been assignedl t o  DSU on two d u t y  ass ignments .  The l a s t  
t ime  was from October  1992 t o  October 1996. I was q u a l i f i e d  a s  a  
DSRV p i l o t .  I a l s o  had been q u a l i f i e d  a s  c o - p i l o t  and pyro 
t e c h n i c i a n .  

I ' v e  been i n  t h e  Navy f o r  19 y e a r s .  

By tlhe de fense :  

Tlhe onlqy t h e o r y  t h a t  I ' m  t e c h n i c a l l y  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  1 s  t h e  c;neb z e t  
fortlh byy Mr. IHonleycutt . 

[rREPORT.ER'S NOTE: Defense counse l  e l  i c i  ted frc7 the w i  t.y?ss .3i:; 
educ,a t i~onal  background a n d  d u t y  a s s l g r ~ n r n  ts. 1 

Tlhe month o r  ltwo immediately precedir ig  t h e  mercury s? i  1 1 ,  t k . e  
working condi t io ins  were t h e  worse I ' v e  e v e r  encccn te red  s i r ice  
I ' v e  been i n  t h e  tJavy. The v e r y ,  v e r y  l o n g  working hours, -Jer;. 
ftcw days  o f f ,  working under t h e  o p p r e s s i v e  shadow of P e v e l o p e n t .  
Group One and  DSU. In r e t r o s p e c t ,  t h e  working c o n d i t i c ~ s  were 
n o t  !safe.  I  expres sed  my concerTs  t o  ~ i & t e n a n t  Commazder Reid. 
I spoke t o  Commander Borik a f t e r  t h e  a c c i d e n t .  

A f t e r  t h e  i n c i d e n t ,  t he  command a tmosphere  improved. Before  the: 
i n c i d e n t ,  t h i n g s  were s t a r t i n g  t o  look up. We were starting t~ 
have some o p e ~ r a t . i o n ~ a l  s u c c e s s e s .  But t h e  p r e s s u r e  t o  g e t  t h e  
b o a t  o u t  and o p e r a t i n g  d i d n ' t  l e t  u p .  The working hours  d i d  
d e c r e a s e  a t  a:Ll b e f o r e  t h e  i n c i d e n t .  

The week b e f o r e  t h e  1 ~ u l y  i r c i d e n t ,  t h e  working c o c d i t i o n s  were 
v e r y  h a r r i e d  and in4tense  p r e s s u r e .  I ccnmented t o  my p e e r s  t h a t  
when I a r r i v e d  a t  D.SU, 1 r e a l i z e d  t h a t  t h i n g s  were bad,  bu t  I 
djidnnt know i f  m y  po in t  of view had s h i f t e d  s o  mnch t h a t  I couldl 
no longe r  r e c o g n i z e  i t .  I began t o  become acc l ima ted  t o  t h e  
a tmosphere  a t  DSIJ. This a tmosphere  is not what I thought  t h e  
Navy was a b o u t .  The c o n d i t i o n s  cou ld  have been imprcved. 
BasicallLy, I t h i n k  Ithere was a f a i l u r e  1x1 l e a d e r s h i p  and 
s u p e r v i s i o n  on board  MYSTIC, and pe rhaps  wi th  Development Group' s 
supelrvis ion t h a t  l e a d  us i n t o  t h a t  p red icamen t ,  f a i l u r e  t o  
s u p e l v i s e  o v e r  t w o  y e a r s  o f  ove rhau l  l e a d  u s  t o  be  i n  a  c r u :  i n  
t h e  e n d .  

R E D I R S C T  EXAMINATION 

B y  t h e  prosecution: 

The Devc!lopment Gronn w a s  p 3 t t i r . g  p r r s s l l r e  c n  DSU. The 1cr.q working hours  were n i c e s s l t a t e d  because  earlier t k a t  y e a r ,  MYSTIC 
Detachment had been scheduled t o  go on deployment t o  Norway t o  
o p e r a t e  i n  an e x e r c l s e  The m a t e r i a l  c s n d i t i c n  o f  t h e  s h i p  2nd  



From: ATHENA COZAKOS 
TID: OOOlPO OOOJCORB 
Data: 718196 9 07am 
Subjoct: Mercury -Reply -Reply 

In the words of the -mental m h  they would say thal we have hazardous waste levels of 
mercury In the bay1 Wo defin~tely have a prolblem The fad that the ~0mPOJlle sample (cjrab samples from w~lh ln  
the sp111 s~te put loqelhev for one analyses) IS 12 t~mes one of the grab sample from the ouls~de area only makes 11 
worse I was v e ~  surpcnsed that NASNl wanlled to wall un l~ l  a h  lhe w-d but 11 wa!, the11 call I hope we can 
stdl do some good (le ficnd more to recover) rdr. AMC - - 
>:r> CAPT J Corbetl07108196 07 34am >>> 

Anhena. 

m a t  do those  result^ m a n  in layman's terms? Do we have a slgnthcant problem' 

CC: OOOPO 030FVANH. OOOPO 009FBECK. 900DPOHL. 700PO 70 

From: ATI IEPJA r:OLp)cQS 
TO: OOOPO CO9FBECK. OGOPO COOJCCRB. OOUPC) 030FiAFlt-I 
Data: 7;5/96 4 42pm 
Subject: Mercury 

We recelved lelntat~ve results (verbal) from Ihe laooratory for the samples taken1 In the bay We had l a k ~ n  grab 
samples and one compos~le I only have the wet resulls flhey had not h i s h e d  wllh Ihe dr y.we~gnt calculat~ons yet 
Dry we~ghl  lend to be 2 to 3 llrnes the wet we~gtlt, The follow~ng are Ihe resull!; 

grab 1 0 1 1 mglkg 
grab 2 0 28 mgAg 
comp 1 0 mglkg 

The equ~pment detecl~on llmlt 1s 0 1 ~ngtkg I pul In a call l o  Arno @ernatdo tJASNI s enwr,nrn~n*11 nrarlaJer I 
informed hlm 011 the results I had the NASNl COO send a message l o  CAP1 Mello to call me I talked ivlttr C c P r  
Hello and he lndlcaled thal he stdl wanted to yalt  unt11 Monday plan out the next step and then eaez~~ te  Dave 
'ohlod and I wlll be at the 1000 rneelmg at C A P 1  hlel lo~,l f ice on Monday vlr AMC 



From: ATHENA COZAKOS 
To: OOOPOi 009F:BECK. OOOPO 030FVANH. OOOPO 000JCORB 
Date: ?I393 7 33ptm 
Subject. Mercury spttl 

CAPT. 
The follow~ng 1s a summary of where we stand on the merclury sptll 

- m e  recovery operatto~n waai secured at -1 7IW on TUE evening and the alrcraft canler came tnto port Ihat ntght 
Two grab samples and ow! composite sample were talken alnd w~ll be tested for total mercury The resuns are due 
back -1400 on 5 July 

- We recommended lo CAPT Mello that we go back down and wdeo tape the area and reassess the stte CAP1 
Mello directed us to wall t ~ l  after Ihe weekend NASlNl'r (itafl has thp da off on Frld However. I d~scussed the 
matler w ~ l h  the ~nvtr&i%%l i%bcr ~WSNII W Bemardo and he :are me h1s;hone number lo  call htm on 
Fnday wtth the results I UVIU rnsurr that NASNl gels the re!sua an Fr~day and has the oppoduntly to assess the 
results and m u  whether or no1 to change theu dec~s~on 

- We understand lhal lhe S a r p  Unlon Trtbune has c w d  m e w  (SUB PAC Group sp') we 
summarued our eflocls to t h e 7  of the s-zltod the mercury and recommended that they coordinate wtth 
CAPT Mello 

- CAPT Mello has set-u(p a m~cetlng for 1000 cm Monday for pulltng all players together and dec~dtng what lo do 
from here Dave Pohkd arld I WIU bs anendance' 

If you have any quest~ons. please let me know vlr. AMC 

CC: 700PO 700klWURB. 900DPOti~. '900T15AMO 

NA VAt AIR ST4 ZION, NORTH ISLAND 
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matron 
'.I here  was no mtrn t  to ~ l r l ~  ~ r v t  "- 

O 
3 

Hartung srrd "1 11.1t's I I I I I ~  the w ~ v  
I ,  

Cost Clean Up bay 
the N a ~  Irk', lo oprr311e " 

fore r ~ l r a s ~ n g  11 T h e  ~ r l f o r ~ n a t r u ~ ~  
w r r  p b b r l v  rvr r i r t le  un a N.ivy 5 

w h ~ r h  was reported In The Sun 1 ) ~ "  
go I 'nlon T r r l u n c a 3  a reactlon to a 
speech by a local sleep researcher 
who c n r r r u e d  the  Navy 

7 h s  1s the  latest exan~ple  of  he 
Navy sugarcoating theu  acrldent 
record." s a ~ d  Laura Hunter,  d u e c -  
tor of the Clean Bay Carnyalgn 

T h e  Navy has been  cnrrc~zed for 
rnovlng t h e  nuclear  ower red alr 
craft c a r n r r  S t e n n ~ s  to  San L)le~') 
last month and for pl.ins to brulg 
two more  nuclear c a m e l s  here  In 
coming years  

Envlronrnentahsts argue that 10- 
catmg nuclear carrrers here lnvltes 
a radatron a c c ~ d e n t  

On Thursday Dan K r ~ p k e ,  a 
UCSU sleep researcher  a ho IS also 
a L)en~ocratrc cor~gress~onal  candl 
date s a d  the  1996 mercury spdl at 
North Island Naval Arr Station ~l lus  
t n t e d  the  dangera caused by over 
worked and s leep-drpr~ved 5 d l h b  

He sdrd the  acodent  c o d  m o w  
than a rndbon dollars to c l r d r ~  up 
hut a Navy s p c ~ k r s w o n ~ r n  s.ud the 
c u J  u h  just $h8 000 

In fart .  the  cIe m u p  cost the Nabv 
nearly $ 1  7 8  rntlfion to  dredge  up 
J I IJ  dtspose of 575 puurltfs of t r ~ t  
I sm s e d r n r e ~ ~ l  and about 1 6 nullwn 
~ a l l m s  of wat r r  

Capt ( ; regg  t!.rrtung.  he tup 
TJavy q x k e s r n ~ n  In SJII h e g o .  
apologued fur the  r n t u r r e ~ t  mlor 

W r b  5 l t r  

H u s ~ c r  con~plr rnrd  that  the N a w  
has refused t o  fully and a c c u r ~ t r l i  

Q. 
d r s ~  lose d o r m a t r o n  a b u t  r~uclear- cr 

' W  

By Jmo W. Crawlay 
STAFF Wl (KL1  

T h e  Navy acknowledged yester- 
day that a mercury s p d  mto Sao 
Dtego Ray more  than two years, aKo 
cost )more than $1 7 mdbon to  clean 
up -- a b o ~ ~ t  26 tunerl more than the 
$68,000 p n c c  tag reported by a 
Navy spokeswonran Thu.r~>day 

And, t h e  cleanulp took seven 
months. n~ot a few days as  Navy 
o f f ~ c r ~ l s  s la ted  In rebuttal to a sleep 
researcher 's conclus~ons t h t  sllrep 
ldepnvatrom and fabgue nulght nluse 
~ ~ u c l e a r  accudents here 

About 10 pound\ of mercury 
'jpdled m t o  the  bay July 1. 19'36. 
lwhen a sador  opened a valve on the 
cwwrlgency ballast systenn of the 
Mystic. a d c e p s u b n ~ e r g e n c e  Ires 
cue  vcchcleb l o u t e d  at North Islmd 
Naval Atr Station The  acc~dent  
stpdleci 146 pounds of' the t o u r  hq 
L U ~  elmnent onto h e  deck of a sup- 
port s h p  and 1% cupti of mercury. 
whrch w e ~ g h s  about 10 poru~ds, fell 
I I R ~ O  the  water  

Local cnvlronmcn~tal , a r t ~ v ~ s t s  
yesterday clecncd the earher N.rvy 
s ta tement  about the cleanup 1 0 ~ 1 .  

There was no intent 
to deceive. That's k 
not the way the Navy 
likes to opera~te." 0, G -- - 
Chpt Gregg liortung. thc top 
Navy ~pokesman tn Son Dwgo 

powered warlhrps and ~ l h e ~ r  basmg 
rn Sarr Dwgo c 

t iun ter  wa5 pdrtlc ularly a r i g r r d  
by the Navy's mercury sy~l l  slcitt =f 
ments  because she  1s on an errvrron 
rrrental advrsory b o ~ r d  .lt North I- )  
land h t  drscuw=ri the c,p~ll ~Iran11[1 
rn 1996 an11 1997 2. 

The rrrerrury was t -~r remvlv  d~l '  < 
f r c  ult t o  c l e . ~ r ~  up b r ~ . r u , ~  t h ~  rIts. 

It has h r n  t ~ c d  tu gr~~t rsq t r t*  ~ J I I  llh 
detects In rt1rldrc.n uf lpr,~)plr w h ~  
habe con>un~c.d f ~ > h  t .mted  by rurr 
cury 

"1 he  i r \ w r ~  12 21 c~tlc.nfs do  h q l  
1 1 ~ 1 ,  rverr I I I  t h r  nuclt .~r I\.rb),' 
Hunter .,11r1 . . 
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P~rpo'se to  study the costsffectiveness of nuclear-powered aircraft camlcrs The 

I j u s t  spoke with my NIVSZA POC regarding t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of t h e  s t u d y  they 
d i d  l a s t  f a l l  t o  detenn;ne c o s t s  t o  t u i l d  t h e  Depot Maintenance F a c i l i t y  a t  
LBNSY vice NASNI. He said,  they w i l l  b~r ing  a copy with them when they come 
down tomorrow; I ' l l  r ece ive  i t  from th,em on Thursday. He cress t h a t  t h i s  
is an i n t e r n a l  NAVSEA document which is  soon t o  be des ~e emphasized 
t h a t  he would  make i t  a v a i l a b l e  t~m~~n- take t o t a l  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  i t  and ensure t h a t  i t  is destroyed when we a r e  through 
with i t .  H e  s a i d  w e  a r e  not  t o  make copies  of i t .  

aircraft canier forms the bddmg block of the Navy's lTorw,utl clrploytd 
peacetime presence, crisis response, and war-fighhng Iforcc%s Il'w 
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier (CVN) is the most experwve wrapon 
system in the Natlon's arsenal. Pursuant to the C'~rdermce Hcpsurt, (;.\o 

(1) compared the relative effechveness of cotwentionaJIy powered and 
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers in rneetmg national siecimty 
requirements, (2) estunated the total Me-cycle costs of convrnt~cm~lly 
  owe red and nuclear-powered caners ,  and (3) iderrtlfied ~mphcatlons of 
an nuclear carrier force on overseas hon~rporttng in Japan and 

He said that i t  is NAVSa's d e s i r e  t h a t  we review t h e i r  study, question t h e i r  overseas presence in the Pacific region. 
assumptions, ~ o a s i b i l ~  v i s i t  t h e  shipyard,  make rev i s ions  i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  as 
necessary~ Ind generate a document which is o u r  product (i.e. no r e f e r e n c e  t o  
t h e i r  work). 

-- - 

Background Nary policy, doctrtne, m d  pracuce have been to opera.te aircraft c.mt.rs 
as the centerpiece of the carrier battle group. The standard. canier battle 

t o  YOU Once I r e c e i v e .  Appreciate your a s s i s t a n c e  O this Sor ry  t h e r e  is such urgency behind i t .  group includes the carrier and its air wing, six surface combalwr~ts, two 
+ attack submarines. and one multipurpose fast combat supply ship. ib a 
h) -or element of a cvrier battle group, surface combatants protide the 

primary defensive capabbties for the group. Navy guitlanc~e states that one 
or more surface combatants are necessary at all times to e!jcort. and 
protect the aircnft carrier. CoUectlvdy, the battle group's ~forct~s provide 
the combatant commanders with an adequately balanc:ed force to 
offensively and defensively deal with a range of threats. 

Throughout the 1960s and most of the 1970s, the Navy pursued a g o d  of 

creating a fleet of nuclear carrier task forces. The centerpic~cc of thc,sta 
t;LSk forces, the nuclear-powered a i r c d t  carrier, would be esrorttd by 
nuclear-powered surface combatants and nuclear-poweredl sutim;~nn(,s 111 

decidmg to build nuclear-powered surface combatants, the N a ~ y  brhvvd 
that the greatest benefit would be achieved when all the combaWlt S ~ U L ) ~  

in the task force were nuclear-powered. The Navy ceased bu~ldin~: 
nuclear-powered surface combatants after 1975 because of the high (:oht 

I Recently, most of the remaining nuclear-powered surface combat.ults haw 
been decommissioned early because they were not cost-efkct~~ce to 
operate and maintain. 

The 1993 Bottom-Up Review prescntwd a force of 12 aurcxft c;unc'rs 1 7 ~ '  
Quadrennial Defense Review of 1997 reaffirmed the need to r w m  12 
c;uriers. At the end of f iscal  yew 1W7, the Navy's force consistrtl of four 
conventionally powered carriers and eight nuclear-powereid caf-nrrs One 



of the conventionally ~ ~ w e r e d  carriers is homeported in Yolcosuk& Japan, 
and mother is in operational reserve stahls. 

The N'avy is building two nuclear-poweredl Nimitz-class carri~en, the 
S. Truman (CVN-75) mi the R o d d  Reagan (CVN-76), which w 
sched,uled to be delivered in E-B8 and 2003, respectively. In 
6scal year 2001, the Na~y will begin to build the last Nimitz4esUn carrier,, 
CVN-'77. These nuclear-powered carriers v n l l  replace three a~f the four 
conventionally powerecl carriers now in the force. 

The U.S.S. Nimik (CVN-68) b e p  a 3-yeas refueling comple!~ overhaul in 
6scd year - an estimated cost of $2.. I billion (then-year dollars), 
foUowed by the U.S.S. Ehnhower (CVNd9) in hscal year 2001 at an 
estimated cod  of $2.3 billion (then-year dl~Uars). Table 1 shows the 
changa in the Navy's canier force through h a 1  year 2018 'based on 
planned svvice Lives. 

y f &lo 1: Navy's Carder Form Svustum Plan (end of f l r d  p a r )  

w -  lQS6 1990 2003 2008 2013 20'E 

The Navy is assessing design concepts for a new class of aircraft camen, 
designated the CVX. ks a part of this messrnent, the Navy will study a 
number of facton, inclluding variolu types of propulsion. 'Ilhe formal 
design process for CVlr began in 1996. The project received $46.7 million 
in fiscal year 1998 and $190.2 W o n  is being requested for Bscal year 
1999. One of the principal objechves of the CVX project b to reduce 
lifecycle costs by 20 percent The Navy \wants to begin buil~ding the first 
M(-78  class carrier in fiscal year 2006 and commission it In 2013. Not 
wlthrstanding the dcclsilon on the propulslion type for the 0% a majority 
of the Navy's carriers 'will be nuclear-powered for at least Che next 30 yeim 
(see fig. 1) 

FlgwO 1: lllurlrallve Carrier Force Mlx wlth CVX Carriers, 1990-2035 

Number of carriers 

Fiscal year 

CAO/NSlAD.!BI)-1 N ~ r l c u  C u n c r  C'oat.EKcro~rnr~m 
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Execuove Summary 

effectiveness of conventlionally aqd nuclear-powered carriers in meeting 
national security requirements and objectiwes: (1) overseas presence, 
(2) crisis response, and (3) war-fighting. GA,O examined the major 
assumptions and requirements used in dev~eloping overseas p~resence, 
crisis response, and warfighting plans and evaluated the recent 
operational experience of the conventionalUy and nuclear-powered carrier 
force. GAO also evaluatedl several characteristics and capabilities of large, 
modem conventionally and nuclear-powered carriers. Relylnig p ~ c i p d y  
on Navy data, GAO examined the historical and projected costs to acquire, 
operar.e, support, Inactivate, and &pose olf conventionally and 
nuclear-powered &ens such as those no7w in the force. Unless othemhe! 
notad, CAO used the Kitty Haw WJohn F. Kennedyclass and the 
Nimitzclass aircraft caniers in its convenalonally and nuclear-powered 
carrier cost4feccivenws analysis. -- 

Results in Brief c ~ o ' s  r dys i s  shows that conventional andl nuclear carriers both have I been eflective in Will ing U.S. fonard pmsmce, crisis response, and 
( war-righting requirements and share many charxteristiu and capabilitia. 

Conventionally and nucl~ear-powered carrlen both have the same standard1 
air wing and train to the same mission requirements. Ehch type of carrier 
offers certain advantages. For example, co~nventionally powe:red carriers 
spend less time in extended maintenance, imd os a result, they cur provider 
more forward presence coverage. By the same token, nuclear. cvriers can 
store larger quurtides of aviation fuel and  nuni it ions and, as 8r result, are 
less dependent upon at-slea replenishment There was little difference in 
the operational effectiveness of nuclear antd conven nal carriers in the 
Persian GUM War. P 
Investment, operating amd supporl, and ina.ctivation and dispcd costs are 
greater for nuclear-powered camen than c:onventionally powered 
carxiem. GAO'S analysis, based on an analysis of historical and projected 
costs, shows that lifecycle casts for conventlonally powered and 
nuclear-powered caniens (for a notional Wcyear serv$ce Me) ;are estimated 
at $14.1 billion and $22.2 bdhon (in fiscal year 1997 dollars), respectively. 

The Ulnited States maintains a continuous presence in the Pacific region by 
homeporting a convendonally powered car~ier in Japan. If thte U.S. Navy 
transit~ons to an all nuclear caner  force, it would need to ho~meport a 
nuclear-powered carrier there to maintam !he current level off worldwide 
overseas presence with ak 12-camer force. 1be homepomng olf a 

) nuclear-powered carrier in Japan could face several m c u l t  tchallenges, 

- - -- - - - -- - - -- - - - 

and be a costly undtv-takmg, because of the need for r~ucle~uinpnblc~ 
m.unkn,ulce and other support f~cllltles, ~r&~qructure Inlprcn rrrwnts, 
arid additlond personnel The Uruted Shtes would need a larger rnrrlc5r 
forre rf ~t wanted to mantarn a slrn~lar lwei of prtbsrnc.e In Ltle I'ac 1 1 1 ~  
repon with nuclear camers homeported 111 the L:n~ted States - - -  - 

GAO's Analysis 

of Conventionally Powered 
and Nuclear-Powered 
Caniers 

To evaluate Uie relative eflrectlverless of coritvrntioridJy and 
nuclear-powered aircraft caniers in meeting national secunty 
requirements and objectives, GAO idenufied three prurclpal nwasurcs of 
effective~ness: (1) overseas presence, (2) crisis response, and 
(3) war-fighting. 

Using the1 Navy's Force he!sence hlodel and (dab, GAO's analysis shows 
that, on a relative basis, a fbrce of 12 convenltional carriers, wh~en 
compared to a force of 12 nuclear caniers, cim provide a greatler level of 
overseas presence in the European Command, the Central Coriunard, and 
the Western Pacific1 or that a force of 11 conventionatly powered c,unt:m 
can provi'de an equvalent level of forward presence as a force (of 12 
nuclear-powered carriers. Because a corwentionally powered cnmer's 
maintenance requremerits are not as stringent iu~d coniplex as those of a 
nuclear-powered aircraft c;lrrier, the conventlonally powered c;lmt,r 
spends a !jrnallrr propomon of its tune in niaintenvlce than dolrs ale 
nuclear arcraft camer and, thus, is more available for deploynwnt md 
other tleet operations. Unified Commanders c o r ~ ~ d c r  the qudty 01' 
presence of the two types ad camers to be the smw. 

Navy carriers have been tasked to respond to vmous crises across tlw f l r l l  

range of nulimy operations;, from hummitarim R S S L S ~ C P  to muor 
theater wars. Nuclear-powered carrictn: are known for Char at)111tws 1 0  

sustain long duration high-speed transits. Alth~ough both tylles of c ; u T I ~ ~ ~ ~  
can traI=il! to crisis areas at the same top speed, the conven11011d c;lrnfbl5 
fake somewhat longer to cover long distiu~ces tlian r~i~clear curlers due to 
theu need to refuel. For example, c.40'~ analysis of Na~y  data ~ndmtc..; 
that in an 18day voyage from the U.S. Wost Coast to the I'ers~;ui (iulf. ;I 

d~stance o~f about 12,000 nautical mdes, steani.ing at a susmnrti sycd  of 



-- 
213 knots, a conventiional carrier would anive about 6 hours later than a 
nuclear carrier.. On ,a shorter voyage from the US. Fast Coast to the 
eastern Medite~rranean Sea, a distance of about 4,800 nautical miles, a -- -- - -- -- . 

c~~nvendonal camer woluld arrive about 2 hours later than a nuclear 
carrier. Neither of these two examples include the time delay caused by 
refueling the other !5hip31 in the battle group, which would have the same 
rcefuehg requirements, regardless of the canier's propulsion 

C:onventionally powered d e n  can be available sooner for large scale 
crises because it is easier to accelerate or compress their maintenance. 
Chrrier maintenance pe~riods can be shortened by varying degrees, 
dlepending on the stage of the maintenance being performed.' The degree a 
dlepor maintenance period can be shortened-or surged-depends on 
when the decision iis malde to deploy the canier. For both types of carriers, 
the decision m~ust tn msde early if the period is to be substantially 
shortened. Due to the clomplenty of its maintenance, a nuclear carrier's 
maintenance perirnd cannot be surged to the same degree as that of a 
conventional carrier. In addition, the crews for both canier types train to 
the same stancjard!), except for the power-plant crew, and spend 
comparable time in pmdeployment training. 

I GAO found little ditllerenrce in the operational effectiveness of nuclear and 
conventional t h e n  in the Persian Gulf War. Although the Navy had 
oppoxtunities to place more nuclear carrien in the combat zone, it ---- -- 
followed pmiously planned deployment schedules. A s  a result, five of the Life-Cyc~le (Costs for 
!six caniers that participated in the air campaign were conventiondy Nuclear-Polwered Carr ie rs  
!powered. GAO found thiU the Navy operated and supported all six caniers Are Hig,her Tharl 
,and their battlle groups in essentially the same m e r  during the confljct. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t i ~ ~ ~ ~ j j ~  powered 
Each battle group was assigned i t s  own dedicated support ships, which 
(enabled frequent replelnishment of fuel and ordnance. Conventional 

Canriers 
carriers replenished aviation fuel about every 2.7 to 3.1 days and the 
nuclear carrier every 3.3 days-after only a fraction of their fuel and 
supplies were exhausted. The distance to targets and the number and mi. 
of aircraft aboard each carrier, rather than propulsion type, determined 
the number of air !sorties flown. The average number of sorties flown were 
nearly identical for both types of carriers when based on Ute number of 
aircraft assigr~ed to the respective carriers. 

I 

--- - -- - -. - 
111 cornpanrig theu charact~mUcs arid capabrlltles, GAO found tlwt the tm(  
types of camers are surular m many respects For example, both cnmers 
follow the same operational guidance, have the same skmdrurd aurw~ng, 
and, car1 surge to conduct adcbhorul a r  oprratmns, d nwesruy The nIo5 

nonceable Mferences are the nuclear camer's abhty to1 steam dmwt 
lndefinrtely without needrng to replerush rts propulsion Ihel imd its Inrgf-r 
arcraft fuel and ordnance storage capacity, thereby further reduc-lng 
dependence on log~~tlcs support stups The larger storage capac ~ t y  IS 

pmlanly due to deslgn decls~ons that have httle to do w ~ h  p~ropils~on 
type Nuclear camers stdl need penochc resupply of avlatron fur4, 
ordnance, and other suppbes, and as such, r e w n  dependent on 1oglsf.m 
support stups to sustrun extended operanow at sea Iagntlcs support 
shps are an mtegral part of camer battle groups and acconqpmy the 
groups dumg peareme deployments, in cnsis response, and dunng 
wamme Nuclear camers also can accelerate faster than convenlhonal 
camers, enabling them to respond faster d condtlons affecting the 
recovery of landmg aucraft suddenly change, but the Navy could not 
protide any examples where an aucraft was lost because a convcenUon.d) 
powered camer could not accelerate m sufficient tune 

---.-p-------p------- 

Nuclear-powered caners  cost more than convenhonally powered c,u rlcSrL 

to acqulre, operate and support, and macbvate GAO estlmattbs tti;~t mrbr a 
50-ye.u Me,  the costs of a nuclear-powered c'arner ~5 about 168 1 1)1ll1o11, o r  
about 58 percent, more than a cortventlonally powered camer ( s w  
table 2) H~stoncally, the acquwtlon cost for a nurlear-powerrd carnt r 
has been about double that of a convenUonally powered carner h l ~ d l d c .  
modernuatlon4 for nucle,u powered camers IS estunatt3d to be aln~ctst 
three hmes as exptnslve as a convenhonally powered camfbr--about 
52 4 bdhon versus $866 rrull~or~ (ut fiscal year 1W7 dollam) ' 



--- - --- 
Exeruuvc  S u m ~  

~onvmllomlly Powered Carrler 8nal 8 Flscal year 1997 dollars in bdlions I Nucl~8r4Jowor81l Cmrrlor (baud on --- Convenlionallv Nuclear-~owored 
Cosl c8legory --- powered carrier carrler 

Invmslmmnt costa S2.916 M.441 

Snap acqucsiit80n cosl --- 2 050 4 059 

Madllle rnodern~zalon cosl --- 0866 2 382 

Oprrmtlng 8nd support cost 11.125 14.802 

Dlrect operalmp and suplporl cost --- 10 436 11 677 

Indirect operding md clupporl cost 0.681) 3.205 

Inacllv8llonldlspor8~ cost --- 0.053 0.899 

lnact~varaonld~sp~si)I cost --- 0 053 0 887 

Spenl nuclear fuel olorag.0 cosl --- nla 0 013 

f o l d  llfuycl~e cor~t 514.094 $22.222 
- - 

No18 Numbers !may rum add duo lo rounO~ng 

.CVN nvmsmmu cost mchdes JI nuclear luel cosl. CV 1u.l IS ~ncluciea ~n  alms md sum1 
XINIIICS 

c ~ o  esamates !sit nuclear-powered carriers have cost about 34 percent 
more than convendordy powered carriers to operate and support 
because personnel an,d maintenance costs are higher and nuclear-powered 
carriers require unique support organizations and activities. Persome1 
casts for nuclear carriers are greater because more penomel are required 
for a nuclear-pourerecl carrier, nucleuquahfied personnel receive greater 
total compensation, and they are requlred to complete additional training. 
For example, a nuclear-powered camer needs about 130 more penomel  
in its engineemg and reactor departments than are needed in the 
convent~ondly powerled carrier's engineering d e p m e n t  Uso, each year, 
nuclearquabtied officers receive up to $12,000 and nuclear qualified 
enlisted personne!l receive about $1,800 more than personnel do in 
nolr~uclear jobs. 

Nuclear-powered camiers are also more costly to maintam because the 
scope of work is larger and considerably more labor hours are reqwed. 
Because of the comple!x procedures requred to m t a m  nuclear power 
plants, shpyaud workers must be specdically trained to maintam nuclear 
camers. Ad&uondy, the matends used in nuclear carriers must meet 
exacting starduds and the stupyards must have the faalities needed for 
the specmhzed work. Pika, these projects cost more because of the unique 

- - - .- 

irrdustrial base, spec~ahzed nuclear suppliers, and the Naval Nurl(.:u 
F'roprrlsion Program's exacting and sulngent e n v i r o n m c ~ n ~ ,  headth, a11 
sdcty standards. Shipbudders must follow 'non-deviation" ~ p l ~ ~ j  ((i.e., I 

dewation from the approved plans mthout government app.roval). An 
unavoidably tugh cost overhead structure (engmeenng, quahty assurar~ 
and production control) arid costly production work arc? required m tlrc 
naval nuclear propulsion industry. Based or1 the Navy's maintenance pl 
GAO e s m t e s  that over a 50-year hfe, nearly 40 percent more labor hou 
are needed to maintain a nuclear-powered camer than :UP reqwed to 
maintain a conventionally powered carrier. 

I 
The Navy eshnlates that it d l  cost between $819 million .and $955 nulL 
to inactivate and dispose of the hrst Nim~tz-class nuclew-powered can: 
This is almost 20 tunes more costly than the $52.6 million tha~t is estlrna 
it wlt cost to  inactivate and dispose of a conventionally powered came 
Most of the costs can be attributed to removing contamu~ated nuc:lear 
equipment and material, including the h~ghly radioactive spent fuel. 

[mplicatiom; of an All 
Nuclear Camier Force Ion 
Homepoirtinlg a Canrier in 
Japan and Overseas 
Presence in the Pacific 
Regidn 

Hornepo-g Navy s h p s  overseas enables the United States to  mainuir 
high level of presence wth fewer ships because the need for a rotahon 
base to keep forces deployed is smaller. A conventionally powereld cam 
has been permanently forward deployed in Japan since 1973. Japan 
currently pays a substantial share of the costs for the penmanently fonv. 
deployed carrier, including all yen-based labor, berthing atnd rnain'terwnc 
fachties improvements, and other support costs such as housing. 

The last two conventionally powered camers, mcludmg the c ' m e r  now 
homeported m Japan, d l  reach the end of thcu semce  h v ~ s  Iln ttae L O W  
2018 penod The Navy w11 have to declde Lf it w h e s  to cklange how it 
m n t .  forward presence in the Paclfic reson That a, the IValy w11I 
have to decide whether to contmue the current approach to pt escmce in 
the rr@on and des~gn and acqure a conventlondly powerled rcbplac enwn 
camer to tromeport m Japan Alternately, if the Navy wuhed to  provltle 
the same level of presence m the reDon w ~ t h  nuclear powcercd carncrs, 11 

would need to (1) estabkh a nuclear-capable nlamtenance fachty and 
related mfrztructure m Japan to accommodate the nuclear-powcrc>d 
camer to be homeported there or (2) expand the force to inclu~de the 
adchtlond nuclear-powered carners that would be necessary, but ~ l t l l  
stups deployed from the Uruted States 



-- 
Wlule it would be several years before the carrier force would undergo a 
complete transition ~to nuclear propulsion, it would also take several years 
to implement any of the strategies that wUI allow the United States to 
maintain a Ilong..tem continuous naval canier presence in the Pacif.ic 
region. 

I -- 
Conclusions The Navy b assessin~g design concepts for a new class of aircraft carriers. 

ks part of this assessment, it wzll evaluate a number of factors, includmg 
different propul~ion types. GAO'S analysis of measures of effectiveness 
(forward presence, crisis nsponse, and war-fighting) shows that 
conventionally ;and rruclear-powered carriers both have effectively met the 
Natlon's nationid security requirements. The analysis also shows that 
conventiondy powc!red carriers have lower lotal lifecycle costs. This 
report also dimusse!, the imphcariom of a chmgmg carrier force structure 

P on providing overxiu presence for the Psrcitic region 
e 
h) 

I -- 
The Departments of Defense (~OD), Energy, and State provided comments Agency Comments on a draft ad thh repon woes  comments (see app. Vn) and G A O ~  detailed 
evaluation im li~cluckd in the report h e r e  appropriate. 

Overall,  ID parntially concurred with the WpOR Specifically, WD 
concurred then! b r Mecycle cost premium rssoclated with nuclear 
power. However, WID believed GAO'S estimate of that premium was 
overstated by severad billion dollars because of what DOD believed are 
analytic incomistentcies in GAO'S analysis. DOD also believed the draft 
report did not adequately address operational effectiveness features 
provided by nuclear power. 

DOD did not agree with GAO'S approach of mnking cost-per-ton comparisons 
bttween the two typa of cu r i en  currently In the force, believing the 
conventionally p w t m d  carrien reflect 4@year old technologies. DOD 
believed a more app~ropriate cost cornparigon would include pricing 
conventionally rrnd rruclear-powered platlomu of equvalent capabilities. 
According to WID, m y  analysu of platfonn effectiveness should include 
mission, threat, and capabhties desired over the life of the ship. h a h e r ,  it 
stated the d h f t  report did not adequately address future requiremenls but 
relied on historical dhta and d ~ d  not account for platfonn characteristics 
unrelated to pro~pulsion type. That Ls, many of the dlflerences may be 
e rphned  b~y plaruonm size, age, and onboard system Lhan by the type of 
propulsion. 

-- 
Congress asked LAD to exarrune the co5tuffechver1ess of  corn\entron,~lly 
and nuclear-powered amraf t  c m e r  propuls~on Such am m~alys~ls seeks t 
find the least costly alternauve for achenng a @\en requuenwrlt 111 Uus 
context, GAO used as the reqwenlent DOD'S nahonal rmlrtxy strategy, 
whch LS mtended to  respond to threats a g w  U S mtcxests Ttut 
strategy encompasses overseas peacehme presence, cnses respcsrbe, d ~ d  
war-fighhng capablhtles GAO used those objechves as Uhe b,sehne of 11s 
andysls and selected several measures to conlpare the effec'h\erness of 
conventlonally and nuclear powered camers Those rnt2asrms were 
b c u s s e d  w t h  numerous D ~ D ,  Jomt Staff, and Navy o f f i ~ c ~ ,  at the outst t 
Those measures reflect the relahve capabll~t~es of each propuLwor~ typt*, 
mcludmg the nuclear-powered caner 's  greater a\iauorl fuel andl 
muruhons capaclty and unhuted  range Notwthshndung the enhnr~wcl 
capabhhes of nuclear propuls~on, GAO found that both 1type:s of c-.uncsn 
share many of the same charactenshcs and capabhhes, that Ltwy are 
employed mterchangeably, and that each m e r  type possesses c r w n  
advantages GAO also found that both types of c m e r s  h~ave den~cmstratcd 
that each can meet the reqwements of the national null- strategy ti 4 0  

analysls shows that convenuonally powered camers cam meet tlmt 
strategy at a s~gruficantly lower Me-cycle cost. 

The primary reason that GAO'S analysis shows a higher prerndum for 
life-cycle costs of a nuclear-powered carrier is because difft!rcnt. 
rnetllodolo@es were used. The GAO nlethodology compared the 
investment, operatmg and support, and inactivation/tiisposall C o ! j t s  of 
opent~onal  carriers. This approach allowed GAO to use historical costs to 
the extent poss~ble. GAO also used a cost-per-ton approach to develop i ts  
acqulsltlon cost estmate. This approach is an accepted niethotl for 
e s m a n g  procurement costs and has been used by tht: Nary. 

The GAO methodology showed that the Me-cycle cost prenullm nssoc~ated 
~ t h  1111c1ear propuls~on was about $8 bdhon per camer over .I 5U)t,.fl hfe 
Venus about $4 bdllon usmg the Navy's approach GAO'S and the Naby's 
estlrnated Mecycle costs for a nuclear-powered carnee were very slnlllar 
even though M e r e n t  methodolog~es were used However, the Il~fecyc Ir 
cost of a conventlonally powered camer usmg the two metlhodulogles 
vanes slguficantly-414 bilhon versus $19 bllhon Seveml factors ac-count 
for the variance. For example, a Meren t  uruverse of slups was wed to 
d e t e m n e  the estunated cost for a Servlce M e  Extenson Progranl 111 

estunahng procurement costs, the Navy used actual labor hours for the 
U S S John F Kennedy (CV-67), aausted to reflect cunrent labor, 
overhead, and matenal rates for a nuclear stupbuddmg facdl~ty, Irlewpofl 



-- -- 
News Shipbuilding. Operating and support costs varied, in p a r ~  because 
wlD used fully blurdened fuel delivery costs and a different methodology 
for estimating personnel costs. 

believes its metl~odology of reviewing a historical pempective 
cowering a wide ranlle of peacetune presence, crises resporrpe, and 
war-fighting scenarios that both types of caniem faced during the past 
20 years is somd. A full discussion of GAO'S methodology can be found in 
appendix L GAO continues to believe that this assessment will be helpfbl to 
the Navy as it u-m design concepts lor 8 new class of aircraft cprrlen. 

7?1e Energy Department concurred wth DOD'S comments addressing 
estimates of cans mrsociated wth nuclear reactor plant support activities 
mid storage of naval spent fuel. These comments and GAO'S evaluation of 
them are d.iscussed in aplpendix M. The State Department noted that the 
cn~try of nuclear-pourendl vessels into Japanese ports remain, sensitive in 
Japan and there would have to be careful consultatloru with the 
golvemment of Jlaparr sholuld the U.S. government wish to homeport a 
nudear-powered curier rh Japan. 

pq 
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CJS future carriers 'will be nuclear-powered 

B,RYA,N BEiNDER JCIW Bureau Ch~el 

Washington DC 

The US Department 'of Defense. (DoD) has dec~ded that the US Navy's (USN'S) 
next class (of arcraft carrlers w81ll be nuclear-powered The decis~on follows a 
serles of studies to deterrn~ne the most cost-effecllve and opefallonally suitable 
propullsion system. 

The Dlefense Acqu~s~l~on Board (DAB), headed by Under Secretary of  Defense 
for Acqu~s~ll~on and Techn~ology Jacques C;ansler, on 25 September approved 
the nalvy's request that the CV:X class carrier be outflned w ~ t h  a new nuclear 
propu~lsion power plant ~nstead of a convent~onal one 

'The I300 lrevlew corls~de~red varlous propuls~on alternatwes and thelr 
aissoc~ated developmental costs and operat~onal and technical rlsks, together 
w t h  the proven rner~lts of nuclear propuls~on as articulated by the un~fied 
comrnande!rs and the Jont Ch~~efs of Staff.' according to a defence officlal 

'Thts approach w~ l l  unprove afl'ordab~t~ty. Incorporate needed warf~ght~ng 
Improvernr!nts andprov~de for future flex~bll~ty, whlle prov~dlng for backfit to 
FJi,qlb!-clasis shlps 

The DAB. llhe Pentagon's senlor acquls~t~on author~ty, also approved navy plans 
t~o outfit the CVX w~th a large deck capable of accommodal~ng a 75-strong alr 
vvlng ;as wt?ll as an elleclr~cal power syslem to run the sh~p's lrlternal operallons 

T h ~ s  vv~ll Include a new su~te of ~nforrnat~on technologies and posslbly new 
aircraft launch and recovery miechari~sms The USN says the decls~on 
~lllustr,ates the "evolull~ona~ry" rather than "revolut~onary' approach 11 IS taklng ~n 
pursult of i3 21st century carrler to replace 11s N~mltz-class nuclear carrlers, of 
vvhlch 11 ha~s e~ght an~d plans to construct two more 

Due to budget constraints, the servlce earher thls year scaled back plans for an 
ent~rely new CVX desqn, lnclud~ng a stealthy hull. and Instead w ~ l l  make 
imcrernential ~mprovements to the current Nlrn~lr class des~gn 

A USN offi~c~al told Jane's Deft:nce Weekly that the flrst CVX, to b e g ~ n  
construcllon In about 2006 '1s probably golng to be on a N~m~tz-class hull, but 11 
won't be a N~rr,~lz-class bloat ' 

--- 
GJme's In fo rmat~on Group 1998 
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nir - IDMO(U I r m a  au- r~ 6rlp - - dtcal by br TWI s ~ i p  s~*- ~n8i-i- ~ S L )  
l r v k l r ( r d t l ( J ~ r b u b Q b B . ~ & ~ r + r W I . . l I ~ ~ r d p r k m d o ~ a h o r u r l c r i  

A Short Teke-dWerticrrl Lindtng (STOVL) 
Aircraft Carrltr 

(S-cVx) 

In I ~ I O  era r t n v  Wortd Hlu 11. the smxdt carria bu arguably berm tk typc of naval 
combrunt tlht h undergone (tie Icm innomaon. Witb tbt ad of tbc {Cold W u ,  the shift of 
focw horn blue wrtcr eapganccnts to l l n o d  opcnttionr d tk mark rcdifiu of fiscal 
columnian, r fresh look 8r the buic doip ud opasian of b e  modam rinrafI curia is 
umrrrnted Ib &tion, major rtlvrnca in compumr rrd i n h m a h  syrtcw. shon trlrcolr and 
v a t i d  lurdlmg (STOVL) aircn.fi. ruromated hrndllng 8ysmm and roba~tics povidc new 
cbdlcnger and opFomrnitia to the buic shape and frroctloniq of the id &er. In thc: 
design mdy rrponcd hem, we examine thac o h  coutlicdag oo0mnia.u md technologies ~ m d  
by mupr of r sysam cngmeoring rpprorch w 06% r coully new d i n  den@ wtuch we feel 
b m  suits thc rcquimncnu we w m  giwn for the aan p e n d o n  d l  onin. Our cemd 
god in thir ticsign wu to pmvidk r ship thd a n  mad dl of tbe currcnr minion requiremmt:~ of 
rhc existing Mmfn c b a  cur ien  but m r plufwm blurt i, rigniflcrntly Ehi- in life cycle cosu. 
The o\rtcomc~ of out cffon i3 r ship bsred on r coacqpt we d l  "nrpr-irlNd", r luge i h n d  
muchrre hl o n  povidcs drive-through ''pit-" for refbelily( md reuming u well 
u other nujot bctions. Otha uerr whar w mdt mJa iaaontioru include: wupoar 
hrdlu\g. inlbmwk pfocessiq md dirtribdon, erqlnmtq byout mi manning. 

Follo~wing m inlroductio~n. the first pact of Ma doc- o u d h  che quirnncnts whch 
conmrimd our desip. These rcqulfanena include borb bu prodbed ~raquimrnu in  our 
Micsioo Need S ~ t m c n r  (WS) u well u 8 lifi of den& rsqulmncnts ecncrrted through OIU 

m i e w  of h c  M N S  and 0 t h  quirtments documcn'u The racond prr! (of dx report out1inr.s h e  
initid design1 dtcisions urd trade-off a d y r r  vrhicb led born pmpond ship The final 
of the rrpat p v i d n  an ovemew of the mqjor ship qomu u wdl u detailed discurrioar of 
wlectcd h l ~ n  ueu. The Bm magnitude of m .iFmft anicr dcsim td the limrted umc 
h e  rvlilmlble prohibit us h m  pexntint drtulcd t i i r u u i o ~  of ril design mu The relec~cd 
~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ ~ l l ~ . h o ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ . a c m p t o o p ~ d w n c r y n r m c l r h r t b d t h c m o r t  
imp.ct on uu#tiog our design ~ o ~ d s .  



The intent w u ~  to pmridr r MNS cr- clon u pomblc tk NAVSEA CVX 
Miuim Ned SWcmcnt. lladccd, some ptorplqdu rrrc mad vahtun Howcva, fa r c w n ,  

gum bcbw, mtm chiuya~ b d  rp k d c .  Mmy a l f k  modifid rrquirrnwnta cocllrincd in 

cha docrmrmn am n c i k r  obvious u (o (#i3n MI (PI t k y  amrely COIUIU~U m l  chc currcot 

a 

A J b q h  b e  ~primrq desk in dtvelmphg th MNS md rupplansaul gudnnct w u  to 

crctlr r problem h a  was; intarntin8 & chllmgb& y a  NAicicndy boundcd for r small des~pn 

turn1 to tackle in r liunluci 6nuc frmme, m y  of Ur qukcar+nB do brve 8 mtionrlc to them and 

an? tM pudlcd from chin air. LI some cucr  tbc d d  m y  simply k lo reopen an itsue tbat 

bu lvsr t l c c l d  n:aled (any good mluriw a n  dmy8 ruod up favorably to further rcvicw). In 

othan. thr: frulty urry fcrl rhrst c b q a  in *low a thruu thrt have occurred ~ i n c c  llx 

initird decihm mrt mmdc rnlmn( J xmisiting o f  tbow dechbas. In othas the fvulry may 

sirrydy dhrrgee mtlb rhc convlnnid wlutian patb In othtn there is r d&e to quurtify 

chro~ugh deign the implications of rkaln( an m o a J  rltrmrtiw. In the guidance 

dbcruncnlr thrr follow, facJty have ddsd mawmiw in i~olicizcd fjpcjacc wbch document 

th& r i i a n r k .  Thir~ ntiode w~ mt iaitidly pondsd to the dudcnt~, w, r, to avoid distraction 

h a (  &E c d d  inutld steps in the projccf Hmu, most of it cvennvlly k u n c  apparent x 

8 mdl ollmdcnt quuuonina; of vulw rsqukwm. 



codornnr must not rtqulre rhr u b t m c r  of'onvrvd basts  whtchr may M I  cxfsr whcra 

nrcdkd. 





A Pr.eulQ Aa~scrnwot of Dcslpl~ l a n d o r  rppurr at tbe md oftbb r r p o ~ ,  on p q r  109 



2 2 5 h reased  klonn~ng 

The MNS itvier 8 lrquumcnt tM Ihc S O X  mfming (dudrry  urwurg) must be less 

h n  5@h ofthc c w n t  Ni,mm lmrar j~  (kclodipq m). S e d  of our orbcr rrqwremenls 

uuut in meting thir ~ m r i n g  tlorl Fim, by mol bvbg m ~ ~ l c u  paw, m can signidu~tly 

dwse ch: cagwmng nurming S d y ,  large numben of flight deck 

pnonnl arc involvctd witlh ucnpulu u i d q  upemti-. The rquiranent for r 

S'mn rirrlwing giver us the p c ~ u  oo L?l;mirucr aupults eruinly and requires opetanon 

ofthe cuxc~Ikrg g a r  only am m cmagaq bad# for ldiq CTOL aim&. Siocc rhu will be M 

2.3.1 Airnnng MIX 

T& MNS lists a fum upper bound of 60 drcnft for tbe u d n g  size ud p m v ~ d c r  8 

# k m d  breakout for 'the mirr btrtmm ISFr (U). V-22s (10) .od SH-60, (5). Oac of our ~ & s  

w u  to vrlidluc or rndify thir n o t i d  mlx a op chnp To do this we 





Cylindnul feed design (should be hrra t b a ~ ~  ~ K Z  l ~ w k  design m d  rLo sbould avoid my 

cougcstion problan~ lr would k r purllrl b w  viro flow deign) 

Two independent pit stop uea rharld mbca nrrwinbility 

Tb comJ pit stops wuld rll:ow fwbg b m  b v c ,  exposed pit stop, would not. 

fbc ccnta of each circular pit lnop ua cm k r lot- dirlr Ih.l cm quickly connect the 



DEPLETED URANIUM: 
Legacy of the! 
Persian Gulf War 

By Dolly Lymburner 

I ,Drp~rrnwt~~ u] Dcfr~~sr MIIII~IIII car DIIIII 1 Yrprw16rr JO, I Dcpletcd ~ ~ ~ r a n ~ u m  I\ a waste pr~duct trom IIIC cnr~chnnent 

1 1 us I I I I  r r I 2 1 h t o  pra.es that cxtrxts U-215 tro~n natur;ll IIIJ~IU~I for nuckw 

1' 5 pr~l~drtrru~n. ! r r  rhrv ctc r u t r t ~ l d ~ b r  ~~rcrrlv 50% uj r l l ~ ~ r  weapons md power pl.mls D~cpoc~~l and \tor;lc of DU waste. 

e n  I I I I I I  I 1 1 r 1  I I I I I I ahour one btllhon pound, according to the kpartment of 
III 111 111ridr. prrydr II/ ( u l r ~  rrrr 32% i/ r111111crl cnrryo~rrc b~tr Energy. 1s a growing prublcnl 

IIII~I, 13% 01 flw t ~ f i c  r r  c t ~ p s  The prdurt~on. tc\t~ne. and uacr' ot DU p ) w  health ri4.s I c )  

- Etl~rurr anyone who tnhalrr or Ingests the cuhstance Uran~um oxide Is 
created when DU wcapon.r bum. concxk. oc are nriuhlne~d 

0 The Un~tclil St~tc\ ha, a pour reclxd of how II hxk trcatd When whaletl small pA~c le r  can lodge In lht! lungs CXPIII~~ 

W the men and women who have urved to defend their country the dcllcatc ttssuc to alpha rulutlon and often cauung lufrg h, and hate been c x p c d  w~rhout knotwlcdgc or LOI)*III to IIJXIC cancer DU. IILC other heavy t~~ctals I, also a chtmlcal pmon 

con~a~n~na~~on Sonx vcrcrms who wrvcd tn the Penlnn C;ulf Food or drlnklng woter contanrlnated u11h DU p.lr11cles cdn 

War ( f f iw,  JIC now wttcnng Iron1 the '.Gulf War Syndrome." when lngcstcd CJUW ~r rcp~ab le  dtrlnage to thc L~d~~cyb 

wh l~~h can cxhlhlt J v.lrtcty ot >yrnptomr ~ c h  as hc;rdachebs. Thc Depl~ctd Uranlu~~r Clt~zcnr' NelwwL t)t the Mll~tary 

we:ilnc\s. los5,ot h w .  ra\hes. and kldncy pmblems Thertr also 
appears to k .I h~ph ~nc~dcnce of bath repraluct~vc problems 
~ n d  blrth dcfczls In bdblcs born lo PGW vets 

In the I'M I Pcrwn Gull WJJ U S lorce\ uud urantuIrn 
JIMI tank Inunltlon\ tor the t~ r \ t  time M ~ d c  trom "dcplcteJ" 
uranium I DUII these bullets and artlllcry shells we both 
rdloact~vc and IOEIL DU wac a1\0 lrsed to armor plate tar~ls 
Ul.rnlum wcalpunr arc ctkct~vc besctuu. when ~l loycd W I I ~  

tItanlun1. they arc cwcnr ly hard DIU I, ~ 1 x 1  pyrop,wrtc. 
~ h l c h  malt \  I ~ J I  11 bum\ upnn tnrpxt 

RADIOACTIVE BATTLEFIELDS OF T H E  1 9 9 0 s  
TIHE U N I T E D  STATES ARMY'S USE OF DEPLETED URANIUM1 

A N D  ITS C80NSEQUENICES FOR H U M A N  HEALLTH AND 
T H E  IENVIRONMENT 

Americ~an MI -A1 lank in  fronl of burntng T-72s (Iraqi tanks l  outs,ide Basra. I raq  March 1 1991 M I  -A l  tanks 

arecladlwith depleted uranium (DU) and fire pemetrators made of D U  -Since DUweapons are openly avatllable 

on the world arms markel. DU weapons will be used in future conflicts The number of DU pattents on future 

battlefidds probably wi l l  be h~gher  because other countries w ~ l l  use systems con~laintng DU --from the 
Army's unreleased report on depleted uranium weaponry 

A RESPONSE TO THE ARIMY'S PREVlOUlSLY UNRELEA,SED 
REPORT ON DEPLETED URANlUMl WEAPONRY 

BY THE MILITARY TOXICS PRlOJECT'S 
DEPLETED URANllUM CITIZENS' NETWORK 

MUY 1998 
( 3 r d  PRINTING) 



Radioactive Battlefields of t he  l 9 9 O s  Radlabactive Batt lef ields of t h e  1990s - 
radioacrivc t han  U-235 o r  p l u t o n i u m ,  I t  I.cmuns conraimcd a n d  bccausc rhcy caucc slow, c ruc l  color at hornc ill w.lr NcJ r l y  5r)",, , , I  rt;o,c. o n  r c l c ~ s c d  r o  rhc  p u t ~ l ~ c ,  fcw n l c m l c r s  of Cungrcss 

m cxr rcmcly  h a r m f u l  s,ubsrancc w i t h  the chcmi-  suf fer ing and  death; civili~ans, dcsccndanrs, pass- rhC fronr lints the (;ulf \XTJr wc.rc pcoplc o f  havc sccn 11, and  cvcn thc Prcsrdcnr~~al  Advlsc>ry 

c d l v  r o x ~ c  propcrt les o f  m a n y  heavy metals. Huge  errby, a n d  alllcs arc a l l  Ilk.cly to  bc  v ic t ims A I -  color, and  DU a s s c r ~ l b l ~  and  r r l r l l l g  f ~ ~ l l l r l c s  arc C o r n m ~ r r c c  o n  (;ulf W a r  L'ctcrans' I l l r l c ~ ~ c s  ha>  

-.- quantir lcs o f  DU have accumulated i n  rhlc course rhouglh DU is uscd I n  co~nvcn r i ond  wcapon:s I I mosr ly  located in a n d  n c j r  poo r  c~Jrnn lun l t ic r  arid bccrl  unab le  t o  olbraln a copy 11 IS, lllc)wcvcr, rhc  

o f  11.5 cncrgy a n d  weapons programs-rhc systcrrls a n d  c lass~f icd ic a convent iona l  weapon. 11s cornrnunir ics o f  co lor  ' d o c u n ~ c n r  o n  w h i c h  n lar ly  dccrs~on!, abour 1)CJ urc  

Dclparrmcnt o f  E n c r w  alonc ho lds a b~ l l r lon pervasive r a d ~ o a c r ~ v c  and chcmical cffccts suggcsr T h c  a r p m c n r  U S stlouId h ~ v c  m a y  bc  b ~ s c d  For  t h ~ s  r c ~ s o n ,  p u h l ~ c  a n d  cxycr t  

pounds o f  DU hcxafluloridc tarls. Usual ly  classcd as th is  classif icat ion is inadc.quatc a n d  inaccurate. ' DU wcapon ry  if othcrs d o  is a dub lous onc,  appraisal o f  thc rcporr  is c r ~ r l c a l  ' 
low- lcvc l  nuclcar wasre a n d  v i cwcd  as a h a b ~ l ~ t y ,  bccausc the effr:cts o f  r a d ~ o a c r ~ v e  and c h c r n ~ i ~ l  T h c  h l ~ h r a r y  Toxrcs I'rojcct's D c p l r r c d  

"Dl, hu i n  reccnt decades b e r n  t r ied O U ~  for DEPLETED URANIUM ANMI weapons canno,t bc  d l r cc r cd  and conralncJ--L,r L J r a n ~ u r n  Citizens' N c w o r k ,  whrch was ablc r o  

c iv~ i l ian and  r n h t a r y  uses.' N U C L E A F I  H I S T O R Y  cxamplc, U S 'vcrcrans o f  r hc  G u l f  W a r  arc suf fc r -  c)bt31n a c o p y  o f  rhc rcporr ,  f inds 11 r o  bc  sevcrcly 

BCC~USC o f  uran ium's  cx t rcrnc dcmsiry, Since t hc  bcglnnllng o f  l h c  Manha t ran  i n g  f r o m  the i r  town army's use o f  DU I rs  I r l rc rna-  f lawcd,  bccausc i ts conclusions arc incons i r rcnr  

DlJ can be used t o  m i k c  m u n i t i o n s  and armor  o f  Pro jec t  in 1942,  the U n i r c d  Starcs A r m y  a n d  rhc t i o n d  prohfcrar ion ends rhc U.S 's b r ~ c f  a d v a n t q y  w l t h  i ts c r cd~ rab l c  sc icnnf ic  srarcrncnrs I1crh;lpc 

great dcnslry. T h e  pcnlcrrarors made with1 DU have Dcpal r tmcnt  o f  Energy have bccn crcaring  rob- u the  pr imary  u tcr  o f  DU armam~cnts  and  a r m o r  r hc  m o s t  OUIC a r d  crucial sraccmcnts r r c  rhcse 

grcar rangc and  veloci~ry, vc loc i ry  t ha t  gives t hem lems i b r  w h i c h  there arc n o  solutions-beginning a n d  suggests t hn t  the bar t lc f ic lds  o f t h c  f u tu re  m a y  'NO a v a l ~ b l ~  tcc.hnology can slgnlficar1rly t h ~ n l l -  

an ab i l i ty  t o  penerrarc mos t  k i nds  o f  armor  (in- w i t h  t h e  crcar ion o f  vast quanrir ics o f  nd ionc t i ve  be m o r e  ho r r i b~ l c  t han  a n y t h i n g  y~ct rccn. T o  go rhc  i n h c r c n t  chc~mica l  and r a d i o l ~ ~ i ~ c a l  rox ic l ry  ,,I 

clutding otherwise v i r tua l ly  impenet rab le  DU mater ia l  fo r  w h i c h  n o  adcquatcly safe dispolial 1111 Thcsc  arc inrr lnstc 

arrnor, u Gulf W a r  f r iend ly  fire casudrics demon-  mc rhods  o r  sires exist; and w i r h  weapons sylircms Anrhonj Guarrrro (rrnrrr). f iunrLr and propcr t lcs  o f  u r a n ~ u r r l "  

strarcd). B u t  rhc i r  batr lcf ield cffcctivcncss is whosc con ram ina r i on  sp~rcads far bcyond  the 
drrrrrar. Aromrr Vrrrranr Allranrr. had , [ f r o m  p .  xx i i ] ,  w h l c h  
rng an ~nrrnurlrarr urrron ar rhr rV tuuL  

u n d c r m ~ n c d  by  D U ' s  deadly qualities, qualities i n tended  rargct. T h e  publ ic  history o f  nuc lcar  Trrr Srtr. Vrrrranr Day 1771 Cuarn'o 
answcrs rhc  t h ~ r d  p o i n t  

that  cannot  bc  contained. wcapons and  energy is also the privarc histories o f  WAI t 9 whm hr WWI rxpo~rd ro radrurrorr o f  the c ~ m ~ r c s s i o n a l  

DU ir a h igh l y  tox ic  a n d  radioactivc hcavy hund~ reds  o f  thousands o ' f  cirizcns, f r o m  the porn rhr U S  i Crorsrocth nurlrar r r p b  inqu i ry ;  2 n d  "DU is a 

C) m c t d  w i t h  pyrophor ic  (f lammable) properties: i t  gua r r r r -m i l l i on  troops inrcnr iona l ly  exposed t o  rroru rn 1746 Ht brramr trrk b u r  day  IOW lcvcl ~ ~ ~ I O J L I I V C  

K; bulrrts i n t o  flamcs u p o n  impact .  T h c  bu rn ing  arorni~c t a r i n g  between 1946-1 963 a n d  the c iv i l -  
afirrwrrrdr and ha3 rrnrr brrn plapard 61 
radrogrnrr r l lnrt~n,  rnrlvdrng rhromoromr 

wasrc and, thcrc forc .  

u ran ium then  spreads i n t o  the atmosphcrc, crcar- ians d l ownw ind  o f  rhcsc rcsrs, t o  thc  m a n y  cir izens damagr p a r d  on ro hrr rhrldrtn rn rhr musr  b c  drsposcd I~I a 

inlg a small-scak fallo~uc o f  acrosolized u ran ium exposed t o  h a r m f u l  amolunrs o f  rad iar ion a t  dl /om of brnh &j'rra t i r  rap.  W h a r i  l iccnscd repository" 
parriclcs w h i c h  can  b c  inha lcd o r  ingcsrcd f r o m  t h c  s t a g c ~  o f  the nuclear cyclc, f r o m  m i n i n g  andl happmrng ro GuJr!X'ar vrrrraru u rxrtrrb [ f r o m  p .  1541 w h l c h  

air o r  b y  contact w i t h  contaminated materials a n d  manufacture  t o  dcp loymcnt  and disposal. Hligh whar i happrnrd nv aromrr andAdrnr O r -  addrcsscs rhc  f irsr.  

sites. Thcsc par r icks  can  travcl anywhere that dust  percentages o f  dl these plopuhtions havc cxperi- 
angr vra-11 of rhnr v r a f i ~ n d  rhar rht 

pw""rnfmmrdrn barkon rhrm 'Photo 
- second, a n d  f o u r r h  

S goes. M o s t  readers a r t  farniltar w i t h  rhc postwar encedl thc  ~ h s s e s ,  canccrs and  gc t ic defelcrs that  D ~ M  Schurrhok p o ~ n r s .  F r o m  thcsc 

irnagcs o f  blackened, bu rn t -ou r  I r aq i  vchiclcs: result f r o m  rad ia t ion cxp~osurc. D wcaponry  is ad rn~ss~ons  ~ l u n c .  11 i s  

many  o f  these were C )U  targets (as wcrc  rhc 6 U.S. rhc  latest, unf in ished ch i~p t c r  i n  rhis l o n g  h is tory  o f  i n t o  future b a d c s  ~n which LIU 11s U S C ~  m a y  n lcan,  clcar rhat  DU is a deadly substance f r o m  w h l c h  

Abrams t a n k  and I 5  US. Bradlcy  F q h l r q  govcrnmcnra l  rccklcssnc:ss and  pcrsonal rragcdy. f o r  the immed ia te  surv~vors .  an i n d c r c r r n ~ n ~ r c  I l f c  so ld~c rs ,  rhc  pub l ic  and  rhc c n v ~ r o n l r ~ ~ c n r  musr  tic 

VchicIes h i t  b y  f r i c n d l l ~  firc). A survey shows rhar L i k c  rad ia t ion and many'orhcr toxins, DU dispro-  sentence waic i~ng for u ran ium 's  d ~ r c  c h c r n ~ ~ a l  a n d  p ro r cc r cd  bcforchand,  bccausc n o  rcchnologv c.ln 
four o u t  o f  five U.S. !~oldlers cn t c r cd  dcsrroycd porr ionatc ly  affects rhc poor  and communities o f  r ad~oac r i vc  cficcrs r o  appcar. T h e  I)U barrlcf iclds a f rcnvr rds adcquarcly nl lr lgarc 11s cffccrs; a n d  rh.lr 
I r aq i  vchiclcs, many  o f  t h c m  DU- rhcrnsclves cou ld  bc somcrh ing  ncw:  i n t c rna r i c~na l  sprcadrng i r  across rcsr s~tes a n d  h ~ : ~ l c f i c l d s  c o n  
colnraminared, b u t  n o  srud~cs have I sacrifice u c u  t oo  contarn inarcd cvcr t o  bc  p u r  r o  f l lcts w ~ r h  t hc  d ~ ~ s ~ o s a l  r c c o r n r n c n d ~ r ~ o n  k'cr r l l c  
ycr accounrcd for  thc dcgrcc o f  pcaccful usc. rcporr  gocs on .  ~ :h rou&  m a n y  rwlsrs an4 rurnc oi 
cxposurc o r  i ts p o ~ s l b l c  l ong - r c rm  

' 

h g l c  a n t i  o p r r n l i r r ~ i  asscrrlnns o n  r n ~ l ~ t . i r ~  p r ~ c  
cflfecrs. ' THE Dl) REPORT BY THE A E P l  tlccs, t o  cndorsc rhc c o n r ~ n u c d  usc o f  I)IJ by rhc 

In Ap r r l  o f  1335. F i cnch  T h e  AEPI 's  technical report o n  L)U lJ S .  r n h r a r y .  Funally i r  sorncwhar u r ~ d c r r n ~ r l r s  rhls 
Glcncrd G a l l o ~ r  rcmarkcd. "If wc expands o n  a jlunc 1994 rcporr  c~o rnm iss~oncd  by cndorscrncnt  w ~ r h  c ~ l l s  f o r  fur rhcr  r c s c ~ r c h  a114 
cqlurp rhcrc t a n k  w ~ t h  rhcsc sorts o f  Congrcss t o  dcrcrminc thcsc four [hlngr, "[hc i m p l c m c n t d r i o n  o f  bctrcr safcry proccdurcs. 
m u n ~ r i o n s ,  that mcarls thar theml- h d t h  a n d  c n v ~ r o n m c n r a l  uslrlg T h c r c  rr n o  safc way r o  urc  IJII. a n d  a vcry 
caI-nuelcar war 11 mora l ly  al low- DU o n  the  batr lcf icld, rcmcJ1rt161n r ~ c h n o l o ~ ~ c s  t o  basic qucs r l on  i r  whv  something consiclcrcd t o  bc  
abllc " Rad~oacr lvc  an(d chcmlrd clean DU c o n r a m l n ~ r i o n ;  wqvs ro  rcducc DU hazardous rad~o rc r i v c  a n d  c h c r n l c ~ l  wrsrc  111 al l  
weapons arc i n r c r n a r ~ o n a l l ~  rc -  r ox i c iV ;  h o w  "best t o  prorccr the m v l r o n n l c n r  f r o m  o rhc r  clrcurnsramccs IS cons~c lcrcd safc r n  bat r lc t ic ld  



Rardioactlve Bat,tletields of the 1990s - -- 
~erorol izcd when i t  strikes a r;ank (Fliszar ct a!., DU fragments). lfowever, DU is equally toxic and 

1989) Acrosols conta in i~ng Ll1U oxidcs may con- radioactive whcn  i t  entcrs the body b y  other 

taminarc the area d o w n w n d  DU fragmcnt.s ma;y avcnucs, such as mhalation and ingcsrion. Potcn- 

dso contaminate thc soil around thc struck vc- t ~ a l  risks for n i cd icd  pcrsonncl treating conrarni- 

hiclc." DU muni t ions acrosoll~zc whcn uscd. DUI natcd soldtcrs, for cleanup crews and for civi l ian 

tank armor can acrosolizc whcn  struck, and there populat~ons who  come or return to the DU 

are many paths b y  which rl.c resulting particlcs batt lcf icld rcglons arc complcrely ovcrlookcd, as 

may enter thc body-by inhalation. ingcsrion, o r  arc risks at other points i n  the weapons produc- 

through open wounds. O n  page 101, the AEPI tion, use, and disposal cycle. I n  . 1980, . workers at a I 
dso conccdcs. 'If DU errtcrr the body, i t  has thc: Joncsboro, Tcnncssce plant, which manutacrures 

porcntlal t o  gcneratc sigmifitimt medical cornre- DU pcnctrators, had the highest radiarion expo- 

qucnces. T h c  r ~ s k r  associated w i th  DU i n  tlhc bcdy  surcs o f  any nuclear workers In the nation. O n e  

are b o t h  chemical and rirdiol~ogical ....." Once  DU manufacturer, National L a d  Industries o f  

inside thc human body, uran~ium particles rend to  N e w  York, was forced to shut d o w n  in 1980 

stay, causing illnesses such as l ung  cancer alnd because thcir emissions excccdcd 150 mic ro -cu r ia  

kidney disease that 

ofrcn take decades t o  

mantfcst According to  

plonccrlng radtarion 

b lomcd~ca l  researcher 
D r .  J W Gofman.  

part~clcs o f  u ran ium 

smaller than 5 m ic ron  

i n  dtamctcr can become 

trapped in, 

the lungs. Leonard A. 
Dietz, former Knol ls  

Atomic Powcr L b o r a -  

tory scientist has csri- 

matcd that a trappcd. . . 

s~ngle u ran ium oxide particle o f  this site can 
cxposc the surrounding; l ung  tissue to  approxi- 

mately 1.360 rem per year. This is 8,000 times the 

annual r a d ~ a t ~ o n  dosagcc pcrmirtcd by fcdcral 

regulations for wholc body ccxposure t o  the gencral 

public. Particles nor cra~ppccl i n  thc respiratory 

system may bc ingcstcdl and f ind thcir way into1 the 

Ldncys  and rcproducrtvc organs 'O 

O n e  th ing  the rcporr docs makc clear i!i 

that the DU exposure o f  niost G u l f  War veterans 

has nor bcen rakcn scriously, documcntcd, o r  

studtcd, although the Army's own  adrn~ssions 

suggests hundreds of  thousmds o f  soldicr~i anJ 

cltlrcns r ay be at risk from having ~r~tcrn,a l izcd 

DU O n l y  the small mlnor l ty  wl th actual [)U 
shrapncl I n  their bodtcs IS currently b a n g  studtcd 

for DU cffccrs (L)U butllcts k d c d  3 5  11 S sold~crs 

and wounded 72-22 o f  wlhom h ~ v c  cmbeddcd 

Cbarln Shrrham Mlb. Guy Wdr 

wrrraa ondDUNrrwork mrmbrr. 

tn~rdr hu rank ' IbrlptdpuUannu 

a w a ~ f i o m  l b u n t ~ ~ r a n k .  brr bj a 

DUprnrnaror Igotourofrhr annj 
u a ronmrnrrow oblrrror brrawr 
oftbr nvrltan ruualrrn I hu i r r rn  

About nuo j r r n  afiw rbr war Igot 

0 mrlanoma on my bark and rr 
~ r a r r d  mr tnro dorng Jomr rnrarrh 

I / t r  badn i b r r n h r  rhr mrbnoma 

I w u l d  h a q  n t v r r f i u n d o ~ ~  what 

I know now d o u r  drpkrrd ura- 
RIYm - 

(385 grams) i n  a given mon th  I x o n a r d  U m z ,  I n  a 

lcttcr t o  The B u l h n  ofthr Aromrr S r r t n r r ~ t ~ ,  askcd 

'If N e w  York Stare authorities wcrc concerned 

about the rclcuc each mon th  o f  radiation equiva- 

lent t o  the particles from one o r  nvo uranium 

project~lcs, why isn't the U S. governmcnt con-  

cerned about the effects o f  tens o f  thousands o f  

pro,ecttlcr being fired i n  a fcw days o f  war?" 

Cit izcns Rcscarch and Environmental Watch  

(CREW), a Concord, Massachusetts grusroots 

organlzarton conccrncd about local DU m u n ~ t i o n s  

m a n t ~ f x t u r c r  Nuclear Metals. Inc  , had soil 
samplcs f rom r lx  Concord locarions analyzed T h e  

tests found uranium levels up t o  18 times back- 

p u t i d  lcvclr arid u far as nmc-rcr~rhs o f  a m ~ l c  

away f rom thc plant. I t  is urgent that assessment 

and appr~pr ta tc  m c d ~ c d  trcatmcnt b c g ~ n  for 

evcryonc cxporcd by any o f  these avenues." 

CONGRESS 

ing rgecwclu. The v u  are umlm~nnd lo mtlmry tntnmg acuvi- 
tia; co-cxisting with public: Iand remurvJ m d  Iand uus The five 
r e u  involve the use of chaff, spa:~d status spcclcs; Naive 
An~criclln bdlitional cultural and wncd sites. dcviaion from 

connmiur~mu; andrefinem~ent of theagrecmcn~ The Air For- will 
ensure BLM has M oppo~rtuniry to rev~ew its SIIC plans prior to 
kg;innin,g wn:muction. 

Thmccomm~tmmo rcinforu the collaborauon bchuan the 
A u  Foru: and  he Burau of  h d  Matlaganent to c n r m  military 
tniningadviti~ueoatistwirh public land r e s a w  andotha u w r ~  

in southwc~ Idaho. The pama rnuy mutN;rlly rgrrt to modify hcsc 
connmim~mu in light ofalpaimcc g a u d  h g h  monitoring and 

Pmck  A. Shca 
D u a r  
Durau DUC: June of 1.iuld l I. 1998 Managcmcnt 

Panick K Gamble. Lt Gen. USAF 
Dcpvry Chief o f  Stafi 
Air Spau md QxrdI~ons 

mitigation v l i t ~ u o r  rr 8 rtsult ofchanged military c i m -  Date: June 9, 1998 

SENATE PIUSES DlEFElUSE BIU, ADDS CHEMICAL WEAPONS, SHIP SCRAPflNG MEASURES 
lluc Seme June 25 pawed the Defense Authorization b i l l  fa fiscal year 1999. approving several er~virorunenr~l 

unccndmcnu to the bil l  that relate to chemical wapons denruction. ship ~ n p p i n g  and PCB disposal. 
During debate: on the flaw last week, the Sense approved mendmeots to the b i l l  that would pressure EP'A and 

the Amy to expedite permits to destroy DOD's nodrpilcd chemical weapons and would create a shipscrapping p lo t  
p r o w  to danonsuatc ccnvirt~nmentally safe scmpping techniques. Orha mendmenu approved by the :Senate will 
autlhoriu? the use 01' funds fionn the National Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund to be used for environn~cnwl 
activitiai, and wil l  r~l low DOD to dispose of-foreign-m& polychlorinated biphenyls in the United States This 
amccndmmt is conaary to H w x  appropriations language passed ka week that banned funding for such a~ctivities (s,ee 

r&ad story). 
In IIO 11114 vote, thc Scme p u d  the defense authorization biU June 25 which authorizes S1.24 billlion for the 

Dclreruc Depurmm~t's e n v i r m m d  cleanup progrm~ still S24 million h n l  o f  the admihation's rrqucs~ fa~r clecmup 
Thc bi l l  includes ant unandmcnt that directs EPA to work with and local governments to properly budget 

for regulatory permitting activities that aKea the h y ' s  desmctiw o f  its nockpilcd chemical weapons The 19my 
has run into permining delays u it  laempts to meet a 2007 deadbe, mandated by m international beaty, to destroy 
(hew weapons. 

u T h i ~  is 8 rmighdcwart i  amendment, but may be on track to save us a lot o f  time and money with respect to our 
chemiull weapons !Rockpile &mi l i tarkt ion p r o m "  said Sen. Frank Murkowski (R-AK), the amendm~ent's 
sponsor, on the floor. The mcndment requires EPA and the Army to report to Congress on how the two ~departmcnts 
can work togetba to spacd the: pcrmiu needed for the dcmuaion program. 

Anld while most of the p t m i t s  fall under h e  Resource Conservation k Recovery A a  and are issuedl by scwre 
reglulatax, Murkowski rireuad EPA does have a pan in the process. 'While the E P A ~ O ~ S  not have r role i;uing 
penmiu. it doa wt in M advisory capacity to the variour state governments which review and issue permits " 

Amotbcr amemdmttot mdlopted by the Senate June 25 was 8 modified version creating a pilot program for 
Nary shi~p smpping The applrovcd vmlon  climinucs some of  the requirements the e ~ l i e r  amendment p~laced on 
pila)< such ~r a duee-yur contnct length and the m o u n t  of tonnage that must be Knpped. The approvud uncndment 
q ~ u i r a  h e  Navy u r r y  out a vessel-scrapping p i l a  p m v  between FYW-00. The program's scope wil l  ble thal. 
whiich thlc Navy "dcterrntma 6; sufficient to gather dam on the cosr of mapping Government vessels dornecritillly and 
to dlemoruerte cost effective trcchnologies and techniques to s m p  such vessels in a manner that is protec'tnc of  
w a t e r  safety and h~ealth and dhc envmnment" 

Thtc legulatioln wmes in the wake o f  8 self-imposcd ship-scrapping investigation by DOD and othc~r fedcnl 
agcnciu aha news mpo~* of workcr safety and environmental violations across the indumy. Tbe H o w  d ~ d  not 
inch~de r , h i l r  legishtio~n and the l a d  proponent on the k u e ,  Rep. Wayne G i k k n  (R-MD), has p l m d  to hold off 
on m y  legislat~on until next year. 
) The S m t e  a l ! ~  approved amendment that allows funds within h e  National Dcfcnse Stockpile 1 tansaction 

Fund to IX used for cnvuonmen~al remediatio~ renoration, wrclc management and compl~ance activit~~cs 
The Senate r h o  approved a non-bindlog resolution thu  d k t s  the Navy to immediately UII&L&C inmonls to 

prolpaly N ~ v  p e r s o ~ c l  on oil  spdl prevention to "stgntficultly reduce the nsk o f  vessel oi l  spills " The Navy 
rhcruld d b  improvlc its rsclationdiip wtth local authorities in regard to oi l  spill prevention and r u p o n v  usions and 
mmimur: fuel otl ~ ~ f e l ~ .  The scnse of the Senate resolution responds to six signtficant Navy oi l  spills In Pugct 
Sou~nd, VVA, this year. 1 
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NAVY LAUNCHES DOMESTIC SHIP-SCRAIPPING PIllOT PROGRAM 

121 of lhac rhip mz kriquled fa. Pap. 
The two c m m  will be awmded on r cost-plw h i s .  NIIV offichh 
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L,eaks stop shipments of nuclear waste 
II Senatcor blast:; 
energy department 

ILAS VECPLS - The IJ S 1De. 
partmen~t of IEnergy he r  h d r e d  
shipment of low-level mdioac-  
tive: wasre h m  an Ohlo nuclear 
Wc;hpoflSi planlt after water was 
found leiaking fmm boxes of ~de- 
bris o n  t rucks  in Neva~da a n d  
~ r i i k a .  T h e  discovery brought  a n  

outlcry firom [Nevada olfficials, 
who have beten fighting DOE 
plans to :store low- and high.11ev 
el n~uclear waste a t  sites north 
of Lhs Vegas. 'They n i s e d  anew 
questions of mansponi~lg such 
waste across country 

C h e  leak was found o n  a 
t ruck 2al miles east  olt K ~ n g  
man ,  A r k ,  t h e  other  four  on  
three aulcks that a m v e d  Mon. 
day and 'hesoby at their destl- 
nation, t he  Nevada Test Sue .  

The stupmcenrs involve low- 
level radioawve waste f r o n ~  a 
nucllear !weapons plant being 
dismandcd at  Fernald, Ohio 

DlOE spokesman 1)ar w ~ n  
Morgan said h e  maten;~l  " d w s  
not lpse any danger to hurn.1n 
health or  the environmerlt " i Ie 

s.ud the d e b r ~ s  mcluded " \and 
used to t~lttlr ~ d ~ o . ~ c n v e  waste, 
filter cake> from wastewater  
treatrnc.rlt operations and con 
srructron m b h l r "  

tic s d ~ d  ~t was unclenr how 
water gut uito Ihe d r b n \  

The leaks  a r e  t he  latest In 
" ~ n  unending s t r eam of 1 n u  
dtnts ,"  Sen i l a r ry  R e d .  D 
Nev, s a d  Wednesday 

" I h ~ s  ~ w ' t  the  f m t  l nc~den t .  
11's just the f m r  made pubhc," 
Reld s a d  "The DOE doesn ' t  
know what 11's sh lpp~ng  or how 
11's shpplng 11 " 

Sen R~cha rd  Bryan, D Ne\ . 
called the latest devclupnwnt 
"alarmmg," n o t ~ n g  the  s h l p  
menrs pars through major 1-as 
Vegas Intercectlons and  across 
traff~c<loegcd Hoover Dam 

'.The DOE has agam shown 
11s rnah i l~ ty  to hand le  a n d  
t rmrpon rachoactlve m a t e n d \  
sdel l ,"  s a d  Gov Bob h u e r  

When t h ~  leak was d ~ s c u ~ .  
ered ar a m c k  stop near Kmg 
man, other s h p m r n r s  were o r  
dered cllcckcd by the  DOE, a c  
cording to hlorgan 

h e  truck near  Kmgrn.~n ( i d  
not contam any cuntarnlnatr~)n 
and the r o n r a m ~ n a r ~ o n  of t h e  
trucks at the Nevada l e \ t  S ~ t e  
"was very low," hforgan s ~ r d  

"We wdrit a full undersrmd 
Ing of what hrlppent*d w ~ t h  
t h w e  boxe\," hlorgdrl s j t d  

"iVas 11 a r n a ~ u f ~ ~ c t u r ~ r ~ g  prol) 
l e m 2  114s 11 a prot~lt.m at t h r  
s h ~ p n ~ c n t  s ~ t e '  1Vt. \vallt i c r  
nald to t '~~~l.1111 rhc L q u d s  " 

R e d  \.~ltl thr  m a r e n d  from 
Errnald I \  bemg dump-(1 111 U I I  
11netl trencher J t  the  rest s l t r ,  
b5  rn1le.l north of 1 . a~  Vegab, 
where  t he  na t~on ' s  nuclear  
weapon, were tested from 1951 
unrd 1992 "It wac all supposed 
to  be dry material," R e d  t a ~ d  
"Well. drv r n a t e r ~ a l  doesn't 
leak out of trucks 

"There are no controls In 
place," h e  added "Ths 1s I ~ I W  
level But even rl~ough 11's low 
level 11'5 stffl ddngerouc " 

R e d  s a ~ d  problems w ~ t h  the 
Fernald sh~pment  rrmforce the 
argument  against s t o~ ; lRr  of 
tugh lrvel nu( 1t.x w a u r  ar 1 . u ~  
t a  h luun ta~n ,  100 nule., north 
uf I J \ ~ C ' ~ J \  

"We're d r ~ l r r ~ g  a t  I'ut c ,i 
h l o ~ m t a n  w ~ r h  the mo\t polso 
nous suhs t a r~ce  Lno\%n to  
m.~n." Held s a d  " l ' h~s  ( F r r  
na ld )  Is H I.eagur bawbd l l  
c o n ~ p , ~ r e d  to  t he  m ,~ jo r  
leagues  l l ~ e  Idea of sror lng 
h ~ g h  level wabte a t  Yucc J 

h1ount;trn 15 fr~ghterung ro rnr. 
and  should be f r ~ g h t r n ~ n g  1 0  
rvcryone " 

Congress 15 w r e s t l ~ r ~ g  w ~ t h  
the prublem of where to  xtort. 
t he  h ~ g h  I r \ e l  nuclear nd-,te, 
n ~ a m l y  spent fuel rods 



FACT SIIEET: WILirI' IS LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIV11 
WlISTE 

"Low-level radioactive v~aste," accord~nq to the Nuclear Re~gulatory Cornrluswn (NKC), 1s "racj~o,lctl\e 
waste not class~fied as hrgh-level radloact~ve waste. transuranlc waste, spent nuclear fuel, o r  by-product 
material (i e uraruurn or thorrum rmll tahmgs) " 

"Low-level rad~oact~ve  waste" includes e v e ~ r t u n g  from sl~ghtly radroact~ve trash such as gloces and 
booties to highly radroactive-actrvated metals from m ~ d e  nuclear reactors 

"Low-level radioactive waste" includes both short-lived and long-lived radionu~clrdcs 

Sources oj "low-level raalrouctr vr w u \ w "  

Low-level rad~oactive waste IS  generated by most o f  the facilrr~es lrcensed by the NRC for cumrncrcr.d 
handling and use of r ad~oac t~ve  rnatenals Ely far the srngle laryest source 1s the nuclear pouer  indlustn, 
wtuch in 1989 accounted for over 809b of the volume and 95'% of  the rad~oact rvq  of all low-lc~el  
radioact~ve waste shpped for disposal Other sources rnclude r a d ~ o  chem~cal m,anufacturers, rese~rch  
laboratories, government agencles other than the Department of Energy (DOE), unlversltles, rnedrcd 
schools, and hospitals 

waste senerated from the commercial nuclear he1  cycle is classified as low-level radioactive waste, 
except I'or uranium null taulin~s and spent nuclear h e 1  The bulk of  this waste (about 8076 of 198'2) I S  

generated by nuclear reactors as leaked fissron products from fuel rods and as rildioact~ve-act~vated 
products that were or~ginally non-radioactive elemer~ts inside the reactors 

.The coollrng water of  nuclt:ar reactors. wtuclh absorbs leaked fissror~ products from file1 rods, 15  clcancd ot 

radioactiv~ty by ion e~change  resms and dernineralmr tiltra~ron uruts The resrns and filters thernselics 
are contammated with rad~oact~vity and are  disposed of as  low-level r3dioactrve ~ a s t e  The reslns anci 
filters caln be hichly radloactrve and are sometrmes capable of delrver~wg a lethal dose of rndra~~on - 
(exceeding 1.000 rems per hour) 

Non-radloactive components Ins& a nuclea~r reactor can become radroact~ce bccsurc o l con t rnw~13  
neutron bombardment These Iterns. such as fuel channels anci Instrurnent~tion placed rnsrde the r cx tu r  
core, are removed horn trnie to trnlc and d~sposed of a s  low-level r ad~oac t~ce  waste 

Maintenance and clcan up  of nuclear reactors generates low-lekel radroactrve wasre such as ~rorkers '  
protective clothrng, nlops, cttc 

Low-levell radloactice waste IS  diiidcd rnro tour classes by ~ h c  N K C  C l ~ s s e s  A, 13, C ,rnJ 
Greater-than C13s3-C Clacqi A IS the le,lst ra~f~oact r te  and cont.munated by "sllonr I l~cd"  rad~or luc l~t le~  
Class B may be cor~tannnarcd by greater amo~irnts of "short-I~ced' and "short-l~cecl" radronuclrdes 



Operation of nuclear power stations 

The operation of a reactor ge:nerates long-lived high level used fuel, and short to medium-lived low and 
medium level operational waste The most radioactive olperational w z  are f k r  and ion exchana  
resins from the reactor water purification systems Used tools, exchanged parts, protective clothes, and - scrap are also operational wa~ste 'The radioactivity of tht: operational waste is mainly due to relatively 
short-lived radionuclides suclh as cobalt-60 and caesium-,I 37, which decay to  safe levels after 200 to 300 
years 

The bulk of the operational waste! is low level, and only very small amounts of  long-lived waste may be 
included The intermediate le:vel resins are nornnally dewlatered. and stored or disposed of They may be 
immobilistd with concrete, c.emc?Z3Tbitumen The low level waste is usually compacted, using high 
pressure c ~ r n ~ ~ t i o ~ n c i n c i n e ~ ~ n  ~ i t h s u b s e : ~ u e r ~ t  compaction of the ashes 

On to  used Fuel rnanaaemeqf 
Back to  The Manaetrnent o~f Radioactive  wag^ 

Nuclenr pills plan unveiled 

THE first pl,ln has bcczn devised to hand out radlatlon s~ckness tablets to thousands of 
Plymouth people to counter the effects of a nucle~r  disaster at Debonport docLvard 
The plan will be tested In a dumrny run ne\t month For more than 20 )eJrs hc~l th  arid 
mlltary chlefs have struggled t o  d rv~se  a plan In case of an  acctdcnt on one uf the seben 
Devonport-based nuclear powered Trafalgar submar~l~cs  
Some 30,000 people Ilvlng u ~ t h ~ n  550 metres of the dock)-3rd are at most r~ sk  of rat11;ltmn 
polsorung 
Previous suggesurons to gibe the potasslum lodate tablets. wh~ch counter the danger of 
thyroid cancer, mcluded supply~ng the drugs from hellcopters or from ambulances, but 
were rejected as unworkable 
B ~ i t  now the Royal Navy and South West Devon Health Authority have debeloped tlcta~lcd 
plins to l m t  the house t o  house dlstrlbut~on to a smaller area, based on estlrnates of where 
a rad~ation #cloud would travel 
Under the scheme, once an lrnperld~ng nuclear accldent was ldent~fied u ~ n d  spced and 
d~~rec t~on  wdl be used to calculate the cloud's path 
Flfiy sadora would del~ver tablets for up to 1'$.000 people wlth~n one hour around the 
cl~oud's path 
Peter Hurford, Captam of  Babe Safety at Devonport, s a d  untd now there had been rlo firm 
plans to deal w ~ t h  d ~ s t r ~ b u t ~ o n  
He evplaln~ed the potentla1 level of rad~at~on porsonlng was far lesx than at a nucl r~r  pourer 
plant because wbrnarme reactors are 30 times smaller 
Clty counc~llore, and res~dents h a ~ e  long called for the tablets to be handed out prlor to ,m 
~n~c~dent ,  but thl~s has been ruled out by health bosses 
Kevm Owcn, clhatrnmr of IJlyrnouth Nuclear Dump lrlforrridtwn Group, s a d  the rrew 
scheme wals flawed but a st tp In the r 1 ~ 1 1 t  d ~ r e c t ~ u n  
He sald "It IS hopeless and u e  just hope the scheme I S  In its ~nfancy and there \\dl he 
d~alopue vo ~t can be debeloped and they l~sten to the concerns of local people " 
"Pred~strlbut~on IS car r~ed out In France and In S w ~ t r l m d  t\~rhuut any trouble or nurrlcs 
so why not here)" 
Ken Tuck~er, cha~ rn~ an  o f  c o \ c r ~ ~ o r s  of I3,lrne h r t u n  Pr~rnnry School cr~trc~srd the plm 
" T h ~ s  has bcen hke. a U'h~tehall farce They habe a lot o f  theor~es but do not h ~ v e  arlb 
pac t~ca l  eupcrlerlce Tl~ere  I S  no wav 60 mcn wurh~nz  In a strange area sap ~t nl$t In 
ptch  blaclk, could cover t h ~ t  scort of area In thc tlme they habe set themselves 
klr Tucker added "If they are ullllng lo drop the tablets through people's doors \ \ ~ r h c ) ~ ~ t  
z~bklng any que:stlons 111 an enlergency, why cant they do it  beforehand7 



r- l ~ ~ e - -  -- - 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

I Oflice of' P u b k  Affain 

NRC REVISES POSITION ON USE OF POTASSIUM IODIDE 

tN CASE OF ACCIDENT AT NUCLEAR POWER P L A M  

The Nuclur Regulatory Comrmiwion hu decided to modify i ts  position regarding the use of potassium i d d e  u a 
protective m a m e  for the general public in case of'r serere nudear reactor cccidtot The agency hr decided to 
tndorx the Fdad Wlo8K1J Prepuedmr Coa~rdini~ing Committee's (FRKC) recommended policy to ftQJIy 
fund the purchase of pouuuum iodide for stars u ~thdr request. and the NRC will provide the funduq. 

2 Th Commission noted thu the fcdcral govcrnrm~lt recently began stockpilinp potudun iodrde near mjor 
C3 metropolitan uur for we in miniptine the cotuequlenccs of potential terrorist uw of  nuclear, biological or chaniul 

weapons. ?hc pourrium iodide wuld  k rvri lblc to my state for my type of r d i o l o g i  emergency any time. - 
If r m e  w i s h  to brvc its source of potmiin iodide close at hand for use in r possibk nuclear f M O r  rccic)cnt, the 
k d d  govanment would hnd ~tbc purdwc, u~nda the Commission's revised position. - 
Potusium iodide, if uLm in time. blocks the thyroid glund'r uptake of radioactive iodine md thus d d  help reduce 
thyroid diseasa that might othcrwir k cuuedl by trpowre to irbonrc r ~ ~ v e  iodlnc thu cauld be dispersed in 
r d a r  d d a n  

Under the NRCs position the federal govennmmrt wwld purchase potusium iodidt, but iatacsted nate md 
bud govcmmntS wwM be tcspmruible for muintmmct,, distribution u\d nrbqucnt costs NRC liccosces would, u 
prrl of their amgeny response pluming, disauu flus m u t a  with stale and local govanmemr who uukc decimona 
oa protsctivle masura u pnrt off their planning for rapanro to po tend  a ~ g t n c i a  

Sf f idued by t k  W C ,  tlhe proposed new policy 'will k published in the Federal Repsttr. NRC will work with the 
Fcdcnl Enqency  hugament Agency to prepuc the M policy statmunt and to develop Mpkmartuion det.rlr, 
induding critair far evrhuting r nut ' s  request for fundiiw for potassium iodrde 

The cuncnt f e d d  @icy wcu publiskd in the 1;ederJ Register in 1985 11 recommends that potassium iodide be 
stockpiled ud d h r h t e d  to mmgmcy worker!, md institutionalized perlons durina radiological emergwtcia. but 
doc•÷ mt mcommcnd regurrirrg prr-disuiburion cu nockpilling for the @ e n d  public 

Thc bcsl technical infomution iodlhtcs t h  prompt cvact~ation md in-place shdtaing u e  the prefared protective 
miom fa the #marl plWc H o w w ,  the sate  (or In same -a. the loul p a a m c n t )  b t u r  ultimucly 

Cunendy IWO states (Tennesyje and Ahhama) include in the11 unmgency plamny the use of porawum iodide as a 
protanive measure for the general public 

A report vvm preplured by a group chired by the Federal Emergency Management Agency, witlh reprcserltatives from 
the NRC d other falad agartie3 The repon tccommended that the federal government purc;hasc md stockp~le 
cSwmi~ul  rnerve g u  ,mt&tes, vaccines for anthrax, antibiotics. potassium iodide and other rndcinw for use by the 
epwrll  public in the wont of a t ~ o n ~ t  attack Currently there are three national slockp~les of rnedical su1pp11es that 
i~nchrdle potusium iodide AdditionJly, there will be 26 Metropolitan Medical Strike Teams. each with a  full set of 
nncdicll supplin, including p c ~ u m  iodide Two of the team have been utablished, and the remaining 24 are in the 
pnoceu of'be~bnng cstabld~ .Thus the size a d  number of locations of federal stockpiles of porlssiurn iodldc are 
e~pccted to  increase Pouusiwm iodide horn these resources could be used ar a protective measure fbr th'e general 
public in the went of r w e r e  nucleu accident 

lhis report was presented to the PrcJident and approved far distribution in May Thus potassiuin iodide i3 already 
available nationally u part of emergency response preparedness for tenorism involving nuclear, biololycal and 
chcmipl agenu 



KI Andl N~uclear Accidents 

Potassium Iodide (K:l) F'rophylaxis for Nuclear Reactor Accidents 

The American Thyroid A,ssociation throughr its Public Health Committee has strongly recommended the 
stockpiling of  KI for prolphylimis in the eve~nt of a nuclear reactor accident Unfonunately. the Nuclear 
Regulatory Comm~ssion has riot accepted this recommendatron As noted below. the Maine radration 
Advisory Committee has accepted the American1 Thyoid Association position and voted unanimously to 
recommend stockpiling of KI near their nuclear plan11 in Wicasset Dr Davrd Becker, Chiurman o f  the 
Publrc Health Comnittec of the American Thyroid is; quoted in the article 

From "Ins~de N R C " V'ol 1 8 ,  No 26 - De:cemlber 2:3, 1996 

hlAINE ADVISORY C'OMhllTTIEE IRECOMhlENDS STOCKPILING I(I FOR 

P PUBLIC 
w 
h, The Maine radiatron advisory commrttee has rec:omnnended that the state stockpile potassium iodide (KI) 

near the hlalne Yankee rwclear plant site to d~stribute to the publ~c In the event o f  a nuclear accrdent 

Maine Gov Angus King (I) has not yet had a chance to study the recommendatron, but a spokesman for 
the governor said the adwce of  the committee woulcl heavily rnfluence his decision 

"He hasn't at this point had a, full briefing am the pros and cons o f  this issue He wants a thorough 
understanding before he deciides,', the governor's spokesperson Dennis Bailey said last week "The fact 
that ths was such a strong vote" will undo~ubteclly cibrry great weight in the governor's deliberations. 
Bailey said 

The radiation advisory csornrr~ittee voted un~anirn~ousl~y December 6 to recommend the stockpiling of K I  
near the blame Yankee plant in Wiscasset, possibly ;at three receptron centers in the emergency planning 
zone (EPZ) Should Kin,g aplprove the recommendation, Maine would become the third state, aAer 
Alabama and Tennessee,, to dlecide to make K I  iivailable to the general public near commercial nuclear 
plants Alabama and Tenne~s~ee predrstributed K I  to the general population in EPZs. Megs Hepler, 
charrman of  the Federal Radrological Prepauedness Coordinating Committee (FRPCC), said 

Maine's decision comes as both the NRC and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) are 
conducting h~gh-level re,views of federal policy Ion thre use of K1 In a potenrial radiolog~cal emergency 
The substance, which is a benign compoun~d approved by the Food & Drug Administrat~on as an 
over-the-counter drug. i s  known to be an effective thyroid-block~ng agent 

The FRPCC. which IS chured by I C M A  and has members from the NRC, the Centers for Drsease 
Control and several other fedlcral ayencies. revp~enedl the controversial debate on K l  this spring. after the 
NRC decided once again to reconsider 11s policy on the compound Peter Crane. an NRC attorney acting 

The FKPCC 1s nebarinlz cornplctlon o f  its own independent rekiew ot the ISW, and expects to \cnJ 4 
report and recom~menda~ion to k f  3lA Ijirector James 1 ee \V1tt in early January, IIeplcr s ~ i d  

Hepler said FEhl.4 has been worLirlr closely with the NRC staff 1,) mahe sure the trio yr>licit.s . ~ r c  

harlmonious Current fedel al pol l~y re~ommcnds stockpilrng K I  for use by nuclcar plmt v.orhr.rs ,111tl 
emergency workers withrrl the f P7s ot'nuclear reactor sides Rut the gnbcrnrnent docs IIOI retLur1lrllc: 
stockpding and drstribution of K I  pill, to the general public, Ica~lng that optiun tu the \t.~~c.s hlo,t \ t . ~ t c ,  

favor a  policy of evacuation for the general populatron 

The higlh incidence ot thvroid cmccr anlong clllldien exposed to radi.~rior~ f i~ l l o~c~nc  the C't~crr~c~b~ll  
nuclear plant explosion in 1986 has c~used many phv~icians and public health o l l i ~ ~ a l h  irl the L' 5 ~ K I  
other countries should reconudcr the urgency of rnakrng K1 ieadrly available to the public 

"There dre now 11,000 children  nth thyroid cancer--whrch IS ordinarrly a rare disease--!-rum e\cposi.lrc to 
radratioin who were in the Chernobyl area," said Dav~d Becker, a physrcran at Ncw York Itlosprtal ~( 'or ld l  
Medrcal Center In New Yorh " I  uould urge that the NRC should arrange to have i t  manufactured--and 
that FEMA make 11 avalable--so that rt ~ 1 1 1  be there i f  there 1s an accident and we should need it " 

The Amier~can T l ~ y r o ~ d  A v ~ ~ i a t ~ o r ~  ha5 been interested for decades In ways to protect the th)roid, 2nd 
"the way to do that IS to protect acalnst uptake of rad~oact~ve iodrne, and the way to do that I S  by pI\.Ing 
potasslum iodide In advance of  exposure," Decker sa~d 

"The NRC has tor years recopzed that K I  was a usehl agent, but was not wrlling to recommend it, U > C  

In a1 nuclear acc~clent for the general publ~c Ths argument has been gorng on for 15 yealrs NKC' h.15 
been argurng thalt evacuation IS more rficient and protects against all forms o f  exposure The problcnl ih  

evacuation doesn't work when you have any srzable populatron," sard Becker, who IS a rnwnber ol thc 
advisor], comlnrttee to the New Yorh Commission on Radratron Effects 

Becker raised the que:stron ot'whether New York state should revisit its K I  policy during an adclsor? 
corinmltltee mcetmg rrli October 

"We brought up the issue and [Becker] suggested we should stochprle but we drdn't take 11 much f 'u f l l l~r  
than that." sard Stephen Giavrtt, chief o f  radroactrve materrals section, Bureau o f  Environr~lrntal ~ ~ , ~ J I J ~ I o ~ ~  
Pro~tectron, In the New York State tlealtti Department 

"Al this point, nvthlng been dccided LVe st~l l  have our policy in place recommended IKI o~nh fix 
emlergeilcy workers and captive populat~ons," Gavrtt sad "We h a ~ e  no plans right now tlo take 11 up 
further "' 



hlnine Acted Speedily 

Given that the federal government has been deba'tlng the KI issue for more than 15 years, observers are 
astounded by the speed with which Maine officials have m,oved on the issue 

Bill Libby, chairman of the hlaune liadiological E.mergency Preparedness Committee, said the question o f  
reconsidermg the state's policy on K1 was first rzused by a private citizen, Peter Christine. In August, at 
an annual rneetlng 

'I became aware of Peter Crane and his work on ths issue first through an article in lns~de N R C ." said 
L~bby "As 1 learned more, it arppe;ired it was time to reconsider the Issue so I called the advisory 
committee to look into 11 * 

Crane has long had an intcren in tlhe issue He contracted thyroid cancer at the age of 26, more than 20 
years after having his tonsils irradiccated as a chil~d in 11 Chi~cago hospltal Having battled the disease for 
years, he urged a FEMA panel in J1une to proteclt Arncrica~'~ children by stockpiling K I  Crane was among 
the panicipants who spoke at the December 6 meetin~g o f  the Maine radiation advisory committee 

Christme. a volunteer firefighter for the town of Alnai, Maline, said he became involved in the issue of 
concerns for h s  children and cother in the Maine Yanlkee EPZ "My wife and I became concerned after a 
meeting at wh~ch ponions of the evacuation plan had beem failed," Christine said in an interview 

P 
r "There are about 5,900 children among the 35,000 permanent resident s in the EPZ," Christme said 
h, During the summer tourist seiason,, the populatio~n swells I:O 60,000 "On the two-lane roads on Booth Bay 

peninsula. i t  could get jammad up," he added 

Christine noted that the bus drivers who would be driving1 the children out of the EPZ in the event of an 
accident would be protected by K'I "The buses may lhave to go back and forth, two or three times, SO 

there is a possibility some kids might be waiting for the sccond or third tun," he said During that time 
they could be exposed to radiation 

"1 went to my family physician and tried to get )(I, but it's not available Caner Wallace only makes the 
drug In larse batches to sell to federal emergency agencies," he said. 

Maine officials say that if the governor approve!; the recommendation of his advisory committee, they 
plan to stockpile KI at three reception centers in the nuclear reactor's EPZ L~bby does not foresee 
predistriburion l o  individual h~ome---although detailad plans have not yet been considered 

The issue of who would fund the purchase and s;tockpilin,g of the KI has not yet been decided State 
otlicials say that's "not a concern at the moment," be:caus,e the drug i s  so cheap 
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This map shows the approximate m a  of the 2 Km Zone 
round the Naval Base. 

Thils guide has been prepared in accordance with the Public Information far Radiation 
Emtergcncies Reg~dations 1992 and has been produced by the Ministry o f  Defcnce 
in c:onsultationi wi~th Plymouth City Council, Caradon District Colrncil, Comwall and 
Devon County Cmncils and the relevant Health Authori~ies. 

An accident to a submarine ntlclear reactor is, by design, extremely unlsikely, br~t i t  

is Miniistry of Dcfence policy that emergency procedures for [he protection of'the 
public sho~rld be available and exercised. 

This guide providles members o f  the public with information on what a~ctiolns they 
ma:y be: advised ta, take in the extremely unlikely event o f  a nuclear reador a~cciclent 
in the IDevonp~ort Naval llase. You should keep il. You wi l l  also find enc:losed a 
card giving a b~riefgui~dc to rhe emergency actions and some leaflets from the National 
Radiological I'rottxtion noard which give a general explanation o f  radiation and i t s  
effects and national e:mergency arrangements 

The ch~ance o f  an accident requiring people to take protective action beyond the 
Aultomatic Co~rnt~ermeas~rres Zone, which extends 550 metres from the sl~hrnarine 
berths, is very remote, but in accordance with National Policy, the continger~cy pl:m 
DEVPUI3SAI-E i~ncll~~des arrangements for the distriblrtion o f  Potassium~ lordate 
Tablets; up to 2 K m  fiom the Submarine Berths This leaflet is being supplied to 
members of the publlic whose home or regular place o f  work lies within1 or jugt 
outside: that d~ista~nce from the Naval Base (as shown in the map opposite).. 

What Could Happen in a Nuclear Submarine Ac:cident 
I f  there is an accident involving a nuclear submarine reacior, people who ;are very 
close to the submarincc could be affected by gamma rays which are similar to X-rays. 
Al l  radlioactivle material should be contained within the submarine hull hut in some 
circrrmstances i t  i s  possible tlmt i t  could escape and affecr areas close to the suhrnmtw 
andl in downwind areas. 

Specinlis~ monitoring; teams wi l l  detect any radiation or radioactive co~ntarnina~tion 
andl the: police will, if'necessary, set in motion measures to protect the p~lblic, which 
might inclrlde sl~elter or evacuation, food and drink restrictions or distrihr~tinn of 

I'otassi~um lodlate lihdets. 

What s h a ~ ~ l ( d  I do now? 
Keep this booklet in a safe but readily available place. I f  you have been givcn 
potassium iodate tatdets keep t l~em out o f  the-reach o f  children. 



you are told by the police or media that there is nuclear emergency, or you hear 
t l~c Dockyard sircn sound the alalrm, follow this advice promptly without rushing: 

GO INDOORS AND STAY THEIRE 
In 311 emergency the hest thing to do  is glo in~doors. Don't go 
outside, wlicre levels of' radlia~ion could be hi,gher, unless' you 
are told to. for example to cdlecl Potas;sii~mi Iodate Tablets (see 
7 on Pngc 5 ) .  

l)o11'1 IIY lo collcct clddren from sclmol. Their teachers wil l  make sure that 
thcy are Iookcd i~ftcr. 

Kccp pcts incloors. to slop them from bringing possible contamination into the 

CLOSE WINDOWS AND DOORS 
Make sitre  hat a11 doors andl windows o m  closed to minimise the 
risk of contnmina~ion entering the building 

LISTEN TO YOUR LOCAL RIACIIOI OR TELEVISION AND 
FOLLOW ANY INS'TRUCTIONS YlOU ARE GIVEN 
i n  i111 incident. eniergcrncy infornnatilon ;and advice will be 
given on your local radio and TV. !See Back Cover for details 
of radio stations and liequencies. 

I:ollt~w I i~~strt~clio~is you are b' wen. I 

PUT OUT OR DAMP DOWN FIRES AND BOILERS. 
SHUT DOWN VENTILATION DEVICES 
Switch oll'fm~s, close ventilators, and put 0111 or damp down open 
lircs or otlrcr 11cati11g i~pplian~ccs which draw air from or~tsitle, to stop 
I posssildc C~III~III~II;III~~II entering h e  lwilding. 

DO NOT USE THE TELEPHONE (i~nless you need urgent help) 
In an c~ricrgc~icy IIIC telc~dione system may be overloatfctl. 
I f  you ~iirtsl i i l i ~ k ~ '  il call, plcnse keep i t  short. A l ist  o f  ~clcpl~one 
ni~~iibers liw yo11 to ring for urgent advice is am the back cover. 
Please only use these n~umlbcrs when you have an urgent need 
for help or information. 

DO NOT LEAVE THE AREA UNLESS ADVISED TO DO SO 
'You will be mrlich safer indoors. Do not leave the area unless you 
arc told to, in which case you should follow the advice given on 
page h and the Action Card. l f  you try lo  leave earlier you may 
block th~e roads, for emergency services. 

TAKE POITASSIUM IODATE TABLETS IF TOLD TO DO SC) 
At sonic: time dluring the emergency you may be advised to take r-7 
polassiu~m i'odate tablets. 

Irliese tahltets help to protect the body from the effects o f  1 1  bh I 
I - '  

radioactive iodine, which may escape during a reactor accident L-- 
I>etailccl instn~cctions will be given to you on a leaflet with the 
tablets. 

Irhe tabllets are very unlikcly to produce any side effects and will not interfere 
with any otlher medicine. 

'You sha~uld renrnain in shelter once you have taken the tablets. 

1Thesc tahlclts only help to protect the hotly from ratlioactive iodine - Sheltering 
i s  the most important form o f  protec~ion. 

'Yo11 should only take the tablets if told to do so. 

; ,, 1 : ;  I ) . : . ; €  
r4dults: Inclluding pregnant women & women who are breast feeding 2 Tahlcts 
Cldtlrc~n: 3- I2  years: I table1 

0-3 years: 112 of one lablet crushed and mixed w i ~ h  milk or water 
'The tab~lcts shlould bc swallowed with water. 

Diabies and s~malll children unable lo swallow tablets should have their  dose cnushetl 
up in a tcaspcnon of  jam, honey or yoghurt, or should have their dose dlissolved i t1  a 

srinall qrmtilty o f  milk forrntrlii or j ~~ i ce .  Ignore any traces of ~~ndiss~olv~ed tatdct 

I'otas,sir~m iocla~te ~lahlets shotrld NOT be taken hy   hose who have tlie rare 
conditions of: I IIIypocomplementacmic Vascr~litis 

I l ikr~natit is Hcrpetiformis, 
( 1 I( who have life lhreatcning allergic reactions to iodine. 

IT you have one of thesc 'conditions your doctor w i l l  have told you but if 
you ar t  not s rm  check now with your doctor. 



. . I  .. l-l;lIl!: 

Food and drlnk in your house and tap water supplies probably won't be 
allictcd Tllc Government wil l give you advlce on eattng food such as fmh ly  
gtowii vcyctfilcs. Tlits advice wi l l  be given out on your local radio and 
tc lcvl~~on. Atlvicc wll l also bc pven to famicrs, fishermen and other food 
.,rd\,la,,.,.r~ 
~II"\I"C.I a. 

This guide is being reissued to replace the leaflet gtven our In July 1993 as 
required by the Public lnfonat lon for Radiatton Emergencres Regulat~ons 
1992, whtch rtquircs the guide to be updated at 3 year intervals I t  is 
~mphatircd !hr! !! !s hc!fig QG! !he !n!ercs!s o r r a r r r  nllhltr 

0.- - . - .  r--*-- 
information and as requ~rcd by the regulations and not because o f  any 
increased rrsk from subrnanne operations. 

. 5 . 1 3  I I I i f i  11; .' 
I t 1  iltc evcni o f  an acctdcnt Sheltering Indoors. as described tn Sectton I 
.~hovc. IS thc most Imponant thlng to do, unless you are spec~fically adv~sed 
i t )  1I1c coillrnry 

I t  IS also ernphasised that there is no risk o f  an aromlc bomb rype explosion 
from nuclear submarine reactors - the design o f  the rextor makes thrs 
impossible. 

A detalled contingency plan for the area round the Devonpon'Nabal Base - 
the Devonpon Publ~c Safety Scheme [DEVPIJRSAFE) has &rc!i>pcd 
i n  conjunctton with your local authontles. 

11 i s  Inusl u i~ l i l c l y  that you wil l need lo leave your home However, should 
c\.icmtton become necessary ~ i ~ e  Poilcc wii i contact tne residents concerned 
L\.icuc.cs A w l d  use tl ie~r own tnnspon wherever possible, but transpon wrll 
Iw .irr.i~iged w l w c  ncccrsary, and yoii wll l be told where to go The dangen 
lrott~ panlc cvacitatlon are far greater than the posstble ndratlon hazards. 

This plan (which IS a publlc document and avatlable in  your local Ilbrary) : 
glves fill detatls o f  the measures requlred to protect you tn the extremely 
unllkely event o f  a submarine reactor acctdent happening at tihf Naval Base 
Devonpon 

Thc Local Authorltlcs wll l feed and accornmod~te everyone horn the affected 
m a .  but you can stay wttli frtends or re la tws  i f  you want to. Spectal 
nrrangernonts wl l l  be made for the aged. sick and dlsabied Arrangements 
wtll .also IK niade to titahe sure that familles a r t  reunited. 

Y m  h o u l d  lake your pets with you. 

. , !. 

Cwry 10 any e \ ~ a c ~ t ~ t c d  arca durlng the emergency wi i i  be restricted to those 
IIJVIIIS a coii~pcll~nt; rcJson to do so 

A h  t l~e ctiiergency eases, thcre may bc some changes to these tnstructlons 

WItcn 111c CtncrgciIcy I )  wcr.  IIIC p h l t c  wtll be told tliat speclal prccautiolis 
.lrc iio longcr rcqc~tred 



July 1 996 

Dear Householder, 

Devon~ort Pub& Safetv Plan: distribution 
of ~otassium iodate tablets 

THE LESCAZE OFFICES 
SHINNER'S BRIDGE 

DARTINGTON TQ9 6JE 
TEL: (01 803) 866665 
FAX: (01 803) 867679 

The Devonpon Public. Safety Plan (Ilevpubs~fe) is the emergency plan covering dl the aaioru 
that would be ilk.m in the highly unlikely event of there being a nuclear accident in the dockyard. 
Advice to the public is described in the booklet "What to do in a nuclew emergency", produced 
by the Mininry of Defence. 

The plan includa that, in cenain circums~mces, the public might be advised to take potassium 
iodate tableu. n ~ s e  itablets help to  prot tx~ against the effects of radioactive iodine, which is one 
of the ga sa  that ccouldl be released following m accident. Radioactive iodine can cause cancer of 
the thyroid gland. The tablets do nolt protect irgainst m y  other radioactive substances. In the 
event of an acciclent, if radioactive iodiine UI likely to be released, these tablets would be 
distributed to aW those who require thrm. 

IT you live within 550 metres of the submarine bmhs, the Navy will soon provide tablets for you 
to  keep at home. 

M=mbus oithe public who live within 2 ikm, but outside 55Om of the submarine berths m y  a& 
hold their own stocks {of tablets. If you wish to  do this, then you should be aware of the 
following: 

1. ?hue tabltcts, li~ke all medicines, should be stored safely away from children and 
animals, wlhere they can be fimuadl usilly ifnecessary. Information about the tablets is 
given in " R k r  110 do in a nucirar emergency". The tablets will be supplied with 
informatlorn abaut the required dose, ride eCTects and contra-indications. Tbey sbouid 
only be taken in1 the event of a nutclear accident, in which case clear advice to do  so  
would be g~iven on the radio c~nd ivleviuion. 

2. The  tableu expire io 3 y e a n  t i m e  Yaw will be contacted with details orhow 
they will be repllaced nearer the time. 

If you would like to have tablets for ylour lhouscthold, please complete the attached form and 
r aum in  he envelope provided. Youu tablets j;hould h v e  within 8 weeks For hnher infoma- 
tion, please phone the Hulth Authority FFEEF'HONE lnfomation line, telephone 0800 801 588. 

Dr Sarah Harrison 
Consultant Publ~c Health Physician 

Dr Gina fbdford ' 
Director of Public Health 

Response ro Conuncnrs tor 
Mucd W a l e  Sroragr F a c ~ l ~ v  21 

Naval AIK Suuon . North Island 

iafenrijies and schedules rrearmenr facillrrer for Nabfa1 Nuclear Prc~pulsion Program m~terl wasrie 
which are generared ur d l  Program sires rhroughour rhr narlon. 

Ifsuch an incidenr \were lo occur in which a mired wasre shipmenr were rejected, rhe shiprnenr 
would be sent back ( I f i r  were already on rhe road) to the MLVSF for srorage. The drafi permir 
allows; the N a y  ro srore up ro 5500 gallons of mixed wasres ar rhe MWSF. The Nary 
conducred a health risk arsessmenr for rhe sroragc acriviry at rhe MW'SF. Thefirldings ofrhe 
hralrh risk msrssmenr shows fhax srorage of 5500 gallom of mixed wczsres would nor pose a 
significant neg~uive risk ro human health or rht environmenr. 7h1s anuksis would nor be 
qfectc?d by the amounr ofrime rhe wares are held in storage. rhat IS ,  greater rhan 5 years bur 
nuher by the a.mounr of )vales in storage. 7 l e  rejened shipmenr of mired wares \vould no1 
cizuse rhe amorinr qf miwd wasres stored or rhe M U S F  ro exceed rrs permined capacrry of 5500 
g~allonrs because rharr qumriry o fmued  n,asres has previously been accounred for in rhe hI\C'SF 
invenrory . 

Speaker: Ms. Joy Williams 

Hi. I ' m  Joy Willl~ams from the Environmental Health Coalition. I had a couple o f  
comments, one relating to the pennit and the other to the Health h s k  Assessment. 

My convnerlr on  the permit also relates to the duration of storage. The permit does 
contain a mechanism for not~ficatlon of DTSC if the wastes will be stored longer than a year. 
However, it dues not in'clude an absolute limit to the time a waste may remain. And you 
tadkcd about five years, but that's not in the permit. There ' s  no limit in there as to how long 
tbre waste can actually remain onsne. 

So we would likie to see yl absolute limit included in the permit and also a mechanism 
for notification of the public if waste is going to be onslte longer for a year. If DTSC is not 
going to hold tlhe Navy strictly to the one-year limit then it must include these two additions to 
discourage h e  Navy from using the storage facility as a permanent storage area, which could 
easily happen. 

m e  Movy hczs conducrecl an analysis of the n5k.s associared wirh rhe srorclge of up 10 5500 
gallons ofmued wcrsres in rhu storage building. Thefindings of rhts analvsis would nor he 
ajrecrcpd by rhe amounr qf time the waster are held in srorage, rhar is, greater rhm 5 years. bur 
rcrrher by the airnounr of wasres in srorage AS srared in Response ro Commenrs d l ,  rh,e 
marlmum perm~rrred sforage cupaclry ar any given rrme would be 5500 gallons Therqfore, we 
dl> nor consider a meed lo place an absolure rime limitfor the srorage of mlxed wasre ar rhie 
Mr WSF. --- I 



> > N u k e - s n i f f e r s  c o s t  $7'5O,OOO 
> > 
>>By CHRIS tilFlB1.C - -  The D o l l y  News 
>> 
>> 
>>The Canadian n a v y ' s  bmill t o  e n s u r e  11.5. nuclear-powered 
>>warships d o n ' t  contaminat:e o u r  h a r b o r s  .is mwshrooming. 
>> 
>>The navy  j u s t  s p e n t  $594.250 on t h r e e  d o c k s i d e  
>>nuclear-moni tor ing  sys tems  f o r  H a l i f a x  and t h e  B. C. p o r t s  o f  
>>Lsquimalt  and Nanoose, even  though we d o n ' t  have  any 
>>nuclear-powered warsh ips .  
> > 
>>In 1 9 9 4 ,  Nat ional  Defence' ordered  t h ~ e  s a f e g u a r d s  b e  pu t  I n  
p a c e .  From 1995 u n t i l  19197,  t h e  n a v y  ltcased similar equipment 
> > f o r  about $144,000.  B e f o r e  t h a t ,  thal U.S. n a v y  was i t s  own 
>>nuclear  watchdog, e v e n  when t i e d  up i n  J y a l i f a x  Harborrr. 
> > 
>>"The submarine does  have back-up s y s t u ~ i r  on b a c k - u p  
>>sys tents t o  moni tor  t h e  r e a c t o r  and t o  e n s u r e  r a d i a t i o n  r e a d i n g s  
>>are a p p z o p r l a t e , "  saitd Canadian n a v y  L t  ., -Cm(dr. Glen  
>>Chamberlain. 
>> 
>>Since Canada s t a r t e d  rmonitoring U . S .  nuc:lea.r-powered s h i p s  i n  
>>Hal i fax ,  no  p r o b l u r  /have been  d lscovere!d ,  p chamberlain s a i d .  
> > 
>>Ant i -nuc lear  a c t i v i s t  B e t t y  Pe terson  s u p p o r t s  t h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  
>>keep an  e y e  on U . S .  warships .  But s h e  v j . s h e . ~  nuclear-powered 
> > v e s s e l s  w e ~ e n ' t  s a i l i m g  i n t o  H a l i f a x  a t  a l l .  
> > 
>>"We know w h a t ' s  happened i n  E a l l f a x  ,Harbour back i n  1917 
>>with t h e  tremendous ( IYal i fax)  L x p l o s i o n , "  s h e  s a i d .  "The same 
>>thing c o u l d  happen again .  " 
> > 
>>Nuclear-powered s h i p s  are  dangerous ,  Pe terson  s a i d .  

>>nuclc!Jr weapon3 an3 n u c ! e s r  ; - c u ~ r ,  " s h e  
>> 
> > ' . A  s t e p  back'  
> > 
>>Put t ~ n g  Canadlan t a x  d c  1 1  a rs 1 n t o  m7nl t o r l n g  U. 5. 
>>nucle!ar-,powered ships "'13 1 s t e p  b a c k , "  she s a l d .  "?).at see.75 

>>to mean t h e y ' r e  go lng  t o  he around f o r  a  l o n g  t u n e .  " 
>> 
>>Chamherlain salcl Canada has  b e e n  " p r o t e c t e d  and w e l l - s e r v e d  
>>by t h e  ( 0 . 5 . )  nilclear d e t e r r e n t  f o r  many y e a r s .  T h ~ s  I S  p a r t  o f  

>>NATO and a l l l e d  agreements t.+a t  we would make o u r  p o r t  
> > a v a i l a b l a  f o r  such v e s s e l s .  * 
>> 
>>A nuclear-powertrd O . S .  subrnar~ne  docked ~n  S h e a r w a t e r  l a s t  
>>month d u r i n g  Operation rJnl f l e d  S - ~ l r l  t ,  when more t h a n  15,000 
>>troops  from elg!lt countries z p r n t  17 d a y s  c o n d u c t ~ n g  *dr 
>>gamer off t h e  6 n s t  Coast  A n u c l e a r - p o w e r e d  U . S .  a l r c r a f :  
>>carrlLer 1 s  expected I n  t h e  f a l l .  
>> - - 
> > S a i l o r s  ,par t ic lpa t l .ng  ~n  l a 3 t  m o n t h ' s  exercise s p e n t  9 mil? 19n i n  

>>the c : l t y ,  t h r e e  t i m e s  what c r u l s e  s h i p s  were p z e d l c t e d  t o  b r l n g  I n  
>>over t h e  e n t i r e  y e a r ,  Chamberlain said. "The l e a s o n  t h a t  ue 
>>have n u c l e a r  ve:rsels come t o  H a l Y f a x  19 n o t  f o r  t h e  economic 
> > b e n e f i t ,  b u t  t h i ~ t  1 s  one e lement  t o  remember," h e  s a i d .  
>> 
>X;reer!peace campalgn d i r e c t o r  S t e v e  S h a l l h o r n e  s a l d  t h e  U. S .  

>>subgar 80-person crelw would h a v e  little -pact o n  t h e  c l t y ' s  
>>merctran t s .  
>> 
>>"The consequences o f  an a c c l d e n t  would be catastrophic, and 
>>would b e  econom.1~ a s  w e l l  a9 a  h e a l  t.+ t h r e a t , "  S h a l l h o r a e  s a r d .  
> > 
>>Any problem wi th  t h e  r e a c t o r  on board  a n ~ c l ~ a r  submarlfie 
>>should b e  coota.rned w l t h l n  t h e  v e s s e l ,  s a l d  Chamber la ln .  
>> 
>>Evacuation plan:•÷ 
>> 
>>But if t h e r e  wa:~ a  leak of r 3 ? : o l c t i v e  m a t e r ~ a l  - a n  e v e n t  h e  
>>cal1:1 " l n f l n i t e . s u n a l l y  r - o t e "  - t h e r e  a r e  p l a a s  ~n  p lace  t~ d : r e  : 
>>people  t o  s h e l t e r  l n  t h e l r  b a s e m e n t s  o r  even  e v a c u a t e  t h e  c l  t y ,  
>>said Chamberlaln.  
> > 
>>The 17.5. navy ' s  c l e a n  record  ~n  4,500 r e a c t a r  y e a r s  of 

>>opera t i o n  doesn ' t  convl  nce S.'a 1  l h o r n e  t h a t  a n u c l e a r - p o w e r s j  
>>warship w l l l  never  contaminate a  Canadlan p o r t .  

0711V98 20 46 20 >, 
>>"Juslt because  l t  h a s n ' t  h a p p ~ r ~ e d  yrt d o e s n ' t  mean t h a t  l t  won ' t  
>>happaan i n  t h e  f u t u r e , "  he  s a l d .  
>> 



Letter from Mr. Grant Kimball to Mr. John Coon, November 11, 1998. 

This information was rrsubniitted by th~c Environn~c~~tal Health Coalition as  
part of their attachment. 

D a n l e l  F.  K r l p k e ,  M . D .  
P r o f e s s o r  o f  P s y c h l a t r y , ,  u r l l ~ , ~ r s l t y  ~ f  C a l l f o r n l a ,  San  Llleyo 
La J o l l a ,  C a l l f o r n l a  9 2 0 9 3 - 0 6 6 7  

A b s t r a c t :  

Sl .eepy p e o p l e  make mistakes a n d  c a u s e  s e r l o u s  a c c l d e n t s .  T h e r e  
a r e  
f o u r  k i n d s  o f  p r o b l e m s  rwhlch r u s t  f r e q u e n t l y  b e  c o n s r d e r e d  i n  
combination I n  t h e  rnlarr~ne e n v ~ r c n r ~ r ~ t .  T h e  f l r s t  I s  s l e e p  l o s s .  T t  ... 
o l d  t r a d ~ t - l o n  o f  d r l v l n y  s a l l l o r s  b e y o n d  t h e r r  l l n u t s  h a s  t e e n  handp-J 
down f r o m  C a p t a i n  B l i g h  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t  t l m e .  I n  t h e  mcdern  m a r r t l a e  
e n v i r o n m e r ~ t ,  f o r c l n g  meln t o  h e r o l c  p e r f o r m a n c e  p r o d u c e s  h o r c l  f  1 = 
r e s u l t s .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  l n  1 9 9 6 ,  a  Navy submarine c r e w  was p u s h e d  t o  
m o n t h s  o f  1 8 - h o u r  d a y s ,  despite t h e  p e r c e p t L o n  o f  officers t h a t  a n  
a c c i d e n t  was r n  t h e  m a k l n g .  P e r h a p s  as a r e s u l t ,  a s e r l o u s  m e r c u r y  
Spill poisoned t h e  w a t e r s  o f  Sari D l e ~ o  Bay .  O f f l c e r s  and  
a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  s o m e t  r m e s  f a l l  t o  r e c o q n l z e  t h a t  scheduling a d e q v ~ a t e  
s l e e p  i s  t h e  m o s t  e l e m e n t a l  y  s a f e t y  p r e c a u t l o n .  S h l f t  work 1s a r e c ~ r ~ d  
p r o b l e m ,  b o t h  b e c a u s e  p e o p l e  C e r f o r m  w o r s e  a t  n i g h t  a n d  b e c a u s e  s h l f t  
w o r k e r s  r i a r e l y  g e t  e n o u g h  s l e e p ,  d u e  t o  a combination of  s o c l a l  a n d  
physiologic l n t e r a c t l o n s .  The Exxon V a l d e z ,  C h e r n o b y l ,  Bhopa l ,  a n d  
T h r e e  M d e  Island a r e  e x q d e s  of t e z r l b l e  a c c l d e n t s  u h l s h  o c c u r r e d  due. 
t o  i n a t t e n t i o n  o f  n l g h t  s h ~ f t  w o r k e r s .  A t h i r d  p r o b l e m  1 s  a b u s e  o f  
a l c o h o l  a n d  d r u g s ,  brhlch c a n  ddd  t o  t h e  l r n p a l r r n e n t s  c a u s e d  b y  s l e e p  
l o s s .  S l e e p  a p n e a  i s  p e r v a s i v e  ~ n  t h e  population o v e r  a g e  4 0  y e a r s  a n d  
c a u s e 3  o f  s l e e p i n e s s  l n  l t z i  e x t r e m e  f o r m s ,  h o w e v e r .  UCSD r e s e a r - h  d o e s  
n o t  s u g g e s t  t h a t  s l e e p  a p n e a  1 s  a  f r e q u e n t  c a u s e  o f  m o t o r  v e h l c l e  
a c c l d e n t s , ,  a n d  t h e  r r s k s  of a p n r a  a r e  f r e q u e n t l y  e x a g q e r a t e d .  A s s u r l n q  
t h a t  p e r s o n n e l  g e t  a d e q u a t e  s l e e p  1 s  a  key t o  s a f e  operations. 

A t r a g e d y  f r o ~ m  s l e e p ~ l n e s s :  

O n  J u l y  1 ,  1936,  t t i ~  11 5 .  t l a v ; ' s  E e e p  S u b r n e r g e n r ~  R e s c u e  V-t i l r le  
MYSTIC accidentally dum~pcd 3000  p o u n d s  of m e r c u r y  l n t o  San Diego P a /  
The  MYSTIC h a d  c a r r l e d  t h ~ , r r e r c u r y  t o  t r l m  t h e  v e h l c l e  on r e s c u e  d i v e s  

The  t o t a l  c o s t  o f  c l e a n - u p  a n d  r e p a l  r  w a s  estimated at $ 2 2 1 , 5 0 8  4 4 ,  
b u t  t h i s  d o e s  n o t  l r i ~ c l u d e  t t r r  l r l c a l c - u l a b l e  c o s t  o f  p o ~ z o n l n q  S a r ~  D r e j u  
Bay.  We rnay n e v e r  know t t ,e  i m p a c t  on s e a  l l f e ,  b u t  t h e  Bay f l s h  kiave 



b e e n  p o s t e d  a s  a  h e a l t h  h a z a r d  1n p a r t  d u e   to e x c e s s l v c  m e r c u r y .  h n  
Dlecqo Bay may become a  s o u r c e  o f  t h e  hldeou! ,  b l r t h  d e f o r m l t l e s  known a s  
M ~ n a m o t o  d l s e a s e ,  named f o r  t h e  nnercury po l ! son lngs  f rom f l s h  f r o m  t h e  
Bay o f  Mlnamoto .  

On F e b r u a r y  7 ,  19Q7,  a  U n l t e d  S t a t e s  Navy S o n a r  T e c h n l c l a n  
I S u b m a r l n e s )  was  convicted o f  d e r e l l c t l o n  o f  d u t y ,  r e l a t e d  t o  t h l s  
t r a c g l c  a c c l d e n t .  The  s t o r y  o f  t h e  d l s a s t e r  was r e c o r d e d  l n  t h e  R e c o r d  
o f  T r i a l  b y  S p e c l a l  C o u r t - M a r t i a l  No. SW97 0 0 6 1 .  Our  l n t e r e s t  i s  n o t  
t o  r e v l e u  w h e t h e r  t h e  j u d g e m e n t s  o f  t h e  C o u r t - M a r t l a 1  were  c o r r e c t ,  o r  
e v e n  t o  a r g u e  t h e  uncertain q u e s t . r o n  o f  w h e t h e r  t h l s  crewman u a s  t o  
blarne f o r  t h e  a c c i d e n t ,  b u t  r a t h t r r  to  r e v l e w  t h e  p e r s o n n e l  p a t t e r n s  
w h i c h  h a d  c r e a t e d  a  r e c o q n l z e d  rebclpe f o r  t r a g e d y .  T h e r e  was a b u n d a n t  
t e s t l m o n y  t h a t  t h i s  was a n  acc ldebn t  w a l t l n g  t o  h a p p e n  Had 1t n o t  b e e n  
th l ! l  t r a g e d y .  i t  wou ld  h a v e  b e e n  a n o t h e r .  I [ t  i s  f o r t u n a t e  t h a t  nobody  
was k i l l e d  o u t r i g h t .  

A c c o r d i n g  t o  t e s t l m o n y  i n  t h e  C o u r t - M a r t l a l ,  f o r  m ~ o n t h s  b e f o r e  
t h e  
a c c l d e n t ,  t h e  MYSTIC c r e m e n  h a d  b e e n  w o r k i n g  6 a n d  7  d a y s  a  week .  F o r  
more  t h a n  t w o  m o n t h s  b e f o r e  t h e  a ~ c c l d e n t ,  t h e  men w e r e  uor lklng 1 2  t o  1 8  
hourrs a  d a y ,  s e v e n  d a y s  a  week,  w i t h  o n l y  a  d a y  o r  two o f f  e v e r y  mon th .  

Sonne work d a y s  wen t  t o  20 h o u r s  p l u s  t h e  t l m e  t o  d r l v e  home. T h e  
Chic-f B o l l e r  T e c h n l c l a n  t o l d  h l s  c h a l n  o f  c o r n a n d  t h a t  t h e y  w e r e  
w o r k i n g  t h e  men t o  t h e  p o l n t  w h e ~ e  t h e y  wou ld  " k l l l  somebody."  He 
t e s t l f i e d  t h a t  h e  w a r n e d  t h e  cO, a  C o m a n d e r ,  o f  d a n g e r  I n  t h e  u o r k l n g  
h o u r s .  An a c c i d e n t  o c c u r r e d  o n  March  10 wh lch  was a t t r l b u l t e d  t o  
over-work.  The  L i e u t e n a n t  who was t h e  Engineer t e s t ~ f l e d  t h a t  h e  t o l d  0 t h e  Executive O f f l c e r  and  Co-ndling O t f l c e r  t h a t  t h e  men w e r e  n e a r  
e x h a l u s t i o n  a s  e a r l y  a s  March.  L a t e r ,  i n  l a t e  March ,  t h l s  E n g l n e e r  

h) him!mlf p a s s e d  o u t  a n d  had  t o  b e  t a k e n  t o  thre h o s p l t a l  f o r  t h r e e  d a y s  
r e c o v e r y  f r o m  s t r e s s .  A f t e r  t h l a ,  o n  April 23,  t h e  C o m n a n d ~ n q  O f f r c e r  
r eceb lved  a  " L e t t e r  o f   instruction^" f r o m  h ~ s  C o m n d e r  i n s t ~ : u c t ~ n g  hlm 
t o  " t a k e  l m e d l a t e  a c t l o n  t o  p r e c l u d e  e x c e s s l v e  w o r k l n g  h o u r s  a n d  
w e e k e n d s  by  y o u r  p e r s o n n e l , "  b u t  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t e s t i m o n y ,  t h e  e x c e s s l v e  
work demands  p e r s i s t e d ,  and  t h e  h l q h e r  comnand f a i l e d  t o  f o l l o w  t h r o u g h  
o n  r f f e c t l v e  preventive a c t i o n .  The E n g l n e e r  t e s t i f l e d  t h a t  a  few d a y s  
b e f o r e  t h e  a c c i d e n t ,  he s p e c l f i c a l l y  r e q u e s t e d  a  d a y  o f f  f o r  t h e  men 
a n d  was s p e c l f i c a l l y  r e f u s e d  T h e  Of fleer ~n C h a r g e  a l s o  a s k e d  t h e  
Coumrandlng O f f i c e r  t o  9 1 v e  t h e  men more  t l m e  o f f .  T h e  O f f l c e r  i n  
C h a l g e  o f  t h e  s i s t a r  s h l p  t o l d  t h e  C o m n d l n g  O f f l c e r  t h a t  w o r k l n q  
c o n c l i t l o n s  w e r e  u n s a f e ,  whe re  something wou ld  h a p p e n  N e v e b r t h e l e s s ,  
t h e  Comnandlng O f f l c e r  persisted ~ n  demanding a n  u n s a f e  work s c h e d u l e ,  
a n d  i n  t h ~ s  c o n t e x t ,  t h e  a c c l d e n t  f o c e s e e n  d i d  o c c u r .  

I t  1s n o t  . r u r p r l s l n g  t h a t  t h e  C o m n d l n g  O f i l r e r  t e t s t l f l e d  t h a t  
h e  I 

h e ld l  t h e  P e t t y  O f f l c e r  r e s p o n s l b l e  f o r  t h e  a c c i d e n t .  since o t h e r u l s e  h e  
h i m s e l f  ~ q h t  h a v e  b e e n  found  a t  f a u l t  f o r  c r e a t ~ n q  a n  u n s a f e  
s i t u a t i o n .  More u o r r l s o m e ,  t h e  Comnandlng O f f l c e r  t e s t l f l e d  t h a t  t h e  
work  t o  which h e  had  s u b j e c t e d  h i s  men w e r e  r o u t i n e  I n  t h e  U.S. Navy. 
He s t a t e d .  " I n  my f ? x p e r l e n c e ,  PCYS'TIC's working h o u r s  were  n o t  t h e  w o r s t  
I ' v e  e v e r  s e e n .  They w e r e  o n  p a r  w i t h  o t h e r  s t r e s s f u l  s l t u a t l o n s ,  s u c h  
as preparation f o r  o p e r a t i o n a l  r e ~ a c t o r  s a f e g u a r d  examinations, c r e u  
certifications, n u c l e a r  weapon p r o f  l c l e n c y  e x a m i n a t  l o n s ,  a n d  a l s o  
o p e r a t i o n s  J t  during f l e e t  o p c r a t l o n s . "  The C o m a n d l n g  O f f l ~ e r  
a l s o  t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  h e  s o u g h t  " p l a n s ,  u h l c h  were  d e s l q n r d  t o  h e l p  g e t  
h i s  t r a l n l n g  q u a l i f i c d t l o n s  o n  111.1e u ~ t h o u t  m e c e s s a r l l y  k l l l l n g  t h e  
c r e u . "  By h ~ s  t r s t i m o n y ,  h e  was willing t o  c o n t e m p 1 a t e  t h e  p o s s l b l l l t y  
o f  k 1 1 1 i n q  h i s  c r e w ,  b u t  h i s  t e c , t  Lmony f a ~ l r d  t o  a <  k n o u l e ~ l q e  t h e  r l s k s  
t o  tlhe u l d e r  c o m u n l t y .  s u c h  a  p o l s o n l r ~ q  S ~ I I  D L ~ ~ O  f ~ a y  w ~ t h  m e r c u r y .  
I f  t lhr  s w o r n  t e s t l n ~ o r ~ y  1 s  t o  t ~ r  t i e ,  t h e  risks wlr t i  c r e w  o f  
n u c l e a r  r r a c r o r s  and  n u c l e a r  w r a p u n s  a b o a r d  :st11p I ~ I  > a r l  [ ~ I C ~ O  Ray a r e  I I 

S l e e p i ~ n e s s  c a u s e s  hurmarl failures: 

F o r t y  y e a r s  ' tqo, U . S .  Army ~ r l c n t l s r s  a r  W a l t ~ r  Arr~. /  
Medical 
C e n t e r  c a r e f u l l y  s t  ~ ' d ~ e c f  e t t e c t s  ult s l c e p  l c s s  o n  tiurran c . r r*l :s .  Wit). 

conclusive s c l e n t l  f l c  d o c u m e r l t a t  lc,n, : hey  dernonst  r a t c d  t h a t  p r c q r c . , : , i 3 i t .  
s l e e p ~ ~ n e s s  c a u s e s  1 r l c r e . a s l n q  e r r c r s .  I n c r e a s e d  e r r o r  r a t e ;  ':all Le 
d e m o n s t r a t e d  a l t e r  c n l y  a  t e w  h s u r : ~  o f  l o s t  s l e e p .  M o r e ~ t ~ e r ,  e r r o ~ : .  
become  more s e v e r e  a s  p e g p l e  q r t  ~ n s u f f l c ~ e n t  1 ,  d a y  a f t e r  d d y .  
More trhari t h l r t y  y e a r s  a q o ,  A i r  Folrce 1 a b o r a r s r l e . s  conf1rrne.d Lhe Army 
f l r l d l n g s .  A t  a b o u t  t h e  s ame  t l m e ,  a n  e x c e l l e n t  r e s v a r c h  g r o u p  a t  C a n  
D i e q o ' s  Nava l  H e a l t h  R e s e a r c h  C e n t e r  b e g a n  addlnql  d e t a l l s  t o  these 
f i n d l n q s  and  s t u d y l n g  l n t e r a s t l o n s  w l t h  b o d y  c 1 o c : k s . l  W l t h  U.S. Navy 
sponsorship, o u r  l a b o r a t o r y  h a d  t h e  n p p o r t u r r i  t y  t o  d o  t u r t h e r  s t u d l c ;  
o f  s l e e p  l o s s . 2  Under c o n d l  t ~ o n s  r,f continuous v l g l l  .3ns-r den~ar lds,  4 

s u b s t a n t i a l  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  h e a l  t l ry  v o l u n t e e r s  b e g a ~ n  t o  h a l l u r l r r a t r  
w i t h i n  4 8  h o u r s .  H e r o l c  r n o t l v a t l o n  was n o t  a  s u t s t l t d t e  f o r  d d r q u < ~ t t :  
s l e e p  when c o n t i n u o u s  a t t p r r r l o r l  wa!j required. I t  wol l ld  be t r r t l l ~ =  t o  
h o l d  it p e r s o n  r e s p o n s l b l e  f o r  e r r o r s  occurring when t h e y  w e r e  
h a l l u c l n a t ~ n g  o r  c,n t h e  v e r q r  of m e n t a l  b r e a k d ~ w n .  



b e l i e v i n q  t h a t  t h e y  were u n a f f e c t e d ,  a n d  t h e i r  supervisors c l e a r l y  
c r e a t e  work s c h e d u l e s  u h i c h  r e s u l t  i n  c h r o n l c  s l e e p l r ~ e s s .  A number o f  
d r l v e r s  p e r m i t t e d  r e s e a r c h e r s  t o  r e c o r d  t h e i r  b t a l n  waves a s  t h e y  were 
d r i v i n g  b i g  r i g s  down t h e  h i q h u a y .  E x t r a o r d i n a r y  a s  ~ t  seems,  I t  was 
p o s s i b l e  t o  r e c o r d  d r i v e r s  phys io1oq ic :a l ly  f a l l  a s l e e p  a t  t h e  whee l ,  
even  w h i l e  a c c i d e n t s  a r e  somehow a v o i d e d .  What is remarkab le  1 s  n o t  
t h a t  t e n s  o f  t h o u s a n d s  o f  d e a t h  o c c u r  on t h e  r o a d  pvcbry y e a r ,  b u t  t h , ~ t  
a c c i d e n t s  a r e  n o t  even  more common with t h e  l e v e l  of s l e e p r n e s s  whlclh 
o u r  s o c i e t y  p e r m i t s .  I f  accidents arc? t o  be  reduced ,  a  change l n  
t h i n k i n g  1s n e e d e d  t o  a s s u r e  t h a t  per! ionnel  h a v e  a d e q u a t e  t ime  f o r  
s l e e p .  

I f  s a f e t y  is t o  b e  o u r  priority, s u p e r v i s o r s  must be 
i n d o c t r i n a t e d  
t h a t  thiey must  n o t  d r i v e  p e r s o n n e l  beyond t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  a d e q u a t e  
s l e e p .  The U.S. m i l i t a r y  has  sponsorc?d much o f  t h e  b e s t  r e s e a r c h  on 
t h e  c o n ~ s e q u e n c e s  o f  s l e e p  l o s s ,  b u t  i t  1s r e m a r k a b l e  how l i t t l e  of t lh l s  
m l i t a r y  knowledge h a s  p e n e t r a t e d  t o  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  s e t t i n g .  

S h i f t  work c a u s e s  s l e e p i n e s s :  

S i n c e  t h e  Garden o f  Eden, t h e  human body  was c r e a t e d  t o  wake 
d u r i n q  
t h e  d a y  a n d  s l e e p  a t  n i q h t .  Indeed ,  is11 o f  t h e  b i r d s  and b e a s t s  a r e  
c rea ted l  w l t h  n a t u r a l  t i m e s  t o  be  a c t i v e  i n  t h e i r  env l~ronment .  Even 
f l o w e r s  open t h e i r  p e t a l s  d u r i n q  t h e  d a y .  F r u r t  f l i e s  have body 
c l o c k s .  

R e c e n t l y ,  e x c i t i n g  r e s e a r c h  has a d d e d  i m p o r t a n t  d e t a i l  t o  o u r  
knowleclge o f  body  c l o c k s  i n  b o t h  humans a n d  a n i m a l s .  Body rhythms a r e  
b u i l t  i n t o  e a c h  o rgan i sm g e n e t i c a l l y .  I n  h m n s ,  t h e  m r n  body cloclk 
i s  i n  ai t i n y  a r e a  o f  t h e  b r a l n  c a l l e d  t h e  s u p r a c h i a s n n a t i c  n u c l e u s .  
D a y l i g h t  s t r i k i n g  t h e  r e t l n a  c a u s e s  n e r v e  i m p u l s e s  t o  t h e  
s u p r a c h i a s m a t i c  n u c l e u ~ s  which a d j u s t  i t s  peak  a c t i v i t y  t o  d a y t i m e .  The 
s u p r a c h i a s m a t i c  n u c l e u ~ s  p romotes  a l e r t n e s s  d u r i n g  t h e  day and  n o r m a l l y  
s igna l31  t h e  o n s e t  o f  s l e e p i n e s s  a t  e a c h  p e r s o n ' s  U S U ~ I ~  b e d t ~ m e .  The 
human body c l o c k  is q u i ~ t e  s t e a d y  and  : s t u b b o r n  i n  r t s  t ime  keep ing ,  a s  
e v e r y  :bet t r a v e l e r  knows. When p e o p l e  f l y  a c r o s s  trrne tones ,  i t  may 
require!  e v e n  week o r  two b e f o r e  o u r  body c l o c k  a d j u s t s  l t s  t i m i n g  t o  
t h e  neb* t i m e  z o n e .  Meanwhile, s l e e p i ~ n e s s  o c c u r s  on t h e  former schedlule 
when t h e  t r a v e l e r  migh~t  l r k e  t o  b e  aw~ake i n  t h e  new t ime  zone.  
Alertnc!ss may o c c u r  when t h e  t r a v e l e r  m q h t  l i k e  t o  s l e e p  i n  t h e  new 
t l m e  t o n e ,  a d d i n g  inso~mnla  a n d  s l e e p  l o s s  t o  t h e  t i m i n g  f a c t o r s  
promotlLng e x c e s s r v e  s l e e p ~ n e s s .  

When p e o p l e  a r e  a s s l q n e d  t o  l < a t e  s h i f t s  such  a s  a  g r a v e y a r d  
s h i f t  f rom 
11 PU t o  7 An, r s h i f t  w o r k e r 0 s  p r o b l ~ c m s  b e g i n .  Usuir l ly,  t h e  body 
c l o c k  w i l l  n o r  c o m p l e t e l y  r e a d j u s t  i t s  t i m e  e v e n  a f t e r  a  week on t h e  
g r a v e y a r d  s h i f t ,  f i r s t  b e c a u s e  o u r  c l ~ o c k s  a r e  s o  r e s i s t a n t  t o  
r e a d j u a ~ t m e n t ,  and  secomd b e c a u s e  t h e  l i g h t i n g  i n  t h e  nlght-work s e t t i n g  
is u s u c ~ l l y  n o t  b r i g h t  enough t o  s t ronrg ly  r e s e t  t h e  s u p r a c h i a s m a t i c  
n u c l e u s .  U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  s i n c e  most  n i g h t  s h i f t  workers  l i k e  t o  be  
awake i n  d a y t i m e  on t h e i r  d a y s  o f f  a n d  s l e e p  a t  n i g h t ,  t h e i r  body 
c l o c k s  m y  n e v e r  f u l l y  a d j u s t  t o  nighlt  s h i f t  p a t t e r n s ,  even a f t e r  y e a r s  
o f  assl tgnment t o  n r g h t  s h r f t  d u t y .  A.r a  consequence , ,  t h e  body c l o c k  
o f t e n  p r o m o t e s  s l e e p i n e s s  when n i q h t  w o r k e r s  a t e  t r y ~ n q  t o  r e m l n  
a l e r t .  F u r t h e r ,  few n l q h t  workers  artc a b l e  t o  s l e e p  a d e q u a t e l y  d u r i ~ n q  
t h e  day ,  which  adds  5 l e e p  l o s s  t o  t h e  unwanted  messaqe from t h e  body 
c l o c k  p r o m o t i n g  n o c t u r n a l  s l e e p i n e s s .  N i g h t  s h i f t  workers  a r e  a lmos t  
u n i v e r ! ~ a l l y  more s l e e p y  and inattentive d u r i n q  t h e  g raveyard  s h l f t ,  a s  
dernonst r a t e d  b y  dozens  of s t u d l e s  from a 1  1  p a r t s  of v.he wor ld .  

been  
r e s p o ~ n s l b l e  f o r  some u t  t l i r  rri,-,r d r a m a t l -  r r r c r l t  * ( -  . d  - r ~ t  5 r + . - ~ l t  r 7  
from lhumar~ e r r o r .  7 The Challenc+er ! ipace S h u t t l e  d ~ s d - t e r  r e s u l  Lrrl 1 r L r n  
e r r o r s  made b y  a s l e e p - d e p r l v e d  s t a f f  u o r k l n q  t h e  111qht 5 h 1 t t  f h c  
Bhopal  d l s a - t e r  occucr -d  a t  n l q h t .  The Chernobyl  r l1s ; l s t e r  and  th6. 
T h r e e  M r l e  I s l a n d  n u c l e a r  nielLdowrr ~ c c u r r e d  on t h e  r l ~ q h t  shift I h e  
Exxon V a l d e z  a c c l d e n t  o c c u r r e d  on tlhe n l g h t  s h l f t .  

S l e e p  r c s p a r c h e r s  h a v e  o f t e n  worked n l g h t  shifts themselvl-s  arid 
supervise p e r s o n n e l  who work n l q h t  s h r f t s .  Considerable e f f o r t  h a s  
been  d e v o t e d  t o  f l n d  solutions f o r  t h e  p r o b l e m s  o f  n l q h t  s h l f t  workor - ,  
i n c l u d i n g  s t u d l e s  w l t h  U.S. Navy collaboration. V a r l o u s  s h l t t  
s c h e d u l e s  h a v e  been s t u d l e d ,  t u t  no c o n s l s t e n t l y  s u p e r l o r  s c h e d u l t , >  
have  emerged .  There  a r e  some i n t  r l ~ q u l n q  v e r y  p r e l  l rn lna ry  rxper lm~t -n tz  
u s i n q  b r l q h t  l l g h t  o r  m e l a t o n l n  t o  h e l p  n l g l ~ t  s h l f t  w o r k e r s ,  b u t  none 
o f  t h e s e  methods  h a s  y e t  been  shown t o  work c o n s l s t e n t l y  when p e r s o r l n r l  
mus t  work n l g h t  s t ~ l f t s  week a f t e r  week.  Moreover ,  s o  f a r ,  t h e  s a f e t y  
o f  s u c h  t r e a t m e n t s  1 s  l n  d ~ u b t .  Because  n ~ g h t  s h l f t  work 1 s  
l n c r e a s l n q l y  demanded t h r u u q h o u t  o u r  society, more r e s e a r c h  l n  t h l s  
a r e a  1% n e e d e d .  k t  t h e  p r e s e n t  t l m e ,  t h e  b e s t  a d v i c e  I S  t o  r o v l d r  

. n l q h t  s h r f t  u o r k e r s  w l t h  a d e q u a t e  t l m e  f o r  o f f - d u t y  s l e e p  ~ n  d a r k  q u l e r  
p l a c e s ,  t o  r m n l m z e  t h e  s l e e p  l o s s  whlch romblnes w l t h  body r l o c k  
p r o b l e m s .  S p e c l a 1  c a r e  1 s  n e e d e d  f o r  t h e  n r g h t  s h ~ t t  t o  a s s u r e  
a d e q u a t e  s t a t f l n q ,  r e d u c e  d a n g e r s  a n d  c r l t l c a l  demands d s  much a s  
p o s s i b l e ,  a n d  p r o v i d e  a  n o c t u r n a l  work p l a c e  whlch 1s t o l e r a n t  o f  
e r r o r s .  R e c o q n l t l o n  o f  t h e  r ~ l q h t  s h i f t  d a n g e r  1 s  t h e  f ~ r s t  ' , r e p  t o  

p r o m o t l n q  s a f e t y .  

A l c o h o l  a n d  d r u g s :  

I t  1s no s e c r e t  t h a t  a l c o h o l  l m p a l r s  pe r  f o r m a n r  c .  The P t fc . : r -  
0 f  
d r l n k i n q  on a u t o m c b l l e  a c c l d e r l t s  a r e  t h o r o u q h l y  u n d r r s ~  >od. A l l  > ~ I . J I  
p r o m a t e s  a c c i d e n t s  e q u a l l y  l n  l n d u s t r ~ a l  a n d  m a r l t  lrne e n v i r o n m e n t s .  A 
s h o r t  t i m e  a q o ,  t t ~ e  ~ ~ 1 1 1 t a r y  c u l t u r e  somet lmes p romoted  heavy  d r l n k l r l q .  

Todd~y, t h a t  c u l t u r e  1 s  < t ~ a ~ . j i n q .  I t  must c o n r l n u r  t o  rharlqe a >  
a c c i a l e n t  p r e v e n t l u n  becomes k e y .  The same 1 s  t r u e  l n  t h e  clvlllan 

m a r l t l m e  s e c t o r .  where t h e  a q e - o l d  t c a d l t ~ o n  o f  t h e  d r u n h e n  s a l l o ~ r  must 
b e  a b o 1 l s h t . d .  

A l l  p h y b l ~  l a n s  who h a v e  t r e d t e d  c h r o r i l c  d l  coho1  A L S  o b s e r v e  t h d t  
t h e y  
s l e e p  p o o r l y ,  even  m r l t h s  CI t t c r  t h ~ y  have  rernalr~edl a b s t  ~ n e u t .  Al thcuqh  



it is posslble to drlnk oneself comatose, ln the lonq run, alcohol 1s 
an enemy of good sleep. 

A more subtle quest~on IS the effect of sleeplnq pllls. Shlft 
workers 
often use sleeplng pllls to try to combat problems wlth sleeplnq which 
are caused by qoinq to bed at odds wlth the body clock. Few people 
realize how llttle sleeplnq pllls lncrease sleep. The malority of 
studles shou that sleeplnq pllls only ob]ectlvely lncrease sleep about 
20 to 30 mlnutes, which IS trlvlal In the face of sleep loss. 
Yoreover, most sleeplnq pllls remaln In the blood sedatlnq the user 
lonq after the user has a r ~ s e n  from bed. The qreat preponderance of 
studles shou that sleeplnq pills taken at bedtime d o  not lmprove 
subsequent performance: qulte the contrary. In most studles, sleepinq 
pills taken at bedtime lmparr subsequent performance. Out of bed, a 
sleeprng plll maker a person sleepler and impalrs alertness, reactlon 

time, ~ntell~gence, and performance. Although the short-actinq 
sleeplng pllls such as trlazolam and zolpidem produce less hangover, 
and have produced m l d  Improvements in performance rn a few brlef 
studles, even ulth these compounds, the myority of studles shou 
impalred performance. There 1s certainly no evldence that long-term 
use of sleeping pllls lmproves performance in shift workers or in 
anybody else. 

Sleeplnq pills are never recornended except for short-term use. 
For 

many shlft workers, the d~sturbance of sleep 1s a chronlc problem which 
contlnurs month after month, year after year. Use of sleeping plllS 1s 
lnapproprlate tor such chronlc problems. Indeed, there 1s evldence 
that people who take sleeping pills chronically sleep worse, on 
average, than people who do not take them. Moreover, there 1s evldence 
that when chronic sleeping pill users ulthdraw from thelr sleeplng pill 
hablt, their sleep actually tends to Improve. Thus, the use of 
sleeplnq pllls often plunges a shlft worker lnto a destructive splral 
of uorsenlnq sleep and exacerbated intolerance to shlft uork. Sleeplnq 
pills are not part of the solution but rather part of the problem. 

For the ship crew member who nuqht be awakened ln an emergency, 
the 
use of a sleepinq plll will impalr the appropriate emergency response. 

The deleterious effects of sleepinq pills a r e  qreatly 
exaggerated by 
even low doses of alcohol. The rolrb~natlon 1s potcntlally lethal fcr 
anybody mrnaq~ng dangerous machinery. 

Sleep apnea: 

The most comnon medical cause of excesslvc dayclme sleepiness 1s 
sleep 
apnea. However, the risk of apnea IS often qreatly exdqqerated. 

Sleep researchers were tremendously excited ~n the early 1910'5, 
uhen 
they began to perc-lve the naturr of the 5leep aprlra 5yr1dromr. Irl its 
severe form, a prr50n wlth slerp apnea may choke ar~d stop hrcathlng 
hundreds of timcs durlnq the ni7ht. In the severe form, the result 1s 
inrrrased blood pressurr, f rrqu*.rlt auakr.nlr~qs, and L <  C-a.,~onal 1 y, 
profound dittlculty staylnq awake durirlq the day. 

In these past 20 years. ~1uc UI-SLJ laboratory has speSnt much 
effort 
exarmn~nq the prevalence of slerp Apnea ~n the Sari I1leyo population and 

the apparcrlt 1 onC,.~~~l~~~.rlrc-. ~,ur -.tudies hdve selected voluntcer~ 
throuqh random srl-,.t~,,rl r l f  telrpt.urle numbers, so Our samples are as 
represcntatl.de o t  the o~,ul.~r I ,TI as lt 1s possltle In the 1 J . S .  to 
obtaln. A l s a ,  t,e-:.~se O U ~  rnoC,t ~~-,:er~t study rec~rded p e ~ p l e  fur 3 
nights In their owr~ tl~~m~.:., a mrjr~ rell~blc rnra;urc of e d ~ t ~  persi-rl'~, 
actual at-home s1t.fp u d s :  , tt.~ln.:,j.Y tio ~ttir.r U . S .  ldtc,rdtcrles hd,,pe 
used equivalrnt reFrt~sr~rit.3t I./P -.arnpllrry rnct t,:,ds f J K  an cntr rc 
populat~on, but ottier U . 5 .  stuci~e:, and s t u d ~ r s  from other cvunttlrs 
conf lrm that nur rrsults are e-.s~rlt~ally rorre-t. Pemdrkdbly, ttrr 
malorlty of San Llieqan; r,rrr 40 jrars o f  aqe tlave at I r ~ s t  5 full or 
partral apnea events pvr hcur of s l ~ p p .  8;. aye t5, the dvpraqc in rrf.:~ 
reaches 10 breath~ng interrupr- 17ns per hour of rlerp. These f i r ~ < j ~ r ~ ~ , ,  
were quite a surprlse to most of us who had t5ouqht that zls-rp .~pnt'a 
was terribly abnormal. In actual fact, 111 the U . S . ,  a blt of sleep 
apnea is as normal as a 5un.r.wt1at ~xpanri~nr~ w d ~ ~ t l ~ r i ~  or d llttle gray 
hair. Evidently sleep aprle- 1s far more common than baldness. 

It 1s surprls1r1q that many of my collea~ues lnsl-t that an'/bo i y  
wlth 5 
breathlnq Interruptions pr-r hour of sleep 1s abnorrnll. 'cmc cf the;- 
experts have a prof i table= Lusin~ss sell lng apnea recnrdl~lqs arid 
treatment. In fact, beyond aje 40 ,  people w ~ c h  at least 5 hreat kt1113 
interruptions per l~vur are the vnps who are r~ormal, lf to t~e normal ir, 

to be in the majority. A morr irrportdnt queztlorl rs ttlr arnuullt o f  
health lmpalrment which results from sleep dpnea. 

In our representative ztudles of the population, sleep apnea has 
only 
tlny and barely dete~zt3ble relationships to sleeplnpss. P c u p l e  u~tti 
sleep apnea--even wlth more than 2 0  breath~rlq interruptions per h3ur ot 
sleep--simply do not averaqe much sleepier than people w~thout sleep 
apnea.8 A few deeply atfec-red patlents who have struggled lnto 
cxpenslve specialty slpep rlirilrs may bc profdundly sleepy, hut tt,-se 
are exceptional cases and not rrprrsrntat~ve The presence of  sleep 
apnea 1s more closely assc-lated w ~ t h  the ccrnplair~t of 
snorlnq--sometimes lt 1s the c~m~lalrlt rif a Led or bunk mdtc--but 
again, uhen it is crltlcally exarrlned, the r r l a t ~ o n s h ~ p  betwern snorlnq 
and sleep apnea 1s not very strong. 

From age 16 to aqe €0, the r ~ t e  of dr~:lnq a c r  i Jrrlt 5 stpa 111; 
decreases while the rate of sleep a p n e ~  I ~ L  r ~ a s r s  Our l~bi~rator y haJ 
examned the reldtlo~~stiip at 11 11.1c7 <I - l,it.r~.s drlA dr ivlr'4 ..lolcir i ,!I; 
to sleep apnea In our rcl reqrr~t l r  ive s,~rnplr " T t ~ ~ r e  15 s[-ar~-~ly dr~; 

relatlonshlp. Data on driv~rly v~olatior~s and accldents show that to 11. 
a young male or to be slr~t~lr wrre tar more3 lrnportant pre~ilx t r l r s  of 
dangerous drlvlnq that1 : Ierp xkrirl I rc baL1.i ttle Tame rs true I I I  the- 
marltime envlronm*~r1t Our dlta ~ndlcatt- t h ~ t  slee=p .i[~ned I S  rlut I I I  

important sOUKce of accidr-r~ts and bhruld riot t r a prlorlty t u r u s  of 
accldent prevention 

Conclusions: 



sbrp - IUMI thofr an order! 

t o  p r o v i d e  s h x f t  workers with a d e q u a t e  s l e e p  oppor t r r n i t l e s  and t o  a v o i d  
excessive s t r e s s  on t h e  n i g h t  s h l f t .  ~ l c o h o l  u s e  must be d i s c o u r a g e d ,  
a s  i t  comblnes  u l t h  s l e e p  l o s s .  S l e e p i n g  pills d o  more harm t h a n  good 
and s h o u l d  be avoided I n  t h e  work s i t u a t i o n .  

As new t e c h n c ~ l o g r e s  l n c r e a s e  t h e  p r e v a l e n r c  of  n i g h t  s h i f t  work 
t h r o u g h o u t  s o c i e t y ,  more r e s e a r c h  i : s  needed  t o  d e v e l o p  proven 
techniques t o  make t h ~ e  n!Lght s h i f t  s a f e .  There  have  been t o o  many 
d i s a s t e r s .  
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Get some sleep -- and that's an 
order! 

GIs need rest to be all that they can be 

Bly Brigid Schulte 
KNIGHT RlDDER NEWS SERVlCE 

WASIlUNGTON -- In a decrep~t concrete block Army building on a 
rundown campus just outside the  nation's capital, scientists are dilige~ntly 
researching the next great frontier in national security Sleep 

I n  the U S military, going without sleep has long been regarded as 
rn~acho, something that those with the right stuff could endure Leaders' 
eiiting last, going to  bed latest and gettins up earliest is part of an 
honor,able military tradition, John Wayne would never sack out before 
his trolops 

Studies being done by scient~sts a t  the Walter Reed Army Institute of 
Resea.rch sleep lab show that John Wayne had it all wrong, however 

1 
Their studies show that without sleep. the first things to go are c r ~ ~ ~ c a l  
thinking, the ability t o  make decisions, to pay attention to detad and, 
perhaps most importantly on the battlefield, react to new information 
and chlange your mind 

J In the c~v~ l l an  world, too, fatisue and sleep deprivation h a ~ e  rontr~buted 
to) the Challenger explosion, the E~ txon  Valdez 011 spill, the Three h11le 
Island nuclear accident, a~rline crashes and fatal trucking collisions 

A federal commission estimated that not only are about half of all 
Americans sleep deprived, but that fatigue costs as much as $1 50 b~llwn 
a year In lost productivity, lawsu~ts and fatalities 

S tud~es  show p~lots have un~ntent~onally fallen ~ n t o  "m~crosleeps." e\ en 
while lland~rq planes \ V e q  radar operators have become nlomentar~ly 
paraIly7ed And  d o c t o ~ s  making I~ f e  and death dec~s~ons  get so tlred t lmr 
eyes blur 1 hey begin to "drone " 



( Navy we!ighs lower 
1 recruiting standards 

shot down txfore i t  reached h~gh- 
S I ~  w ~ r r t ~  k v c l  d l r e r s .  . -  

The Navy  desperate to fill 11s 
ranks in the face of rccmtung and 
mannmig shortlalls, may start en- 
lrstmg men and women who scored 
in the lowest thud on entrance 
tests. 

Generally. the Navy IS loolung at 
r e b n l g  its enhstment standards by 
aUomng lower test scorer for re- 
cruits. 

The plan. revealed by i Navy 
admiral. was met mth cntu:um by 
cunent and former shp captams 
who argued that runutrn~g leu- 
quaU~ed sadors wouM be problcm- 
atic. The move comes a little more 
than hwo months after o u t g c ~ g  Na- 
vy %:cretary John Dalton pro- 
claimed no reductmns in the re- 
cruitlrug standards. 

The plan has yet to bc raltdKd by 
top Navy o K ~ u l s .  

A similar propowl a year ago was 

The Navy has mnsed its recruit- 
ing target by about 7.000 enhstees 
this year. Coupled with a shortage 
of bw-ranking sailors. the semce IS 

short about 18.000 men and wolm- 
en aboard shps. Navy officials prc- 
d ~ c t  i t  will take at least a year to 
repierush th~ose ranks. 

Admirals have a tentatwe plan to 
1I'Icrea~ th,e number of ehgible re- 
cruits by lc~wenng entrance stand- 
ards shghtby. Rear Adm. John Foley 
said during a recent mtcmew. He 
is the Navy's duector of personnel 
plans and poky .  

Currently. the Navy has stmct 
requirements for potential recrujts. 
AU but 5 percent d enlistees rn~ust 
have h g h  school diplomas. Silty- 
five percerlt must wore 50 percent 
or higher on the Armed Forces 

- 
Str RECRUIT on Pact AI-17 

- - Thew 'Cat I V '  tcru~stees would 
be recnuted under a p~lot  program, 

Recruit he sad. Only about 1 percent of 
recrurts would be adlm~tted into the 
Navy through Uus proposal. Foley 

Navy struggling with sad. 

shortage of personnel 'We probably wonl't reduce qualr- 
l y  very much.' Foley sad "What 

Conttrurd/rom A-1 
we won't do u completely relax our 

UwMifiution Test. And 111 recruts 
must get a grade oll 31 percent or 
lugher on the test. 

The qual i f iuah !test is the math 
and verbal m t m  of the Armed I 
Sernces V w l l o r u l  Aptitude Bat- 

, tery, which every potential recrult 
takes. The r c n  of the aptitude tests 
gauge a recnslt's dulls and deter- 
mine what pbs  he or she mll be 
offered. 

But officuls have proposed that 
the Navy should lower the percent- 
age of recruits xorlng m the upper 
half of l e u  results l o  63.5 percent 
and maybe bwcr Fedcral b w  sets 
60 percent as the lowest level aI 
lowed. 

And thc Navy IS cons~drr~ng en 
l ~ r t m g  so-called Category IV  rc-  
cruits These men and women 
score only 25 to  30 percent on the 
qurlllrcat~on test and have been 
judged unacceptable. Navy of f~c~als 
w Id .-- 

We arm't going 
to king a bmunch of 
Mans into ithe 
Navy." 
F a r  Adm john Foly, Naty  
pmonatl o/ficial 

IqGr standards. What we won't 
1du-p completely relax the moral 
rreqnrements 

')9c aren't gotng to bring a bunch 
of felons mto the Nary ' 

In late June. Dalton. the Navy's 
top rlvdnn. sa~d he would nrver 
reduce rccrruting sllar~ddrtls In- 
stead, he favors rawrig pay and 
twnefits to attract more sa~lorc 

Accord~ng to knowledgeable 
sourct~.  the proposal to 111wrr re- 
crurung standards IS romiliR from 
unlformtd dfrrcrs, not the I'rrr~:, 

'1- iu. j L 
1)uring the early years of thr 

all vulunteer nr~litdr y, Category 1V 
enlistees helped IIU the rank5 In a 
rml~tary that was described as a 
'hollow furce " The last tune Cate- 
gory IV recrwts were accepted was 
m 1990. Navy olhc~ails sa~d 

S u  percrnt of today's enlrsted 
sadors entered as Category I V  re- 
cru& Foley sa~d Included m that 
numdr  are 250 master chief petty 
officers, wh~ch IS the h~ghest e h s t -  
ed rank 

$yt several present and former 
commanding officers pr~vately de- 
cried the enhstment propod. say- 
mg i t  would erode the Navy's per- 
manel standards 

Several Navy captains w ~ d  re- 
crurtlng Category I V  sarlors would 
be more trouble ttun ~t is worth 
~ C C ~ U K  they reqwrlc more supcrvl- 
smn and are more bkely to get Into 
troubk 

'How can I get the most out of 
my men when I'll have to spend 
more time deabng w t h  themr sad 
one officer who reqriested anonyml- 
[ Y. 

Another called ~t an addt~onal 
step down a 'dppcry slopc' to a 
less mtetbgent and l e u  product~ve 
enlisted force 

Nwever .  one former sktpper 
&the recruitmil s ~ t u a t ~ ~ l  has 
forced the Navy to cons~der such 
drast~c actmn and comrmndg  offv 
cers WU have to cope w ~ t h  Lower- 
quh ty  satlors 

Dunng the past year. the Navy 
has suffered from a lack of 'general 
deta11' sulors who (lo h e  handlmg. 
pamtmf fllght deck du t rs .  
ckarung hores andl galley work - 
largely nslolled, but necessary, 
pbs. 

At the same time . techrucal posr- 
t m s  such as radar operators, tech- 
w i m s  and intell~gence spec~al~sts 
are unfdIed because fewer qualdred 
recru~ts are c m g  mto the K M C e  
and cxpehenced u~dors are leamg 
m brge dwnbers Many are opt~ng 
for pr~vate sector J I ~ S  In a hot em- 
ployment market 

. . - . - . . . - 
Ron's civ~lian staff 



Pay Bondlts 

Sailor shortage hib 'I 8,000 
By/& Bwlagr 

The Navy'a mmnin# urd rcuuiwg problems ue 
so bad that the h d  of nuclur programs says he's Q F W M ~  ~ l ~ n q t ~  

Ths Navy b short 18.000 4 a l n  -. 5 5 percent 
of tbe 328,000 arliued people it &Is - md 
r d a s  hrvm't md lhev monllNy tugas since 
Sepanber I997 The reruh: OQliciah expect to 
miss 19!N r k n r i t b  goah by at luff 6.300 

Wnh m o v d l  #orl of 55.0001 recruits in fiscal 
Im, the shonfrll rcpracnts I I 5 percent of the 
god Mod o f  that will hm to be mude up nm 
ytar, ofkids said 

Of rll the military &a, d l y  the: Navy is 
m h i q  io r&ruiting tugeu 

Until rcomtly. most of l& foaus on h e  shortfall 
hu ban on gmad dcuil rrilorr~ - 11hose who & 
thc most basic jobs rboud ship But m w  the Navy 
is to meet itr requirmmrs for new 
meksqudibed sailors - the highly, skilled 
rpeaJuu who maintain nrku r w l o n  rboud 
auderr-powaed arbmuim ml rircrrA unim 

hQo SLip Bomnrq director of ruKLru 
reutorr, sounded the d m  in an April I3  letter to 
t k  chief of naval operations In the h e r .  a copy 
of which war seen by Navy Tuna. BOWMII mites 
thl the problem mut  k ~ l v e d  - before it 
b&oma r crisis 

Orhawise, ha said. "we mu kc facilng a 'death 
spird' witb respect to nucku rnumb~b hudiq 

for 8 return to the ortcndecl at-sea tours we saw in 
the h e  '70s. " 

Back to tho futurr 
hl the 1970s. sulors left im droves because of 

pocn wo~rldnlg conditions and problems ranging 
h n  recruiting to pay 

Nlavy i~ffici~ds sly that Bowmian's may be too 
din: 8 prediction But !!hey  note today's issues are 
diff''lr. lhue u e  more sliulledl rnidgrade petty 
officar in ths fleet todlry t t m  tllere were in the 
'70s, fbr example, and toda~y's rmpower shortage 
h primwily UI the moat junior r d s  Almost ail the 
18,(000 d o r  jobs u d l e d  sue for petty officers 
seuond t b s  urd belovv, 00ticiJ:s said 

B,ut th,e d ~ x t q e  o f j u ~ o ; r  sailors m s  more 
apaienlced lhmds u e  hving tab do more o f  the 
dirty wark -- mnr cookinlg, paint chippmg and 
the like .- u ~ d  Bowrrum and otlhas suggest that 
coudd k! r haor  in holding; onto people when their 
tarns u e  up. Further, today's jr~nior sailors are 
t o a m w ' s  !Wed pmy ool5cers 

Bornrun. whose 1.a assignment was as the 
thrtrguu child of mvd personnel, insists a hollow 
fitx is r possibility if the Navy can't overcome its 
ren~itinlg pnhlems 

A, p r a m l r  of that possibiliy already has 
occurrai, according to several repons 
In r mesulge sent in Februuy to the commander 

of the Pacific: Fleet naval air force. the nuclear 
curria Cul l f i n  rqmned a shortage of key 
mdur lperumnel so vcriou~s the dup couldn't meet 
rrfiky ruldrrds fbr ge:ning; under way 
"'They d d  it m rplpdli~ng condition," said one 

offica who ruw the message 
Though tht rnessqc wu l  sent. the officer said. it 

wlon't c:omptletely stalTed The ship raanted and 
uked that the masage be cuncc.,lled It was 

V r i a  was under wry out of'Sm Diego May I 
on lloul opermionr Her overall manning level w u  
said to tte &out 86 pe8rcenl!, but the Buruu o f  
Naval Pcnonnel wouhdn't :specify how Vinson's 
rtrrr;tor uicpurtnunt was mmecl 

Viwo~n nocw is just 61ve nionthu away from a 
rdrtdultd deployment, and, m r priority postion to 
get the tmm it needs 

QId8 Irttanantion' 
Elornun rrgua in hus lectter f;or a "crists 

iattxvention rpprorch"' to !~horc: up 1998 recruiting 
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chain reaction with an unplanned release of 
radiation, Hanson sald. 

fhlat is because the worker was not moving 
nulclear material. He was merely moving a 
rn~etallic piece that had become Irradiated over 
tinne by dose proximity to nudear material. 

IQho-, 

Incident that led1 to evacuation 
unlder review 
AUoWd P n u  - What are your thoughts on 

Incident that led to evacuation 
under review 

POCATELLO, Idaho - VVork:m did not follow , 
esta~blished procedlures in moving Irradiated kbrdsecikns 
material at the ldalho Nmtiond Engineering and 
Environmental Latmatwy. which tdggered Uu - 
eva~cuatlon of 200 paopde, oftldab say. 

Andl while no dMpUnny rdekn w m  taken rgalnst 
- 

the Wealnohouse EkdErlc Ca. workers Involved st 'ccldents 
Your comment: the Naval 6eadon,~ac~l compmy and Navy 

o71iimnrwiaw;;n0a&- 

"We're very consc!rvrtlve out hem," uld  Crab . 
hnlson, ~ a v r l  Reiadors adrn inmt iw man*. 
"We like to find oil the' prdWrm 9 they 8m 
SmaL, so they don't baclorrn bigger. 

. On lMay 21,r worker w u  using ,a 
mote-controlled tlevka to IlM a pi&% of 
irracllatsd material fm r witr pool al MvpI 
Reatctors' ~xpndad cam F l W .  

.-. 

Send Conunent. . . 

L'm pool provldes shlekding (whlle t@chnidanr 
~k on imdlatad ~squi(mt and spent re-or 
fuel, which b routlr~ly r m w d  h n  Ute Navy's 
nudlerr-powmd dl& 

For national security nrm,, otlldois say only 
that R was "mfuel, m a r  stNdutl matori8l.'' 

As Uhe worker Medl the nutatrkl, another 
technidm monloring thn movemmt with 8 
ndiation dotodor rnomontullly m k u d  that the 
davl~ce was mglsletrlng rm Incxsue In lJw a m m  
rsdkation. ollicisls mid. 

mall is when r baclkvp monlkor alarm sounded - 
8s designed. 

The flnt lechnidan then1 -red the material Into 
Uw to Inaeasa the ndlaItlon shie#lng and 
evwxrrtd the buikling vMh the others. 

Devllces indicated neithor of the two worken 
recelived my unusulal mdirtkm exposure. 

mud-the-dock w ~ r k  n n u m ~ d  eight hours later, 
after recovery team fou~nd nio spre8d of 
dialactive contaminatiam. 

The llncident could rrot have caused a nudear 



- ,. ,. 
L I . .  , r 

171 7 Kettner Boulemrd, Suite 100 
Sari Diego, CA 92101 

Deaw Laura: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the proposed homeporting of two additional nuclear 
airaaft carriers in San Diego Bay. 

I hawe already contacted the PA0 at COMNACAIRPAC to request that t h e  Navy extend the 
EIS rwiew period for an additional 15 days. I would agrm that on such a compliwted 
matter, it is  important that ample time k allowed for review. I have also requested that the 
DElS Executive Summary be made available in Spanish. 

Again, thank you for your letter. Your continued interest in this issue is appreciated. 

Mayor 
City of San Diego 
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EKPARTIMENT OF THE NAVY 

Based on the above, the Navy considers appropriate mech,ani!sms 
!or obt,ain:lng and responding t o  public input a r e  already in. 
place, and tha t  creat ion of a separate panel f o r  t h i s  purpo'ee is 
r w c e s o a q  . 1:f you have questions regarding t h i s  issue. pleas'e 
c:ontact e i t h e r  myself o r  M r .  Bob ~ o l t  a t  060) 476-2185, 
erxtension 500.. 

M r .  Sal C i r i e l l o  
Cal if  orn:ia ICnvironmental Protect ion Agency Sincere 1 y , 

. --. ..-. - .- - -  e2+7 - .  - ---. -- - Department of Toxic Substance Control, Region 2 
700 ~ e i n z - ~ ~ ~ : , . . + l t e  300 . _-- .- --- - - -. - -- -- - - - ----a. .-- 
Berkeley,, CII 94710-2737 G. A. DREVNIAK 

Director of Radiological Control 

Dear M r .  C i r ie l lo ,  

Over the past eevara)! daya my mtaff has discussed with you, 
and others  within your dtcpartment, the need t o  provide a meman t o  
respond to question8 and corlcerns raised by nerabcrs of t h e  public 
concerning the  proposed mixed waste storage f a c i l i t y  a t  Naval Air 
S t a t i o n  North Island. Tlle purpose of thi8 l e t t e r  i r  t o  assure 
you tha t  the  Navy has met-kiisao already i n  place which a r e  
responsive t:o t h i s  concern. 

A m e t i n g  is held monthly i n  Corona& betwen the  Navy, local 
publ ic  olEf ic:ials,  and interristod member8 of the publ ic  
specificullyr f o r  the p u p s .  of discussing iseuer re la ted  to Navy 
ine ta l la t ionn  near Corona~do. Thin meeting provider an excellent 
forum f o r  discurraion of ckny issues regarding the  mixed waste 
etorage f a c i l i t y .  ~f ne<:eoa,ary, the shipyard w i l l  provide 
appropriarte personnel t o  addlress any mixed warte etorage f a c i l i t y  

-.- A ~ U ' C ~ T  r~c may a r i  my -nmm~ t - ~ e a ' f ~ i ' . ' . ~ 6 1 C i t ~  X c t i i k f "  '- 
to addreas cbomunity concernu. 

The Shipyard a l so  ham a Public Affairs  Office which is 
epecif icarlly s t a f f e d  t o  take! public cawrents a t  anyti-. The 

Shipyard w i l l  take reias011abl.e s teps necessary to resolve public 
cornments i n  a timely manner. 

Capy t o  x 

M k .  Narlsha Min~gay 
C!alifonnia Environmental Protect i o n  Agency 
Department of Toxic Substance Control, Region 4 
57 96 Co~rporate! Ave 
Cypress,, C I L  901630 
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During Phase I, a saeeniag analysis for tad dpba, total beta, and total gammta activity 
was performed. Gross activity nwauemenD provide a rela~tively inapeushe, quick, 
and useful dctermiaation to iadicat~ if M e r  analyses. for specific ndioirotopu k 
justified Smce gross measurements cannot k used to estimate the radiation dose, 
human health risks d a t e d  with the ingestion of radiolmdider are typically lddressed 
by analysis br specific ndiouuclides. Due to the Umited howledge regarding the type, 
amount, and distri'bution of radioaudidc activity @oth uatudlysccurriag and man- 
made) in the Bay, radioktopc-specZc of the 6ub aolleaed in Phase I were 
not performedl Instead, it was determined t~o be most cost effective at this time to 
perform a scam for total alpha,, beta, l ad  ga,tmm radiation activity. 

The Phase 1 alnalytical results for t d  radioa~uclide activity are s h m  ia Table G-14 
(Appendix G). These r d u  show a tPirb mndncnt Iml of dpha .rd beta activity at 
the locations urnpled, with no gamma activity detected One barred sand baa sample 
from Harbor ksland (SDIM, 113 pCi/g) and m e  mund stinply sample from the O y  
River Aru (SD1-21, 49.9 pCI/g) antpined sipnifcantly higher levels of alpha activity 
when compared to the raults of the other vmples Irom the Bay. In addition, sample 
SD1-21 contained the highest detected level of beta activity (46.9 pCi/g) in the fisb 
analyzed. 

A part of a monitoring program for radioauciides in marketplace seafoods, the US. 
EPA analyzed marketable scafcmd collected u d  known lm level radioactive waste 
ocean dump sites near Bwtoq MA, Atlantic (City, NJ, md Slur Francisco, CA (U.S. 
EPA, 1988). LI this study, seafood samples were lnalyred for speci•’ic radionuclides, as 
well as for totid alpha aad beta activity. Fmm this study, EPA concluded that the 
levels of man-made ndionuclidey detected in the samples tested were at or below those 
levels nonnally found in foods, as well os beiq below activity Levels considered to be 
d public health significance or (concern. 

A summary, comparing the EPAL results with those from San Diego Bay, are shown in 
d Ill-J (total beta activity). 'Tbe total alpha (activity 

to be consisten* elevated above the activi y .. 
JW, m. ~ 4 v i t ~  iql..$e ,&i d. d bas 

gy Ylom th BV, .rc k g % & A h  the 
~@Uity..detccted in the EPA study. The total beta activity dqected in the round 
stingray collcctetd from the Harlmr bland Area is similar to that found in the! EPA 
study. 

With the limited idormation available, no conclusions as to the source or poltentid 
hlcalth risks asso<.iated witb .the lmels detected in fish samples from San Dicgo Bay can 
be made. Some of the differeacm bemen the two dam sets may in part be due to 
the differences between different fish spedes. Nevenbeless, it is recommended that 
further analyses be performed to iidentify specific radioisotopes in the fish fhm the Bay. 

TABLE 111-1 

- 
Sample Date sbdly High LQW Mean - 
Fall 1982 EP A t  -0.03 -0.15 -0.057 

Spring 1982~ EPA -0.04 -0.10 -0.053 

Spring 1982' EPAI -0.04 -0.1 

b a r r t d i  

Summer 19896 Bay Study 113 1.0 4.8 

-w 
Summer 1989 Bay Study 8.0 0.4 22 

' - -a 

Summer 1989 Bay Study 49.9 0.4 7.95 - 
' Mixed seafood species, Boston Area. 

Mixed seafood species, Atlantic City Area 

' Mixed seafood species, San F~rancisco Area 

San Diego Bay Health Risk Study, 1990. 

' U.S. EPA, 1988. 



TABLES 111-J 

TOTAL ~ ~ C I ' I ' V I T Y  
(pCi/g, wet w'eight) 

Sample Date Study High h Mean - -- 
Fall 1982' EPAa 4 2  3.1 3.8 

Spring 1982 EPA 5 3  33 4.1 

Spring 1982 EPA 4 5  22 3.8 

-Island- 
P 
r Summer 198p ]Bay Study 36.18 9.0 203 
Iu 

-Island- 

Summer 1989 ]Bay Study 1219 1.7 5.M 

-mu! 
S u h r  1989 ]Bay Study 46.9 0.8. 10.8 & 

- -- 
a Mixed seafood species, & ~ ~ t o m  Area 

Mixed seafood species, Atlantic City Area 

Mixed seafood species, Sam Francisco Area 

' San Diego Bay Health Rkk Study, 1990. 

U.S. EPA, 1988. 

=-- 

CHAPTER Ill SUMMARY 

P'hast: I, a prelirninay screening of bay-wide chemical contaminants, utilized roun~d 
stingray and barred rand bass as indicator species. Indicator species are selected fish 
slpe+s  which^ refllea 'levels of contamination in their surrounding environment, and1 thus 
provide a practical adtemative to sampling many species during the screening phase 
evaluation 

Two samplin;g lacatiam were selected for Phase I analyses. The East Harbor Islanld 
Auca was selected beccause it is h o w n  to contain elevated contaminant levels within its 
~~edinlents. 'Ibe Otag River Influurce Area was selected as the second site for the 
Bollowing reasons: 

to provide a spatial comparison of contaminant levels within the Bay, and 

I the possibility of elevated contaminant levels resulting Erom ag9culturad 

i and industrial runoff, in addition to the lack of California State Mhssel. 
Watch data for this area 

I 

Siamples were colUected on July 4-5, 1989. All organisms collected on the first two 
trrawks at both sampliing locations were identified to provide data on species diversity. 

; .  Subsequent trrawh5 ide:ntXed and colleded for analyses only the targeted Eish species. 

S~impks were: stored con ice and delivered within 24 hours to Pacific Analytical, Inc:, for 
analysis. The: fish samples were cornposited into five groups of four f s h  each ;accordin,g 
to sue. Fish wme dkeaed  into two fillets, one for immediate analysis, and the secon~d 
for l a m  use. During; Phase I only, liver samples were collected and analyzedl. 

Ad1 P'hase I samples iuere analyzed for: 

1. EPA Priority Pollutants 
2. Orlgana~tin compounds 
3. Radionuclides 



A limited analysis was performed for; 

1. 3Ol(h)) organophosphorus pesticides 
2. Chloriuted dioxins and furans 

. . on of Risk ' . Preliminary risk estimates were 
determined using a s v e  c o n s u m a t e  of 165 g/&y (6 ozlday). At this 
comiumption rate, a person would be eating more than one serving of fsh each day. 

Contaminants which had estimates of risk with heialth hazard indices of 21.0 and/or 
excess lifetime cancer risk estimates of 2 1/100,W, were considered to be potentially 
significant and were regarded as the conraminivrts of conem. 

-mica1 C o d -  of ConCelrrr. The followring chemical contaminants yielded 
unacceptable c s h t e s  of rislt using maximum corstnminant levels and a couserva~tive 
consumption rate and were considered of concern 

These contaminants were included in Phase II analkysis to further estimate the potential 
heialth risks. . 

in 1' 1t Three contanninants which did not 
fit the saeedng criteria m n t i o n ~ d m  also included in Pbue U - m a l y w .  
Analytical problem were encountered with the detection of PCBs in muscle tissue. 
However, since elevated leveIs were found in all liver samples, they were included. 
Benzene and ptrrchlorophenol were included at the request of the Study Rc:vlew 
Panel. 

-- - ----- - .- - 
Factor (CPF) currently available to evaht;  risk from organic a~rsenic. Conwquently, 
al'l ~reliminaw rislk estimates were. based on a CPF for inorganic arsenic See Chapter 
5 f& further disn~ssion. 

At the time that preliminary risk estimates were determined, the Reference Dose (RfD) 
for selenium was 0.01. Using this value, hazard indices were < 1.0 for both the round 
stingqy and barred sand bass. Using a recently updated RfD of 0.003,, a hazard index 
of 139 for the stingray1 resuIts. See Chapter 5 for further discussion. 

Screening for total alp'ha, total beta, and total gamma activity was performed in Phase 
L No gamma activity was detected. ;Che. \atd alpha activity in the fish collected- 
4- Phase I appear to be m m i s t e o ~ l ~ v a t e d  <Similarly, the totall beta activity in 
the barred sand bass from Harbor Islalnd and the round stingray from1 the South Bay, 
are higher than the activity detected ial an EPA study. I 
With ,the limited information available, no onclusiors as to the source or potentiall 
heath risks assodated with the levels detected in fsh samples from Sa~n Diego Bay can1 
be made. Further analyses should be performed to ide,ntify specific radlioisotopes in the: 
Gsh from the Bay. 

I 
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NATlONAL SECURITY COUNClL AUTHORIZES CUMA1E CHANGE EXOllllPnON FOR MILITARY 
The Nlrioo.l Securiy CornrU (NSC) btm irnwd pdiy maw, drrt dkaively exempts U.S. military o~nratjgas 

m w  6wn my gmmbomc p s  aaissionr Limio set in the ulmhbtmioa's climate: change policies. Tbe March 
2'7 memo Mdeat C l i ' s  pprovirl of the aempb, u p  Sburi W. Goodmtm, the pentagon's tap 
~Swboumcnt 0f6dd l'd #the nrno b rwplnrsd 66cOw. 

Tbc NSC mano tbeliwn Whios Haue pidmce a~ DOD's o b l i  in implementing the intcmriioarl climue 
chPI@ m, rgeed @O by tbe Unkd States a d  oQa W oamtria ha December in Kyoto, J r p n  Tbtc memo 
s b t a  chrt a Ibe ahhnkmkm develop ib tdanwic pdicia m climate we, 'it hu been daamintd that mu- 
swcs hcndsd b pnmoe ndPclioar in emhskn, of g#ahcu# 6- rb.n oot impair CK dvasely affect military 
a t p e d o m  ad q, (iihdiry trcticll ai~cnft, rhipr, mqonr ryaanr. comb t-mg md border security) . . ." 
l(hlr drs dbtay BOW br "PI c x ~ ~ p t i o a  fbr eddoos brml domcsa m i l k y  opemiom and training," said 
CkoctoqrrbobdcplyodasaaU8?yfa - ld&,fa8)ciry 1 &ItClVkw. 

A Saute SOWCG my$, bomrcr, h e  NSC hapqc 6lb rbat of a bldict exanptiao. adding thu *it b vague 
e n o u & ~ i t * r l U . U o w c b e & ~ m 1 & w h P c r c r c b e y r m a r N  

conrinued on page 17 

Mr. Williaa A. Nbbc 
hshmt Adminismrp01 br In- 
mudanlArrMda 
Eovlroamentd IPmtectioo 
A l a w r  



An 
Ins& &$imw - ,  --- Environment Alert -..- 

an ~ d u s i v e  bkeh'y repow on defense p l k i ~ f o r  cleanup, compliance and pollutiom prevention 

Vd. 6. No. 1 6 t  August 11. 1998 
! ~ ~ P l a n T o F u w l J d n t A c q u i s i t i o n  ~dlutio-~&' 

The A rmy  I B ~  Air Force a n  rejecting a proposal from WD's environment chief, Sherri W. 
Goodman, t o  fuly fund imer-srvico pollution prmvention projects aimed at reducing the use of 
hmmb~~. material8 across weapons systems. In r.nm letters, the services said they have 
8 I r0 .d~ mit arYw pollution prevmtim targets and reduced their toxic releases. Militan, sovses 
S W  th.1 de.pite th. S.Tvicesf *norrmncurr~; suppartem of Goodman's budgetmg proposal 
condnn to  negotiate with tha servims' .sguisirim offices. Page 3 

Senate Boosts Funds To Teat Alternative 
- - 

Chem Weapons Technolam 

A w  Awards Three Contracts To Test Chem 
Weapons Incineration Alternatives 

I 

one of tlhe kmyOr l  mort 
Costly c l l e ~ ~ p  sitar. 

- Page 1 0  

CMnmwrrity cmcerru 
about the treatment, 
disposal a d  
Wanrportation of high- 
profile military wnrtea 
tuch 8s napalm anid 
chemical deeontr~nination weapons' fluid. 

P.0.11 

kr M exdudw kntewiew. 
Cd. W. IRichalrd Wright. 
the retiring chair of 000's 
Ejrplosiv~n Sa~fety Board, 
trlked last woak about 
recent etmrirotmen~trl 
munition~s rulmmabing, 
praising the open proceaa 
u u d  for the munitions 
NIO. Wri~gM allso 
d i r ~ ~ s 8 ' d  ch~~llangps still 
facing ttm military in tho 
munitiorm envirorunmtal 
m n r .  

Ags 22 

Citizens Yvilng ncmr Uie 
&cky  Mountain A~rsenrl 
in Colorrdo, lut weak, 
SOnt EPA's nrltiorunl 
ombuds~mm (8 list of five 
issues ttwv want 
addressad in the 
ombuds~rnm'r faat-finding 
mission at thlr arslenal. 
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DOD FEARS PENDING1 CUTS TO PMIROIWENTAL RESTORATION ACCOUNTS 

~ e p . r c m ~ t  o f  Dd'- cmvimmrwnal officulr wnll clorcly waeh oatt wmdr u Con- dcoamhser b m  to 
handle r 535 million lsvl S24 millioo cut by dw Haw mad Same, m p a h d y ,  co cllvhnmmd rrrrorrim w- 
counts. 

Thc U e  July30lp.rrctdchcfuulycvr lW)detcmserppapfrdoarblllbyr91-2~fhpMIlinchderr 
S24 miltion ant to W D " s  UIV- ~ C I O O ~ I  sped mmg milicry renicar C o a C o a ~  h 
S e p c r m b a w i U k g h c o n f a a n c c p r o a s d m l C , o n I b ~ c p l ~ ~ - ~ ~ p o r d i o n n * n h h n e -  
thu will c o m b i  Ihe wo bilk 

T l w S a r r t c . b o d o p a e d r n w n b c r o f s m n b y t ~ l n a c l l d ~ ~ ~  
An unmdment pu&dl by Sm. b i e l  Akakr @-IHI) b, rat oida $12 m i l k  6r rba dmbpwnt of e k a i c  

vehicks; 
A p r o r b i o a d u l p o v i d l a S l O m i t l k a m c h c D c C a m t c ~ ~ f b r ~ n r t m r i o a r r r h e b  
~sauthCmli~pmdKJflbySco.B~#rtIHdlilgs@SC).ad; 
- F u n d m ~ p w i r k n r ~ ~ S r B r b . n M P ; u h l r i Q U I ( D ) r o ~ 8 ~ p 0 & ~ ( o d c r c r m b  
the finmd.l vLMlify oCQawmic rbipcrppbqd!dd a d  h 

TheHaw&-llrirciaamcllrl~&&mmklrsroPndar~lhrh~bydwmy. 
C o c l ~ w d r b y a ~ r t d w ~ ' s r l k g c D d b U b n w ~ r l . r r m a P l r h r ~ o o n o r c t a r -  
o p e f i c d ( O O C O ) ~ l i t i e r . A L ~ m r r p c n I r ~ ~ ~ c b s H o l r n M 9 ~ h ' L r r o b u l I b c  
A m y m r y k  rbktorsem:riai&acorriaocWrrirhbanoarrmalraamdaaofOOCO&iUtiernTbc 
l r n s l y e d d r I h O ~ m q ( p o p r l a n m ' ~ d ~ h ~ s ~ c d l b n r m d d r r r r t h h o p p a c ~ -  
nity." As 8 result, Ibc Hama cut ds Army's dmup by $35 dlba 

D O D p m i a r r l y r ( ~ d m 9 ~ ~ r d l a h a n m 1 ~ I b r t i 4 m m b . ~ h c k ~ M I - d w t r n e  
culuirhthtScnraqpropbdambBLGubOb~#nemdw-brdrdarDrqpaltoH- 

0 q p o p ( . a . m ~ U ~ ~ n r d a - r r L h a n , l ) r r D O D o ( L U * ~ I s h . h  ,, ~ l t c h b r a u p o o n r i y t o a i b r o l t + ~ r ~ ~ I b ( ~ ~ ~ c a v i m o a a r d ~ r c c a m b .  
w 

DIEFENSE ENVIRONMENT ALERT - A ~ g ~ r t  1 1. 1998 

corn~plete nnge o f  offerings in the types o f  vehkler needed by the military. Another factor t lut  may make the 
requ~iremlcnt mrom difficult to attain is c o a g m u i d  language in the pending FY99 deftmsc appropriations bil l  
that rrrotr oult funding (o pvchw m y  type of ptuengcrsurying vehicles, according to the report to the 
Senink. " I f  the utim u sustained, the cut fundr will make DoD's FY 1999 AFV rquincmen~t eve11 more 
diffiiiult ~lin." the report says. Tbb is bcaua  m m u k t u r e n  offer fewer AFV options im the non-pusenget 
vehlkk categorks. according to r 6ovenrmmt source. Puseager-curying vehicles arc comprised o f  minivans, 
scdaras m d  barn, but do not include light-duty trucks. 

Wr ream fa missed pob m p r o h i b i i  oa converting government-lwed conventioc~llly-fwlcdentianally-led vehicb 
to denwive  huh and the hi* haemend coar of  ARrs ova mventiauny-powered velhicles. Also, the limited 
m g p  of  electric vehicles - often less (hn 60 mikr -can make the vebkla unsuitable for mm:y mi l iwy uses, 
8aading to the rrpoct to rhc Senue. 

In thu upcming report to OMB, che ravico vy widely h heir N 9 7  p u r c b  of  ASVS ms I percentage of 
non-exempt vdhkk pnchrra. The Mrhw Cups p t d a s d  the highest pwcmage o f  AW!s m 53 pmm, followed 
b y d u N r v y u 4 6 p a e c n ~ A b F a a r 3 3 p a c c q D t h ~ A ~ m  I O p a c m t t u d A m y ~ 8 p e n m t  

~ m j r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 9 ) h d i a t r i m i b r ~ ~ 0 ~ w i 0 ~ . b a a 7 , 1 0 o ~ e c r v a c d b y ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , f a w h i e h  
~ w i l ~ ~ ~ l b ~  1 , 7 S ~ c r s d i a , ~ ( ~ ) w ~ ~ c h e ~ . T h k a c L d e s ~  1,,700EIFVs,mdrbarW) 
ddirWl~~kr~msdiun-rdhcnydtyAFVsavebichwi(hmanitsiayvxsardhrgt~16nerrpacr 

la uriciptltioa d m b t i i  Cbc FY96 prh a last one s d c e  - UIG Nrvy - is sending out r muage aimed at 
p ~ h g  V~MCIIB pocllrsna* rcrivida to padmse rltdlllCin fbekd vchkkr wu gasoline-,pornred vehickr (see 
rrlardrrcy). 1 b  h a y  Jto b repmcdly rraapcLU to dcvcbp r policy fa its i d l t i o n r r  to u- the p d u c  
nrc3, vcclrdby, to r militmy source. 

-b d c e  dre adan's  dcpeodme on o i l  - md bK porsuk of lowa air emissions to impove air q d i .  But 
one lm ih ry  rotme rryr b e  QDUI~Y m I wbok m y  not b.W p m p s d  8s npidly u EPACT ntrisionled in its gal-  

Ad ~ I W ~ I U  some believes &at bcuusc dr milky mncurlly wil l k able to meet dw AIFV nquimneno. it 
h W dut aided if drc m i l i  misses cha gods in the next capk of ycm. President C I i i n  in Ltecurive Order 

S ~ e d  d i f f m  fucb are &fd u '.Itarutive fuels," inchding E t S .  r mixture of  85 percent elhar~ol with I5  

NAVY IWIDA'TES AFV PURCHASES TO REDUCE AIR POLLUTANTS 
The Ilr(.vyVs top mvhnment offkhl b d l i n g  on proarmaent paurnnel to purchase rllternnlive fi~eled actminis- 

b u i w  veh~ickt in prfacncc to conventionrlly-poc*d vehicles in adcr to reduce air pollucranu ~md yrtmhouse 
-1 .nd Ito pull the Nrvy on fa meeting rhmutive fuekd vehicle (AFV) purchue reqluimienu unda enmy 
hw tmd psidknt id executive ada. 

The & i v e  frmn Navy Adstant Sauetny fa #nrPllrtions & Envimunent Robert Pirie rc~nds the mervge thu 
"6K tdedrion to buy m AFV b now dK ruk. d m  d~ ucepciag" md buying n a i s ,  such u gasoline- 
p~wtxed vebkkr f a  rdmiharrivc pposa will rsqube r waiver, says r govemmmt roureu. 

According to 8 July 16 memomdurn frocll P i  to the chkf of m v r l  operations and the commrndurt of 
the Muince C a p .  "Notwithsmding the minimum requirements of  [Executive Order 13103 1 and the 1992 
h q g y  Padicy Act]. dl vehicles not -which arc procured (purchased or lease~d) by the 
Deptmant of LC Nrvy following issuance o f  rhu po l~cy  memorandum shall be capable o f  being powered by 



Atternative Fueled Vd,iclss 

rltemrtive fuels." The memo qpplier lo 'all vtlhicle procurrment activities, including Navy Workibg C.pimI 
Fund raivides." unless h e  dkf of m v r l  opalciw or h e  Mwime Corpt camrwdrnt spccifiully waives the 
requirements. W h h g  CIlphrJ Fuad activities acquire t t ~  Navy's dminirartive vehicle fleto, according 
to tbe government Source. 
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Aircraft Operations: 
A Flight Risk 

International and La Guardia, are among the 
city's tap ten murcacl of smog, accolrding to 
FIying Off Course Environmental Impacts of 
America's Airports, a 1996 report by the 
Natural Reo0ur-m Defense Counciil. In  
Chiengo, O'Ham International Airport w u ~  
rankad aa the tiRh 1- eource of polllutanta 
in that city, and in Washington, D.C., 1Natilona.l 
and Dullem airporta were found to Ibe among the 
metro area's half dozen biggest solurcers of 
smog, acccrodhs to the MDC. 

The same relationship hollda true in Ins 
Angeles, where Lon Angelea Internationell 
Airport b the fourth laqpt  Bource of smog in 
the metro ma, d i n g  to a March 18, '1997, 
cltarp by the Lor Angeks Times. 'This pollution 
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R..tlng Gdde to 1Enrtrromlent.Uy Healthy Metro A r m  

load is expected ta increase 60 percent by the! 
year 2010, baaed on estimates by the South 
Coast Air Qualitp Management District 
(SCAQMD). 

On a more detailed level, it's known that 
the main jet engine pollutslnb identified to dlate 
include particulates, hydrocarbo~, carlbon 
monoxide and nitrogen oxides. However, tbs 
quantities emitted aren't well understood. Nor 
are the types and amounts of other unidentified 
polhants, Howem, udqg wnral data 
sources, NRDC estImatad tlhat "one Boeisrg 7'47- 
400 generates, duriq rur avenge 32 mi~aufer of 
taxiing, takeoff and landinlg a t  New Ywk'a 
John F. Kennedy Airpart, 0i9 pouncb of carbon 
monoxide (the equivalent af drirtng pour car 
1,400 miles), 6.6 pounds oflhydmdmm~ (tha 
equivalent of driving nntr car 970 miled and 
190 pounds of nitrogen midm (the equinalent of 
driving your car 69,600 miles),' rccadirlg k 
Skelton's 1998 artide. 

Other Orgpnirationa, including tlhe 
National Asronautica rurd !$arm 
Adminiatration (NASA), hawe just begun 
additional testing of e-m, both i n - w t  
and on the ground, m cW data my d m l y  
become available. 

Such know- d l  become 
hcnasingly bscrrm &a volume of 
airline trafhc b hing rapidly. Worldwide, the 
"Umber of pasaeqem rrpprmlmrtdy doubled 
h m  1980 to 1990 and that b e d  L -tad ito 
continue. 'There m-e 10,001D -size 
commercial airuaft in opaation today,"' saga 
Randall hid, a project rimtist at NASA, in 
a July 6,1996, fssuo of 8claur News. "Ilt'r 
expected that thja numlber 1v-U double by the 
year 2020.' 

That trend is wedl under way at US. 
airporb, e speady  the lager ones. The1 
number of commercial airline departures went 

to 30 percent of their trafKc. 
Along with c0mmad.l airline activity, 

rmaller general aviation airaaft can 
contribute to urban enrironmtnhl health 
problems. While their numbers haven't rism 
much in the paat decade, the 280,000 
~ s c c o u n t e d f o r a b o u t l 5 8 ~ t o f d  
M operatiom in 1994, m their cumulative 
impact can be mbetantial. 

For all rfmatt, one of the primary 
Concoma L nohe. Mitigation xaeamma t a h n  
to reduce engine noise, to buffer those near 
d q o r b  and to ch.mee flight p a t h  have 
h e n a d  problem. But even with these 
podti~atepa,manypoople~areexpodto 
high brck By the year 2010, one million 
people still w i l l  k expowd to objectionable 
&craft nobe, npartr General ElecMc, a 
m n u i a c t r n a r o l ~ ~ , i n  a 1996 
prew r e l m .  

Airpat opcratiom .bo cm contribute 
dpiihmtly to w r b r  pollution through 
releulea of de-icing fluids, soltsnts, dagmmn 
and other hazardous products, aamdh# to 
Sltcltoh Tht my be of psrticular concern 
b u m  airparto 'am exempt &om mme 
mrir0nmcnt.l rturdvdr *t apply to 
iadwtrial facilitiw produang equal amounts 
ofpouution,o~ton repock 

In addition to water pollutants, 
amddenMemlidw~irgeneratedbyairport 
m d  airerait operatiom. As a result, 
8 u b a t 8 n t i p l h . t a r d ~ ~ i 8 ~ t t o  
landfW, from where it can leach into water 
nrppliesorcrwtita~bacLtoths-f8a. 

Mitigation measurea in all four amaa of 
amcem (emidom, n&, water pollutants 
and d i d  wmb) have begun but much remains 
to be dona 

up 27 ps t en t  h m  1992 to 1.995 a i  lupr ~niqxufr M#UIIUiRO- (having more than about 70,000 annual 
departures), 10 percent a t  ~nedium airpawta 
(about 20,000 to 70,000 annul departures) mid 
four percent a t  small allrporib (about 4,000 to 
20,000 mual dtpertunm). Maat of the 110 
airports that fall within1 them three cattgwices 
experienced commadal airline incre-a of 10 
ta 60 percent dwing thh three pear perid, aurd 
a few, such aa ShrevepoCt, LA, Mancheater, 
NH, Burlington, VT, u ~ d  Gmbaro,  NC, 
went up 87 to 98 percent. On the other hand, a 
few airports, including Naahrille, TN, Giteen 
Bay, WI, Raleigh, NC, and Eugene, OR, ]lost 125 

earlier on comniercial airline departures are 
derived from the FAA's annual publication 
&,port Activity StolWicr of C&ijlcated Route 

ir Carriers. 
'he data report& in FAA Air Ttom 

Activitjy documc!nta auniual aircraft operations 
a t  rmirptwts having either FAA-operated towers 
or Itowem that the F'M Ib contracted for 
otb~em Q operak 'fb number of operations 
gerrerallly reflects thls tofu nnumbar of aimraft 
amitah and departum~, although some 
prrutioe "touch-and-go" landinga also cue 
included, aspedfally in the general ariation 
numbe!rs. 

The totad number of aixuaft opvations 
in 1994 a t  all airpor-ta in a ah area has been 
un~d fcm rating puqposck 

As additionad W h a t i o n ,  the number 
of gentd arlaction aperrtiorm, .and the 
combined number  ID^ camnnwad airline, air 
tmd (ccommutear airline and mail delivery) and 
miilitcu y o p e r n 1 ~ ~ ,  have been provided 
wl~llltely. Tha lalttsr !thee catqwries have 
been grouped kmcatm they tend to mquh more 
ruppart activith (for p~ cargo and 
militmy manelumd, p&ly leading to more 
en~rironmentd heakh fmpacta While this 
adlditit~nal infomation can't be used dine* to 
gauge health cx)mtn18, it serves as an 
indication of tlw type# of in a metro 
area. 

In~iden~tall~r, wtrile some military flights 
in, a nretro m a  me included in the data, many 
0th- are not, 

A numlk  a l l  metro areas haw no 
n!parlted a imdt  activity. Soma of these metro 
cum may have ~rnnall rirports but they don't 
have IFAA-operahd towers so their relabrely 
lam aii t r ' a c  hasn't been recorded. 

h c e  specific pollutrnb emitted by 
~ l d  - hnns t  been tr- pt, j 

a indiata of the ude of these i 
P e b i r i t h a f s ~ t o g a ~ ~ m e t r o ~  
imprta Data on afraah operations I 

(generally, Miralr m d  departures) by 
commercial airlines, air Lnir, military ! 
~ a n d g e n e m l a r i a t i o n ~ ~ a a  
such an indicator tor this study. I 

The Federal Aviation Administration 
providea thia data mnually in ib publication 
F M  Air T ) - c r f i  Activity. Statmtb cited 

68 - 

For 19@4,:10 metro areas had no 
nspo~ted aircraft t d c .  Fifty of these mebo 
areas are locatted itn thm Mlfan half of the 
~~rmnltry. 

In contrast, tho 70 metro mas with the 
nnost  aircraft tra!lEc m n  spread evenly around 
the ccountry, ru might be expected with the hub 
slnd upoke syrtem of airline #rricc that has 
dlerelloped in lrecemnt ytwra. 

Perhalps siwpni6tngly, general aviation 
t d ~ c  can mcur k high n u m b  in any part 
of th~e country - mild weather isn't a 

requirement. Anchorage, Seattle, Chicago, 
and New York City all have high numbers, as 
do La Angeles, Kansas City, D+lllas rmd 
Miami. 

A weak correlation exists between a 
metro area's size and its airline traffic. While 
moat of the 70 me- areas with no reported 
aimait traWc have a population of less tlhan 
100,000, samal  exceptions enst, inclludix~ 
Prom, UT, Stamford, CT, Canton, 013 and 
about a dozen others. Them exa!ptions tend to 
be located near other large metro areas. On the 
other end of the spectrum, the 40 metro areas 
with the most aircraft M c  have a lpoputlation 
of more than 600,000 (except for Anc borage). 

However, population alonre generally is 
not a good predictor of h a f t  t a f f i c : .  Many 
metro arsas have a rating that irs 100 places, 
and sometimes even 200 places, more or less 
than  it^ population rank 

A ratings difference grealter tlhan 10 to 
20 places in the upper and lower third of the 
tanldngs, and 25 to 30 places in the midtile 
third, mfbcta a difference in anrivals and 
d e p a r t u ~ ~  of mare than 20 percent, which 
probably b significant, 

Since th4 impllcts of aircraft operations 
can be long-range, especially for air emissions, 
it mag be useful to track higher-uae airp~orts 
h m  a statewide perspective. In that regard, 
Ore stam that have the most mataw areas 

the 70 with the highest ~numlber of 
a i r e d  opaatio- arc California with 1.1, 
Florida 8 and Teras with 41. 

Statistics for this etudy were taken from 
the 1994 publication, FAA Air YYafiEc AAruity, 
assembled by the U.S. Department of 
'Ikanaportation and the Federal Aviation 
Administration. For additional information, 
contact your regional government publi~catiom 
library or. 

Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
800 Independence Avenue, ISW 
Washington, D.C. 2OS91 
(202) 366400 
web site: http.JIwww.fa~a.gov 

There may be a charge for rrome! 
publicationa. 



1 Tha rav.i.ed short fc~m vrrmion for  rav i rv ,  cromment:, ohop. 
Tna languaq~r on BRkC is basrd on intmrpratation and approval. by 
. b o a  cNO (E4) and Offlo@ of Guaar.1 Counaal of t:hm Navy. 

7 
2 .  Tha Wavy'm pos l t i on  i m  t o  hornaport 3 CW8 i n  Ban Diago, 1 CVN 
i n  ~ v e r a t t , '  1 CVN in .Brtumrton. x :teal it. our rm8poneibilltty to 
support that deo i8 ion /po~ i t i on  not try t o  affacl: or 1nfluanc:e or  

-7creatm Navy policy. W e  want t h m  in lp t  i n to  t h o  d r a f t  EIS, 
howmv8rl t o  ba am macurate and Laatcual am pommiblm. That1@ where 
X nmrd your hmlp. . \ \ 
3. Am you rmad through and r d i t  th i8  plmanm ed:Lt it on th* 
double mpaoo'form. r o r  oorreotion8/8ubrtanae olnangmm plOa8qr 
inaluam oi thar  on thm d r a f t  or  mmparatmly ju8tI : t icat ion/  
explanation f o r  your change. . 

' 4 .  Apologire for t h a  short fuar. If you could t u r n  this around 
in a clay and FAX baok t.0 nm ccmmontm/aorrectIonr it would b~m 
qrmrtly appr8oiatod. I t r r v r l  to Pvarott Tuemdmy evening 1 O c t  

I 
and rlll ba i n  tv.r.t+, Brmmrton and A l u a d * ,  11, 13, 1 4  Oat. h~ 
Would l fko  t o  get an ag.ro.4 upon varaion t o  Hr. Pealing of ,hDn 
Druanans .tali am moon .a posmiblo t o  b l l a  mar:limmt resolut ion 
on draft ZI:S. Appraoia.tm the ruppo~rt. 

Vary renpaotfu1:ly. 

Q h i r h  1997aWdy o f r n a r a 1 ~ m d i w i t h o n b p m ~ s 9 0 0 ~  -- 
lnnllll o p d o r u  beg~  r questicm Why can t we ths pot& vict i i i  in tbe Cbicqo~ 
mebopoliua aver k tbc dpknts  ofr .hnit.. mdy? This should mt be r politicrl bsue. It is r 
vay basic b r u m  r&@a h e .  Flying u 8 privilesct; b r a t k q  c lan  rJr md drhkbg clcrrr wua is 
r right. 0 Hure Airport pollution doer not rttcr all stop at the bouduy f m .  You iue the key 



1 Toclay, T R l ~ ~  hnb C L M  mot w i t h  bVbU (080, Analyrt), 
COOPER (RAVCOWP), and oUlrrr t o  d i ~ u u r  berthing of nuc3crr- 
powerdl  V.r.hlp~r m t  Urvrl Air St8tion llorth Zolrmd. 

P)II 312,/NAVStA O W  ohauld have tha lead t o  rarrpond to 
thim it-. 

AIRPAC ahould havm th~r h a 6  to1 rmmpond to t h h  i t e m ;  lL 
Thi8 l l t ~ m .  bemm not r par .te bm too  dif'ficult; t o  answrr. 

m addislon t o  th. wr.. maP1,oI.port.d a t  nv.1 A i r  stat ion 
North Imlend ona mobr t o  uonddar the two CVWm hormprt.cl in 
Pncifia Uorthvma~t t h a t  will ut:lliso the trainingr f8al1,itlrm at 
Have1 a h  Station Worth fslanb. 

WR,CEBKt p1ea.m preprum r l i r t  of f a r a i l i t h a  i n  the 8.n 
D l  o mraa that Pu a t  Sound c~vrlurtm•÷ and itrdicatm why thmmo 
t a 3 1 i t i e .  were rmjecta  Car Hrva1 nuclear work I remember 
dhcumming t h h  Lmwe with you. In particular i h l l ~ e  you 
i n l o r a d  no that nonm of I1aoirlitirm wmra mat:im?~ctory for uao am 
8 Controlled I ndur t r i a l  laa11,ity (P-701 buuusm of ventf lat i~on 1 rquireamts, marling crrckr rnd hole8 n th~e fac i l i ty ,  and alrsm 
ot  bmloontaninating thm tacility. I am not mure vhethar the 
mhipyard had an iamua wlth~l1,ftinq~urpab~lit:y and work epacm. 

concerning preparinqt a ooet 8ot1sat.e t o  upgrade Lnng 
Beach Naval bbipyard t o  p e t f a ~ m  naval nuchar  work. This lmmrae 
rhoultd be dimcurred with RCIONt PORTER and WY'LE befor& any a c t i o n  
i r  talken t o  drvalop [much a camt mrtinate. 



TO: C q t .  G u m  (SoutkWmmt~ivll 939-3130 
Capt. JuelLl (CO W X 2  51s-0112 
Cdk. D u k e  ( W N X  CXC) S4!5-1101 
Mr. Hamantier (XlbSll2) 545-1101 . Bob H n x o m  (k~thW88t  IDiv) 537-3824 
Hz'. GorOon llirk (Pugat ,mud) 206-476-1517 
Mx:. Jim HTmaki (Fuget Sound) 7OC-476-1815 
MI:. Jay Prognara (Pugat Sound) a06-476-181s 
Mr:, John Coon (BouthW@~C 1Dlv) 932-3709 
Mx Rich au:Lda (Nib-1 Reactorr) 7O3-COa -53 74 
Cdk. John lbccall (CINCSACmT) 808-474-6044 

<Sutj : DlVIFT EX8 IFOR CVIY HOMCPORTI#3 AT IUh61I ,+ 
1 Recently the North :Island Prlojrct T ralm war rdvimed by Nr. 
Peeling, -0 N44E:l. that evaluation of potmtial  a:ltar;utivm 
homeportiing sitar wre rccpuirod tlo br included in tlhe draft IEf3. 
T h i s  w a r  based on recent guience receiwd f r o m  thr Office of 
General Counnal o:t tha 1Uavy. 

2.  Attachad axe propsled oddltionr t o  a c e  &aft E?S for orur 
review. comment. cornceion ate.  Zh. f lrrt  page i m  a rmvrmd 
t i t l e  for the EIS per a canCerrnct call with Hr, P~aaling larc 
week. The mrcoad page t i t l a d  Introduction replace:# the  f i r s t  . 
paragraph of the IExmcutive Sumuary  on pagm PSI. Tlhc naxt pagas 
are comp:lete rmwyiter o f  rection 2.4.3 .I ccoaarenclqg on page 3-33. 
Also, thm fntrodu~ctioa -paragraph would be iruerted into sac'tion 1 
cammenchg on pag~n '1-1 raplacing tho tiraft 2 paragraph8 u n d ~ u  
prragrapl~ L .1 introduction. 

3 .  Theta were writtan rather rapidly owr  ttr laat 2 day.. 
There fm no pride of ruthorahip and would rpprecirte ).alp with 
grammar, spe l l ing  and coatent. Hy incant 18 t o  gelt your colauaenta 
back as rapidly am pcrsiblc incorporate tlhrln and tlhen have it 
faxed t o  Mr. Pee l ing  by suuthuerrt Divisioln to dl8~1uss vith chr 
rlavy' s O m a n 1  Counsel. Plerse enrure I* IR Cactua1,ly canact ,  
*nit picking / wo.rdm,it hinga cmrtainly acceptable lbut t h a  
constralitm dictate  the focur ahauld be tlwards cantant urd 
meeting the c r i t e r i a  to gat tho process btck on track. 

tzuurient berth i n  s.n ~ i a g c  - n~fai- of dredging trquired. 

5 .  t a , - I tric!d co treat th i s  ligh~l . Didn't w a n t  ro 
gcC i%z :la& because realist i ,c . l ly  yCU C D U ~ ~  ~ e a c t i ~ a t e  .erne 
o f  Naval Stat ion far$ l j . t i er  drsdlge md upgrade piet and 
~ccommodate UI,MITZ or cw 76 i n  their  arrival time. JLlao, crime 
rtrd h a u l b - g  are coatroverrial rincs houring'w88 available for 
ships a t  Long Beack and on0 could argue crime i n  S a n  diego md 1 Alma& p r r a l l d a  Long Beach. Tried t o  e11mLnate tong Eleach as 
a consideraticm baaed on BRAC, c:onformity, non nuclear c.apnble. 

6 .  1' W ' - Triad t o  be genrrml with minimum amphrnie on 
-Cefic=o cry and alleviata follcw on pmblcol if the Navy 
attom~pta i n  future to r e v i r e  i t * ' r  hosrapcxting pllan m d  t.ake 
mara~tt out of! tha piel:urs for WRr. +. A ~ ~ r c c i a r e  tha .uppore ~ n d  help and wick turn .round. l o t  
Bob Hexoa - Cciuld you ]'?loare uulure lagal. counael for S . W .  Div. 
rwiewa. 



OCC: 

F r -1: 
SLbjut: 
Date!: 
Attach: 
Cortlfy: 
Forurarded by: 

Tom: f orurrd 
Tort: (51 l l m  toll#l~ 
c a l t l a o ,  

Hero is tho latest thlnklng a PW Cyl rehrlng. Or lg I Ilr tho .tho sky 
ha8 tal lonu ruord f r a l  Jahn -11 of ar i r t l q  wit), l a  Pa.olIm thlr 
Thur8d.y. Mat Is O m  Y.lton8r c s  und r p l l t l c a t l a  of c r t a l n  
hlrtorlcal I sur r .  Lu t  l r  Jdn*r oplphnl rbM kr (I. d*tr qprorh thlr 
t w t  l s r u  d r r u l l y  kn r tn* (I), ~ r # r d l v  n r a b l , e  0) I I 

I k l l m  tho P l a  I lrmm atll l  m -8 thoyht. ~t i t  10 r tmm OL 
l s u r  than w am k l n l  h lpou f t l a l  I t  w do not plm to lrrl ldr I t  In our 
>I-. 

Time to Reduce Hazards 

C hcmical industry l obbyk  in & 
U.S. arc pitting rhc i n d w ' s  &sire 

f a  secrecy against the pubtic's right-to- 
know how safe we r d l y  .re. This 
irresponsible lobbying shifu attention 
from the industry's obligrtioa to reduce 
chemical hazuds. 

In 1990. the (J.S. Congress requhd 
industrial sites that we extremely 
huudous subr tu~cu to d L c l o ~  wm;t- 
cue rccidcnt rceinrrios u put of lugccr 
Risk Mmagemea~t P h  (RMP). Starting 
in 1999. there R A A h  will describe 
potential huudr, plan emergency 
response. and rum walren ud h e  
public that safe design and operatiam 
will prevent m "rberican Bhoprl." 

'Zbrough disc1osclo. Con- 
intended to create awrreneu among 
officials md the general public IO uvc: 
lives. prevent pollution. .ad pmc#1 

property from ckmicrl accidents. As 
Congress dircccedl. the U.S. Enviromcn- 
td Rocecrion Agency is prepuing to 

collect .ad disseminate RMP bur from 
m crtimucd 66.000 f d k .  By law,, 
this b public infannation. 

N ~ c h t m i u l i n Q I I b y  
bbbybtrnrualritohveinfOcrmticm 
on pocentirl d 4 c e  conoequenar withhdd 
bumacompl tce .pubk~ . ' lh ty  
u y e - d i h p ~ - f h r t ~ . -  
ingmrrccrwrcaPriarvillladMlxim 
totyameirfdlicicsdtbrLscpinl 
U i s  iatmarriaa olfdw Idaaa will kcqp 
u s t r f c B u t w b a e b h d u m y ' s ~  
pmgrm,aplaof~torsdueercud 
h u r d r I h i u c h e ~ p a e t o w o r l m n  
MdmmnunLL.7 

Ibc bCSl Way Ilo CllSUre COIWUdv 

safety - wbrher from wroagdoiag or 
'adinmy" rccideinu - & to d u c e  thc 
inherent burub a~f chemical opentionu. 
WlueDc safety uln include using safer 
cbemiulr. storing: chemicals u ambient 
pmuun, reducing chemicrl storage, und 
requiring fewer hruudout shipments. 
Industry llro hc II kgal responsibility to 
tlfely M n y e  existing hurb. In 
:onmast, diuMing, h e  nuioclll RMP 
h b u c  would povide no real protec- 
ion to the public. 

Day in uld day out. companies in the 
U.S. report o m  100 chcmiul furs. 
lpills or explosions. A1 lure 1,000 of 
k s e  incidea~u each year involve ~ d u h ,  
~njuries. or evacuations. At las t  17 
+parred releases m y  have exccaSd in 
volume md r~xicity h e  wald's rrrorst 
:hemid accident at Bhopal, India. 

At Bhopal. drwudr died in 1984 
when some 40 (oar of m e l y l  isocyuuce 
leJ;ad from rr Uaion Carbide pesticide 
Imory. Tbe cumpamy b W  disgmdcd 
employees, but it is instnrctiw to manem- 
ber whu rd4y hppcnd Five mrja 
d e l y  futures wac either mdequately 
designed a a1 last pPni.lly failad: a 
refrigenlion :system was not m t i n g ;  a 
tunpauurr i n d i ~ l t ~  was wc function- 
ing; a vent no raubkr was budecpmtely 
designed, r flue tower wrr #n fuilcrioa 
ing; .ad. wruer cumins could not ruch 
the W a g  p. 

'ibe RMPt pmpm i s  in& to 
identify md ~nmedy such ddkiencies 
won 80 wcidcnt happens. 'Ihe duty to 
opema safely includes taking q m s i -  
biliiy f a  ckmicrJ cmiuiwt .nd ~lbe 
hrrm that those ecniuiont curre. 

I 

krdw*wndrofrfarmameaging 
dirccca of U l h  Cub*. Wa, 'If you 
do romething dut is iaherendy dumger- 
our and somebody does romelhinll 
foolish wirh it, st i l l  you ue responsible 
f a  doing wit111 was inhenndy dmga-  
our." It's a kuon dw chemical indhtstry 
appuencly hu yet to h. 

Buic b u d  infonnuioa is wldely 
known. The L3crdoru of chemical plants 
u e  known. l r  chcmicds rt these plants 
me known. nu hurrb of dwre pllrnu 
uc well lcnowa to industry. Only tlhe 
public is kept in thc brL about the 

ptentirll consequences of chccmical 
rccidencs for families and co~mmunitic- 

TO elncourage full disclosure, public 
Interest groups recently published 
:stimate~d vulnerability zones. including 
DrpS. for ten Du Ponl facilities on the 
Lnlemet at www.nk.neJwcs. n i s  
In8lysis shows some seven rrlillion 
people all risk around just  the:^ ten Du 
Ponl frciilitia. Also listed u e  the top 50 
U.S. f~ i~l i l ies  for worst-case potential. 

Brsic information is readiily rvulable 
lhrough c d k t  observation, common 
sense. anid the telephone book. Some 
companies have already widely publi- 
cized wartst-cme scenarios. Slome Local 
Emergency Planning Comminees plan to 
simply post the RMP informa~tion on the 
Internet. (The RMP program doesn't 
report lrnk location on-site. how to cruse 
an accident, classified dau. or other 
security iinformation.) People also 
in~reasin~gly obtain information by 
means sulch u electronic databases that 
quickly search thouwnds of newspapers 
for key t t m .  There is simply no magic 
cumin (hat can protect communities or 
hide hazu~dous facilities. 

Discl~osurc works to rcducc: h a d s .  
An existi,ng US. disclosure law, the 
Toxics Release Inventory. has prompted 
US. com+ to claim big im~prowmenu 
in mutin! chemical pollution. Comple~e 
md well-argurized RMP infocmtion will 
enable ci~tirmr. reguluar, d l  emapacy 
plranen [lo: vaify rtporrcd data; recog- 
nize d a y  achievements; set ~lrioritks f a  
hrurd reduction; r n c ~ ~ ~  pro;pw; mget 
tcchnicd assistance; nuinuin -nc- 
ability; d W n  information quickly; 
perfonn cmcut t ing  d y s u , ;  a d  
d u c t  d f ~ i e n t  mining. m m g  other 
worthy applications. 

The public has 8 fundamc~ntrl right- 
to-how about toxic chemicrls where 
we work, live. a d  play. Yet the 
Chemicall Mmufacturcrs Association is 
once again aggressively lobbying 10 
impede public information. hl's time for 
the chemical industry to stop lobbying 
for secrecy and accept respon~sibility for 
reducing its own hazards. 



The Lessons of Bhopal 
I n 1984. a chemical accident at lJnion~ 

Carbide. Bhopal India, Uled over two 
' thousand people and injured tens of 

thousands. Yet through a diiingenrnous 
media and lobbying cunpdgn, the 
chemical industry today is *rorlrinl 
against public knowledge of the patcntiaJ 
harm that chemical plmu pose to 
communities. At h e  ume time. the 
industry is silent on the aced to reduce its 
own hazards. Below, a fama engineer 
with Union Carbide Indii talks about h e  
need for industry to u te  nrpocuibi~lity fin 
its inherently dangerous d v i r i e r .  

The following extrrp b Crom 
Bhopal Setting the RccordStmighr. a 
conversation with Edwud A. Mualoz 
(EM), former Managing k t o r  of 
Union Carbide Ind~r. by Josh Kutincr 
(JK) of the Transnational Resource urd 

Argentina who spent some two decxder 

I 
Action Center. Mr. Munoz is 8 hative of 

w ~ t h  Union Carbide. 

to 
JK: Givcn cvcrything you tnm ablovl 
the way the phnt  war built (41 BbpclrI, 
how did you react when the accidrnt 
hoppmtd? You had lefi M i d .  by then. 
you were wirh another company. H k  

I 

EM: Well. I mean. my remion wru 
it was an enormous Wg*, it w u  r 
shame that it happened. but we dl (did 
have responsibility for, you know. for 
pudng r bomb in the middle of a 
populated place. 

JK: Yet. Uniorl Chrbide sap  that this 
vnwvol trmt. ..is a m u l t  of sabotage. 

EM: Welll. it nnay be sabotage--ubouge 
is one of the thlings ~duc happen. I man it 
can hrppccn in Bhopd-it can happen in 
Chrrkstm. It's possible. I beu lhcy 
ubocrge chewy is  plausible, you know, I 
wouldn't write i t  omf. But IJUI doesn't 
cxon~nW the ~ruy thvt built the tank. 

JK: Cow ro e~rploinl that a little more? --- 
EM: Well1 I m r r n  i f  you, if pu do 
something lhrr i t  is  rl.herrntly dragaour 
rad romebody does rola#EJag fodirh 
witb it. still yau rre rerponribb fa doing 
what was inhetrnrly dangerous. No? --- 
JK: So ncm. kt's gu back to INlincre- 
the plant (a I r u t i ~ c .  Curready the plant 
is the only plcrnu in uhr United SWCS and 
perhaps ah. ady  pbw in the w r l d  tha 
still smra MIG in buU: h)hct it appean 
~ i t i v u r a ~ p o e ~ v ~ n o n c l v r e t L H I  
as much MIC dhcln d k  Bhopnf p(Mc. 

EM: Ob. yea 

JK: What do yw think g h ?  llwrr if t 
still like dbr? 

EM: Well, I chink it's cruy. I think it's 
cnsy.IduiUyartu*c~wcidellllike 
in Bbopl d r y  rue gating to kill lil tk 
people. W s  ping  to mrkc Bboprl pnk. 

JK: hy? 
EM: Well. I wm, h m  is a mom 
OoprllledrrralradcLwtisoalyoar 

1 0 EPCRA introductory, information peck01 ($1) I 
1 0 Full list of EPCRA resource pucketr I 
I 0 Working Notar nowslmor: $15i/yerr or fro nrrivolr (plrrso orplain);. I 
I industry/instilution~ S3Olyorr I 
I 0 S - Enclosod (checks to Flight-to-KnowlPIRG Ed. Fund; taxdoductibld I 
1 Name: - -- I I Organization: I I 1 Address: - -- I 
I - -- 1 
1 Phonelfade-mail: - -- I 
I Send to: Working Grouv On Community Right-To-Know I 
I 218 D Street. SE Washtington, DC 20003 I 
L ,,,,,,, d-- ,,,.,,,,,.,,. ,,-----.- J 

thruway to cmpc. And the tlvuway will 
k full of pikd up cars witb ded drivers 
pretty soon. You won't be able to go 
anywhere. 

JK: Do pu l i n k  w h  happened in 
Bhopal could happen in Institute? 

EM: Sure. Son. 11 would be m unwwl 
ewnc But unusual evenu happen all the 
tb. 

JK: What & you think the lessons of 
BIcopolon? 

EM: Dodt uac MIC. Doa'c sum 
b g e r a u  c&micds. P.rticululy i f  you 
bare rlurndws. 

For thew interview. see wm. 
corpwrraclro+hopal73e intervirw u 
4lcrMr as a 30 minute video which 
tw ludLsmgr  qf8hopl. Send $15 
($20 ovuidc the V.S.) w m m i e s ;  PO 
Bar 29344; Sun Fmncuco. CA 94129. 

Resources 

A ocw r r p a ~  Out of Si~ht, Out of 
MM?. d y r a  the use of underfround 
injection wells to dispose of toxic wute. 
The repon suggests l a  compmier' use 
of uaderpad injection is a disincen- 
tive f a  reducing toxic waste at Ihe 
~wrce through pollution ~revkntion. It 
lunher suggests rh.1 reliance on under- 
pound injection is increasing relative to 
nhcr wane disposal options. Concrt the 
Wonal Environmental Trust at (202) 
181-8800 a www.envirwust.com. 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH COALITION 
1717 K.ettner Boulevard. Suitc 100 San Diego. CA 92101 (619) 235-0281 Fax (619) 232-3670 

e-mrbil: ehcoalition@i~c.apc.org Web address: h~~p://www.cnvtronmcn~,alhc~~lth.c~cg 

NASNI Hazardous Waste Permit Fact Sheet 

Department o f  Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) granted a hazardous waste permit to NASNll on 
December 3. 1997. The new permit: 

Increases h~azaridous wu te  storage from 765 to 4.384 (55-gallon) drums, representing 
over a 500% incruse; 
Addresses only two of several new hazardous and iadioactive waste facilities slated for 
constructio~n at NASNI; 

Removes all o f  the corrective actions for waste sires required undcr the former permit; 
Extenth to pernnit term to 10 years without review or renewal; 
Allows storage and treatment of over 17.000 gallons of PCB wastes; 
Fails to corrsider the impads of homepotting up to four nuclear-powered aircraft carriers 

and relattd operntions at NASNI; 
Fails tco include any of the conditions rquested by the commuoity for protection of their 
health,, including air monitoring, limits for offsite waste transported onto the base, or 
additional emergency and evacuation plans; 

'm Allows 38 'faciliities, including commercial shipyards, to transport waste through 

reside~rtid :streets and over Coronado Bridge to N A S N I  without limits on waste from as 
far aw;ay as El C:entro. Niland and Warner Springs. 

'The peimit shtould be revoked based on the following information: 
A full envicronmenul analysis was not conducted on the entire project; 
NASN'ls ncm-compliana with their existing permit; 
NASNl's 8 1 reoorded violations o f  hazardous waste and environmental laws that include: 

uheaculngornawdous wute; 
mislabled hazardous waste containers 
improper storage of h d o u s  w u t e  
pmhibitcd categoria o f  hazardous waste stored at the facility 
failed to handle waste containers to prevent leaking 
cracks found in hazardous waste contain men^ area 
failed to equip slrorage area with spill control containment ~~~~ 
discharge of hazardous waste in groundwater 

inadlqurlte training programs for hazardous waste emergency 
no public notification regarding hazardous waste release 
decllind to furnish records and plan upon mandated request 
f a i l r ~ n  to maintain and operate facility to reduce possibiltty of hazardous waste 
n l e t w  

inadlqut~tc personnel training to handle hazardous waste 
hiwardous waste contriners left open during storage 
lack of suitable eye wash tquipment - i n  evcnt of contact; could lead to bllmdn~ess, 
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Number Response 

Environmental Health Coalition 

0.12.1 The commentor is summarizing several comments raised in greater detail later 
in the comment letter. Since the Navy responds to each of the specific 
comments, those responses are not repeated here. 

0.12.2 Your general comments are acknowledged and specific comments that follow 
are addressed. 

0.12.3 The Navy assumes that the comments regarding CEQA are provided to the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board for advisory purposes and not 
directed to the Navy for responses. CEQA is not applicable to the Navy's 
decisionmaking process for the proposed action. The specific state or local 
responsible agency implementing a decision related to the proposed action wiii 
determine how it needs to comply with CEQA requirements. 

0.12.4 Your general comments are acknowledged and specific comments that follow 
cava ~ A i l r a c e n A  
U A G  QUUG33SU.  

The Navy, as Lead Agencyf complied with all applicable regulations in the 
preparation of the Draft EIS; therefore, the Navy disagrees that the document is 
deficient in meeting NEPA rquir-en&. The Navy asslmes Ulat Ule comments 
regarding CEQA are provided to the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board for advisory purposes and not directed to the Navy for responses. While 
NEPA encourages coordination between state and federal agencies in order to 
streamline the environmental review processI CEQA is not applicable to the 
Navy in its decisionmaking process for the proposed action. State or local 
responsible agenaes having decisionmaking authority related to the proposed 
action are required to comply with their implementation regulations pmuant to 
CEQA. The Final EIS does include a Growth Inducement section (see the 
Executive Summary and a new Chapter 10). The Draft and Final EIS documents 
do include mitigation measures to reduce potentially sigdicant impacts to 
below a level of sigruhcance (see Tables ES3 and 2-11). The mitigation tables 
also identdy the timing of when the mitigation is to be implemented and 
indicates that the Navy is responsible for implementing a mitigation measure 
unless other responsible agencies are iden&ed on the tables. However, the 
Final EIS does not include a formal Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program as required by CEQA. Your other general comments are acknowledged 
and specific comments that follow are addressed. 

0.12.6 Your other general comments are acknowledged and specific comments that 
follow are addressed. C 
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0.12.7 The Navy, as Lead Agency, believes they are in compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and the ensuing Council on 
Environmental Quality Guidelines and Navy procedures. Your general 
comments are acknowledged and specific comments that follow are addressed. 

0.12.8 The Navy assumes the five separate environmental studies EHC refers to are (1) 
4 nnp nn A m m x  n T VTO fn\ oov v A fn\ a 1  
IYYD ~nnc c vlv ED, (y 3 3 ~  EA, (3) ULiS current CVN ELS, (4) State Of California 
NASNI MWSF CEQA document, and (5) State of California NASNI PWC RCRA 
Permit CEQA document. Two of the above documents (4 and 5) were not the 
responsibility of the Navy to prepare, because they were related to RCRA 
permitting actions, and were the cognizance of the State of California. One of 
r ~ . ~ ~ ,  ,,G-..- ~ ~ T A C N T T  I ~ A ~ C C \  ,..,, ,AA,,,,A :, r ~ ,  innr r x m r  r r c  TL- -L-- 
ULCX Q C U U ~ W  \IYCWIYI I V I V V J T ~  W Q ~  auultT33tTu 111 U L ~ :  1773 L V I Y  ED. ~nt: uuler 

action, NASNI PWC RCRA Permit, while a Navy project, has no relationship to 
AtsAm;r\-e . , r h a A n *  &n An.rnl~- Lnmn r r - r ~  C.rAl ;c -  L r  P I m T n  rr h T  A C h T T  n- 
U-LULW U I L  W L L C U L G L  L V  UCVFIUY I L U U L C  YUIL A Q I l l . l U F 3  1U1 L V l Y 3  Q L  I Y C Y l Y A ,  U1 L U  

develop support facilities for submarines at SUBASE San Diego. 

Further, the 1995 BRAC CVN EIS noted the potential for additional CVNs at 
NASNI and assessed the cumulative impacts of such an action. Federal courts 
upheld that this action complied with NEPA in direct opposition to EHC's 
assertions of segmentation. The current EIS considers the cumulative impacts of 
the Navy's actions contained in the 1995 CVN EIS as well as the SSF EA. Under 
40 CFR 1501.7, the action proponent (in this case the Navy) has the responsibility 
to determine the scope of the proposed action under consideration, and under 40 
CFR 1502.20 to determine if a particular action is ripe for decision. 

The closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda, California, and the relocation 
of two CVNs to fleet concentrations in San Diego and the Padfic Northwest were 
carried out in compliance with the 1993 Defense Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission (BRAC) recommendations. Consequently, the Department of the 
Navy constructed homeporting facilities for one CVN at NASNI (DON 1995a) 
and one at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSNS), Brernerton, Washington (DON 
199%). New facilities were required at NASNI in order to support the 
homeporting of a CVN, because prior to 1998, there had been no CVNs 
homeported there. At the time the Navy proposed the construction of facilities 
at NASNI to support a homeported CVN, the Navy prepared an EIS to present 
the analysis of potential environmental effects associated with that action. A 
Final EIS for that project was completed in November 1995. The Navy knew at 
that time that, consistent with established policy, the two remaining CVs in the 
Pacific Fleet would eventually be replaced with CVNs. Further, the Navy knew 
at that time that homeporting those CVNs would require construction of 
additional facilities somewhere in the Pacific Fleet area of responsibility. 
Although a need had been identified, the Navy had not formulated an action to 
satisfy that need. Formulating an action to address that situation would require 
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assessing the adequacy of existing facilities, determining the extent of new 
facility requirements, and idenbfymg possible locations for home ports. 

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

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

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

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

The Department of Toxic Substances Control, in an Order Denying Petition For 
Review of the Environmental Health Coalition, Peace Resource Center of San 
Diego, and Stephanie Kaupp's challenge to the permitting of the Mixed Waste 
CL----- c--:I:L- - r  K T A  CKIT /m KT- 0 A D  nnn n io  ~ 2 n .  n - - t , b  ~ A T P  A 09 /no - arurage racuiy ai l v r w l v ~  \lu luu. L ~ A \  uuu U17 TJU, UUUCL A A V V L A  701 77 

P012), responded to this issue with the following: 

Petitioners are incorrect in their assertion that members of the public 
have a "rightff to speak directly to decision-maker (i.e., that the --. 
Department offiaal that signs the Permit must also be the hearing 
officer). Nevertheless, the Department ensures that the official who signs 
the Permit has a complete transcript of the public hearing for review. 
The Department believes that the objective sought by Petitioners is met 
by the fact that a transcript of the public hearing is prepared and 
reviewed as part of the final permit decision-making process. 
Furthermore, there is not basis to believe that the permit decision or 
conditions would be altered if the hearing officer for the public hearing 
also signed the Permit itself. 

0.12.9 The Navy, as Lead Agency, believes that it has complied with all applicable 
regulations in the preparation of the Draft EIS; therefore, the Navy disagrees that 
the document is deficient in meeting NEPA requirements. Although Draft EIS 
comments resulted in minor changes in the analysis, no comment has changed 
the Navy's original assessment of sigruficant impacts in any environmental 
category. In absence of signihcantly changing the results reported in the draft 
EIS, the Navy believes that EHC's request to recirculate the Draft EIS is 
unwarranted per 40 CFR 1502.9(a). If the Navy determines that sigNftcant new 
circumstances or information emerges that is relevant to environmental concerns 
that bear on the proposed action or its impacts, then the Navy shall prepare a 
supplement to the EIS. Responses to public comments on the Draft EIS have 
been provided in this Final EIS. In response to some comments, additional 
information has been added to the text. See response to comment 0.12.8 for 
response to the additional request. 

0.12.10 The Navy's historical record of safe and responsible operation of nuclear 
powered warships is discussed in Volume I, section 7 of the EIS. The NNPP pays 

rm very close attention to problems and their prevention. me approach taken is to 
evaluate even the smallest mistake and take appropriate corrective action to 
preclude recurrence. Working on the small problems helps ensure that larger 
problems do not occur. Notwithstanding, the Navy does not claim that such a 
large and complex engineering endeavor has been without problems. 
Equipment sometimes fails and people do make mistakes, such as those noted 
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by the commentor. The Navy does not deny that problems have occurred. 
However, the facts are that since the inception of the NNPP almost half a 
century ago, there has never been a reactor accident associated with the 
Program, nor has there been any release of radioactivity that has had a 
significant effect on the public or the environment. The approach taken by the 
NNPP is to evaluate even the smallest mistake and take appropriate corrective 
action to preclude recurrence. The vast majority of NNPP problems are such 
that they would not be considered "reportable events" or "abnormal 
occurrences" under NRC or DOE reporting systems. 

in addition to the above, m ~ n Z - ~ i a s s  aircraft camer nuclear propdsion p h t  
design was independently reviewed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (at 
the time of review it was by the Directorate of Licensing Division of the Atomic 
Energy Commission) and by the ~dvisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards. 
Both reviews concluded that consistent with the military necessity of these ships, 
mTZ-dass aircraft carrier reactors could be safely operated. 

Please see the response to comment 0.12.10 above. 

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 Ulus CCEXIEWZI~S =~x&.zz~  these beyond the %ope of 
this EIS. 

0.12.14 Please see the response to comment 0.12.8. 

The Navy has addressed a number of separate Navy actions in the San Diego 
area in separate NEPA documents. This is normal, because the Navy performs 
literally hundreds of NEPA actions each year. Each action has its own scope. 
Where appropriate, - -  - the Navy addresses cumulative impacts of actions in a 
particular area, as is done for this EIS. This EIS ad& the cumulative 
impacts of the 1995 BRAC CVN EIS (which includes the MWSF action) and the 
SSF EA action. The Navy believes it has addressed EHC's concern in the 
Cumulative Impacts sectior; of this EIS, as well as incorporating by reference into 
this EIS: the 1995 BRAC EIS and the 1998 SSF EA. 

The following is quoted from the Declaration of the Honorable Robert B. Pirie, Jr. 
ASN of the Navy (Installations and Environment (July 16,1996). 

Although the CNO approved a long range, conceptual plan for 
homeporting aircraft carriers in July 1994, the only proposal regarding 
establishment of a homeport for a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier in 
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Southern California that is ripe for decision is the proposal to create a 
capability to homeport one NIMITZ-class nuclear-powered aircraft 
carrier in San Diego based upon the direction to do so contained in the 
1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission Report. The 
Department of the Navy determined in 1994 that it would be inadvisable 
to finally determine the homeports for any new aircraft camers that will 
serve as numeric replacements for the fossil-heid carriers currently 
homeported in San Diego and no such final determination has been 
made. 

The process of determining where to locate homeports for aircraft carriers 
req-S long range ph-r=-lg involves a of 

The Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) is responsible for developing long 
range plans for airaaft carrier homeporting. Always a challenging task, 
recently the development of such plans has been made even more 
difficult by rnbcfions in the basing LnU+aShcture qmLder &fmm 
Base Closure and Realignment Act, questions about what force structure 
is required in the wake of the Cold War, a relatively austere budget 
picture, the occasional need to immobilize some carriers for periods of 
h cr v m a r c  cr & r e  n&qtmaqce =fide!;?cv s n A  

Y --" @ C"'U 

international situation that has placed more rather then fewer demands 
on the Naval forces to protect the national interests of the United States. 

Additional modifications to the facilities and infrastructure at North 
Island (beyond those modifications to facilities and infrastructure already 
proposed - a to accommodate one NIMITZ-class carrier) would be necessary 
to accommodate the homeporting of additional nuclear-powered aircraft 
carriers. This would in turn require funding that has not even been 
requested. In November and December of 1994, the Navy undertook a 
review of the construction of facilities for homeporting of CVNs in San 
Diego in light of the ongoing base closure process, deployment - - and 
rnaktenance schedules, the other factors that go into establishing a 
homeport. Based upon that review and the uncertainties extant in many 
of the considerations, I determined that portions of the 1994 plan dealing 
with future homeporting carriers on the West Coast were not ripe for 
final decision. TL m i y  of the basic considerations were subkt  to 
change to commit to final approval for projects that may later have to be 
canceled or modified. 

[The Navy has] determined that the only homeporting matter 
appropriate for final decision was that related to the one NIMITZ-class 
carrier that was certain to come to San Diego to comply with the direction 
of the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission. Any proposal 
for homeports of additional carriers would be studied at a later time 
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when such a proposal was ripe for decision. Although assigning more 
than one nuclear-powered aircraft carrier to San Diego has a number of 
advantages, additional nuclear-powered aircraft carriers effectively could 
be homeported in other locations and therefore no final dedsion on 
where they will be assigned has been made. The first such action 
described in the 1994 plan dealing with a second nuclear powered 
airaaft carrier does not occur untd 2001. Accordingly the notice of intent 
for the EIS was clarified to make dear to the public that the proposal only 
covered homeporting one CVN. The notice of intent published in the 
Federal Register on December 28, 1994, at page 88943 accurately describes 
the limits of the action proposed by the Department of the Navy. We did 
not ignore the potential that up to three nuclear-powered camers could 
eventually be homeported in the San mego area - the andysk of the 
current proposal includes discussion of the cumulative impacts of two 
additional nuclear-powered camers. 

Since publication of the notice of intent in December 1994, the Navy has 
prepared analysis and responded to questions on homeport alternatives 
from convi- sources. m- ' 7  '-'"-- --' m e  luavy rawly ana accurarely 
responds to such questions or requests, even if the questions or requests 
address hypothetical plans, or alternatives that the Navy does not 
=dy advoca& orknotready to hpiernmt. Some of these requests 

were related to the 1995 Base Closure and Realignment process as 
c -  - -  ---.---...es various pOSi~om before Base aos- and 
Realignment Commission and Congress. Responding to such questions, 
however, does not mean that the Department of the Navy has finally 
3 - - 2 1 - - 1  r- 2---1---- r - L ? 1 - -  -f ---- -f LL- -lr---C ---- L- aeclaea ro propose unpmnenranon or any or me mrernanves relaung ro 
homeporting more than one nuclear-powered carrier in the San Diego 
ariea* 'A"- L ---A- "-- -' -.Aa- a .  -I--- '----A LA- -22: l2-- -1  v v n e n  m e  yuesnun UI wnere ru place rruurryurts wr auurlurlar 

carriers is ripe, the Department of the Navy will formally propose the 
actions necessary to implement the plan and ensure the preparation of 
------ 2 - L -  --------I-- L - 1  ---1--_.- apprupnare environmenm mys1s. 

Issues related to the BRAC EIS administrative record are beyond the scope the 
rrC &L;e C T C  

DLUyc UI uw LW. 

0.12.15 The Navy, as Lead Agency, does not agree with your assertions or conclusions. 
This EIS, h ~ ~ ~ ~ m e n t d  Impact Statement for Developing Home Port Facilities 
for Three NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carriers in Support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet, 
incorporates by reference the previous EIS, Final Environmental Impact 
C,-hnmn-, FA- A n  n a x r a l n n m a m +  n F  E s A 1 ; G a c  ;r\ Cam T S a r r n  / r n w n m s A r \  & n  C . i n n n ~  
JLQ LFU LFA LC AUA u LC YC v C A u y u L v a  LL UA A a ~ 1 ~ l u ~ 3  LL L LICU L Y A C ~ V J  LVA VA LQUV LV JUYYUA L 

the Homeporting of One NIMITZ-Class Aircraft Carrier. The previous EIS used 
1993 as a baseline for affected environment. NASNI has historically been home 
-nd Cn- & L c A ~  r\;wm-r\C& mr..n- A e L - f i n f i l ~ - r  n F  a x r n m k  w n e i i l G n e  ;- & h n  - ~ & f i - G - l  
Y V I L  A V l  UUCC Q A l C l Q l L  C Q l l l C A 3 .  A U U U l L V A U E j ~  U A  F V C A L W  A F 3 L U L U L 5  U L  UlC Y V L C A L L L Q A  
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replacements for aircraft camers planned for decommissioning in the San Diego 
area is provided to help the reader understand how NASNI has historically been 
home port for thee aircraft camers. 

In the 1980s, the Navy reduced the size of its active aircraft camers from 15 to 12: 
six in the Atlantic Fleet and six in the Pacific Fleet. Before that time, NASNI had 
LMII & h a  hA-n-n~  Cn-  -C lC.--b -:----Cb A--.-- 1- &LA -..-I.. lnVr\, LL:- 
UVXAL ULC A L U U L F ~ A L  AUA a &  ACQDL UUCF a u u a l L  L ~ A A A C A D .  U L  ULC r a ~ ~ y  171~3, ulw 

included USS TICONDEROGA, USS KI'ITY HAWK, and USS 
CONSTELLATION; in the mid-1970s, USS RANGER, KI'ITY HAWK, and 
CONSTELLATION; throughout the 1980s, RANGER, KITIY HAWK, and 
CONSTELLATION; and in the early 1990s, a combination of USS 
mFPFhJnFNCF (whilo KlTTV H A W K  a n A / n r  rnNCTE11 A I T n N  wnm u .--a - .--a --Y, .---I. A A A A . a W.U/ V1 bw1-uAYYYI  A A A W A W  T V b A b  

undergoing their Service Life Extension effort in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania), 
KITTY HAWK, CONSTELLATION, and RANGER. All ships listed above are or 
were conventionally powered camers, or "CVs." 

In 1993, RANGER was decommissioned at the end of its service life and 
removed from NASNI, temporarily reducing the port-loading to two CVs. The 
closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda, California, and the relocation of 
two CVNs to fleet concentrations in San Diego and the Pacific Northwest were 
carried out in compliance with the 1993 ~ e f -  Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission (BRAC) recommendations. Because there were no CVN homeport- 
capable berths at NASNI, the Navy was allowed to shift both NAS Alarneda 
CVNs to the Pacific Northwest, pending completion of construction of suitable 
homeport facilities at NASNI. Those faatieswere the subject of an EIS entitled 
Enoironmental Impact Statement for the Development of Facilities in San Diego to 
Support the Homeporting of One NIMITZ Class Airmap Cizrrier @ON 1995a). The 
actual vessel that fulfilled the BRAC mandate and assumed the role of RANGER 
was USS JOHN C. STENNIS (CVN-74). Arriving in August 1998, STENNIS took 
over one CVs worth of facility support infrastructure at NASNI. NASNI has had 
the historical capaaty to support three airaaft carriers. 

In 1998, INDEPENDENCE (at that time the Navy's "forward deployed" carrier) 
reached the end of its service life and was decommissioned. IUTW HAWK was 
designated as its replacement and left NASNI in July 1998,20 months after the 
Notice of Intent for this EE, and reiocated to Yokosuka, japan. This resdted in a 
reduction of the port loading at NASNI to two homeported airaaft camers. The 
USS NIMITZ is currently undergoing an extended maintenance period on the 
East Coast and will require a homeport berth within the Pacific Fleet area. Long 
range plans indicate that the most iiiceiy arrival date on the West Coast for 
NUlITZ would be early 2002. Were the Preferred Alternative selected, this would 
bring NASNI back to its historical three carrier port-loading baseline. 
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TuTSS CONSFLLT&nON eir-eeied to the end of life in 
approximately 2003. At that time, NASNI would once again experience a 
reduction to two homeported carriers if the PrefoTed Alternative were selected by 
the N a y .  The same long range plans addressing NIMITZ also involve replacing 
CONSTELLATION with the USS RONALD REAGAN. It is anticipated this will 
happen in 2005. Once again, if the Prefered Alternative were selected, it would 
bring NASNI back to its historical three carrier port-loading baseline. 

Please also see response to comment 0.12.5 in regards to CEQA. 

0.12.16 The EIS sigruficance criteria are based on "professional and scientific integrity" 
as required by NEPA. Existing quantitative standards are used where 
appropfiate, for examp!ei in qldy, and water psfiw J ,  nr -* *- n.mrlaGnn c ~ r h  nc 6--"*' -' - 
the National Register of Historic Places eligibility criteria for cultural resources. 
Where existing numerical or written standards do not exist, appropriate 
standards have been selected based on the established scientific approach to 
environmental analysis, for example, aesthetics. The comment does not 
specifically address the inadequacy of any of the sigruficance standards used in 
the EIS, nor does it suggest a more scientifically defensible standard. The 
existing sigruficance aiteria are considered reasonable mechanisms to provide a 
consis tent determination of sigruficance throughout the analysis of the four 
alternative CVN home port locations. 

"Home Port Objectives" were used to establish a qualitative as well as 
quantitative process of narrowhg the field of prospective locations to those that 
could adequately meet the Purpose and Need of the EIS. That is, the objectives 
were used to develop a reasonable range of altematives for achieving the 
agency's goals. Alternatives were developed by assigning varying numbers of 
carriers to locations that met the screening criteria, up to and including the 
maximum that each location could support. The whole of the effort resulted in 
the formulation of reasonable alternatives. Each alternative was then examined 
from an "impact to the environment" perspective. For more discussion on this 
process, please refer to section 2.3.1. 

The statutory requirement that a federal agency contemplating a major federal 
action prepare an environmental impact statement serves NEPA's "action- 
fnrrinv" n i l m e  in twn imwrtant wpm&: it mstArs h t  & lead agencr, in ----- P r -r--- -- - - -  - --r a-LL at" Y 
this case the Navy, will make available and will carefully consider detailed 
information concerning sigruhcant environmental impacts in reaching its 
decision; it also guarantees that the relevant information will be made available 
to the larger audience that may also play a role in both the decisionmaking 
process and the implementation of that decision. 
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Section 2.3.1 discusses the rationale for selecting objectives and requirements 
associated with the proposed action. This identification of the objectives is 
consistent with the identification of the purpose and need of the proposed 
action. The EIS must consider a reasonable range of options that could 
accomplish the agency's objectives (40 CFR 1502.14). Several of these objectives 
emphasize avoiding redundancy in existing facilities, thereby minimizing the 
environmental impact associated with developing homeporting infrastructure. 
For example: having a CVN home port close to the air wing training ranges 
would reduce the potential air quality impacts associated with operations and 
training; existing home port facilities which would require the least amount of 
work required to achieve sufficient berth depths and pier infrastructure would 

impacts to construction; and having as a for 

existing PIA facilities would also reduce impacts related to construction. 

0.12.18 The EIS describes in section 1.2 that the dedsion to replace two older CVs with 
two new CVNs in the U.S. Pacific Fleet was made in 1994. Even though the 
Navy is not required to assess vessel operations, important activities that could 
have an effect on the environment, h l u h u  b rnnnor wry" dicrharuoc --obu ..a-w and nrnnwach rAwr rr 

turbulence, are included in this EIS. These operational impacts, including the 
net increase in crew homeported at a given location, are assessed for every 
environmental resource. 

The Purpose and Need of this EIS point to a requirement to analyze potential 
environmental impacts resulting from constructing and operating facilities 
needed to support the homeporting for three NIMITZ-class nuclear-powered 
aircraft carriers. The EIS accomplishes this and also analyzes the impact of those 
aspects of CVN operation that &fer from the activities bf the CVs ha t  they are 
replacing. For example, the crew size of a CVN is slightly larger than that of a 
CV. Therefore, the impacts accrued to this net inGase in personnel are 
analyzed. Another example can be found in the decrease in pollutants released 
to the air by virtue of replacing nuclear energy for steam energy derived from 
the burning of fuel oil. Because nuclear prop&ion is a major d&erence between 
CVs and CVNs, an entire chapter is devoted to assessing the radiological impacts 
associated with the proposed action. Thus the Navy has not addressed only 
facility impacts, but those impacts related to the differences between CVs and 
CVNs as well. Therefore EHC's claims that the EIS has addressed only facility 
impacts is incorrect. 

The Navy disagrees that this EIS has been constructed to justdy previously made 
decisions. In Alternative 5, (Total of One CVN) no additional CVNs would be 
homeported, and no additional facilities built at NASNI. This alternative, with 
the same number of CVNs as assessed in the BRAC EIS, demonstrates that the 
Navy has not assumed the homeporting of additional CVNs at NASNI. This 
alternative is evaluated against proposed action objectives and was found to be 
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- 
less feasible. The Navy has not previously planned for or begun construction on 
facility improvements needed to support a second CVN at NASNI. Therefore, 
the Navy has not committed resources that prejudice the final decision on the 

-r 

proposed action evaluated in the EIS. The No Action Alternative (Alternative 
Six) would require the homeporting of a second CVN at NASNI without any 
additional improvements, but clearly differs from Alternative Four, where new 
facilities must be constructed. The impacts of the second CVN homeported 
under the No Action Alternative, including those on the City of Coronado, 
however, is evaluated in the EIS. The No Action Alternative is required under 
Cound on Environmental Quality Regulations, but is not the "Default" 
alternative. The EIS also states that this alternative would be extremely 
inemcient and therefore unacceptable in terms of objectives, as it would 
not provide for critical facilities needed to support the CVN. 

The Navy considers that it has adequately analyzed all of the impacts associated 
rlr:&'l.r b'1.r- -A&-- : a - - r - a  --:--A :- AL:- -----A. --- 2 1-1-- -- 3 w A U L  ULC: pup3cu  ~ L U U I L .  I I L ~ :  I-~meu U L  UW LWLIUI~~I~K are r-u larer, ana 
thus are responded to by the Navy in the order that they appear. 

The Navy, as Lead Agency, does not agree with your assertions or conclusions. 
The EIS acknowledges potential sipificmt enviro~mmfa1 impacts and 
mitigation measws with implementation of any of the six alternatives. See 
Table 2-11 for a summary of the potential sigruhcant impacts and mitigation 
measures along with the respective impact analyses in Chapters 3.0,4.0,5.0, and 
6.0. See also the following response to your previous comment 0.12.8. 

Please also see response to comment 0.12.5 in regards to CEQA. 

The mitigation commitments are identified in Table ES3, "Summary of 
Signhcant Environmental Impacts and Mitigations" in the Final EIS. The EIS 
assumes that the proposed action will comply with laws and regulations. If the 
EIS had not assumed compliance with laws and regulations, environmental 
impacts would have been greater; however, it is unrealistic to assume the 
proposed action could proceed without compliance to laws and regulations. 

With regard to the radiological analyses, the Navy has fully considered the 
comments provided by the commentor, comments provided in other letters 
referenced by the commentor, and the Navy responses to those comments. Based 
on this review, the Navy has determined that it has correctly assessed the 
radiological health risks associated with the proposed action, and thus no 
significant changes to the radiologicai analyses contained in the EIS are deemed 
necessary. Any minor changes to the EIS as a result of the review of these 
comments are included with the appropriate comment responses. See responses - 
to comments 0.12.174-178, 0.12.179-189, 0.12.190, and 0.12.191-197 for further 
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details for responses to comment provided in the letters referenced by the 
commentor. 

The Navy responses to Mr. Joel Cehn's letter can be found beginning at response 
L.4.75. The Navy has addressed issues regarding the health risks of exposure to 
low-level radiation in Appendix E, section 9.0 and further in response 0.12.190. 
Issues regarding federal weapons plants are not related to the proposed action 
and are beyond the scope of this EIS. 

There are a variety of ways the results of the Navy's analysis may be presented. 
As noted by the commentor, the radiological health impacts are presented in 
terms of annual risk in this EIS. This approach was chosen to allow the reader to 
deterhe  +& over m y  of interest b.7 m.iltiplying Lie &nsbUd bv t h ~  

Y J -a- 

number of years of interest. For example, the average risk of developing latent 
fatal cancer for a resident within 50 miles of NASNI due to 20 years of exposures 
from normal operations is determined by multiplying the annual risk (4.8 x 10-10 
fmm Tahl~ F7) by 20 years, resulting in 9.6 x 1O-9 or one dunce in approximately ----- ----- 
104 million. If an individual were to be exposed over a lifetime, 72 years would 
be substituted for 20 years in the equation above to determine that person's 
lifetime risk. 

Please see response to comment L.4.34. 

The results of the analyses are presented to allow readers of the EIS to calculate 
other effects, such as non-fatal cancers, if desired. Since all of the analyses 
present the consequences in terms of radiation exposure (rem), the health effect 
of interest can be determined by multiplying the radiation exposure by the risk 
factor of interest from Table F-3. For clarity, the following will be added as a new 
paragraph in Appendix F, section 22: 

"Since all of the analyses in this Appendix present the consequences in terms of 
radiation exposure (rem), the health effect of interest can be determined by 
multiplying the radiation exposure by the risk factor of interest from Table F.3. 
For example, the number of people in the general population expected to 
develop a non-fatal cancer as a result of a hypothetical support facility fire at 
NASNI can be calculated by obtaining the exposure from Table F-9 (1,400 rem) 
and multiplying it by the risk factor from Table F-3 (1.0 x 1W) to get 1.4 x 101 or 
0.14. Similar calculations can be completed for other acadents or health effects 
of interest." 

TAI:LL -----dm LA -,-&,&LA- &&- A---A;u I2 - - c l l - re ;m ;-ml..AfiA --.+cs --A ~ L w A - ; ~  
VVLUL l r i ja lua IV WLLTULTL ULF n y y a L u  A -  Q . L Q A ~ D W  ULUUUCU QLULC QILU UUUAUL 

effects, section 2.1 of Appendix F discusses the methodology used to calculate 
the radiation exposures presented in the EIS. Only one of these pathways 
(external direct radiation exposure due to immersion in the airborne radioactive 
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- material) can be considered an acute dose. The remaining exposure pathways 
result in exposure over a long period of time and can be considered chronic 
doses. In any case, the total effective dose equivalent (TEDE) reported in the EIS 
tables are a summation of the chronic and acute doses. V 

~p--:__ii_- _--I- ---- t en L- 4nn ---- - . - : la  1. lypicauy, acure doses or JU ro lw  rem wul resur in symptoms of radiation 
sickness several hours after exposure. Non-cancer health effects from acute - 
radiation exposure can consist of anorexia, nausea, fatigue, vomiting, diarrhea, 
hemorrhage, and, death, depending upon the dose received. The total doses 
AnG-nbAA C A I  &LA C.AA:AM& nnAIl l . -a :- AL- C T P  --a LL-- A- -1-- -t -- -21- -I - 4 

CXUUWXA IUI ULC: ~ C U U C I L L  ~ L C I L ~ U U ~  rri U L ~ :  cw are u v e  ru SIX uruers or magruruae 
lower than these doses. Therefore, there are no concerns for acute non-cancer 
La-lA csgCcsmh A..a tfi A-0- LA- ~ t . n  ~ A A A A - I  ~ACIILAA- ---- I - - -A-A 2- AL- CTC 
I L c a A u L  FAICLW UUF LU uux3 IIVAAL ULC aCuunu a~+rrla11u3 evcuudieu rri uie CW. 

- 
Appendix F, section 1.5, provides a frame of reference or comparison for 
understanding how the risks presented in the EIS compare to other risks 
encountered in daily life. The information provideddows the public to &=w its - 
own conclusions on the sigruficance of the potential risks. The Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 15028) require NEPA documents to 
be witten in plain language and use appropriate graphics to ensure that - 
decision makers and the public can readily understand the d o - a & .  no  
change to the EIS is deemed necessary. 

Due to the nature of NNPP radioactivity, the Navy focuses on ionizing radiation. 
Thus, the analysis of worldwide stratospheric ozone depletion and increases in 
general population radiation exposure due to increased-exposure to ultraviolet, 
lower energy, non-ionizing radiation are beyond the scope of this EIS. 

Beyond Design Basis Accidents are defined in Appendix F as "Accidents - 
included in this range typically have a total probability of occurrence in the 
range of 106 to 10-7 per year. Acadents that are less likely than 10-7 per year 
typically are not discussed since it is expected they do not contribute in any - 
substantial way to the risk" 

The worst case facility accident is covered in Appendix F, and summarized in - 
Chapter 7 of this EIS. The worst case facility accident has been determined to be 
a fire in the radiological support facility that releases the maximum amount of 

avaiia'Die for - 

The assumption of no evacuation of the public is conservative in terms of the 
r3A;nln-*-I -nAAfi-+ C.-C.IWVLI;CI - n  &LA r-rI++n:n -nn - .u -a  -- ,,-----C-- 1- ----I - I- - 
A Q L U U A W ~ I L Q I  QLLIUCALL QILQA~DW,  aa ULC C U L ~ I ~ ~ W  ~33uuiea ILU evd~udnun IS maae m 
order to assess health risks from a facility accident. In other words, if it was 
assumed in the EIS that evacuation took place, the overall risk would be lower 
than is currently reported in the EIS analysis. - 
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0.12.31 Inadvertent ingestion of soil is included in the evaluation of health effects due to 
normal operations releases of radioactive materials. The GENII computer code 
includes this exposure pathway along with inadvertent ingestion of water 
during recreational swimming. The value used for soil ingestion (410 milligrams 
per day) is based ingestion rates ranging from 100 milligrams per day for those 
over the age of 5 years up to 10,000 milligrams per day for children between the 
ages of 1.5 to 3.5 years. The inadvertent water ingestion rate used in the analyses 
is 0.01 liters per hour. 

The assumptions concerning exposure time for members of the general public 
--- ----- 211-2 2, A E m 0 12- -An-.l&. ---J A $A- &I.- are proviaeu rn tqq.xnuu r, mxuurl  L.O. L r l e  culalyaw r ~ u u  1ryu1~ uux3 1u1 ULC 

general population based on the assumption that all members of the public 
receive direct radiation exposure by spending 70 percent of their time for one 
year standing outside of their home. In addition, there is no dilution or 
-,A--,G-- :- &n m~-,n-b,Gn- n g  -,A;n,mC;,,a rn-s&n&-le A-fi&+J fin -fiqqnA 
1 N UC UUl L ll L U L C  C U A  L C F L  L L l  Q U V L  L U L  A  QCUVQL U V C LA UI L F A  A a m  U G Y V D A & G U  VA I u IS tjr v LU LU 

due to rainfall, wind, or other removal mechanisms over the course of the year. 
These assumptions are considered to be conservative enough to compensate for 
small doses which could be received as the result of tracking contamination into 
the hornet car, or fc work. 

The computer codes used for the EIS analyses calculate the direct exposure due 
to radioactive materials deposited on the ground based on the radiation levels at 
1 meter above the ground. While children could receive higher doses while 
crawling on the ground! the doses to most adult members of the public are 
conservatively e s h t e d  with this assumption. However, the assumptions 
discussed in the above paragraph are considered to be conservative enough to 
compensate for small doses which small children could receive as the result of 
crawling on the ground. 

In addition, since the analyses demonstrate no signhcant radiological impacts, 
further analysis to identify dqroportionate impacts to children is not required 
under Executive Order 13045. 

0.12.32 The Navy's radiological health risk assessment does account for consumption of 
locally grown meats (hciudhg fish) in ~ p p e n d k  F, d o n  3.2. These factors 
are included in the Navy's results summarized in Chapter 7. Please also see 
response to comment L.4.40. 

n 4- nn described in response 0.12.10, the historical record of safe and V . l L . 3 3  

responsible operation of nuclear powered warships is dear: there has never been 
a reactor acadent associated with the Program, nor has there been any release of 
radioactivity that has had a sigNftcant effect on the public or the environment. 
rm Ine commentor is correct in there have been releases of 
however, as described below, since the total amount released annually has been 



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

Comment 
Number Response 

inconsequential, any individual release was also inconsequential, and was not 
subject to reporting, immediate or otherwise, by any regulatory requirements. 

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 Nudear Powered Ships and their Support Faciiities. 
This report is prepared annually, and is provided to Congress and made 
available to the public. Relevant information from the report has been included 
and referenced as appropriate in the EIS in accordance with the implementing 
---- I-L---- - L  I T F ~ A  A n m -  - - - -  repanuns or lwrA pu  Lm IJUL.LI) .  ~ ~ p i e s  of ULiS and other reports were 
placed in local public libraries to aid public review during the NEPA process. 

As described in the annual report referenced in the EIS, 26 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 
nu&~r-nnw~rpd ships supporting &\r& bes and &+-r--.'- ;- r-.- ---- YJ--  = 
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 submarin_ei is enviro_nme~?taUy 
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 is not needed to describe the 
environmental effects of the proposed action, and no change to the EIS is 
warranted. 

As described in section 7.4.4 of the EIS, the Navy performs extensive marine 
water, sediment, marine life (such as mollusks, Gtaceans, and plants), and 
shoreline surveys for radioactivity associated with Naval nuclear propulsion 
plants in U.S. harbors frequented by Naval nuclear powered ships. This 
monitoring also includes comprehensive, air, and land-based radiation 
sampling. Sampling harbor water and sediment each quarter year is 
emphasized since these materials would be the most likely to be affected by 
release of radioactivity. The results of these surveys confirm there has been no 
build-up (bioaccumulation) of cobalt 60 in marine life and that Naval nuclear 
propulsion operations have had no significant radiological environmental 
impacts. Environmental samples from each harbor monitored are independently 
checked at least annually by a U.S. Department of Energy laboratory to ensure 
that analytical procedures are correct and standardized. Results of th& surveys 
have been included as the radiological baseline in the discussions for the various 
resource areas. 
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Additionally, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has conducted 
independent surveys in U.S. harbors, including areas encompassed by the San 
Diego Naval Facilities, Puget Sound Region, and Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard 
(specific citations for those reports appear at the end of this response). The 
results are consistent with Navy monitoring results cited in NNPP 1997a. These 
surveys have confirmed that U.S. Naval nuclear-powered ships and their 
support facilities have had no sigruhcant impact on the radioactivity of the 
marine or terrestrial environment. 

With regard to the Greenpeace Neptune Papers allegations, several points apply: 

Most of the information cited by Greenpeace came from published reports 
s l ~ n 4 x r  in +hn n a i h l i ~  A n m a i n *  urrbuuy u. U L b  yuvrrL u v u - L ,  

of the incidents involved events on non-U.S. Navy sKpsi 
Danish, Australian, British, Soviet, and Argentine ships; 

Most of the incidents cited that occurred on US. Navy ships occurred on 
non-nuclear powered ships; 

Most of the incidents cited that involved nuclear-Powered ships involved 
non-propulsion plant matters such as collisions, fires in the ship's galley, and 
industrial- type events); 

Those few remaining events that occurred on US. nuclear-powered ships 
that were accurate (many were not) and that involved the propulsion plant 
were generally minor in nature. In any event, any radiological releases that 
occurred as a result were included in the annual report of radioactivity 
released for the appropriate time period. 

Thus, while reported in a sensational manner, none of the events presented in 
the Greenpeace reports contradicted the U.S. Navy's claim of an exemplary 
record of reactor safety and no sigruhcant radiological impact on the 
mvh o-en t. 

PHS 1966. Radiological Survey of Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, and Vicinity 

PHs 1968. Radiological Survey of Major California Nuclear Ports 

EPA 1972. Radiological Surveys of Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, and Envirow, 1966-68 

EPA 1977. Radiological Survey of Puget Naval Shipyard Bremerton, 
Washington, and Environs 



- 
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EPA 1987. Radiological Survey of Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard and Environs, 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

EPA 1989a. Radiological Survey of San Diego Bay 

EPA 1989b. Radiological Survey of Naval Facilities on Puget Sound 

EPA 1998. Radiological Survey at the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and Naval 
Submarine Base - Bangor 

EPA 1999. Radiological Survey of Naval Facilities on San Diego Bay 

Please see response to comment 0.10.39. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.33. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.33. 

The commentor requests information that is beyond the scope of the EIS. As was 
indicated by the commentor, information was provided separately under the 
Freedom of Information Act process. Thus, no change to the EIS is deemed 
necessary. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.33. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.33. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.33. 

Please see response to comment 0.123. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.33. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.33. 

USS MYSTIC is not a nuclear powered submarine, nor did the events in this case 
involve nuclear propulsion systems or procedures. Therefore, it would be 
incorrect to draw conclusions regarding the safety of nuclear powered aircraft 
carriers based on this event. The details of the USS MYSTIC accident are not 
within the scope of this EIS. Please also see response to comments 0.12.10 and 
0.12.86. 

None of the inadents cited by the commentor involved nuclear propulsion 
plants aboard nuclear-powered vessels or resulted in releases of radioactivity 
having a sigruficant effect on human health or the environment. Thus, the 
incidents do not contradict the U.S. Navy's claim of an exemplary record of 
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reactor safety and no sigruhcant radiological impact on the environment. Please 
also see response to comment 0.12.33. 

0.12.46 Please see response to comment 0.12.45 above. 

0.12.47 Please see response to comment 0.12.45 above. 

0.12.48 Please see response to comment 0.12.44 above. 

0.12.49 Nuclear propulsion technology is among the most sensitive military technologies 
possessed by the United States and Congress has placed stringent limitations on 
foreign access to it under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (amended) and other 
federal statutes. As such, discussion of issues related to U.S. Naval reactor 
design and operation, including an analysis of postulated reactor accidents, is 
contained in a classified appendix. The classified appendix was provided to 
EPA headquarters for r&ihw. This approach .is% accordance with the 
implementing regulations of NEPA (40 CFR 1507.3(c)) which speahcally provide 
for the protection of dassified information. EPA received the entire Draft EIS, 
including the classified appendix, conducted a review, and provided comments 
based on their review. The Navy has responded to those-comments (see F.3 
series). EPA had no comments on the dassified appendix. 

Every effort has been made to ensure that environmental impacts associated 
with homeporting are evaluated and reported in an unclassified fashion in the 
EIS, and thus all potential environmental impacts or condusions discussed in the 
dassified appendix are covered in the unclassified sections of the EIS. As such, 
design and operational characteristics of Naval nudear-powered ships are 
discussed in Chapter 7 of the EIS. For example, Chapter 7 discusses that Naval 
nuclear propulsion plants are designed to withstand battle damage, a feature 
that increases reactor safety during peacetime operations. Naval nuclear ships 
and their reactors have been designed to the Navy's e x a c ~ g  and rigorous 
standards for warship shock design, include redundant systems, and are 
operated by highly trained crews using rigorously applied procedures. In 
addition, Naval nuclear propulsion plants are less than onefifth of the typical 
commercial power plant r a ~ g ,  and typically operate at low power levels or are 
shut down when in port or operating close to land. Therefore, Naval reactors 
have sigruhcantly less fission products (less than 1 percent) available for release, 
which limits the size of the potential area of concern. In addition, there are 

1 0 0 4 a r &  to prevent release of -ion to he environment, 
including the fuel itself, the all-welded primary coolant system, the reactor 
compartment, and the ship. Thus, Navy ships have a very low potential for 
major radiological releases, and radiological impacts of any credible accident 
scenario would likely be localized and not severe. 



Comment 
Number 

VOLUME 7 C W  HOMEPORTING EIS - NASM RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

In addition to the above, NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier nuclear propulsion plant 
design was independently reviewed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (at 
the time of review it was by the Directorate of Licensing Division of the Atomic 
Energy Commission) and by the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards. 
Both reviews concluded that consistent with the military necessity of these ships, 
NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier reactors could be safely operated. 

0.12.50 Incidents involving hazardous materials at NASNI are reported to DTSC as 
required by federal and state regulations, and are a part of the public record. 
Appendices F and J of this EIS analyze accidents involving radioactive and 
hazardous materials, respectively. The conclusion of the radiological analysis 
indicates there would be no significant impact from an acadent involving 
radioactive materials. See response to comment 0.12.33 for further information 
regarding individual releases of radioactivity. The results of the hazardous 
material analysis indicates that i f  an accident were to occur without currently 
established mitigation measures in place, there could be a potential impact to 
human health. However, considering the Navy's existing mitigation measures, 
the possibility of a hazardous material accident causing sigiuhcant health or 
environmental impact is negligible. 

Letters submitted to DTSC by EHC are beyond the scope of this EIS. It should be 
noted that DISC and EPA have full access to and have inspected Navy facilities, 
1 & n & T 1 f,- -,,,I-.---- --,-,,, -A r- u-ll-, -A- 3-- 
IILCIUUUL~ ULC: UNU- Q L  1\01 UL mliil~u, 1ur ~u111p~lidl~tt ~ ~ u ~ I ~ K  ru matters unuer 
their regulatory authority. The Navy has no control over the frequency of their 
inspections. 

Since Long Beach Naval Shipyard (LBNSY) has been closed by Base Realignment 
and Closure actions, it cannot reasonably satisfy the CVN Homeport Objectives 
and R ~ r i i r ~ m c m f c  lictod in 7 2 1 nf +ha FTC T k m r r r F n r o  11ca n C  T RMCV ;c 
US- *=-y-b-.b--w YYIbU Y s  C T r b U w A a  L..Y.a W A  U L b  YW. A a L b a b A V A b ,  LIYC V A  Y U A  W U  A W 

not a reasonable alternative, and comments regarding the failure to address 
LBNSY are beyond the scope of this EIS. The administrative record citation EHC 
quotes && to 2 publidy av&& GAO study of L m s  cap=&. J rn &W c*lnnn.+ u r  rrws 
a NIMITZ Class Aircraft Carrier. The GAO study concluded LBNSY lacked 
s i & ~ t a q ~ d  k-k~ba&~re fc cmmnnr+ 2 C k  ,A&m=fi C=mier a -rrV* 
compared to NASM. 

0,1252 N&r propulsion t&_n_&gy is am-ong most w ~ s i ~ v e  m a f a p  J tpchnnlnoi- -------wb--U 

possessed by the United States and Congress has placed stringent limitations on 
foreign access to it under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (amended) and other 
f ~ d ~ r a l  statr~t~s.  As siirh- diwwxcinn ~f bs=e related to L1.S. Naval reacfcr ------- - - - - - - - w e  - - ----, -U------ 

operation, including results of Reactor Safeguard Examinations, cannot be 
released to the public. However, it is important to note that the NNPP pays very 
close attentien problem and Lh& nrmron+inn me q p a &  is 

YAL . bALLAVAL. 

evaluate even the smallest mistake and take appropriate corrective action to 
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preclude recurrence. Working on the small problems helps ensure that larger 
problems do not occur. Conducting Reactor Safeguard Evaluations is merely 
one way the NNPP implements this approach. Reactor Safeguard Evaluations 
help the NNPP maintain and constantly build on its outstanding record of 
reactor safety. Based on the above, no change to the EIS is deemed necessary. 

0.12.53 Nuclear propulsion technology is among the most sensitive military technologies 
possessed by the United States and Congress has placed stringent limitations on 
foreign access to it under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (amended) and other 
federal statutes. As such, discussion of issues related to U.S. Naval reactor design 
and operation, including an analysis of postulated reactor accidents, is contained 
in a classified appendix. However, every effort has been made to ensure that 
---.:-----CC.~ ;---m+e clcc&*baA qAr;& -1 hn--n&mrr a aqr31qt5kaA 
C l L V A l U I U l L C I L L Q I  L U L ) I Q C W  Q 3 3 U L A Q b S U  W A U L  L T A V  A L U U L F ; Y U A L Y L 6  CUC C r U 1 u u L C . U  L u L U  

in an rndassLfied fabiGI? in EE. For Chapter 7 has 
numerous *.tq~bSified p=qpphs on reactor deign operation, emeruonm 6 - - J  

planning, and risk analyses. 

With regard to NNPP radiological emergency proceduresI these procedures 
contain sensitive information regarding military technology, which must be 
protected from uncontrolled release and dissemination. However, the 
procedures do not outline any actions needed to be taken by the public. In the 
unlikely event of a problem, the Navy would promptly n o w  state and local 
officials, and would communicate with those officials to provide radiological 
data and recommendations for protective actions, in the event of an accident. 
Any action needed to protect the public would be handled by the state and local 
officials using existing plans for emergenaes from natural events, such as 
earthquakes or hurricanes. 

0.12.54 The Navy believes its statement is correct in the context in which it is presented. 
Please see response to comment 0.12.190. 

0.12.55 The GAO report referred to by the commentor pertains to the government's 
choice for the next generation of aircraft carrier propulsion plants. As d d b e d  
in the response to 0.12.12, the scope of this EIS does not inciude decisions 
regarding ~ a v d  ships (e.g., application of nudear power), and thus comments 
regarding these decisions are beyond the scope of this EIS. 

The GAO report substantially understated the operational effectiveness of 
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, and overstated the life cycle cost premium. 
The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the CNO, the Unified CINCs, the 
Fleet Commanders, and the operating fleet of our Navy are unanimous in 
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their recognition of the added capability, mobility, sustainability, and 
flexibility nuclear power gives to the Navy's aircraft carriers. Nuclear power 
gives carriers unlimited range and endurance at high speed, increases 
capacity for weapons and aircraft fuel, and eliminates dependence upon the 
vulnerable logistics train for ship fuel. The result is operational flexibility, 
independence, and survivability the Navy needs in its carriers. 

The GAO report inappropriately compared the cost of modem nudear- 
powered NIMITZ class carriers, such as the newest, USS HARRY S. 
TRUMAN (CVN-75), to smaller, older, less capable, conventionally-powered 
carriers, such as USS JOHN F. KENNEDY (CV-67). KENNEDY, which was 
designed over 40 years ago, does not meet today's Navy standards for ship 
----L:~:L.  ----.:-...L:t:&* -" LaL:&-L:l:&* C a p u u i y ,  ~ L U  V ~ V ~ V J U L ~ ,  u1 I L ~ U I L ~ U U L ~ .  

0.12.56 This EIS analyzes the proposed action's impact on pollution from many different 
perspectives: Air Quality, Water Quality, Health and Safety are just a few 
examples. The conclusions of these analyses indicate there would be no 
sigruficant pollution impact from the proposed action. In absence of sigruhcant 
impact, inclusion and analysis of the studies referenced in the comment would 
not affect the final conclusion. 

0.12.57 Issues regarding Y2K compliance for Department of Defense @OD) systems not 
related to the proposed action are beyond the scope of the EIS. Systems related 
to the proposed action, including those under NNPP cognizance, are Y2K 
compliant. 

Consistent with DOD policy, all DOD systems are to be Y2K compliant by March 
31,1999. To ensure MK-related h u e s  were addressed, the NNPP began an 
aggressive program in 1996 to assess, remediate, and test systems. liii 
YX-rekited work was completed within e & h g  budgets and funding for the 
NNPP. 

f i  + h  cn - X T  2 -  ~ - - - 2 ~ . - - 2 - -  La- IL- 1 T A T  - L / P R A T C ) \  I- LL- 
V . L L . ~ U  lne lvavy E uansinorung rrom m e  UUX-J.~ vveayuns aysrem \ L I V V ~ )  rw m e  

Ro-g M-e bI-se system (RAM). C on-m uy-, Navy is 

toward the replacement of existing depleted uranium ammunition for its CIWS. 
Some amount of depleted uranium still exists in the inventory but is used in 
limited quantities for practice and maintenance firing. The candidate CVNs to 
use the facilities that are the subject of this EIS will have RAM systems and thus 
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the issue of depleted uranium is not appropriate for them. The USS JOHN C. 
STENNIS is scheduled to have its CIWS replaced with RAM in the future as part 
of its routine weapons systems upgrade. Because the STENNIS replaced a CV 
that also had CIWS and used depleted uranium ammunition, there has been no 
change to existing conditions. 

According to the Navy's 1998 demographic statistics, just fewer than 34 percent 
of the active duty force are people of color. There is no reason to believe that the 
demographics of an aircraft camer in general or the fire control technicians in 
particular that are members of the ship's weapons department, should deviate 
sigruficantly from the all-navy distribution. Consequently, there is no 
disproportionate impact to people of color and therefore, there is not an 
,,,,:,,,,,rnl :..-L,, n-aCIA..~IIA -..:&I. &LA AC AII-lII~nA :.-- -LCIn..A 
~ X ~ V J I U I L U ~ C ~ ~ L Q ~  JWUCC W ~ U C  Q~-LTU W A U L  ULT WT UA UTYATLCU L U ~ L U U A L  auualu 
L:--c.& -n.n- au LL a1 L uu A KA a. 

Please refer to the EIS, Volume 1, paragraph 2.3.2.1, which states that no dry- 
dodc facilities exist at NASNI and none are phd.  The adrnink'$tra?ive record 
citation EHC quotes is an idea proposed by a contractor that was never seriously 
contemplated as a realistic option by the Navy. The Navy uses the lot adjacent 
to the DMF for employee parking. As ated in Appendix I, second paragraph, no 
refuelings/defuelings are planned for NASNI because it does not have the 
facilities to support such an undertaking. 

Domestic ship scrapping operations are beyond the scope of this EIS. There is no' 
guarantee that a private shipbuilding firm in San Diego would be awarded this 
contract; thus it is too speculative to consider cumulative impacts of such an 
action. 

PERSTEMPO is applicable to all  Navy ships including CVs and CVNs. A 
discussion on PERSTEMPO appears in Appendix G, paragraph 1.4. If by ". . . 
impact of PERSTEMPO were understated . . .," the EHC means that the Navy 
did not analyze the impact of increased crew size (102 personnel per CVN 
multiplied by two CVNs equals 204 personnel increase) being in port more often 
because of the P E ~ ~ ~ ~  rdes, the impact was based on the mews being in 
port 365 days a year, every year; far in excess of PERSTEMPO requirements. 

The EIS already analyzes radioactive, hazardous, and mixed waste at NASNI as 
a result of the proposed action in sections 3.15 and 7.4.3. Specific hazardous 
waste streams are publicly available in the permit for the NASNI complex, and 
-ed waste are avaiia'Die in the for fie N M  mixed waste 
storage facility. Additionally, the EIS includes detailed assessments of normal 
operations and accidents involving radioactive and hazardous materials in 
Appendix F and J. Based on the above, no further information regarding 
radioactive, hazardous, and mixed waste is deemed necessary. Also, it is 
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important to note that no disposal of radioactive, hazardous, or mixed waste 
would occur at NASNI. As is the case today, disposal of waste generated at 
NASNI occurs at of f-site disposal facilities. 

Radioactive resin and filter media generated as a result of NNPP operations are 
categorized as low-level radioactive waste, and thus fall within the scope of the 
discussions and andyses presented in the i% regarding low-level radioactive 
waste. Thus, no change to the Draft EIS is deemed necessary. 

Most PCB and asbestos found aboard CVNs comes from materials such as paint 
and insulation that were manufactured and installed on Navy ships prior to 
fderd -ta~Om on the use of ti;l- in accordance 
practice throughout the Navy, asbestos has been removed during maintenance 
of the ship over the years. In addition, PCBs are removed from the ships when 

L- ---L-:-:-- nmn- --- 3 L--- .-- C - -  > z  i r - .  - _ .  componenrs conrauung rLDs are removea rrom service ror alsposal. Lonslsrenr 
with the existing practice for such materials, all aspects of PCB and asbestos 
management, including on-site operations and off-site disposal, would occur in 
,,1,,1,,,, A 1 1  L,1,,-1 ,r-r- - 3  1 ---- l-LL--- - 2 -  IL- 
QLLV~U~LILC~: W A U L  appcavle Ittuera, state, mu ~ o c a  repmuons unaer me 
proposed action. Therefore, no further measures as a result of the proposed 
action are deemed necessary. 

0.12.65 The Navy's radiological environmental sampling program focuses on detection 
of cob&e6!j since it is ppL,marJr ra&onu&& of inter& for Naval nuclear 
propulsion plants. However, a range of gamma radioactivity is analyzed. This 
process identifies other gamma-emitting radionuclides i f  they are present. 

The full listing and quantity (source term) of radionuclides applicable to normal 
NNPP operations can be found in Appendix F in the table contained in section 
3.1. The source tern- for accident scena-15- can be found in Appendix F in the 
table found in section 3.2.1. 

0.12.66 The Naw is transition in^ from the Close-In Weapons System (CIWS) to the 
Rolling k f r ame  Missileu~ystem (RAM). Concurrently, the Navy is moving 
toward the replacement of existing depleted uranium ammunition for its CMrS. 
Some amount of depleted uranium still exists in the inventory but is used in 
limited quantities for practice and maintenance firing. The candidate C V N s  use 
the facilities that are the subject of this EIS will have RAM systems and thus the 
issue of depleted uranium is not appropriate for them. The USS JOHN C. 
STENNIS is scheduled to have its CIWS replaced with RAM in the future as part 
of its routine weapons systems upgrade. Because Ule STENNIS replaced a CV 
that also had CWS and used depleted uranium ammunition, there has been no 
change to existing conditions. 
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0.12.67 The impact of transportation of radioactive wastes is covered in sections 3.15 and 
7.4.3.4 of the EIS. The conclusion of the EIS is that shipments of radioactive 
wastes are made in accordance with DOT, DOE and NRC regulations and are 
safe. These regulations ensure shipments of radioactive materials are controlled 
to protect the environment and the health and safety of the general public, 
regardless of the transportation route chosen. 

0.12.68 Further research indicates that NASNI is not on the NPL. The text has been 
changed accordingly. 

0.12.69 Issues assodated with constructing and operating the NASNI Depot 
Maintenance Facility, including the Mixed Waste Storage Facility and Controlled 
Industrial Facility, were ana1pd in reference DON 1995, and are beyond the 
scope of this EIS. However, it is hpoOrtmt to note several points. First, storage 
of hazardous waste on-site for less than ninety days does not require a Part B 
permit under the Resource Consenration and Recovery Act, which is the type of 
wnnit DTSC recently issued for the MWSF. Second, in accordance with that r 
permit, mixed waste will be shipped to off-site treatment and disposal facilities 
in accordance with a Mixed Waste Treatment Plan, which outlines the Navy's 
planned treatment and disposal paths for each NASNI mixed waste stream 
stored in the MWSF. Submittal of the Mixed Waste Treatment Plan is a permit 
condition enforceable by DTSC as a means to ensure the Navy continues its 
present practice of agg'essively pursing treatment and dqosal paths for its 
mixed waste. This approach is appropriate since some mixed waste streams will 
have to be stored for more than one year pending the development and 
operation of treatment and disposal facilities for mixed waste. 

In addition, low-level radioactive waste is shipped to off-site dlsposal facilities as 
soon as practicable, with consideration given to minimizing the number of truck 
shipments. The Navy does not dispose of it low-lwel radioactive waste at its 
facilities. Rather, low-level radioactive waste is disposed of at licensed 
Department of Energy or commercial dqosal  facilities. 

The issue raised in this comment were raised in the commentor's appeal of ---. 
~ 1 ~ " s  permit decision for the NASM Mixed waste Storage Faciiity. On 30 
~ovember 98, D K  issued an order denying the three petitions on these issues. 
The following are quotes from that order addressing EHCfs issue: 

,/n--:~ --- 2 : ~ ~ -  K T  K r e m r  conainun v .o, m general, places a oneyea time limit on the storage of 
waste in W S F ,  H ow-ev er, recogni~On of the fact hat the miwed 
treatment facilities that will ultimately treat approximately 40 percent of the 
wastes to be stored in the M W S F  are not yet in operation, the Permit allows these 
wastes to be stored in the MWSF for more than one year only under specified 
and necessary conditions ..Ye titioner's concern that this flexibility in the allowed 
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storage time will lead to NASM becoming a nuclear waste dump is not realistic 
given the conditions imposed by the Pennit on storing wastes for more than one 
year, the limited volume (5,500 gallons) of mixed wastes that may be stored at 
any given time, and the fact that there are definitive (not merely speculative) 
plans for bringing these mixed waste treatment facilities on-line ... For the reasons 
stated above, the Department finds that there is no basis .... to grant a review of 
this permit condition." 

Based on the above considerations, no further environmental analysis for on-site 
management of low-level radioactive or mixed waste is deemed necessary. 

012.71 bsue associated ~ ~ 8 %  the N ~ M  &pot 
Maintenance Facility8 including the Mixed Waste Storage Facility (MWSF), were 
analyzed in reference DON 1995, and are beyond the scope of this EIS. With 
w n r ~ - w A  +A &n f in - -nn&nwBe =+ah--& finnfin-;mm &ha;- nqqk&- -Akm n 6  &- 
A T 6 C . A  U b V  U L F  L U I I W L U  L L U A  3 3 U Z  L S A A L U L L  C U A  L L S A A  & A L L 5  U L C L I  UU W I C I I L U A L  L l j  QY)ICLU U A  U L F  

MWSF permit8 it is important to note that DTSC subsequently denied the 
commentor's appeal and issued the final permit to construct the MWSF on 
Nfirtnmhnr ?n 100Q Thn 4 e e - - a e  r - i c d  im +ha =--=I s w n  =lcn +ha i c e * - n c  w = i c a A  im 
A W V V b U L U b A  VV, A / / U .  A A L Z  W J U G Y  A - U  U L Z  C.YpUA U A Z  CLIW U L Z  ADDUG3 A - U  ALL 

this comment. The following are quotes from that order addressing the 
~ ~ m m ~ m ~ t ~ f ~  ;cctj=: 

"As discussed above, most of the comments contained in these documents are 
outside the scope of this permit appeal palmas.. b- they pertain either to 
CEQA compliance or to the radioactive aspects of the waste to be stored at the 
MWSF. With resped to the remainder of the comments contained in these 
referenced dmunen!si the Department h d s  that these comments were 
adequately and appropriately responded to in the RTC documents issued by the 
Department on September 29, 1998. Furthermore, the Department has 
determined the h r l y i n g  findings and codusions pert3ining to 
raised in these comments were accurate, and/or that the underlying 
discretionary decisions and policy decisions were fully considered and correctly 
d&&d. m-erefore, &paem-m-t ,fibLn& fie basis to ~ ~ q f  Pefieoma8 rmmlort *--lUbuC 
for further review of these issues." 

"The Facility's operations plan indudes a contingency plan that meets the 
requirements of the Department's regulations pertaining to contingency plans 
md emergency response preparedness. T_h-pre no regulatory basis for fie 
Department to require additional emergency response preparation measures as a 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASM RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

permit condition, unless it were demonstrated that such a condition is necessary 
to ensure protection of human health and the environment. Petitioners have not 
established (either in their petitions or the referenced comments on the draft 
Permit, nor is the Department aware of, any human health or environmental 
protection basis for requiring additional emergency response preparation 
measures relative to the hazardous aspects of the MwSF ... For the reasons dted 
above, the Department finds there is no basis ... to grant a review of the issue." 

In addition, the commentor has misinterpreted the statement made by Captain 
Rocldun Deal and quoted in this comment. Captain Deal was speaking to the 
disposal of spent nuclear fuel, not low-level radioactive waste. As refueling or 
defueling of CVN reactors are not planned for any of the alternative homeport 
locations evaluated in this EIS, disposal of spent nudear fuel is not within the 
scope of this EIS. 

The citation of "...until arrangements can be made ..." on page 3.15-5 of the Draft 
EIS applies to miwed waste only. As is explained in response 0.12.69, the Navy 
is aggressively pursuing treatment and disposal paths for mixed waste as 
treatment and disposal technologies develop. This &e statement was made in 
reference DON 1995, in the MWSF RCRA permit, and in this EIS. 

Based on the above considerations, no specific mitigation measures with regard 
to low-level radioactive and mixed waste are deemed necessary. 

0.12.73 The commentor requests that seven mitigation measures be added to the EIS. 
The following are the Navy's responses to each measure identified: 

1. In Chapter 7.0, the EIS states that if the ship is in port and not moving, 
the reactor plant is normally shut down or operated at a small fraction of 
the ship's rated power. The ultimate status of the propulsion plant is 
h-end r\rr e f i x r f i ~ ~ 1 1  a~\*&Afi-aC;~-e ;-ml..A;-m &Ln G-A &LA m L f -  tn -----.A-A 
U-U V A L  X V F A Q I  L V A W A U F A Q U U I W ,  A A L U U U U L l ;  ULC U L C  ULT 31Up W r A F W 3 . l  

to be in-port and operational needs of the Navy. Each operational 
requirement of the NNPP is designed to ensure the safety of the crew as . . the From a s&ty standpoint, t'..,ere xe f i ~  slFh5Ca"rt 
advantages to further restricting the conditions of the propulsion plant 
while in-port beyond those already identified in the EIS, and thus no 
changes to the EIS are deemed necessary. 
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2. The NNPP already prohibits intentional discharges of radioactive liquids 
into harbors and seas within 12 miles of shore, including intentional 
discharges from tests. The response to 0.12.33 describes the Navy's 
reporting of all releases of NNPP radioactivity. The very small amount of 
radioactivity released as a result of valve leakage is accounted for in the 
Navy's annual report, which has consistently demonstrated that the 
cumulative environmental effect of all releases of NNFP radioactivity is 
negligible. Nevertheless, design improvements in newer classes of ships, 
including NIMITZ-Class aircraft carriers, have virtually eliminated 
radioactive discharges due to valve leakage. Given the above, no 
changes to the EIS are deemed necessary. 

3. As explained in section 7.5 of the EiS, hlhPP 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 nuciear-powered ships are berthed needs no addiitionai 
emergency planning actions or response capability beyond that which 
exists for emergenaes from natural events, such as earthquakes or 
hurricanes. To ensure the Navy is prepared to handle radiological 
emergencies, emergency planning and emergency response is an integral 
part of ongoing NNPP operations. For many years, the Navy has 
coordinated emergency preparedness issues with state emergency 
organizations in states where nuclear powered ships are homeported. 
Regularly scheduled exercises are conducted periodically at each site in 
order to test the site's ability to respond to accidents. As discussed in 
section 7.5, in the highly unlikely event of an emergency, the Navy would 
promptly notify state and local officials, and would communicate with 
those officials to provide radiological data and recommendations for 
protective actions. Any action needed to protect the public would be 
hm&d by sta& local using pians for 

from natural events, such as earthquakes or hurricanes. As this 
WTrn sOmtion is -ady present in the ES, no drange to the Is deemed 

necessary. 

5. Please see response to comment 0.12.73 (1) above. 

6. Please see response to comment 0.12.49. 

7. As is stated in section 7.1.4 of the EIS, Naval reactors operate at power 
levels below their rated power, particularly when transiting restricted 
waters. The status of the individual propulsion plants is based on several 
considerations, including the operational needs of the Navy. Each 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASM RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

operational requirement of the NNPP is designed to ensure the safety of 
the crew as well as the public. From a safety standpoint, there are no 
significant advantages to further restricting the conditions of the 
propulsion plant while transiting beyond those already identified in the 
EIS, and thus no changes to the EIS are deemed necessary. 

0.12.74 
-. 
Ylease see response to comment L.4.36. 

0.12.75 As has been the case for many years, the Navy has a local Navy Command in 
San Diego who is in charge of NNPP emergency planning and response for the 
San Diego area. Please see response to comment 0.12.73 for further information 
-nrrnrd:rrrr n m a r r r a m m r  - l m n n ; n r t  ;EEqlOE 
1 r l j c u  uu ~l; cu LFA E~CA LL y YUU u w 1 6  03 UGD. 

With regard to development of an evacuation plan, the response to comment 
0.12.73 (3) describes that in the unlikely event of a problem requiring action by 
the public, the Navy would promptly n o w  state and local officials, and would 
co&unicate with those- offi-&is to- provide radiological data and 
recommendations for the appropriate protective actions. Consistent with EPA 
and NRC policy, such protective actions may include evacuation or sheltering, as 
appropriate to the conditions of the emergency. Time and radiological 
&a&eristics of a release, the area affected, and the appropriate protective 
actions depend on the particular event and prevailing atmospheric conditions. 
Thus, the cornmentor's statement that evacuation is the appropriate protective 
action for any radiological emergency is not correct. 

With regard to the storage of radioactive waste at NASNI, issues associated with 
constructing and operating the NASNI Depot Maintenance Facility, including 
the Mixed Waste Storage Facility and Controlled Industrial Facility, were 
analyzed in reference DON 1995, and are beyond the scope of this EIS. Please 

n 4- *A 

see response to comment u.lz.w for furiher idormation regarding storage of  
low-level radioactive and mixed waste at NASNI. 

With regard to OPNAVINST 3440.16C, the purpose of the instruction is to assist 
-:--_.I ---lL --2c -- 2- ,,,,, - -.-:l.l- 2 - 2 1  -..LA- ..:&.nGrrrr :- ,., mn*rn- 
C~VU aumunues m cuping w lul u v u  e u ~ r r ~ u & s  WLLCLL u ~ r  ali-uwL w JU ~ e r  ele 

that it exceeds the response capability of civil authorities. In such a case, the 
Navy would be assisting civilian authorities with an emergency that would 
likely be affecting both the Navy and civilian communities, which is the context 
in -&-hi& the by the c o ~ - L ~ L t ~ i  are made. regard 
whether such an emergency could be caused by a radiological emergency, Naval 
- - - - I - - -  ---.---, Ir ,I:,, ,,A : ,,,,A,, . *  LA, &, &  \T ,,,, l o  nuclear-puwereu srups ar~u u ~ e u  r e a c i u ~ ~  ruavt: 1 U C ~ ~ ~ C U  LU ULE: L Y Q V Y  3 

exacting and rigorous standards for warship shock design, include redundant 
systems, and are operated by highly trained crews using rigorously applied 
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procedures. Thus, Navy ships have a low potential for major radiological 
emergencies, and in the highly unlikely event of a sigruficant release of 
radioactivity, the effects would be localized and would not be severe. 

Finally, with regard to the British emergency response plans, the British 
emergency response plans for their naval nuclear program are developed in 
response to United Kingdom legislation and are consistent with the approach 
followed for other British nuclear programs. A consistent, albeit different, 
course has been followed in this country that relies on the emergency response 
capability in existence for emergencies from natural events, like earthquakes or 
hurricanes. Unique local actions are considered unwarranted given the nature 
and operational experience of U.S. Naval reactors. Beyond local capabilities, the 
Federal Radiological Emergency Response Plan could be called on to provide 
resources to assist localities in dealing with a significant radiological event. The 
fact that countries take different approaches in emergency response is a common 
situation seen in many areas of technological and industrial /military activities. 

0.12.78 The use of potassium iodide as a prophylactic following a sigruhcant 
radiological event has been the subject of much discussion in the U.S. and 
abroad. There is no consensus on the distribution, use, medical risks or the 
potential negative response to use of potassium iodide. There is also no clear 
path forward to achieve consensus. 

As noted by the commentor, potassium iodide is only effective in reducing 
exposure to the thyroid from radioactive iodine. It has no effect on external 
radiation exposure or internal exposure from other radioactive elements that 
could also be present in the event of a signihcant release of fission products from 
a reactor accident. Potassium iodide also has health concerns discussed further 
below which must be balanced against any benefit. 

In the very highly unlikely went of fission produd release from containment, 
the effect on surrounding people and areas is highly dependent on the size of 
any such release. The lower the amount of radioactivity released, the smaller the 
area of concern. In addition, wacuation of the people or movement of the source 
would mitigate any potential effects. Evacuation or moving the source away 
from population, if it is predicted that the public would be affected, protects 
against exposure from all sources, not just radioactive iodine, and makes use of 
potassium iodide for members of the public unnecessary. 

As explained in responses 0.12.49 and 0.12.80, because of the small size and 
conservative design of U.S. Naval nuclear propulsion plants (including installed 
redundant safety systems), it is highly unlikely that a release of fission products 
from containment would occur. There are multiple boundaries to prevent release 
of fission products to the environment, including the fuel itself, the all-welded 
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For many years, the Navy has coordinated emergency preparedness issues with 
state emergency organizations in states where nuclear powered ships are 
homeported. As *!IS& in section 75 of the I%, in the highly unlikely event 
of an emergency, the Navy would promptly notify state and local officials, and 
would communicate with those officials to provide radiological data and 
recom,m.m.datims for protective actions. Any action needed to prokt the public 
would be handled by state and local officials using existing plans for 
emergencies from natural events, such as earthquakes or hurricanes. States have 
&e m n c i h i l i t v  a -rV1 -I...J and - .- a~rthnrity Il --.-..I implement h~ m-e-~m-qr r m  
they conclude are necessary to protect the health and safety of the public. To 
date, based on the very low possibility of a reactor acadent resulting in a 
signi!cmt release of &sim- produ- !he potential medical risks from 
administering potassium iodide, and concem that administering potassium 
iodide may slow evacuationi only Uvee states (Alabama, ArizonaI and 
Tennessee) have chosen to stockpile potassium iodide. 

Potassium iodide can have side effects, particularly for people who are allergic to 
iodine. Side effects can include skin ashes, swelling, fever, joint pain, and 
shortness of breath. Adverse interactions with other drugs are also possible. 
The FDA has compared the potential risks of side effects with the benefits of 
administering pot&ium iAde in the went of a significant release of fission 
products, and conduded that distribution of potassium iodide is not warranted 
unless the predicted thyroid radiation dose is expeckd to exceed a threshold 
level of 25-rem. This &nclusion is the basis of& EPA's Protective Action 
Guide, which recommends administration of potassium iodide to the public only 
if a thyroid dose of 25 rem or higher - is predicted. 

The Nudear Regulatory Commission (NRC) curd Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) recommend stocking potassium iodide for 
emergency workers and institutionalized persons (unable to readily evacuate) in 
areas around large land based commercia1 nuclear power plants. ?hey do not 
require stocking potassium iodide for distribution to the public, but do not 
prohibit States from choosing to do so. 

The NRC is currently in the rulemaking process, and in the future may require 
states to consider stocking potassium iodide as a supplement to evacuation and 
sheltering as protective measures for the public in areas surrounding commercial 
nuclear power plants. The NRC's position that evacuation is more effective than 
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administration of potassium iodide remains unchanged. In any event, the Navy 
would consult with the state if that state chooses to stockpile potassium iodide 
for areas around Navy bases. 

Therefore, there is no technical basis for states to stock potassium iodide for the 
public in areas surrounding U.S. Naval bases or shipyards, and thus no such 
mitigation measure is in ~e ES. 

0.12.79 Please see response to comment 0.12.78. 

O X N !  It is im.porfmt to note that there are many cMfermces between commercial and 
Naval reactors which contribute to differences in emergency planning needs. 
First, commercial nuclear power plants are designed to operate at high power 
levels for long periods to produce electricity. By contrast, U.S. Naval nuclear 
propulsion plants are lower in power rating (less than onefifth of the mica1 -J r ---- 

commercial power plant rating) than commercial plants. When in port or 
operating close to land, U.S. Naval nuclear propulsion plants also typically 
operate at low power levels or are shut down. Therefore, Naval reactors have 
siV&cantly less fission products (less than 1 percent) available for release, 
which limits the size of the potential area of concern. 

Further, Naval nuclear-powered ships and their reactors have been designed to 
the Navy's exacting and rigorous standards for warships, include redundant 
systems, and are operated by highly trained crews using rigorously applied 
procedures. Naval nuclear fuel, which contains the fission can 
withstand shock loads well in excess of 50 times the force of gravity. In addition, 
there are multiple boundaries to prevent release of fission products to the 
environment, including the fuel itself, the all-welded primary coolant system, 
the reactor compartment, and the ship. In fact, since these ships are designed to 
fight and win wars, that ruggedness is added margin ensuring safety when these 
ships are sitting alongside the pier. 

NNPP radiological emergency procedures contain sensitive information 
regarding military technology, which must be protected from uncontrolled 
release and dissemination. Thus8 specific det& cannot be discussed 
individually. However, as noted above, due to the small size and conservative 
design of Naval nuclear propulsion plants, a radiological emergency would 
cause a limited area of concern that would be much less than that for a 
commerciai reactor. 

Based on the above, no change to the EIS is deemed necessary. 

0.12.81 Dnl#.-C.,w. AC "c.a:mc.d&*:&. .".A..:-AA I.-. C-afi--1 1C.l.. &A LA f--AA:lL.l-- -----L.-l 
A \ C L C Q ~ C ~  VL A a u u a L u v  u y  ale ~ r q u r u  uy L C U ~ A Q A  raw r u  ot: uulrrula r a y  IeyurLeu - 
to the proper officials if they are above certain thresholds. The thresholds, or 
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reportable quantities, can be found in 40 CFR 302.4, which are EPA regulations 
implementing portions of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act. These threshold limits have been established 
based on the potential effect of such releases on human health and the 
environment. The Navy is not exempt from reporting requirements and thus 
complies with these requirements. However, the Navy has never released an 
amount that would require notification (e.g., the reportable quantity for cobalt 60 
is 10 curies). As described in the annual report referenced in the EIS, twentysix 
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 

of occurred d-g &e For peBFtive, 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 
:,1:,,:1,,,1 ,,I ,,,, ,.,,a -1,- :,,,,,,,.,,c,l ..-A .A*-,. -..L:-& bn ----&-- 
IIIUIVIUUdl IlZllZdbt: W Q3 QWU ULLUIWTqUCllUQl, Ql lU W a3 1 l V L  3UVJ-L IV A C y V I  U L &  

immediate or otherwise, by any regulatory requirements. 

The commentor requests that six issues be addressed in the EIS. The following 
the Naw's - 0 ~ ~ -  w e  identified: 

J 

1. Please see response to comment L.4.49. 

2. As part of its on-going emergency planning, the Navy coordinates with 
~ a v a l  Medical Center San Diego for emergency hospital support. Please 
see response to comment L.4.49 as well. 

3. Please see response to comment 0.12.78. 

4. Please see response to comment L.4.36. 

t CFL, \fa--- La- A n ~ n  L L 1 L n - ; f i n - - &  - - A ; n l n & n - I  
3. Illt: l Y Q V y  llc13 UCLClUUllCU UIQI UlClC WVLUU VC A l V  3 I p U l I C Q L L I  A Q L U V A U L j A C Q I  

impacts from the proposed action. Thus, commitment of additional 
resources to respond to releases of radioactivity is not deemed necessary. 
For toxic issues, please see response to comment 0.12.100. 

6. Please see response to comment L.4.49 and 0.12.53. 

0.12.82 The FEMA study referenced in the comment dealt with commercial nuclear 
power p h t  emergency phnhg.  Please see response to comment 0.12.80. 

0.12.83 The definition of a reactor accident in the Department of Defense Directive 
5230.16 is the same as the NNPP's definition; thus, no disparity between those 
definitions exists. Contrary to the commentor's assertion, even under the DOD 
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definition, a spill of radioactive water would not quahfy as a reactor accident. 
The operative words in the definition, as stated by the commentor, are that the 
accident wodd resdt in the release of fission products from the reactor core. The 
DOD definition is more conservative than the NRC's definition for a reactor 
accident in 10 CFR Part 50, which requires both a release of radioactive material 
from its intended place of confinement within the reactor and the danger that 
that release wodd travel off-site in amounts that would pose a threat to public 
health or safety. 

Please see responses to comments 1.64.1-3 for issues pertaining to Mr. Kimball's 
ld+a.- 
A= L &=A. 

0.12.84 A wide range of hypothetical accidents was considered in the development of 
the analysis presented in the EIS. The hypothetical accidents analyzed indicate 
risks that are unlikely to be exceeded by other accidents (q., airplane mash, 
earthquake, tsunamis). The results of all the analyses of both normal operations 
and hypothetical accidents indicate that there would be no sighcant 
radiological impacts from homeporting and maintaining NIMITZ-class airaaft 
carriers and operation of NIMITZ-class airaaft carrier maintenance facilities. 

Furthermore, the risk associated with more probable but less severe accidents are 
bounded by the accident analyses contained in the EIS. As discussed in the EIS, 
examining the kinds of events which could result in release of radioactive 
material to the environment or an increase in radiation levels shows that they 
can only occur if the event produces severe conditions. Some types of event& 
such as procedure violations, spills of small volumes of water containing 
radioactive particles, or most other types of common human error, may occur 
more frequently than the more severe accidents analyzed. However, they 
involve minute amounts of radioactive material and thus are insignificant ' 

relative to the accidents evaluated. Stated another way, the very low 
consequences assodated with these events produce smaller risks than those for 
the accidents analyzed, even when combined with a higher probability of 
occurrence. Consequently, they have not been evaluated in greater detail & this 
EIS. 

As is stated in section 7.4.3.4 of the EIS, shipments of radioactive materials in the 
NNPP are made in accordance with applicable regulations of the U.S. d 

Department of Transportation, US. Department of Energy, and the US. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission. h addition, the Navy has issued instructions to further 

d 

control these shipments. These regulations and instructions ensure that 
shipments of radioactive materials are adequately controlled to protect the 
environment and the health and safety of the general public, regardless of the - 
transportation route taken, and have proven to be effective. Shipments of 
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radioactive materials associated with Naval nuclear propulsion plants have not 
resulted in any measurable release of radioactivity to the environment. 

As is stated in Volume 1, section 3.15 and Appendix J, section 2.2, no increased 
use of hazardous materials is expected to occur. As such, no change to existing 
conditions as a result of the proposed action would occur as it relates to 
hazardous materials. Therefore, there would be no change to the risk associated 
with managing hazardous materials at NASNI. Please see Appendix J for an 
analysis of accidents involving hazardous substances. Finally, risks to the 
maximally-exposed off-site individual are already included in the analyses 
presented in the EIS. The risks to the maximally-exposed offsite individual 
bound the risks to any member of the public at any radial distance from NASM. 

Please see rrsponse to comment 0.12.58 for issues pertaining to depleted uranium 
used in weapons systems. 

0.12.85 As is described in the response to L.4.34, there is a systematic approach that is 
fnllnwd .. -- wh~n .-----. =timating ------ pr&&*f;,= of even&. methodology d-34- in 
mspowe L4.34 does not lend itself to futther bm&ir?g down the probability by 
time of day. However, due conse-wawe assumpfi,o_n= used in t,hw 
analyses, the calculated risks are believed to be at least 10 to 100 times larger 
than what would actually occur. The use of consenrative analyses is appropriate 
since all of the alternatives have been evaluated using the same methods and 
data, allowing a fair comparison of all of the alternatives on the same basis. 
Furthermore, even using these conservative analytical methods, the risks for all 
of the alternatives are small, which greatly reduces the sigruhcance of any 
uncertainty analysis parameters, induding any differences in acadent 
probability between night and day operations. Thus, no further refinement of 
the analyses is deemed necessary. 

0.12.86 Since the 1950ts, approximately 100,000 officers and enlisted technicians have 
volunteered for, and been trained to operate, the nuclear propulsion plants 
aboard US. nuclear powered warships. The selection standards for the officers 
and enlisted operators who enter the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program are the 
highest in the US. Armed Forces. All personnel receive one to two years of 
formal and dedicated training in theoretical knowledge and practical experience 
on operating reactors that are like the reactors used on ships. Even after 
completing this initial training, before manning a shipboard nuclear propulsion 
plant watch station, personnel must requalify on the ship to which they are 
assigned. In addition to the extensive training and qualification program, 
multiple layers of supervision and inspection are employed to ensure a high 
state of readiness and compliance with safety standards. In addition, junior 
sailors are always under the supervision of more senior, experienced operators. 
Thus, there are no unqualified sailors operating the nuclear propulsion plants on 
Navy ships. 
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Naval nuclear propulsion plant watch stations are manned full-time by fully 
trained and qualilied personnel to support the mission of the ship. While 
manning levels aboard Navy ships fluctuate, ships are always manned and 
deployed at levels necessary to support safe supervision, operation, and 
maintenance of the propulsion plants. The ship sets crew watch schedules based 
on the number of quaiified personnel aboard the ship, with the goal of 
staggering watches and equally dividing the time personnel stand watch. 
Further, watch periods and rest periods are established to ensure suffiaent rest 
for watch standers. The reduced manning currently being experienced reduces 
scheduling flexibility in some ship departments, but does not compromise the 
ability of the ship to safely perform its mission. Thus, even in the case cited by 
the commentor in which Us ~~ Vm-mN was manned below her authorized 
level, neither the safety of the ship nor the safety of the propulsion plant was 
compromised. 

Ensuring reactor safety is the responsibility of all personnel who maintain and 
Naval nu&at propaim ad Program element horn 

training, to design, to construction, and to operation is carried out in a 
coordinated fashion to achieve the goal of safe performance. As has been the 
case inception of the Xavd Nudear prop&ion pr the Navy 

continues to maintain the high standards assodated with safe operation of 
nuclear-powered ships. Evidence of the success of the Naval Nuclear Propulsion 
Program lies in ib outstanding safety record cove ring W a Century:   ere has 

never been a reactor accident in the history of the Program, or a release of 
ra&oa&ity having a si--t effect on env&flfnent* 

Although recruiting and retention of permel  are difficulties that the U.S. 
Armed Forces are currently facing, the safe operation of US. Naval nuclear- 
p~we-d ships has net compmzwU by this &FfiCulty. Nudear field 
manning is fully adequate to support the safe operation of the ships. As noted 

p ~ n ~ & ~ g  cumL*r' being =qpr;imLceU re&rice &e&fing 
flexibility in some ship departments, but does not reduce the ability of the ships 
to safely perform their mission. Nevertheless, the Navy recently improved 
n A 1 - b  ;n*-k'rv-  lee leer --~~-..IcI;AII --C;II- --&Arrrr 
A Z U L U U A L ~ ~  CULU A F S A U A L F I L I  J A L ~ U L U V W  WAUL A L u u c a A  ~ A U ~ L L W A U A L  A a u L p  ~ ~ c l v u ~ t j  

the highest priority. Current projections show that the manning levels for 
nuclear-trained enlisted personnel will be restored to 100 percent of the 
a ~ ~ + h n & v ~ J  l n x r a l e  Aq-Ane & h i e  T r a m -  
U U U L V A L L S U  A S V S W  U L L L U L 6  UW JCQI* 

0.12.87 Please see response to comment 0.12.86. 

0.12.88 Please see response to comment 0.12.86. 

0.12.89 The dredge limits established in Appendix H are designed to protect ships 
condensers from excessive fouling. A condenser would be repaired or replaced 
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before it would be allowed to fail, as it is relatively easy to determine the amount 
of fouling during operation and periodic maintenance. Condensers are the most 
susceptible component on board the ship to fouling, therefore, attention is placed 
on monitoring these components as an indicator of the condition of the rest of 
the propulsion plant. 

Water depth in the turning basins and inner channel at NASNI were addressed 
in the 1995 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Development of 
Facilities in San Diego/Coronado to Support the Homeporting of One NIMITZ 
Class Airaaft Carrier. A water depth of -50 feet MLLW was established in the 
turning basin and berths at NASNI. This allows unrestricted access to these 
areas by CVNs. The inner channel at NASNI was dredged to -47 feet MLLW. 
e A h  1 P I T L T e  C n  C  h 1 .rrh;la Arl1.r I--J-J Jqq&me 3 
11- UCpUt QIIUWD L v L V 3  LU U Q ~ W A L  ULS UUUULGA, TTAUAL AUAAJ A w a u F ; u ,  U U A U L ~  a 

suffiCierL*y hge of c r c l n  
Y 

0.12.90 Explosive safety quantity distance (ESQD) provides safe clearance for personnel 
from fragments and fire in the event an explosive should accidentally detonate. 
The distance varies depending on the type and amount of explosive. Due to ship 
construction features and the locations of their ordnance magazines, airaaft 
carriers berthed at NASNI are not required to maintain an ESQD for stored 
ordnance. However, if ordnance or explosives are moved about outside an 
ordnance magazine, personnel access is restricted (see DON 1995a - Vol. 2, 
page 1-51, response 1-5.7). 

The Naval Ordnance Center is required to cethfy a site prior to movement of 
ordnance at that site. The Navy purposely did not apply for certification for 
Berth Kilo (the new BRAC CVN berth) nor does it intend to have any berth that 
might be constructed at NASNI for one of the replacement CVNs certified. If 
high explosives must be transferred from any source to a carrier at NASNI, it 
would have to be accomplished at sea. 

0.12.91 When a U.S. Pacific Fleet airaaft carrier (CVN or CV) has been designated the 
"ready carrier," its ordnance load is as close to complete as the current situation 
allows. The maiceup and quantity of that ordnance is dassiiieci and 
not releasable in this EIS. As a matter of routine, oniy one carrier is designated - -. 
as the "ready carrier" at one time. visiting or "transient ready carriers would 
carry the same ordnance load-out as a NASNI-homeported "ready carrier." 
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0.12.92 Emergency planning and response capability, including required facilities and 
personnel, is a continuing requirement of all Department of Defense activities. 
NNPP radiological emergency procedures contain sensitive idonnation 
regarding military technology, which must be protected from uncontrolled 
release and dissemination. As such, details regarding the plans, including those 
requested in the comment, must be protected from uncontrolled release and 
dissemination, and are not publicly releasable. However, as is stated in section 
7.5 of the EIS, regularly scheduled emergency planning exercises include steps to 
verify the adequacy of interactions with local hospitals and state and local 
emergency personnel and officials. These exercises have consistently verified 
that the Navy is adequately prepared to respond to any radiological emergency. 

Land and buildings contaminated by a radiological accident would be cleaned 
up by the Navy consistent with the National Contingency Pian (40 CFK 300). 
Please see responses to comments 0.12.81 with regard to reportable quantities of 
radioactivity. 

0.12.93 Please see responses to comments L.4.36, 0.12.33, and 0.12.73 for information 
regarding issues raised in the comment. 

0.12.94 In accordance with the permit for the Miwed Waste Storage Facility, none of the 
matep& de&wqed "ex~-mbe~Y &dous" under C&Ccm& ~gulae~pa. 
Only if such materials are present is a risk management prevention plan 
required. In addition, it is important to note that the Navy informs the public of 

& d o i s  mkpa it ims pursuant Execurn Order 12856. 

0.12.95 The issues raised in this comment concern the design featwe of the Controlled 
Industrial Facility (CIF) at NASNI. This project was covered under the 1995 
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Development of Facilities in San 
Diego/Coro~do to Support the Homeporting of One NIMITZ Uhss Ahaft 
Carrier, and is not within the scope of this EIS. 

However, for clarification purposes, the referenced internal Navy memorandum 
refers to carbon dioxide Lo& reels, and does not refer to the ability of the 
building's primary fire protection system to suppress fires. The ability of the fire 
protection system to perform its function was never in question by the Navy or 
the author of the memorandum. In fact, the carbon dioxide hose reek 
redundantly augment the primary fire protection system, namely, the pre-action 
sprinklers. The carbon dioxide hose reel system is not reapired by code. The 
memorandum illustrates the quality reviews conducted by experienced 
personnel, and illustrates the very deliberative process in which design issues 
are raised and resolved. Resolution of the Navy reviewer's concerns was 
achieved later during the design process by further explaining the purpose of the 
carbon dioxide hose reel system design to the reviewer: 
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1. The primary fire protection system (pre-action sprinklers) provides full 
and comprehensive fire protection coverage to the facility. The carbon 
dioxide hose reels merely augment the primary sprinkler system. 

2. The carbon dioxide system is for the exclusive use of trained emergency 
personnei. The carbon dioxide units are posted as such and contain 
warnings and instructions for the proper use of the system (oxygen 
mask). 

3. The h e  protection design and operational procedures of the CIF are 
L L -  1 D - - A - - L - -  At ------I -,,Llf A :- prorecnve or me r q p u e r s  iu~u wornem. r IU~~LLIULL ul u~t- E c l L c l a l  y u v u ~  w 

not applicable to the carbon dioxide system, as the facility is not open to 
the general public. 

0.12.96 The hazard list cited at Admin Record Tab 2478 was developed for the 
maintenance facilities constructed for the 1995 Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the & v & p m  of Fa&be in S m  &p/Coron&o to S ~ n n n r t  rrw-, 

the Homeporting of One NIMITZ Class Airaaft Carrier, and is not within the 
scope of this EIS. There are no new maintenance facilities being constructed as a 

of this EE, therefom, 2 new h a r d  k t  for the CE =ppk&le. 
hazard list is based on the type of industrial work being conducted at the CIF, 
an rl n nt t h ~  h.Pm 1-N ~r mi an  ti ty of work or fii~rn,her of c%mIem homeported YI.Y A.V.  -.I. A*- ---- J ----- 
at NASNI. 

0.12.97 The issues raised in this comment concern the design features of the CIF at 
NASM. This project was covered under the scope of the 1995 Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Development of Facilities in San 
Diego/Coronado to Support the Homeporting of One NIMITZ Class Aircraft 
Carrier, and is not within the scope of this EIS. 

The Administrative Record atation Tab 1433 was written very early (1994) in the 
process of design of the CIF. It shows the deliberative pr&ess of design, not 
actual construction which took place from 1996-1998. The CIF was built and 
constructed within budget, and no safety or environmental protection features 
were compromised dUring construction. - 

- 
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0.12.98 NASNI voluntarily uses low sodium lights to cut down on the amount of light 
emanating from the base in order to assist local space observatories. Brighter 
lights were installed on the new carrier wharf constructed as a result of the 1995 
Find Environmental Impact Statement for the Development of Facilities in Sun 
Diego/Coronado to Support the Homeporting of One NlMITZ Class Aircrafi Cam*er. 
These lights were installed to enhance worker and sailor safety while working at 
night. If constructed, the Navy would put this same lighting system on the new 
wharf proposed near existing Pier J/K as part of the preferred alternative. These 
lights are a considerable distance from residentid areas in Coronado, and would 
be for the most part, blocked by a camer berthed at NASNI. 

war working at night on carriers is not a new activity for NASNI. Work at night was 
done on the CVs as well. The Navy expects no additional nighttime noise, traffic, 
or additional light impacts to the City of Coronado as a result of the proposed 

piease see sec~om 3.4 and 3.11 of ~e E-. 

0.1299 7%- CTC A-P Lrn1s.A- --.I~..L.~L. nC w - A ; n l ~ & n - l  A L A  n T L r r r r -  
A A L F  LW U-3 AA L C A U U C  Q l L Q I y  3C3 UI A Q L U V I V E j l C Q l  Q l L U  IlQLQlUV W Q L L I U C A L W .  lllU3t: 

analyses are summarized in Volume 1, and detailed in Appendices F and J. 
Please also see responses to comments 0.12.73 and 0.10.31. 

The Federal Fire Department maintains statecertified Hazardous Material 
(Hazmat) Response Teams at both Naval Station San Diego and Naval Air 
Statinn Nnrth Tcland Thocn toamc pOvi& h a r d c i s  matepa rocnnncm fnr 
w -  w  - -  *--bur -b-.u abUY"a- 
metropolitan-area Navy bases. In addition, the Federal Fire Department 
maintains a mutual aid agreement with the City of San Diego for hazardous 

mpm-q and nrntwtinn Lf 2 hawdois si&st- release r---------- 
threatens a waterway, the Federal Fire Department closely coordinates with 
Navy Port Operations and the US. Coast Guard for response and recovery. The 

wriniic nrnhl~mc" reoarAinu N a w  Flamnat Navy ~&PS that there are ,.,,. --, A-0YI-Yw6 * w Y .  J - - b  

response. When the mercury spill occurred on July 1,1996, the Navy responded 
immediately and sent divers into the water to recover the mercury. Initial spill 
response and m v p - ~ y  fouow-n &anup actions are e.orouahlv 0- -J 
documented in a report titled, *'Emergency Removal Action for Mercury Spill at 
Berth War, Naval Air Station North Island, C&fomh,*' dated May 1997. This 
document is available for public review at Southwest Division Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command Environmental Technical Library, 1220 Pacific Highway 
Saq &go, Calif-. 

0.12.101 The conclusion of the radiological analyses in the EIS is that there would be no 
siQdcant impacts from the proposed action. As such, there cannot be a 
disproportionate effect on minority or low-income populations. Thus, further 
evaluation of radiological impacts under Executive Order 12898 to address 
disproportionate impacts is not deemed necessary. The same conclusion can be 
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reached for hazardous material impacts from the proposed action based on the 
results presented in Appendix J. 

0.12.102 The Navy has evaluated in detail the radiological health effects due to the 
proposed action, and has determined that there would be no sigruhcant 
radiological impact from the proposed action. Response 0.12.81 describes 
reportable quantities of radioactivity, and the responses to the consultants 
identified by the commentor appear as responses to comments 0.12.174-178, 
0.12.179-189,0.12.190, and 0.12.191-197. 

0.12.103 Bioaccumulation and bioconcentration, as well as consumption of contaminated 
seafood, is already considered in the EIS. As described in response L.4.40, the 
Navy's analysis induded ingestion of contaminated seafood as part of the 
ingestion pathway. In addition: section 2.5 of Appendix F states that "The 
pathways considered in this analysis by which radionuclides in the water at a 
site might reach man are immersion, exposure to surface deposits, boating and 
equipment exposure, and consumption of drinking water, fish, Crustacea, 
mollusks, game animals, vegetables and fruits, root crops, milk and eggs, and 
domestic animals. During the period when the radionuclides have left the water 
environment and are be& &nsported through the pathways to people they 
may be subjected to both concentration and removal mechanisms which would 
further moddj their effect on humans." Since there would be no sigruficant 
radiological impacts from the proposed action to any population, there would 
not be a dqroportionate effects on populations which eat fish taken from 
waters. 

In addition, section 7.4.4 of the EIS describes the Navy's radiological 
environmental monitoring program, which includes sampling of marine life for 
NNPP radioactivity. Therefore, regular sampling of marine life is already 
inciuded as part of the Navy's ongoing actions in Sari Diego. For toxic issues, 
please see response to comment 0.12.105. 

0.12.104 An analysis of the health risks from toxic air contaminant (TAC) sources that 
would require permits from the SDCAPCD (damdneii dredge, hydraulic dredge, 
and booster pump) was performed for the p r e f e d  dredge and disposal option 

one) to dete-e camp iianCe SDmm Rule 1200. The andYSb 
was performed with methods approved by the California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association and SDCAPCD. The analysis included the generation of a 
w n  /u-year maximum cancer risk and maximum acute and chronic health hazard 
indices. 

The results of the risk analysis indicated that the cancer risk associated with 70 
years of continuous exposure at the maximum impact point in the community of 
Coronado would be 3.6 in a million of contracting cancer due to a continuous 
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exposure to the permitted source emissions for 70 years. However, the preferred - 
dredge and disposal operations would only last for about 3 months, not 70 years. 
Therefore, assuming as a worst case that these activities occurred for a period of 
one year, a more realistic estimate of risk would be 0.05 chances in a million. d 

This value is well below the signihcance threshold of one chance per million 
identified in SDCAPCD Rule 1200. The maximum risk from dredge and disposal 
option 2 would be essentially equivalent to the risk estimated for the preferred 
option. The risk from option 3 would be somewhat greater then either options 1 
or 2, as exclusive use of the more inefficient clamshell dredge would require 
more time (5 months versus 3 months) and fuel usage and generate more 
emissions compared to either options 1 or 2. However, the risk of option 3 
would still be less than the sigruhcance Uwshold and the impact would be 
considered less than significant. 

The maximum acute and chronic hazard indices associated with the preferred 
dredge and disposal option were estimated to by 0.022 and 0.0013, respectively. 
rm- - - -  - lnese values are much less than the significance h s h o i d  of 1.0. As a result, the 
acute or chronic health impacts associated with the preferred dredge and 
disposal option would be insiphcant. The hazard indices for option 2 would 
be similar to option 1, w ~ e  the indices for option 3 would be slightly greater 
but still far less than the threshold of 1.0. The results of this analysis is included 
in section 3.10, Volumes 1 and 3 of the Final EIS. 

It is possible that the staggered maintenance schedules of CVNs homeported at 
NASNI could occasionally result in more than one PIA in a calendar year. 
However, the NASNI DMF would limit annual emissions of VOC and PMlo to 15 
and 3 tons, respectively. As part of the SDCAPCD permit process, TAC . . . CIA- LL- n x m  - * . C . ~ . . ~ ~ l ~  - A  LA- ------I --:--a 
~ ~ 1 ~ 3 3 1 ~ 1 ~  UUUL ULC: YIVU weir c l v a l w i r u  ar U L ~ L I  umnrumux~ arunuu perrruneu 

rate and were determined to produce insigxuficant health risks to the public. 
Therefore, compliance with the SDCAPCD permit conditions would ensure that 

the of at N a M ,  fie health risk to from 
DMF would remain insigruhcant. 

Since the completion of most recent health risk as=mLent for NASNI in 1993, 
emissions of HAPS have decreased from the facility, especially in regard to the 
reduction of hexavalent chromium from painting operations (see Table 3.10-3, 
section 3.10, VollmLe 3 for a preseentation of the 1997 NASM HAPs imyentor~\ Y j -  
As a result, the public health risk from NASNI has decreased since 1993. 
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The EIS has also evaluated impacts associated with handling hazardous 
materials associated with the proposed action in Appendix J, and has 
determined that the impacts would not be sigruhcant based on current Navy 
mitigation measures. Operational issues related to hazardous material 
management and the proposed actions are discussed in Volume 1, section 3.15.2. 
Based on the above information, there would be no disproportionate impacts to 
minority or low-income communities. 

0.12.106 The Navy, as Lead Agency, disagrees that the document is deficient. The Navy 
has complied with the Environmental Justice Executive Order and EPA 
Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA's NEPA 
Compliance Analyses. In addressing environmental justice in the EIS, the Navy - &h-& &k*- A n n ;m*5r+ n..r m ; . . r n A h r  n w  l n u r -  
1 U L U L U  U U L  U L C I C  W U L U U  UF A L U  W ~ A U Y V A U U A I Q L F  A A A L Y Q L L  V A L  A A U A L U A A L J  V A  A V T V -  

income populaths. The Navy bxnslated the toll-free infomation telephone 
mesage into zga&Ig project and whem it was in the N E P A  nrwocc  * Y* ---* 
Notices were placed in the following local newspapers, San Diego Union Tribune, 
C o r m d o  Eagle&urnal, North County Times, San Diego Voice and View Point, Chula 
vista Star N m ,  and La Prensa. La Prensa is a publication that is printed in 
Spanish. Most the issues concerning the Spah-speaking 
cornmentors have been responded to in Spanish in this EIS. See responses 1.19, 
123,1.24,1.26,1.27,1.32,H.2.79a,H.2.79b,H.2.93 

Executive Order 12898 states that federal agencies shall identdy 
"disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of 
its programs." The environmental justice section related to San Diego, section 
3.17, discusses Coronado as the relwant sub-regional area, since this community 
is adjacent to, and closest to areas impacted by the proposed action. The 
community of Coronado is comprised of relatively few minorities and low 
income households (see Table 3.17-1 of the Final EIS). The Navy also considered 
communities affected by operations of normal radiological support facility 
operations within a 50-mile radius of the proposed action (see Appendix F in 
Volume 2). Based on this analysis, there is no reason to conch.de that minorities 
or low income communities would be affected disproportionately. Any impacts 
from air quality, traffic, security, construction, earthquakes, and pefsomel 
loading would primarily affect the residents of Coronado; these impacts would 
also be less than sigruhcant, as discussed in the relwant sections of the Draft EIS. 
Finally, as indicated in section 3.10, air quality impacts would be below 
thresholds of sigmhcance and would therefore not be expected to increase 
respiratory or other illnesses. 

Radiological cumulative impact analysis can be found in Appendix F, section 3.3. 
The results of this analysis are that there would be no sigruficant cumulative 
radiological impact from the proposed action. Cumulative impact analyses for 
other issues listed in the comment are addressed in Volume 1, section 3.18. 
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0.12.108 While the comments are noted, the Navy does not agree with your assertions or 
conclusions. The public hearings were not held on Yom Kippur. 

0.12.109 The Navy currently participates in a monthly meeting held in Coronado between 
the Navy, local public officials, and interested members of the public speafically 
for the purpose of discussing issues related to Navy operations in the vicinity of 
Coronado. Therefore, no further actions are deemed necessary. 

In addition, the issues raised in this comment regarding the NASNI Mixed 
Waste Storage Facility permitting process have been raised in EHC's appeal of 
DTSC's permit decision. On 30 November 98, DTSC issued an order denying the 
three petitions on these issues. The following are quotes from that order 
addressing EHC's issues: 

"Petitioners are incorrect in their assertion that members of the public have a 
'right' to speak directly to the decision-maker (i.e., .that the Department official 
that signs the Permit must also be the hearing officer). Nevertheless, the 
Department ensures that the official who signs the Permit has a complete 
transcript of the public hearing for review .... Furthermore, there is no basis to 
believe that the permit decision or conditions would be altered if the hearing 
officer for the public hearing also signed the Permit itself." 

"The meeting referred to by the Petitioners is a monthly meeting held in 
Coronado between the Navy, local public officials, and interested members of 
the public speahcally for the purpose of discussing issues related to Navy 
operations, including hazardous waste and mixed waste activities, in the vicinity 
of Coronado. The Department believes that this already established monthly 
meeting is an appropriate forum for information exchange between the Navy 
and the public with respect to any issues concerning the MWSF .... Furthermore, 
there is no regulatory basis for the Department to require an 'information 
oversight forum' as a permit condition, unless it were demonstrated that such a 
condition is necessary to ensure protection of human health and the 
environment. Petitioners have not established (either in their petitions or 
referenced comments on the draft permit), nor is the Department aware of, any 
human health or environmental protection basis for requiring an 'information 
oversight forum' relative to the hazardous waste aspects of the MWSF. For the 
reasons discwed above, the Department finds that there is no bas is... to grant a 
review of the issue." 

0.12.110 Your comments are addressed in comment responses 0.12.101 through 0.12.109 
above. 

0.12.111 Your general comments are acknowledged and specific comments that follow 
are addressed. 
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Sigruhcance criteria used for the water and sediment quality assessments are 
generally consistent with the descriptive water quality criteria contained in the - 
Basin Pian. 

The EIS has evaluated radiological impacts from the proposed action, and has 
determined that the radiological risks would not be sigruficant. A summary of 
2-1,- :- ---A-:--A :- ---c-- L -t AL- C T P  rw- w L U I L L ~ U L ~ U  111 XLUUIL / .w 01 ULC: CW. 

Some of the sediment samples collected and analyzed for the BRAC CVN Project 
were from the dredging footprint of the proposed project. Data from these 
analyses are considered germane and adequate for NEPA to characterize 
sediment quality within prqod- m a .  Additional ( G E ~ Q & )  
testing of sediments from the proposed project area was performed during 
January through April, 1999, in order to gather data for Army Corps of 
Engineern permit applications (should such permits be deemed necessary 
pursuant to the Record of Decision for the proposed.action). 

The EIS did not imply that elevated levels of contaminants in sediment or tissue 
bioaccumulation samples were disregarded. However, all of the testing results, 
when evaluated by the federal agencies responsible for approval of the proposed 
dredging project, -indicated that-the sedimkts were suitable for ocean disposal 
according to criteria contained in the testing protocols. The EIS has been revised 
to reflect this clarification. 

Section 3.4 described the ongoing RI/FS at IR Site 1, and indicated that 
prelirmnary results and recommendations for no further action at the bay outfall 
sites were made to the lead regulatory agency. The EIS will be revised to reflect 
the present status of the report, but the EIS does not need to include all 
comments critical of the study or its conclusions. 

The commentor has misinterpreted these indices. The ER-L and ER-M values for 
: : : A 1  2 :  : - --- ---L- 
I I I U V I U ~  xu1111e11~ con - 

t conCen=a~om at wK& e$fw& to 

organisms are rarely observed (10 percent of the time) and concentrations at 
which effects are expected to occur (50 percent of the time), respectively. These 
effects values are probability-based, and are not intended as sediment quality 
U-Uiier;zi or as eGe&O& at a &f..jed percentage of evO- org-DI\S 
would be impacted. 

The USS JOHN C. STENNIS mitigation site was constructed in accordance with 
normi t ~nnrlit-innc cat Cnrth hy ~1~ ~ S ~ i ~ r ~ ~  Re Pier B mitigation site Y b A Y U I  b W A . U I U W I W  LTrL A V A U .  w 

would also be constructed in accordance with permit conditions, and would 
mitigate the 1.5 acres lost in the wharf area based on one of two mitigation site 
designs, intertidal or intertidal/subtidal, to be determined by the agencies 



Comment 
Number 

VOLUME 7 CVZV HOMEPORTING EIS - NASM RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

during permitting. See responses to 0.11.1, F.2.10, and F.2.11 and revisions to 
Volume 1, section 3.5 for additional details. 

0.12.118 Section 3.3 (page 3.3-9, lines 41-42 of the Draft EIS) has been revised to read: 
"The sigtuhcance of impacts to water quality from petroleum spills would 
depend on the volume, frequency, and location of spill events and the type of 
material spilled." The Navy takes all oil spills very seriously. Oil Spill 
Prevention Plans are in effect at all Navy ports, and provide measures such as oil 
booms around ships and spill response teams that are intended to minimize 
: ,,,, r A, A , , , f ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ A  TPL, ,,-,---A --rl-- -L L L  1 -  -r u~yacr r u  u~c: L V U L .  I L K  yruposeu acnun or numepurung L vlus ar 
NASNI would not increase the probability of spiU occurrence, because they 
-..-99lA A--l-. LA --l-L-- -7- 
W V U I U  3 J J . l L ~ l Y  VT I C ~ l a C l l L ~  L V 3. 

Shipboard operational and management requirements for oil, oily waste, and 
shipboard oil pollution abatement are described in Chapter 19 of OPNAVINST 
5090.1 19-5. Naval ships' W,rried man-1 (NSTM), Oapter 
593, section 3 provides detailed procedural instructions implementing the 
requirements of Chapter 19. Among the subject matter covered for shipboard 
operations is (1) Bilge Water and Oily Waste, (2) Wastes/Used Oil, (3) Fuel 
Transfer, (4) Fuel Tank Shipping, and (5) Personnel Training. AU Navy ships 
and ports are required to comply with the provisions of these instructions which 
serve to minimize the production of oily wastes and the potential for a spill and 
emergency response measures in the event of a spill. 

n 1- I i n  n--2- - 
U.II;.~~Y uunng the BRAC CVN homeporting dredging operation, ordnance was 

discovered within the material deposited on the beach in South Oceanside, 
California. Subsequent to this discovery, the Navy determined that, due to 
potential risks to public health and safety, the remaining material would be 
dredged and disposed at a designat& off&OR disposal site (LA-5). 

A geophysical survey for ordnance has been conducted at Pier J/K. This effort 
included debris and magnetometer survey with diver and a pile survey to 
identify location and size of possible debris. Also included was a hydrographic 
survey of the mitigation site near Pier Bravo. Even with the current available 
technology there can not be a 100 percent certainty of i d e n w g  buried 
ordnance. The presence of ordnance in sediments that would be dredged for the 
proposed project presently is unknown but would be addressed by a solids 
debris management plan consistent with Corps of Engineers Permit 
requirements and EPA Region DC. Please see Volume 1, section 2.3.3.1 for plan 
details. 

In response to comments to maximize the beneficial uses of dredged material 
from the Homeporting project, the Navy is proposing, as the preferred option, to 
transport dredged material from Pier J/K and mitigation site to be deposited just 
cniith of the Naval a A Y ~ @ & i ~  Base for creation of iqteMal/mbmal Y V U U .  

habitat. Creation of this enhancement habitat in Navy protected waters is 
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consistent with the Coastal Act and supports the "San Diego Bay Integrated 
Natural Resources Management Plan". This preferred option would minimize 
public health and safety risks that may result from ordnance contained in the 
dredged footprint. Because of this risk, near-shore and beach replenishment was 
not considered an alternative. A site specific explosive safety management plan 
will be developed in accordance with DOD Directive 6055.9, "DOD Ammunition 
and Explosive Safety Standards," to minimize the risks if ordnance is discovered. 
Final disposal would be in accordance with permit specifications and agency 
requirements. 

A Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) Preliminary Assessment (PA) is being performed for potential Navy 
munitions in the vicinity of the primary ship channels historically used by Navy 
vessels in San Diego Bay and area beaches that recently received dredged 

frorn STrnJpN-i& h omepo -g-related beach repl&L*ent 

The general scope of a PA is defined in the National Oil and Hazardous 
r, 1 -  - - A  n-ii__d-- n-_-~_. mi-- I A A  nm n--q1\~ c\ 1 --n-.--r a- 3uDsrances rouunon Lonungency rlan tqu Lrn ran 3vv.a), CULI~LILUIU~ N L U W ~ L  43 
. L -  ~ ~ n n  m- n~ me luLr. Ine rA is a limited -scope hesqption designed to identify sites 

pose a 
-at to h ----- L--ILL --_I AL- ̂----̂ --̂ -A ..-A -..l-:nl- um.an neiilul ~ L U  U L ~  ~ILVUUILUL~ALL Q~LU WLUUL 

therefore require further investigation. A Draft Work Plan dated November 
1998 has been provided to the regulatory agencies for review. 

As mentioned in the response to comment 0.12.104, TAC emissions from the 
proposed dredging and disposal actions at NASNI would produce insignrficant 
health impacts to the public. With regard to the use of an electric dredge, please 
see the response to comment F.3.12. 

0.12.120 The Navy is familiar with the case ated. However, this court case does not 
pertain to this EIS or the proposed action. 

0.12.121 The full text of the EIS section the commentor is referring to reads as follows: 
"Dredged material may contain trace amounts of radioactivity as a result of past 
Navy operations. These trace amounts, however, are far below the levels of 
-n---aal-l- n-~-,-ll-, r r n m - a  d l  A rr.fi..lA f..-.rfi &-i&-3m& iuluyauwlr ~ L ~ L L U Q I I ~ U C U L L L ~ L ~  A~IIIUILUUAU~~, QLLU WUUAU A W V S  ALU 3 A p A L C U L L  

A n- AL- ---fa----& a A- & A m A A - r r  n-fi--C;fim ;- &hfi 
CIL-L UIL ULC ~LLVUULU~LCLLL ULUIIL~~ u1 QILN ULF U A F U L ~ J A L ~ ~  u p A a u u A L  UA UL ULF 

&psal of &-LerLt, of the location =IRMtd for &psal of 
sediment." The conclusion that there would be no sigxuficant radiological effect 
during or after dredging operation is validated by the comprehensive 
1 fi-~&-n-mrm*r.l n --n3.n f i  I..., + \Tilqrqr 3~ 
IQLUUlUlj lCQI F A L V l L U A U A L C A L L Q 1  A A L U A U L U A A A L ~  Y A U 5 A Q l l L  L V A L U U L L F U  UJ L C  A V Q V  J ,  a3 

A  - n 7 A A n $  &ha C T C  w ~ t h i r h  kfilqqplnc cnt-limnn+ C5mmlinrr in +ha 
U C D C A I U F U  ALL Z S C L U U A L  I .f.f U A  U L F  W, W A U U L  Y L U U U F 3  - C I I I l L C A L b  3 C L l l L y L l l L 6  111 U L F ;  

areas near the proposed action areas. It is also important to note that the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency has conducted independent radiological 
surveys in U.S. harbors, including a s w e y  of San Diego Bay in 1997, which have 
confirmed that U.S. Naval nuclear-powered ships and their support facilities 
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have had no sigruhcant impact on the radioactivity of the marine or terrestrial 
environment. 

Contrary to the commentor's assertion, the Navy reports all releases of 
radioactivity from NNPP operations. Please see response to comment 0.12.33 
for further 

EPA surveys of San Diego Bay and other Navy harbors have occurred 
approximately once each decade. The Navy's radioiogicd environmentai 
monitoring program samples these harbors every quarter year. EPA counts each 
sample for a very long time and thus achieves a lower level of detection than the 

in the Navy quarterly sunreys. It is inconsistart that fie EpA 
has detected very low concentrations of Co-60 that would be not be detected by 
r t  - T ? ----- ~--1-- A - - - c- 1 - r t  - - -  C  F LL - . L T  l -  -.--.a!.- - me navy s quarrerry surveys. AS norea m me wan cw, me lvavy s rouune 
sampling is capable of detecting Co-60 at concentrations which are less than 1 
percent of the concentration of naturally occurring background concentrations. 
---- LL- 1 2 f f  ------ -- L. - -  L _ _ - -  -- 3 I - - _ -  1- - C  B - . - - I . - _  L - 1 -  v n ~  Inus, me alrrerence in counung omes ana levels or aerecnon Derween Ern and 
the Navy is of no environmental significance. The relevant conclusions from 
both the EPA and Navy sampling are that there have been no increases in 

2: 2  - - : - . l ?  L - 1- L a - -  --  - r i~uoacuv~y  causing siguncam popULiluon exposure or contamination of the 
environment. It should also be noted that EPA recently released a report of its 
most recent radiological survey of San Diego Bay, which was conducted in 1997. 
I%.. -..-.-IL. LI-- LL:- --A ---- :-A--I -.-AL ---I yn A -- 3 X T  ---- ----- rlLr lnuu IIULU uru survey are cunswrenr wun pasr u-fi anu lvavy results. 

The EIS evaluations are consistent with the baseline assumptions speafied in 
Chapter 2 and condudes that the propoS- adion would not substantially 
change the number of carrier days in port. Note also that descriptions of 
alternatives (e.g., "Facilities for No Additional CVN: Capacity for Total of One 
C m  [Ate-mah Five]") eq+ay account for CV dmomm&siopi~g. 

The National Defense Authorization Act of 1996 amended Section 213 of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (or Clean Water Act) to require the 
Secretary of Defense and the Administrator of the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency jointly develop Uniform National Discharge Standards (UNDS) for 

C discharges incidental to the n o d  operation of vessels of the Armed Forces. 
The intent of this act is to establish a consistent set of effluent standards that 
improves envhnnment protection while enhancing fie operational f l e i b * ~  

J 4 

of Amed Forces vessels that visit various ports as part of their missions. The 
Navy and EPA are currently working together and in consultation with states 
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and other stakeholders in a three-phase process to (1) determine those 
discharges that have the potential to cause environmental effects and that can be 
practically controlled with a marine pollution control device (MCPD); (2) to set 
performance standards for the MPCDs; and (3) to publish regulations governing 
the MPCD design, installation, and use. Completion of the UNDS regulatory 
development process is anticipated in late 2001. All vessels of the Armed Forces, 
including C W s  at Nm, ENS, NAVSTA Everett, and P ~ " S Y ,  will operate in 
complia&e with the requirements on the effective dates set forth in the final 
rules. 

A 1- 1-/ T r h z l -  m-7, --I m T ' W T -  ---- 1 : f L - - - - ~  -----,-- ,f L,,1 /,:I ,,, ,,,,1,,,\ L-rt  I,,, ,f u. IL. ILO v v m e  L v s  ana L v i u s  use ~urrertmr suurc- UI rue1 \uu vs. rlucledr), v u u ~  types UI 
ships rely upon steam propulsion plants that require seawater cooling. The 
seawater cooling requirements are similar and the thennal and marine life 
impacts from CVs and CVNs are comparable. Section 3.3.2.2 has been revised to 
:-mlttAa &Ln A n & - ; l m  A-n-AAnA A &L:m - n - m n  D l n - s m n  PM --n-ma & n  m n m m n * &  
U L U U U C  U L C  U F L Q l W  Y A U V A U C U  L L L  UW 1 F 3 Y U L t Z 9 C .  1 LC- DCC A C 3 Y U A C P C  L U  L U U U L C A L L  

0.12.33 for further information regarding releases of radioactivity. 

0.12.127 Please see responses to comments 0.12.33,0.12.73, and 0.12.121-122. 

With regard to the San Diego Bay Health Risk Study dated June 12,1990, it is 
important to note that the study reported gross activity measurements on marine 
life from the San Diego Bay. The results showed consistent levels of gross alpha 
and beta activity, but did not characterize the radionudides present. 
Characterization is important since radioactivity is present in seawater, harbor 
sediments, and marine life from naturally radioisotopes such as 
potassium 40, radium, uranium, and thorium. In addition, low levels of other 
radionudides such as cesium 137 may be detected as a result of world-wide 
dispersion from nuclear weapons testing. Alphas, betas, and gammas, in some 
combination, are emitted from these radionuclides. From the report, it is 
impossible to idenhfy the source of the radioactivity detected based solely on 
gross alpha and beta activity. 

The report is useful in that it found "no gamma activity" among the fish samples 
collected. Since the predominant radionuclide associated with NNPP work is 
cobalt 60, which emits gamma radioactivity, this conclusion demonstrates the 
absence of radioactivity associated with U.S. Naval nuclear propulsion sources. 
Moreover, extensive Navy radiological monitoring in the San Diego Bay area, 
performed quarterly and publicly reported annually for 30 years, and 
independent radiologicd surveys performed by EPA in 1967, 1986, and 1997, 
discovered no radioactivity associated with nuclear propulsion in any Bay 
aquatic life. 

With regard to ionizing radiation streams in ships' wakes, some neutrons pass 
through the ship's hull and travel into the seawater. These neutrons can induce 
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radioactivity in the seawater under the ship by converting a very small fraction 
of the sodium and chloride atoms dissolved in the seawater into short half-life 
radioisotopes of sodium and chlorine. Due to the mixing of seawater in the 
ships' wake and the short half-life of the induced radioisotopes, the induced 
radioactivity in the seawater quickly dissipates and decays, and is of no 
consequence to human health or the environment. For perspective, the amount 
of short-lived induced radioactivity present at any time from a NIMITZ-Class 
aircraft camer is less than 1 percent of the amount of naturally-occurring 
radioactivity in the seawater displaced by that aircraft carrier. As noted in 
section 7.4.4 of the EIS, the comprehensive radiological environmental 
monitoring performed by the Navy as well as the independent monitoring 
performed by the US. Environmental Protection Agency confirms that there is 
no siphcant radiological environmental impact from opera tion or maintenance 
of US. Navy nuclear-powered ships. 

Findy, with regards to moving a nudear powered ship in an emergency, in the 
highly unlikely event such movement is necessary, there are numerous ways to 
move a N M T Z  dass aircraft carrier, including the use of the other reactor piant 
and the use of tugs or other tow craft. As is stated in the EIS, sufficient time 
exists to support safe movement of the ship in the unlikely event of such an 
ocmence. 

0.12.128 The study sites used by Allen (1996) were in the vicinity of the project area and 
not &=fly at project location* EE &,, n fish speds 

were collected throughout the bay, with 39 species being collected in the vicinity 
of proPo Because most of the common fish specis found near the 
project area (and other parts of the bay) are highly mobile and would only be 
temporarily disturbed, no significant impacts would occur. 

Mitigation ratios are determined by resource agency speclhcations. A 1:l ratio is 
consistent with mitigation of other soft-bottom sites in San Diego Bay. An 
e v m - G ~ w u  ;e *he 1 3.1 (nw - 4 G m a G n m  -4 -I--me 4- 5 m m f i w A - m ~ a  - 5 4  A 
GALG~UUAL w ULC AQUU AUA LAUU~QUUAL VA YL a C C u A u a a L L C  WAUL ~ C U L  U A  

the policy set forth in the Southern California Eelgass Mitigation Policy (NMFS 
1992). 

0.12.129 The EIS provides the best available data to adequately characterize biological 
resources at the proposed action and mitigation sites. Some information is 
nrnvirlorl fnr nroanicmc having a &~~~~ ex&-&qcr intn t h ~  cmlth hav, 
Y*wvAUbU AwA wA6UIUUYW A.UwY. 6 -.- "VYub '"J 

including eelgrass, commercial mullet fisheries, and green sea turtles. This 
information is provided to make reasonable comparisons between different areas 
n$ h h A h n f i  A - ; G c I = C ; ~ ~ ~  &+AE 
UA u IF way CULU ULF ~ I V Y V ~ G U  ~CLAUAL QILU A A U L A ~ ~ L A U A L  JALFJ. 
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0.12.130 There are no provisions in the plan under development for NASNI dealing with 
homeporting a cruiser. Consequently, there is no need to include in the 
cumulative analysis a homeported cruiser at NASNI in the EIS. 

The historical mission and ship base capacity of NASNI is indicated in the 1991 
Base Master plan: three aircraft carriers and one cruiser. In the recent past, USS 
P A D A N T  A m  ,,,,fl,,,l AL, N T A C N T T  1, Inno T T C P  P A n n N T A -  
LU~UIYAW was cuusluereu UK ~ Y ~ W L Y L  u w e r .  u1 1770, u33 L u n u l Y A w  

was moved to SUBASE San Diego, and there are no current plans to replace 
CORONADO'S presence at NASNI with another ship. The 1995 BRAC CVN EIS 
accounts for USS CORONADO sailors in the base population tables. The 

N m  pasta plan is However, it does not 
contain provisions for a cruiser or any other deep-draft ship being homeported 
there. 

0.12.131 The Navy chose to address economic concerns within the context of the mPA 
document which does not require that a detailed economic impact analysis of a 
project be conducted. 

The GAO report cited in EHC's comments pertains to the government's choice 
for the next generation of aircraft camers' propulsion plan'- CVX. The Defense 
Acquisition Board, chaired by the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, 
released a decision on 25 September of 1998 endorsing the Navy's position that 
CVX-1, the first of the next-generation aircraft carriers, would be nuclear 
powered. The scope of this EIS does not include consideration of CVX; 
therefore, this comment is beyond the scope of this EIS. Please see the response 
to comment 0.12.55 for further information on the Navy's assessment of this 
GAO report. 

As stated in the EIS, there would be only 204 additional pemnne1 assigned to 
two CVNs that would be homeported as a result of additional facilities provided 
under the proposed adion at N=M. This constitutes a ne@.i@bk increase in 
the regional San Diego population. The portion of the 204 additional personnel 
that may leave the Navy and stay in the San Diego region is a very small portion 
of the regional population. The proposed action is not considered to be growth- 
hdudng % the comment su ggesb* 

0.12.132 Radioactive material transportation is discussed in section 3.15.2 of the EIS. For 
each CVN, approximately 325 cubic feet (9.2 cubic meters) of low-level 
-C.A:C.CImG.-n ..-C.m&n --A ..--IA-~--LAI.. 1nL L L 9 -...Lf-. --A--\ -L -:---A 
IQUIUQLUVC WQDLC cu~u apYIuiuuuaLay IUW CUUK ICCL \3 CUUIC u~etem) UI I I ~ L X ~ U  

waste would be generated. This would result in approximately three to four 
waste shipments per year per CVN as a result of the proposed action. This 
amount of truck traffic is not sigruhcant. Thus, no change to the EIS is deemed 
- n n n m m c . a r  
I LCLC33QI y . 
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0.12.133 As stated in the EIS, the proposed action's preferred alternative would provide 
the capacity to homeport two additional CVNs. A chronology of events 
resulting in the potential replacements for aircraft carriers planned for 
decommissioning in the San Diego area is provided to help the reader 
understand how N S M  has customady been home port for h e e  aircraft 
carriers. 

In the 1980s, the Navy reduced the size of its active aircraft camers from 15 to 12: 
: 2- A A A A 2 : .  : A - 2 -  A - -  A C -  k T  A @\TI L-2 
SLX m ule ~uarluc r r m r  ar~u srx ul u ~ e  r a u r r ;  r r t x x .  =lure u l a r  uu~e, ~ u l w l w  r l a u  

been the homeport for at least three airaaft caners, all conventionally powered 
carriers, or "CVs." In 1993, RANGER was decommissioned at the end of its 
service life and removed from NASNI, temporarily reducing the port-loading to 
k . , ~  PI 7c 
I W U  L v 3. 

The closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda, California, and the relocation 
of two CVNs to fleet concentrations in San Diego and the Pacific Northwest were 
camed out in compliance with the 1993 Defense Base &alignment and Closure 
Commission (BRAC) recommendations. Consequently, the Department of the 
Navy constructed homeporting facilities for one CVN at NASNI (DON 1995a) 
and one at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSNS), Bremerton, Washington (DON 
1995b). Because there were no CVN homeport-capable berths at NASNI! the 
Navy was allowed to shift both NAS Alameda CVNs to the Pacific Northwest, 
pending completion of construction of suitable homeport facilities at NASNI. 
The actual vessel that fulfilled the BRAC mandate and assumed the role of 
RANGER was USS JOHN C. STENNIS (CVN-74). Arriving in A u m t  1998, 
STENNIS took over one CVs worth of facility support infrastructure at NASNI. 
NASNI has had the historical capacity to support three aircraft carriers. 

In 1998, INDEPENDENCE (at that time the Navy's "forward deployed" carrier) 
reached the end of its service life and was decommissioned. KITI'Y HAWK was 
designated as its replacement and left NASNI in July 1998,20 months after the 
Notice of Intent for this EIS, and relocated to Yokosuka, Japan. This resulted in a 
reduction of the port loading at NASNI to two homeported airaaft carriers. The 
USS MMlTZ is currently undergoing an extended maintenance period on the 
East Coast and will require a homeport berth within the Pacific Fleet area. Long 
range plans indicate that the most likely arrival date on the West Coast for 
NIMITZ would be early 2002. Were the Prefmed Alternative selected, this would 
bring NASNI back to its historical three carrier port-loading baseline. 

USS CONSTELLATION is expected to reach the end of its service life in 
approximately 2003. At that time, NASNI would once again experience a 
reduction to two homeported carriers if the Prefmed Alternative were selected by 
the Nu y. The same long range plans addressing NUlITZ also involve replacing 
CONSTELLATION with the USS RONALD REAGAN. It is anticipated this will 
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happen in 2005. Once again, if the Prefered Alternative were selected, it wodd 
bring NASNI back to its historical three carrier port-loading baseline. For 
additional detail, please see response to comment L.4.5. 

t - -  ---- :1-I LL-L LL - - -  L - - - ~ - - l  ---- L--- 1-- - -1- r- lne lvavy consiaers mar me current rrarnc conrrol sysrem proviaes aaequare 
safety for vessel movements in the channel. The Navy cannot address future 
plans of the Port District, except for those that are reasonably foreseeable and 
that can be feasibly addressed in the cumulative impacts analysis. Should the 
D n C A n o  b A -AA:Gn-- l  &-C&A ;- b L n  ~ L - e - n l  &LA- P C n  A 
I UI L UI 3411 U I C ~  Y A U ~ ~  LU QUU QUUIUUILQA UQIIIL L ULC ULQIULCI, ULCU L L Y ~  

documentation would be needed to address safe vessel movements, increased 
vessel movements in the Bay, and appropriate mitigation. 

The baseline air quality discussion in section 3.10.1 of the Final EIS has been 
revised to update the 01 nonattainment compliance issues in the San Diego Air 
Basin. Table 3.10-1 of Volume 3 identifies the new national ambient air quality 
standards for 01 and PM2.5. Attainment of the new PMzs standard will bebased 
on the results of a three-year monitoring period. Regions that do not attain the 
standard will be required to develop State Implementation Plans that will reduce 
emissions to a level that will demonstrate attainment of these standards by the 
years 2005 to 2008, depending upon the severity of the standard violation. 
Additionally, Volume 2, Appendix A of the Final EIS states that the SDCAPCD 
will have to develop a SIP that will demonstrate attainment of the new eight- 
hour national standard for O, by July 2003. 

As mentioned in the response to comment 0.12.104, TAC emissions from the 
proposed dredging and disposal actions at NASNI would produce insigruficant 
hedth impacts to the public. NMNI is regdated under the state Air Toxics Hot 
Spots program, or Assembly Bill 2588. The requirements of this program include 
generation of a TAG emissions inventory and an analysis of the public health 
risk associated with these emissions wery four years. The analysis performed 
for TAG emitted from N m  in 1993 (emissions presented in vo~ume 3, section 
3.10, Table 3.10-3) determined that the facility as a whole would increase the risk 
of cancer to the public by a m a h u m  of 30 cases per million. Since emissions of 
TACs have decreased from NASNI since 1993, the health risk from NASNI to the 
public has decreased to below these ieveh. Consequenuy, adding the TAG 
emissions of the proposed dredging and disposal activities to existing TACs 
emissions at NASNI would produce a facility-wide cancer risk that would still 
be less than the 30 cases per million identified for the facility in1993. The impact 
of TAG to the public from the proposed dredging and disposal activities would 
therefore be insigruhcant. 
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The discussion of applicable regulations and standards in Section 3.10-1 of the 
Final EIS has been revised to include the following: "SDCAPCD Rule 1200, Toxic 
Air Contaminants - New Source Review, also states that any stationary source 
that requires an ATC/PTO and emits toxic air contaminants (TACs) must 
evaluate the potential health risks from these TACs as part of the permit process. 
Preliminary emission estimates show that the operation of the project dredging 
equipment wodd require an ATC/PTO." 

0.12.137 Section 3.18.10 of the Draft EIS analyzes the cumulative impact of proposed and 
future emissions in the region. Since the proposed action of providing capacity 
for two additional CVNs would reduce emissions of all pollutants except VOCs 
-- 1 n :- LL- - - - -  L -IL---c--- 12 t ---- -- :--:-:E---L i-~f--- ana LU rn m e  repun, uus alremanvtt wouu nave  a11 ms~gruncar~r cumruarlve 

impact on criteria pollutant levels. As mentioned in the response to comments 
0.12.104 and 0.12.136, TAC emissions from the proposed dredging and disposal 
actions at NASNI would produce less than significant health impacts to the 

Table 3.10-2 of Volume 3 a rnitefia 
inventory for the existing condition at NASNI. These data have been updated to 
more clearly show the baseline criteria pollutant emissions associated with each 
vessel group. Section 3.10, Volume 3 of the Final EIS has been revised and 
presents an inventory of the TAC em&sims that o c c ~ ~ d  at NASM in 1997. 

0.12.138 Please see the responses to comments L.4.30 and 0.12.137. 

0.12.139 Vehicle emissions associated with the proposed a a action were estimated with the 
use of the ARB EMFAC7G vehicle emissions model. This model incorporates a 
variety of vehicle emission control strategies - proposed - by the ARB that results in 
a redLction of future emission factors-(grams of a p&lutant per mile) from 
California registered vehicles. The use of EMFAC7G is an industry standard and 
is fundamental to any air quality analysis in California that evaluates vehicles, 
including those performed by regional air agencies for the purpose of attainment 
planning. The emission reductions associated with proposed action vehicles in 
future years are not identified as project mitigations in the Draft EIS. Rather, 
they are the best estimate available of future operating conditions for sources 
associated with the proposed action. 

In response to comments H.2.61 and 0.10.15, the Final EIS used the EPA 
MOBILES model to estimate emissions from non-California registered vehicles 
associated with the proposed actions, another industry standard. Emission 
factors for the year 2003 were used to estimate vehicle emissions for Alternatives 
Four, Five, or Six, so they would coincide with the completion date of either the 
proposed alternative or future no-project scenarios. Consistent with this 
approach, emission factors for the year 2005 were used to estimate vehicle 
emissions for Alternatives One, Two, or Three. As implementation of state and 
federal vehicle emission standards would continue to reduce emissions per 
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vehicle mile traveled (VMT) beyond 2003 and 2005, vehicle emissions would be 
less in future years than what is presented for the proposed actions. 

w 0.12.140 The proposed action includes development of facilities for CVNs and does not 
V A T . . .  address military training operations. witn the replacement of one fossil fuel- 

fired CV with two nuclear-powered CVNs, the proposed action would result in a 
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. Therefore, the action would not need to 
mitigate an impact on global climate change. 

0.12.141 In regard to the reduction in future vehicle emissions, please see the response to 
comment 0.12.139. The proposed action would not have any sigxuficant impact 
on air quality. At the present time, no mitigation measures would be needed, 
iqclU&qg elefbic vebi& and &ems% vehicle lie; +inn 

Y-*UwAa* 

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

A geophysical survey for ordnance has been conducted at Pier J/K. This effort 
included debris and magnetometer survey with diver and a pile survey to 
idenhfy location and size of possible debris. Also induded was a hydrographic 
survey of the mitigation site near Pier Bravo. Even with the current available 
technology there can not be a 100 percent certainty of idenhfying buried 
ordnance. Among the items found with magnetometers were sheet metal, scrap 
metal, possible anchor, steel rod, steel frame, and an unknown structure. Visual 
inspection observed wire cable, timber piles, steel plate, steel pipe, scrap steel, 
fishing net, rubber hose, a ring gear, steel bolts, rubber tire, and aluminum 
ladder. 

The presence of ordnance in sediments that would be dredged for the proposed 
projeci presently is unicnown but would be addressed by a soiicis debris 
management plan consistent with Corps of Engineers Permit requirements and 
EPA Region IX. 

A n C--w:rA--n-b-l D n m - A - m A  PA----~C.~A- --..A 1 : -L:~:L-  A -A 
n LUU L)II N LCI WI v t: ~ i l  L v u VI ULCI L uu I - ~ I  LX, LUULFI ma UUI L, a LU u u u u y  f i ~ t  

(CERCLA) Preluninary Assessment (PA) is being performed for potential Navy 
munitions in the vicinity of the primary ship channels historically used by Navy 
vessels in San Diego Bay and area beaches that recently received dredged 
1 Cr-m CTCAmTlC Lnmn-n&-* , r r r l -~nA LA--1.. - - 1 - 3 - 1 . . - - ~  --AA.:C-- 
IIIQLCIIQD AIUUL J A U Y I Y A J  ILUULF)IVIUL~ IF~QLCU VTQUL L L L  aLuvrues .  

The general scope of a PA is defined in the National Oil and Hazardous 
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (40 CFR Part 300.5), commonly known as 
the NCP. The PA is a limited-scope investigation designed to iden* sites 
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which pose a potential threat to human health and the environment and which 
therefore require further investigation. A Draft Work Plan dated November 
1998 has been provided to the regulatory agencies for review. 

0.12.143 The comment regarding violations of the Hazardous Waste Facility permit 
issued to the Navy by DTSC is not part of this proposed action and is out of the 
scope for this EIS. 

The EIS sigruficance criteria are based on "professional and scientific integrity" 
as required by NEPA. Existing quantitative standards are used where 
appropriate, for example, in air quality, and water quality, or regulation such as 
the National Register of Historic Places eligibility criteria for cultural resources. 
Where existing numerical or written standards do not exist, appropriate 
standards have been selected based on the established scientific approach to 
environmental analysis, for example, aesthetics. The comment does not 
specifically address the inadequacy of any of the sigruhcance standards used in 
the EIS, nor does it suggest a more scientifically defensible standard. Therefore, 
the existing sigruficance criteria are considered reasonable mechanisms to 
provide a consistent determination of signhcance throughout the analysis of the 
four alternative CVN home port locations. 

0.12.144 There would be no increase in the amount or frequency of aircraft amving at or 
departing from NASNI as a result of providing capacity to homeport two 
additional CVNs. The air wing on a CVN is the same size and composition as an 
air wing on a CV. No additional aircraft maintenance would be performed at 
NASNI as a result. 

There would be no additional impacts to the affected environment due to 
training conducted in SOCAL by the CVN air wing. The training a CVN air 
wing does is exactly the same as the air wing of a CV. There is no proposed net 
increase in the number of transient aircraft carriers at NASNI as a result of the 
proposed action because the number of camers assigned to the Pacific Fleet has 
not changed since the mid-1980s. The proposed action results in providing the 
capacity for CVNs rather than CVs, but does not provide capacity for additional 
vessels. Please refer to the EIS, Volume 1, paragraph 1.1. 

0.12.145 The size of the air wing for a CVN is the same as for a CV. The method of 
loading the air wing support aboard the CVN is the same as for doing it on a CV. 
There would be no increase in the frequency or the size of the air wing load- 
aboards compared to what is presently done. The same is true for off-loads. 
Consequently, there would be no net increase over the historical baseline. 
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0.12.146 Please refer to the responses 0.12.144 and 0.12.145. Please note that to increase 
air traffic at NASNI, the Navy would need to base more aircraft at NASNI. The 
Navy is not proposing to do this. 

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 and the logistical problems involved with such an endeavor 
(one cannot simply fly helicopters aaoss the Pacific to Hawaii because they will 
run out of fuel). West Coast aircraft camers can load their air wings relatively - quickly because they are dose to the airaaWs home bases. lnis is not only a 
positive attribute for national defense but also a major quality of life factor in 
family separation. 

Because the aircraft that comprise an air wing join the aircraft carrier at sea, 
no& factors assodated -*,i&l akU&* opera "uOfB at sea are kf-=& in this 
C T P  
CW. 

fr&ffic an&~cic nrocmntfwl q the T)*=fi & gn the iqaemLent21 
J U- rAbYbA.Cb- 

increase in traffic that would occur as a result of the proposed action. The 
existing condition of two homeported carriers is compared to the effects of 
mlatd tn tho hnm~llnttinu nf thrao ramorc IAlt~rnaGvac Cho Twn and Tkrm\ 
A ~ A U I ~ U  LV U L ~  ~ L V U ~ ~ ~ V A L ~  VA ~ C U A A ~ A U  \a & S I - A ~ . U U I ~ U  V A . ~ ?  a V V V ?  -6- a a u b b l  

and the number of days that carriers would be in port simultaneously (please see 
response to comment L.4.12 for a detailed discussion of the NASM historic 
base& e & h u  rnnrlit-innl project provide the ~ a n a r i i v  and 

6 bVA-YAUVA.I. bmYmUCJ -.- 
infrastructure to homeport two additional CVNs. As the size of the air wing for 
a and 2 C m  is es-fidy same, prop-d in 
a substantial increase in trucking activity related to the trucking of supplies, 
spare parts, etc. for the air wing. 

0.12.147 There would be no additional usage of NASNI airfield due to providing capacity 
to homeport two additional CVNs. 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Comment w 

Number Response 

0.12.148 EHC has misunderstood the quote contained in Administrative Record at Tab u 

3737. The "significant environmental imp1 ica tion" addressed in this letter was 
made by a person stationed at Everett, Washington w f d a r  with spedfic 
NEPA terminology. This statement simply demonstrates the Navy's sensitivity d 

to systems that directly interface with the environment (in this case seawater) 
and the deliberative process the Navy uses for designing mechanical systems. It 
aho demonsha& how an issue be si-cmt in areas than 

NEPA - in this case - system design. 

There is no signihcant environmental impact of the salt water system, as it is 
used to mirror the ships salt water system when it is taken down for repairs. The 
en~kcpm~ent ws no &fference wh&er Lhe chin's cvct~m nnmatinu *-e --r u~"--- -r----- o 
shore side system is operating. The primary purpose of the ship's system is to 
nrnvirlo G r o  GuhCinu ranahility =beard ship, and supply cooling water 
YAVvAUb A-b 

S A 6 A L C Y . b  b U r Y Y L  

(one pass through the ship) for air conditioning systems and condensers. These 
systems are found on both CVs and CVNs. Because any action at NASNI would 
involve the one for one replacement of CVNs for CVs, there would be no impact 
from salt water systems. - - - - - - - - 

The salt water system was addressed in generic terms in the 1995 Finn1 
Environmental Impact Statement fm the Dmlopment of Facilities in San 
Diego/Cormdo to Support the Homeporting of One NIMITZ Class Aircraft Carnkr on 
page 2-20. The 1995 EIS states that the -CON P-700 wharf would provide 
" . . .all mechanical and electrical systems required to support a berthed CVN.. . " 
Further, in paragraph 2.3.3.1 of this EIS, salt water systems are addressed, "The 
wharf would provide steam. condensate return, low-pressure compressed air, 
potable water, pure water, salt water, sanitary sewer.. . @ 

0.12.149 The purchasing of shipyards in San Diego by out-of-state firms is beyond the 
scope of this EIS. Please see response to comment 0.13.25 for a discusion of - 
nudear propulsion p h  maintenance. 

0.12.150 Please see response to comment 0.12.60. Lr 

012.151 The CVN %year operatio~d schedule is described in section 2.3.13. Under the 
preferred alternative, PIA operations would occur an average of 6 months every rr 

year. (See response to comment L.4.13). This activity is evaluated in the EIS. 
Outside of this activity, a crew of 19 would remain at the DMF facility. This 
n~mker  is decreased !?orL the mew of 50 estinmated bL the 2995 BK4C CVN EIS. v 

The decrease is based on actual operations that have been refined since the 
previo~s EE was 3.9.1 has include Ule norint-lir 

YbAAVUAb 
impacts of traffic resulting from PIA workers. It is also important to note that + 

CVs continue to have major maintenance performed at NASNI. For example, in 
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1995, of the 284 days that the USS I(IT1'Y HAWK was in port at NGM, 90 
percent of the time was associated with maintenance, and in 1997, of the 259 
days in port at N ~ N ,  84 percent of the time was associated with maintenance. 
Please also see comment response L.4.14. 

0.12.152 Additional reasonably foreseeable projects at Naval Amphibious Base resulting . . m day c o n s ~ c ~ o i l  have been added to the impact 
Additional projects in Coronado and the vicinity, including the San Diego- 
Coronado Bridge, Seismic Retrofit Financial Plan, Glorietta Bay Master Plan, 
Hotel Del Coronado Master Plan, Convention Center Expansion, and Padres 
Ballpark (Ctmtre City East District Expansion) projects have been added to the 
analysis. Section 3.18 has been revised to address the cumulative effect of these 
projects along with the proposed action. 

The Rohr bayfront property transfer involves a land swap between land 
currently owned by B.F. Goodrich with land owned by the Port of San Diego. 
The land that is the subject of this agreement is over 12 miles from the proposed 
action and would not involve any new activities. For this reason, this project has 
not been induded in the list of reasonably foreseeable projects in section 3.18. To 
date, no work has been relocated to N ~ N I  from the USS MCKEE. Facilities 
have been created at the submarine base in which to perform work assodated 
with submarine maintenance. The Ship' ~ntermediate-~aintenance Activity at 
Naval Station San Diego has formed a detachment to accomplish this work. The 
Navy desires to retain the option to effect selected submarine component 
ma&tenance actions at NASNI- Were this option exercised, it is anticipated that 
the vehicular activity associated with it- would be virtually insignihcant; 
approximately four round trips per month on average. Therefore, this has not 
been included in the cumulative impact analysis. The Navy has no plans to 
relocate the Landing Craft Air Cushion from its present site near Oceanside, CA. 
Therefore, it is not included in the cumulative impact analysis. 

0.12.153 Variances to air quality laws issued by the San Diego County Air Pollution 
Control District referenced in this comment were addressed in the APCD 
permitting process for the dredging assodated with the BRAC CVN action. The 
variances to air q d t y  hws issued by the Sari mego County Air Pohtion 
Control District for the dredging permits were subject to the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (Dm) and were considered localized, 
single-event short-term impacts. The DTSC's permitting actions to allow for 
increased storage of mixed and hazardous waste on Nm are past actions 
reflected in the Health and Safety Affected Environment. The proposed action 
would generate small amounts of mixed waste (less than 3 cubic meters per year 
from each CVN) would be generated by the Navy and temporarily stored at 
North k h d  untd it is shipped for treatment and disposal outside the Sari Diego 
area. The mixed-waste storage facility would be permitted in accordance with 
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State of California regulations. This maximum increase of 6 cubic meters per 
year associated with the proposed action would be an insigruhcant, incremental 
contribution to cumulative effects on health and safety. Therefore, there is no 
basis for requiring additional mitigation for these past actions. Existing facilities 
have demonstrated capacity to easily service the three CVs that have been 
historically homeported at NASNI. The hazardous waste generated by these 
vessels have been managed without major incident and the waste generated by a 
CVN is approximately the same as a CV. The program would provide more than 
adequate capacity and would not pose a threat to health and safety. The 
proposed action would generate minimal additional runoff subject to NPDES 
permitted treatment. The Graving Dock permit at NAVSTA San Diego is a past 
action that is considered in the cumulative analysis of Water Quality in section 
11--  rm . me proposed action would generate minimal additional runoff so it 

0.12.154 Thr. I T - + = ,  L n l ; n + v -  &La ~ .&-&n-nmC * ~ c I ~ - A L c ,  QF L-v-4nq.e r e  m-n-3bn- 3, 
A A L C  l w a v y  UCUCVCD ULC DLQLCULCALL I C E ~ ~ A U A A L ~  7~ A u a L a A u u w  WWLF ~ F I L F A Q L U A ~  a &  

hTAClTT ;e n - r  %a - . rn .~ l34&rn  ;m*3fi& U a - l b h  - n A  C-&Av A;em.c?e;nn ;n 
A Y ~ W A Y A  o IILLUII-L. AALF L u u L u a u v c  u L y a L L  A A c a A u L  -NU LIQAFIJ ~ L ~ ~ A U A L  UL 

2 lQ 1 G k-c L a a m  -q,;c?nA +n sAA-c +ha rr\nC;n..;nrr n-nmra r \C +h-n rrnmnr=+n.r 
J.AV.AJ A- V-L A F V ~ U  LV C . U U A G ~ ~  ULG LVALUALUUL~ Y A G ~ G A L L G  VA ULGX 6 G A  L G A C .  b V A 3  

at NASNI. The region of influence for cumulative impacts on health and safety 
resulting from hazardous waste generation does not extend beyond NASNI, 
since the infrastructure to store and dispose of this resource is managed on base. 
The proposed action, including the preferred alternative, would not result in any 
appreciable net increase in the generation of hazardous waste compared to that 
presently generated by the two CVs that would be replaced. Therefore, the 
cumulative effect the proposed action with the past and other reasonably 
foreseeable actions at NASNI on health and safety resulting from hazardous 
waste generation would be less than signihcant. 

0.12.155 The cumulative impact analysis identifies the IWDES permitting program as a 
mechanism that requires individual projects to minimize water quality impacts. 
These past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects that are subject to the 
NPDES program are then evaluated in a cumulative sense to determine if their 
combineh e&t on bay water quality is significant. The EIS has determined that 
these projects, due to their spatial &d temporal separation, would result in less 
than &&cant cumulative-impacts on bay water quality. Section 3.18.2 has 
been revised to address this concern. 

0.12.156 Please see section 3.2.2.2 in Volume 1 of the Final EIS. For pollution prevention 
issues, please see response to comments F.3.11 and F.3.13. 

0.12.157 As discussed in section 3.2, runoff during construction and operation phases of 
the proposed project would be regulated under the existing NPDES permit and 
SWPP, although these may be amended if necessary. The Navy also plans to 
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implement UNDS, when the requisite rulemaking is established, to ensure Navy 
compliance with all applicable laws in a consistent manner. The Navy does not 
plan to develop other, separate pollution prevention programs as a condition of 
the proposed project. See response to comment 0.12.125 for further detail on 
development of UNDS for Naval vessels. 

0.12.158 Cumulative radiological impacts at NASNI are addressed in sections 3.18.15, 
4.18.15, 5.18.15, and 6.18.15 of the EIS. The conclusion of this analysis indicates 
no sigtuficant cumulative radiological impact would occur as a result of the 
proposed action. Sections 3.18.15, 4.18.15, 5.18.15, and 6.18.15 have also been 
clarified to state the following: 

"*As deYq:bed in the m i - 1  report ~ f e r e ~ c d -  in the ELS, wenty-sk prmio~x 
versions of that rqmrfi and the 1998 update of the report, the total long-lived 
vamma radinactivity in liquids m a n y  to all ports and harbors from 
0--- -------- - 
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. Thus, there would be 
no cumulative impacts from releases to any one water body from various NNPP 
activities in dose proximity to that water body." 

* 

In addition, please see response to comments 0.12.126 and 0.12.156. 

0.12.159 Sediment resuspension due to propeller-induced or natural turbulence does not 
alter sediment q d t y .  Instead, resuspension aiiows sediment partides to be 
transported and settle out in other areas of the bay, resulting in some sediment 
redistribution. Similar processes occur throughout the bay, and they do not 
degrade the overall quality of bay sediments. The magnitude and frequency of 
sediment resuspension reiated to CVN propeiier wash is expected to be similar 
to that of a CV. Thus, no net change in effect would occur if a CV is replaced by 
a CWN. The EiS has been revised to inciude this information. 

0.12.160 Section 3.18 of the EIS states that because of decreasing industrial waste inputs 
discharges bay -wfi& for 

t:-l-L,-l ,,,,,-,,,, t ,,-, 11,- 2 ,,,,-- -2 A AA:C---ll-- LL- l3-:---1 TAT-t-- uiulopcal resources nave generally Imyruveu. fiuununauy, u ~ e  negwnal vv arer 
Quality Control Board has issued cleanup and abatement orders for removal of 
contaminated sediments. All of these factors combined have led to improved 
bay-wide conditions as compared to historical trends. UNDS is not an attempt 
by the Navy to circumvent environmental laws, rather it is intended to assure 
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Navy compliance with all applicable laws in a consistent manner at any Navy 
port. Compliance with UNDS will enswe the environment is adequately 
protected from cumdative Navy operations. 

0.12.161 Please see the response to comment 0.12.16 for a discussion of the sigtuhcance 
criteria used in the EIS. 

0.12.162 The region of influence for each environmental resource was reviewed. No 
changes were needed. 

0,12,163 Providing capacity to homeport two additional CVNs under the proposed action 
would not result in additional flight activity at NASNI. The total number of 
aircraft camers assigned to the West Coast would not increase. The number of 
times a year a CVN visits NASNI as a "transient" would not increase. The size 
of the air wings on the aircraft carriers will not increase. There would not be an 
increase in the number of "helicopter trips" as a result of providing capaaty to 
homeport two additional CVNs. 

As mentioned in thearesponse to comment 0.12.104, TAC emissions from the 
proposed dredging and disposal actions at NASNI would produce insignificant 
health impacts to the public. As stated in the response to comment 0.12.136, the 
cumulative impact of toxic emissions from the proposed dredging and dqosa l  
activities and existing operations at NASNI would be insigruficant. 

As stated in sections 3.11.2.2, 3.11.2.3, and. 3.ii2.4 of the Draft EE, "CV-N 
homeporting would not result in any inaease in the aviation units based at 
NASNI or any increase in air traffic at NASNI. Therefore, no increased h a f t  
noise would result." This statement applies to helicopters as well as fixed-wing 
aircraft. For additional information on airaaft and air traffic at NASNI, please 
refer to section 2.3.2.1. 

Air traffic assodated with the proposed action would not change from existing 
conditions. Therefore, air quality impacts from these sources would be 
insigruficant In regard to the impact of TACs from proposed dredging 
a -1,,n, ,,, & L a  ,,,,,,a A, ,,,,,& n 1'3 QL a r u v l u - ,  prax xsc: u ~ r  r r q ~ u ~ l x  LU r u u r u ~ r ~ ~ r  u . I L . ~ .  

0.12.164 Depending on the alternative selected, views of Coronado may be altered, 
although impacts would remain below the thresholds of sigruhcance identified 
in 3.12.2. in section 3-12 the dksSiOn of opera~GFd 
impacts for each alternative, aircraft carriers have been accepted as part of the 
NASNI view for decades. It is common for multiple aircraft camers or other 
ships to be moored at NASNI (DON 1995a). Therefore, providing capacity to 
hnmo+-\n& t u r n  5 A A i t ; n n s l  P W c  s+ ATACI\TT r ~ r n i i l A  nn+ ciihr+cant;callwr rh3..rrm &ha 
A L V A A L L Y V A  b  b V V  V U U W b A V A b U A  L 1 A -3 U b  A . I -A . IA  1 V  VLUU A L V b  J U V 3 b U A L b A C I A A  J U L C L l l 5 F  U L S  

existing views of Coronado. 
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0.12.165 In the context of the statement made on page 3.18-15, line 18 of the Draft EIS, the 
region of influence is properly defined. The region of influence for other sections 
may be broader as suggested depending on the specific discussion. For example, 
the n o d  operations and hypothetical accidents involving radioactivity 
discussed in Chapter 7 of the EIS consider a radius of 50 miles around NASNI 
when reporting results. Thus, the Navy has looked at wider areas of influence 
-.-t --- L- wnere appropriate. 

0.12.166 The intent of the environmental justice analysis is to determine the proposed 
action's potential to generate disproportionately high and adverse human or 
environmental effects on minority or lower income populations. 

0.12.167 The record of decision will become the Navy's position as regards to where to 
construct and operate facilities and infrastructure in support of the additional two 
NIMITZ-Class replacement-carriers. The Navy does have a Preferred Alternative, 
Alternative Two, that is identified in section 2.1. This preference was determined 
after careful consideration of all aspects, environmental as well as those others 
found in section 2.3.1. There has been no irreversible or irretrievable commitments 
of resources, and a decision on the home ports of CVNs has not been made. 

"Home Port Objectives" were used to establish a qualitative as well as quantitative 
process of narrowing the field of prospective locations to those that could 
adequately meet the Purpose and Need of the EIS. Once a location had been 
selected, it was assigned varying quantities of CVNs up to and including the 
maximum that location could support. The whole of the effort resulted in the 
fornulation of reasonable alternatives. Each alternatives was then examined from 
an "impact to the environment'" perspective. For more discussion on this process, 
please refer to section 23.1 and the appropriate chapters dealing with the 
environment Chapter 3.0 for NASNI, Chapter 4.0 for PSNS? Chapter 5.0 for 
NAVSTA Everett, and Chapter 6.0 for PHNSY. 

n- A L --f 3 me MU reporr rererrea to by the commentor pertains to the government's 
choice for the next generation of aircraft carrier propulsion plants. As described 
in the response to 0.12.12, the scope of this EIS does not include decisions 
regarding Naval ships (e.g. application of nuclear power), and thus comments 
regar ding these d-ions are 1 Deyon d he scope of ES. For further detail on 
this issue, please see the response to comment 0.12.55. 

The use of Lono 6 barb -bu-b to home port CVNs was not considered a reasonable 
alternative as it has been closed by a BRAC action and this EIS does not revisit 
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BRAC decisions made by Congress and approved by the President of the United 
States. 

Alternative Four analyzes an action where capacity is provided at N s h i i  to 
homeport two CVNs as the EHC suggests in Paragraph IX, subparagraph 4. 
This alternative, however, does not provide construction of a new wharf at 
NASNI. Please refer to section 2.3.2.1 for information pertaining to the need for 
a "transient" CVN berth. Irrespective of providing capacity to homeport one or 
two additional CVNs, the new wharf must be constructed before committing the 
transient berth to becoming a home port berth. Construction of the new wharf 
would result in three CVN-capable berths at NASNI. With that many berths, the 
need to reserve a berth as the transient berth would disappear as the 
combination of three berths would avoid ample flexibility for berthing a 
transient CVN at NASNI. Paragraph 2.3.2.1 also discusses the minimal 
construction (fencing and lighting) required to convert the existing transient 
berth to a homeport berth a c e  Pier J/K is converted to a CVN berth. 

Please refer to section 2.4.6 for a discussion of the No Action Alternative. This 
EIS deals with the fdities md inhstructuw J needed to support the homeportin- 6 

of three CVNs. It is Navy policy that CVNs will replace aging CVs. The closest 
the Navy could come to a true "No Action" alternative, was to approach the "no 
h o d '  nmvic innc  of alternative form&- pmps as &*ad in e- Y*Vw-AVaW 
question 3 of the "Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National 
Environmental Policy Act Regulations," printed in Federal Register Vol. 46, No. 
55 1 RfY7L1 Rn?A 1 /71/11 T n  thk nea  that mnanr s+tcmnphg tc hem+ +ha YY, ~ V V I V  ~ Y V Y U J  Y I  LIY, -1. a. uw - U.U. Y ~ ~ L L . W  U~CU. y v ~ r  u r r  

CVNs without construction of the facilities and infrastructure needed to support 
them. Clearlv this ~~ns=&fa&ep hnm an  eperaf;,~ngl, envb~p,m.m~td, ~r 

J I **-I1- -- 
quality of life perspective but the Navy has carried this alternative forward in 
order to satisfy the spirit of NEPA. 

0.12.168 The use of Long Beach to home port CVNs was not considered a reasonable 
alternative because it was dosed by BRAC Congressional and Presidential 
actions, This F,s d m  ,n,& revbit BR-AC dmhi~psa 

0.12.169 This issue is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

0.12.170 The environmental justice section related to San Diego, section 3.17, discusses 
Coronado as the relevant subregional area, since this cornunity is adjacent to 
the proposed action. Environmental Justice considerations in Mexico! are 
addressed in section 1.6. The commentor's assump tion that the Navy interpreted 
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EHC's scoping letter to mean they were only concerned about Mexico is a false 
characterization of this EIS. The Navy simply stated that the Presidential 
executive order does not apply to foreign lands. However, in absence of 
sigruhcant environmental impact except for localized areas around NASNI 
which are not frequented by these populations, the EIS concluded that there 
would be no disproportionate effects on these populations. If there is no 
significant impact to dose-in populations such as Coronado, then certainly 
American citizens living in Mexico have no greater risks than cited in the EIS. 

Further, the EIS does assess (in Appendix F) radiological impact to Mexican 
populations within 50 miles of NASNI. Instead of assessing the population 
A~~CII.I..-.C-- n C  N A A - f m n  f - A - L f m L  f n  ----* A : C C - - l &  -A L A - &  L,r-----,r A L  & f a  -.-.--- &La-- 
UWU~LJUUUIL u1 NKJUCU \WIUUL w VCIY ULL~~CLUL a L  veal U ~ L ~ L W ~ :  u1 U L ~ :  wdy u ~ e y  
conduct a census), the Navy assumed that the entire Mexican population lived 
on the border (24 hours per day) at the closest point to NASNI. Even in this 
consexvative scenario, the analyses calculated in the EIS show that there would 
be no s@&F;,cmt r&iological impact the Mexican population. 

0.12.171 This sentence explains that one of the needs of the proposed action is to ensure 
that existing CVN home port locations, such as PSNS at Bremerton, Washington, 
have adequate infrastructure requirements. New requirements, which specify 
minimum berthing water depths and pier widths, have been established based 
on demonstrated operational needs. Projects at PSNS are being considered as 
connected and similar actions in this EIS in accordance with 40 CFR 1508.25 
because of their close relationship to actions considered in this EIS and common 
timing of the events. The text of the EIS has been revised to danfy this 
statement. 

0.12.172 Section 3.1.2.4 of the Final EIS has been modified to indicate that flexible 
moorings are a component of standard operation procedures used at CVN 
berths. 

0.12.173 The Navy, does not agree with your assertions or condusions. This comment 
summarizes comments that have been responded to in previous responses. See 
speahcally responses to comments 0.12.8,0.12.9,0.1233,0.12.37, and 0.12.131. 

A 1- 1 - A  
U . I L . L / +  As is explained in section 3.1 of Appendix F, airborne emissions of radionuclides 

from Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program activities are conservatively estimated 
using procedures developed by the Navy and approved by EPA pursuant to 40 
CFR 61. These procedures are a result of extensive, multi-year measurement and 

I -  L L LL- m~ ----- -- 1 vn A A -  -1 - -  3 m n  A evaluaoun uy uurn m e  lvavy ana n m .  nn unc1assifiea nrA summary of these 
procedures has been included in the EIS. Section 3.1 also states that the source 
term for airborne releases is based upon conditions at a large Naval shipyard 
performing maintenance and nuclear refueling work on a variety of nuclear- 
powered ships. Since the amount o f  maintenance expected at a homeport facility 
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to support CVN maintenance is less than the amount performed at a large Naval 
shipyard performing maintenance and nuclear refueling work on a variety of 
nuclear-powered ships, the normal operations source term is conservative for 
evaluation of CVN homeporting. As evident from the listing of the normal 
operations source terms listed in section 3.1 of Appendix F (which includes 
tritium), all of the radionudide concentrations, with the exception of carbon-14, 
are the same for each site. The carbon-14 source term is greater for North Island 
since North Island is the only location where two additional CVNs would be 
located under any of the alternatives evaluated. Based on the above, no further 
justification of the source term is deemed necessary. 

The discussion of the pathways analysis is presented in Appendix F, d o n  2.0, 
which includes discussions covering the methodologies and assumptions used 
for receptor iocations, exposure pathways, health effects risk estimators, 
population distribution, meteorology, and computer programs. Release height is 
speafied in the EIS for accident scenarios, but is not s e e d  for the normal 
operations calculation. The reiease height for the normal operatiow evaluation, 
which used the GEM1 computer code, was conservatively selected as 1 meter 
even though the ventilation systems on both the CIF and onboard the carriers 
discharge air through HEPA filters at distances several meters above ground 
level. Typically, low release heights result in larger doses than high release 
heights. For compieieness, the following sentence will be added to page F-15: 
"The release is assumed to occur at 1 meter." 

A - m - m  L rCCD -nl- , ln~n-  -n-----Ll~ L- L W - C L  C T C  --,,t-nll--- 
IILC UUB~TS ULQL L L C n  CQ~LUL~LCB QIC Luuyalaulr LV u k r  u l a l r  cw r r l a u m u y  
exposed off-site individual calculations presented in Appendix F, Table F-7 at 
about 1,000 meters. The IEER dose results for 1,000 meters (0.37 mrem/yr) can 
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be compared to the Navy maximally-exposed off-site individual dose results at 
1,189 meters (0.1 mrem/ yr). The difference in dose estimates can most likely be 
attributed to differences in distance from the release point (1,000 versus 1,189 
meters) and release height (ground-level versus 1 meter.) When the GENIl code 
is run using assumptions similar to those used by IEER, the maximally-exposed 
off-site individual dose at 1,000 meters is 0.46 mrem/yr, which is very 
comparable to the IEER value of 0.37 mrem/ yr. 

The doses that IEER calculates at 100 meters are not comparable to the Draft EIS 
doses at that same distance. IEER calculates an exposure of 28 mrem/year at a 
distance of 100 meters, compared to the 1.3 mrem/year reported in Table F-7 for 
the theoretical worker. The difference in the Navy and IEER results for dose-in 
doses be explained by evalua~&-lg -~-LP~ois for the 
--l--l-~.---. 
CdlLUld  UUI W e  

Distance from release point: In Appendix F, section 2.1, the Navy defines the 
vwrorker as 7 1m rLefe= Lhe r=&oact;ve m t e p A  

point. of be omoral public cannot be located 100 6b*sb1LU 
met- from the release point, fie mayLrnauy-p,xpo%d ~ff-site individual 
nearest public access individual calculations were performed at this dose 
distance as was done by the IEER This is would create a substantial 
difference in results since the Navy assumes the worker is exposed to the 
release for a normal workday of 8 hours a day for one year. In contrast, the 
nearest public access individual and m;ucimally-exposed off-site individual 
are more conservatively assumed to be exposed to the release for 24 hours a 
day for one year. IEER assumed the individual at 100 meters was exposed to 
the release for 24 hours a day, which is unrealistic and inconsistent with the 
Navy's assumptions for a worker. 

Release height: The Navy assumed the release height for the normal 
operations evaluation was 1 meter even though the ventilation systems on 
both the CIF and onboard the carriers discharge air through HEPA filters at 
distances several meters above ground level. Typically, low release heights 
result in larger doses than high $lease heights. Ik-kR a&med a ground &el 
release. 

When the GENII code is run using assumptions similar to those used by IEER, 
the 100 meter dose is 29 mrem/yr which is very comparable to the IEER value of 
28 mrem/yr. However, the assumptions used to obtain the higher doses are not 
consistent with the assumptions used in the EIS, which explains the difference in 
calculated dose for close-in individuals. 

Notwithstanding the above noted differences, the Navy believes that the 
assumptions used in the EIS analyses are appropriate for the individuals being 
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evaluated. IEER's results, which were calculated using a different computer code 
and using different assumptions, corroborate the Navy's results in that the risk 
to the members of the public from normal operations outside the base boundary 
in both cases are well below 1 in 10,000. 

The commentor is correct in that the GENII code used for the normal operations 
analyses does distribute the release evenly over the entire year, and that acute 
releases can result in larger doses than chronic releases of the same source tern. 
- - 
However, the purpose of the normal operations analyses is to estimate the health 
effects associated with the small chronic releases that could occur due to 
homeporting maintenance activities. Since the maintenance work would occur 
over the course of the year, the releases associated with the work would also be 
*Onic in nature* In contrast, the puIpose of acddent analyses is to 
the health effects associated with an acute release. It should also be noted that 
the approach used by the Navy to analyze releases due to normal operations is 
consistent with EPA's approach for evaluating effects from airborne 
-- 3:  -1: - --a r ---- -r ,L A A  ~ I ? T )  ~1 ,.,L:,L ,,,,, 1 ---- --A raaonucuae releases rouna at w ~ r n  01, WIUUI m iLIuiual KKQSC: r a m  aiu 

wind rose data. 

With regard to uncertainties in the analysis, section 7.6.1 of the Draft EIS states 
". . . due the ccpsma&m in andv, &ks believed 
to be at least 10 to 100 times larger than what would actually occur." The use of 
conservative analyses is appropriate since all of the alternatives have been 
evaluated using the same methods and data, allowing a fair comparison of all of 
the alternatives on the basis. F1~r!&tefl,m-ore, even using these conservative 
analpcal methods, the risks for all of the alternatives are small, which greatly 
reduces the signihcance of uncertainties within the analysis. Thus, further 
quantification of uncertainty is not deemed necessary. 

The number and risk of latent cancer fatalities were specihcally calculated and 
presented in the tables of results since these are the most predominant health 
effects of radiation exposure. This is evidenced in Table F-3, where the risk 
factors for fatal cancer -are greater than the risk factors for both non-fatal cancers 
and genetic effects. The results of the analyses are presented to allow readers of 
the EIS to calculate non-fatal cancers and genetic effects, if desired. A change to 
the EIS outlining - the process - for calculating - these effects is discussed in response - 

0.12.27. 

As is stated in section 2.2 of Appendix F, the risk factors used for these analyses 
are those recommended by the International Commission on Radiation 
Protection (ICRP). Two sets of risk factors are presented: one set for worken and 
one set for members of the general population. The risk factors for the general - 
population are higher than those for workers since there is a greater number of 
children in the general population. The ICRP risk factors are applicable to any 
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individual in the population, regardless of the demographic (eg., age, race, or 
gender) in which they are included. Therefore, factors such as age and gender 
are already built into the risk factors used for the analyses in this EIS. 

The Navy has fully considered the comments provided by the commentor and 
the Navy responses to those comments. Based on this review, the Navy has 
determined that it has correctly assessed the radiological health risks associated 
with the proposed action, and thus no sigruhcant changes to the radiological 
analyses contained in the EIS are deemed necessary. A minor change to the EIS 
as a result of the review of this comment is included above. 

0.12.175 The Draft EIS does address reactor acadents and other events involving the 
of radi~active mtefi& ~ f i b ~ a r d  ship. S w i ~ n  7.6.12 Hvnnthetiral * *JrW----- 

Accidentc p-.& a &-ion of acddmt and fnr the FTs r r - u u u  r-, r- --- --- -- 
analyses. This d i v s s i ~ n  state that "All accidents (na@xd and hi~rnaq 
initiated) were considered but only those accidents expected to contribute 
substantiaUy to risk (de-hed as the product of the probability of o c c m c e  of 
the accident multiplied by the consequence of the accident) were included for 
detailed analysis." In addition, this section states that "Although the probability 
of occurrence is small, a wide range of postulated reactor acadents have been 
analyzed and are discussed in Appendix D." 

The EIS has fully analyzed the impacts associated with homeporting NIMITZ 
class aircraft carriers, including reactor safety. Because nuclear propulsion 
technology is among the most sensitive military technologies possessed by the 
United States, d ixwion  of the US. Naval reactor design information and 
analysis of postulated propulsion plant acadents are contained in a dassified 
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 specihcally provide for the protection of 
classified information. EPA received the entire Draft EIS, including the classified 
appendix, conducted a review, and provided comments based on their review. 
The Navy has responded to those comments (see F.3 series). EPA had no 
comments on the classified appendix. 

Every effort has been made to ensure that envhonmentai impacts associated 
with homeporting are evaluated and reported in an unclassified fashion in the 
EIS, and thus all potential environmental impacts or conclusions discussed in the 
dassified appendix are covered in the unciassified sections of the Es. In 
addition, consistent with past practice, IumiiZ-ciass airaaft carrier nudear 
propulsion plant design was independently reviewed by the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (at the time of review it was by the Directorate of Licensing 
Division of the Atomic Energy Commission) and by the Advisory Committee on 
Reactor Safeguards. Both reviews concluded that consistent with the military 
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necessity of these ships, NIMITZ class aircraft carrier reactors codd be operated 
without undue risk to the health and safety of the public. 

As described in response 0.12.10, the Navy's historical record of safe and 
responsible operation of nuclear powered warships is dear: there has never been 
a reactor accident associated with the Program, nor has there been any release of 

h t  has had a si51&iCant effect on he or the eiLv~oi~-lt:T1t, 
The comrnentor is correct in that there have been releases of NNPP radioactivity; 
however, as described below, since the total amount released annually has been 
inconsequential, any individual release was also inconsequential, and was not 
L A  & -  <--nA;c.tn nr n t L f i - ~ A o n  L w v  m-qr - n r n . l m t r r - r  rnm.. ;rnmn-k 
3UV)aL Lu l ~ Y u l & ~ k &  ~ ~ L ~ ~ L C  ul u U L C l W E 8  uy QlLy ~ ~ ~ ~ a L u l y  A F Y u = u L C & & W .  

The Navy reports all releases of radioactivity assodated with the NNPP in its 
annual report entitled Environmental Monitoring and Disposal of Radioactive 
Wastes -hrn US. Naval Nudear Powered Ships their Support Facilities. 
This report is prepared annually, and is provided to Congress and made 
available to the public. Relevant information from the report has been included 
and referenced as appropriate in the EIS in accordance with the implementing 
regulations of NEPA (40 CFR 1502.21). Copies of this and other reports were 
placed in local public libraries to aid public review during the EIS process. 

As described in the annual report referenced in the EIS, twenty-six previous 
versions of that report, and the 1998 update of the report, the total long-lived 
gamma radioactivity in liquids released annually to all ports and harbors from 
all Naval nuclear-powered ships and suppo&ng tenders, Naval bases and 
shipyards is less than 0.002 curies. This annual total includes any accidental 
releases of radioactivity that occurred during that 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 environmentaUy 
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, those 
releases are insignificant relative to the more severe accidents evaluated, and 
further information regarding individual releases is not needed to describe the 
environmental effects of the proposed action, and no change to the EIS is 
warranted. 

The discussion of the pathways analysis is presented in Appendix F, section 2.0, 
which indudes discussions covering the methodoiogies and assumptions used 
for receptor locations, exposure pathways, health effects risk estimators, 
population distribution, meteorology, and computer programs. A detailed 
explanation of the meteorological analysis performed for the accident analyses is - 
provided in this same appendix, section 2.4. Assumptions used for the E A C - 5  



Comment 
Number 

VOLUME 7 C W  HOMEPORTING EIS - NASM RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

computer code are presented in Appendix F, section 3.2, as are the specific 
source texms used for the accident analyses. 

As is explained in section 2.1 of Appendix F, the rnaximaily-exposed offsite 
individual is defined as a theoretical individual living at the base boundary 
receiving the maximum exposure. Since that individual receives the maximum 
exposure, fie exposure for the maximall y-expose d off-site individual born& fie 

exposure for an individual in any of the 16 compass directions. The same 
methodology is used to calculate exposures to the nearest public access 
h&vidual. For this reason, and to of EE, 

individual distances for the maximally-exposed off-site individual and nearest 
public access individual are not needed to be reported in the EIS. For 
aOmtion, for xofi k-d, the t access is located 152 

meters from the release point, and the maximally-exposed off-site individual is 
I,,,A,A 1 qon ,,A,, L,, AL, ,,I ,,,, ,L,L u ,,.-,,,,, lucateu 1,107 rrleren: arum ulr release pumr. nuwever, i~ d e m ~ ~ ~ t r a t e d  by the 
fact that commentor concluded the distance to the maximally-exposed off-site 
individual is approximately 1000 meters, the distances can be reasonably 
a p p i o ~ ~ ~  in any compass &wdoiL -&ing k&jmrau in 

EIS. 

&dopmmsf of hypthecd =olXce terns is nme- -+d  YAb-uGU in 
section 7.1.6.2 and Appendix F, section 3.2. The conservative assumptions 
related to the release of these large quantities of radioactive materials into the 
e n v h ~ m a  &cg prexnted, hdu&o rnot~mlngical data. N a p  

6 --b*rVAVrV 3 
agrees with IEER that the dispersion coefficient, deposition velocity, and length 
of exposure after initial deposition are crucial parameters in determining the 
dgw. In Appendix F, 3 3  ~ i ~ r n p c i n n c  ~ U V A W  AVA f r  th- Y - ~ L T ~  nararn~tomz Y Y I - - . L . ~ U  -1- I.Y. 

presented. The dispersion coefficient is calculated by the RSAC-5 computer code 
b e d  on spe&ffc ~ ~ r ~ 1 , @ ~  data. w M  ~ n d v c i c  J U-U~ w a die-reinn uuyrrurvr 

coefficient value of 5.2 x lW was used. This value is over a factor of 5 larger than 
the value used in the IEER analysis, resulting in more conservative or larger 
d a s :  

The dry deposition velocities used for the EIS analyses are the default values 
listed in the RSAC-5 and GENII computer codes and are listed in the appendix 
for solids (0.001 m/s), halogens (0.01 m/s), noble gases (0.0), cesium (0.001 m/s), 
and ruthenium (0.001 m/s). The default values in RSAC-5 were selected based 
on the references "Partide and Gas Dry Deposition: A Review," Abnnsphere 
Environment, 14~983-1011, George A. Sehmel, 1980 and "Deposition and 
Resuspension," Atmospheric Science and Power Production, DOE/TIC-27601, 
Chapter 1 2  US. Department of Energy, George A. Sehmel, 1984. These values 
are factors of 10 to 100 less than the deposition velocity of 0.1 m/s used by the 
E E R  analysis for all radioactive materials released ~ - e  environment, ----- ---- 
resulting in lower maximally-exposed off-site individual doses. However, a 
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review of the above references also shows that the dry deposition velocity of 0.1 
m/s used by IEER is much larger than the upper limits of the range of deposition 
velocities reported in those references. In addition, while IEER states that 
rainfall at the time of the acadent could result in such large deposition velocities, 
it appears that the EER analysis is unnecessarily conservative since it was 
performed without adjusting the dispersion coefficient due to the higher wind 
speeds and highly unstable atmospheric conditions that could exist during a 
rainfall. 

Both the GENII and RSAC computer codes have been subjected to extensive 
independent verification and validation for use in performing safety-related 
dose calculations to support safety analysis reports, environmental impact 
L A . .  A Hl&..Al---Lnl . . *  . * F  &,A-A-& s u i r e u ~ e ~ t m ,  CUIU e u v u w u u u u a l  Q ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I I L C A L W .  ~ U U L C A L L Q U U A L  UA AALUG~GALUULL 

verification and qualification work can be found in the user's manuals for both 
of these computer programs. 

The d l x a ~  of ground surface exposure for the general public used for the EIS 
analyses is listed in Appendix F as one year. This value is a factor of 20 less than 
the value used by the IEER analysis, resulting in lower doses. As stated in 
Appendix F, section 2.8, the analyses assume that no action is taken to prevent 
the public from continuing their normal day-to-day routine for a year. One year 
is expected to be a very conservative amount of time to assume that no 
mitigative action would be taken in response to a radiologica1 accident. 

The accident analyses performed for this EIS make many conservative 
assumptions, including the amount of radioactive material released into the 
environment, meteorological conditions at the time of the accident, location of 
the maximally exposed member of the public, consideration to exposures from 
all possible pathways, and no mitigative measures or emergency response for a 
period of one year. It is important to note that the probability of such an 
accident is not affected by these assumptions, as only the initiating event is 
considered in the calculation of accident probability. 

As demonstrated above, IEER uses assumptions that are much more 
conservative than the conservative assumptions used by the Navy in the EIS, 
which mults in doses that are 10 to 100 times greater than the Navy's doses. 
However, as stated in d o n  7.6.1, even with the conservative assumptions used 
by the Navy, the Navy's calculated risks are believed to be at least 10 to 100 
times larger than what would actually occur. Notwithstanding, the Navy deems 
that it has used appropriate assumptions in its analysis as desaibed above. The 
use of conservative andyses is appropriate since d of the alternatives have been 
evaluated using the same methods and data, allowing a fair comparison of all of 
the alternatives on the same basis. Furthermore, even using these conservative 
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analytical methods, the risks for all of the alternatives are small, which greatly 
reduces the significance of any uncertainties in the analyses. 

The Navy has fully considered the comments provided by the commentor and 
the Navy responses to those comments. Based on this review, the Navy has 
determined that it has correctly assessed the radiological health risks associated 
with the proposed action. No changes to the radiological analyses contained in 
the EIS are deemed necessary as a result of this comment. 

The EIS addresses radiation exposure to the workers directly involved in 
operations associated with radiological materials in several locations. Each 
mh,-&-s- ~ ~ - C ' I ; A C .  r. e-Gn- n- Un-l&L r.-A C-gnkv 12 1 E A 1 E E 1 E --A L 1 E\ r-rL:-L 
U L Q Y L C l  L V l L U U W  Q D C L U V A L  U 1 L  A 1 C 4 1 U 1  Q I L U  .>QltTLy \ d .LJ ,  *.LJ, J - L J ,  alU U . A J )  W l U U l  

discusses occupational radiation exposure for trained personnel directly 
involved in work shipboard on the reactor plant, and in areas of the DMF that 
r h-..rAla r 1 - n T A  2 1 AIM-& 
VVVUAU AUULUAC AQUIVQLUVG IILQLFLACU. AAL a u w u u l L ,  DCLUVAL a.3.1 Y ~ C ~ C A L W  

additional information on Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program occupational 
expc=iAre=, *ding of review by fie National Council 
on Radiation Protection and Measures which concluded that "These small values 
(of occupational exposure) reflect the success of the Navy's efforts to keep doses 
PC lnw v n ~ ~ n n s k l w  ~ ~ h ; m w r ~ k l n  I A T A R A \ " 
UY AW rr w AZ.WWALUUAJ UUUF; v QUA& \A--). 

The pathways analysis described in Appendix F, section 2.0, defines the 
individual receptors evaluated for both normal operaE~p5 and hypothetical 
accident scenario releases. In section 2.1, Calculation of Radiation Exposures, the 
"Worker" is defined as an individual located 100 meters from the radioactive 
material release point. This theoretical individual is selected to be repireentathe 
of a site worker not directly involved in working with radioactive materials. 
This individual is located at 100 meters from the release point because the 
Gaussian plume models do not calculate effects closer than that distance. 
However, for the hypothetical accident scenarios, a qualitative evaluation of the 
impact on closein workers was performed. This evaluation is presented in 
section 7.6.2.1 of the EIS. The dose-in workers are those in the facility or very 
near the release point when the accident occurs (i.e. within 100 meters of the 
release point). 

In addition, as described in reference NNPP 1997b, the Navy monitors internal 
radioactivity as part of its occupational radiation exposure monitoring program. 
The measures outlined in section 7.4.2, Control of Radioactivity, are integral 
measures in limiting the exposure to NNPP radioactivity from all pathways to as 
low as reasonably achievable. 

0.12.177 As is stated in Chapter 1.0 of the EIS, the EIS evaluates the environmental effects 
associated with providing support facilities and infrastructure for homeporting 
three CVNs in &e ~acific~l&t: As such, the EIS appropriately includes impacts 
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associated with operating the CVNs at the various homeporting locations. 
Environmental impacts associated with other aspects of the CVN lifecycle are 
appropriately handled when those federal actions are proposed, and are specific 
to the location where the actions take place. The relevant cumulative impacts 
associated with the proposed action are already included in the EE, and thus no 
change to the EIS is deemed necessary. 

With regard to occupational radiation exposure, section 7.4.3.1 of the EIS states 
that the m p t s  POfiq- is to reduce to as low as reasonably aatJettable (AT&) 

the exposure to personnel from ionizing radiation associated with the NNPP. 
The effectiveness of the Navy's ALARA program can be seen in the data 
provided in the Draft EIS. Spedfically, the average annual radiation exposure to 
A,,& ,,,,,,, 1 -,,:L,,,A fAI I..~:C.~AI :- n ncn - ,, ,,n~~,,,~,~ct, 11eer persu~u~el ULUI ULUL eu 1u1 1 durn UUA L C A ~ V ~  UL c 13 U.UJU I ru r, ul ul r n  L W  r u r  cu u r 

of the federal annual occupational limit of 5 rem. The Draft EIS also states that 
the average annual radiation exposure for shipyard personnel is 0.13 rem, which 
is approximately one-fortieth of the federal annual limit of 5 rem and is less than 
1\-a-h.114 -4 ,hd 3 . rdw3mf i  C%-I \C~~-  + h ~ )  a~ph --fin 1ixyinm i n  )ha Tni+nJ 
UAK-ALQU UA ULF a v c ~ a t j ~  c u u L u a a  C A ~ V ~ L I I F  u u a b  = a u k  ~ A D W A L  U V Y L  6 Y k  ULb uAUbLU 

States would receive from natural background radiation. 

There are many standards that can be cited to compare radiation exposures. 
Considered in the development of those standards are many factors, including 
exposure pathway and individual receiving the dose. For examplef the EPA 
standard in 40 CFR 61 Subpart I for exposure to €he general public from airborne 
radionudides is 10 millirem per year. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
standard in 10 CFR 20 Subpart D for exposure to the general public from nuclear 
power plant operation is 100 millirem per year above background. Alsof the 
average US. atizen receives about 300 millirem of exposure from background 
sources per year. In comparison, the Navy results from exposures to a member 
of the public due to normal operations are very low. 

The commentor specifically cites EPA drinking water regulations found in 40 
CFR 141.16, which state that the average annual concentration of beta particle 
and photon radioactivity from man-made radionudides in community drinking 
water systems shall not produce an annual dose equivalent to the total body or 
any internal organ greater than 4 millirem per year. However, the Navy does 
not discharge radioactivity into drinking water systems. Notwithstanding, the 
Navy exposures from normal operations due to all pathways do not exceed even 
this limit. 

0.12.178 Please see responses to comments to comments 0.12.174177 above. 

0.12.179 Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. - 
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0.12.180 Section 3.15 evaluates the impacts on Health and Safety associated with 
dredging and construction of the mitigation site, construction of facility 
improvements, and operations for all six CVN home port alternatives, including 
the No Action Alternative. Responses to specific concerns follow. 

0.12.181 Construction and operation of the Controlled Industrial Facility at North Island 
was evaluated in the Final EIS for the Development of Facilities in San 
Diego/Coronado to Support the Homeporting of One NIMITZ Class Aircraft 
Camer (DON 1995). In section 4.1.1.1.6 of DON 1995, measures are presented to 
mitigate structural impacts due to seismic ground motion and ground rupture to 
below a level of sigruftcance. For example, the Navy incorporated state-of-the- 
art measures during the design and construction of the homeporting facilities, 
including up-to-date sitespecific seismic risk analysis to determine the design- 
level earthquake and design and construction of the building structures to 
withstand ground motion assodated with the design-level earthquake. No 
buildings were constructed within 50 feet of the known fault zone. In addition, 
an effective earthquake preparedness plan is in place including computer-based 
command and control networked throughout the state and approved by the 
California Office of Emergency Services and the California Department of 
Health. Implementation of these design measures ensures that building 
structures will s w i v e  ground motion and rupture associated with the design 
seismic event, without collapse. 

In addition, homeporting of a NIMITZ-class aircraft camer would involve repair 
and maintenance of the ship's systems and their components. A detailed 
discusion of typical repair and maintenance work perfonned onboard ship and 
within a Controlled Industrial Facility is presented in the EIS in Appendix I, 
Maintenance in Home Port. 

Potential impacts to proposed action facilities assodated with earthquake 
hazards and associated mitigation measures incorporated into the proposed 
action design, are discussed in detail in section 3.1.22 of the EIS. The text 
remains unchanged. 

With regard to the second portion of the comment, according to 40 CFR 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." As indicated in the comment 
and addressed in the text, tsunamis are extremely rare, are unlikely to occur 
during the lifetime of the proposed action, and are considered an unavoidable, 
acceptable risk. Therefore, the level of detail provided in the Affected 
Environment section supports the impact analysis. With respect to radiological 
and hazardous material issues, the EIS has evaluated more probable accident 
scenarios that result in the release of these materials. The results of the analyses 
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bound the risks that codd resdt from rarer occurrences such as tsunamis or = 

seiches. The text remains unchanged. 

0.12.182 As described in response 0.10.34, there are two classes of events that are I, 

L - Z - - l l - -  ---- 1---1-1 2- 2 - 1 -  ,,-I ,,---. rt,,, *t,r t ,,,, ,,,,,,A &:n&,;#,..l ,...,.-k.\ rypicauy evaluareu m rwn ii~lalyses; u~ust: u l a r  i ~ a v t .  ocLlulru \ I l w r u l l c a  r v c l r w )  

and those that have not occurred (new events). Historical events have occurred 
often enough for sufficient data to have been accumulated. The probability of a 
fire used in the EIS (one chance in 200 per year, or 5x103) is based on the 
& Am&.. - . m & r - - l l w r - A - - - - m ~ ~  Gw- 3 ;mr)qqC..dl l l w r u r r r a l  u a r a  L u u y r  3UUL&LuaUy-Ucllrrcl6IIL6 A a L  A Q A 6 G  LLLUWUACU 

facilities such as a general maintenance shops or petroleum storage facilities. It 
should be noted that there has never been such a fire at a NNPP radiological 
support facility in the history of the Program. The probability of occurrence is 
b a ~ +  01: b&tofid &+a k t e d  Lq ~ferm~ce G ~ q e  aqd ~ ~ ~ c I \ ~ ~ ~ ,  l?w. 

In contrast, since data does not exist for new events, the event is broken down 
into a sequence of events, each of which may be analyzed separately by theory, 
by analogy with historical events, or by q g e e r i n g  judgment considering 
experience to date and the detailed analysis of other similar systems or 
processes. These parts are then used to reconstruct the event, amving at an 
estimated probability of occurrence. 

In order to assess the probability of a fire resulting from an earthquake, as 
suggested by the commentor, the event would have to be modeled as a new 
event by breaking the event down into a sequence of events and reconstructing 
the overall event. Using this methodology, the probability of a major, 
structurally damaging earthquake is determined first. Due to seismic 
considerations, the CIF is designed to accommodate an earthquake with a 10 
percent probability of exceedance in 50 years (one chance in 500 per year or 2 x 
103). Next, a determination is made regarding the probability that a fire would 
be caused by that earthquake. Given the robust design of the CIF and built-in 
fire suppression systems, this second probability would likely be much less than 
one. However, even if the probability were conservatively defined such an 
earthquake exceeding the design standard were assumed to cause a fire wery 
time, the resulting probability of an earthquake exceeding the design standard 
leading to a fire would be less than 1 in 500 per year (2 x 10, per year). This 
probability is lower than the probability (1 in 200 per year) used in the EIS (5 x 
10-3 per year). Thus, the probability of a fire already used in the ES, which is 
based on historical data, is considered to bound the probability of a fire caused 
by a structurally-damaging earthquake and other conceivable initiating events. 

012.183 -. -._. with regard to the first part of the comment, specific steps have been outlined on 
pages 3.2-4 and 3.2-5 addressing potentially contaminated soil and groundwater - 
that may be encountered if construction should proceed. Implementation of 
these steps would adequately address this issue. Most of these components of 
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the proposed action design are required by law; therefore, they are not 
considered to be mitigation. These were the same controls that were in effect for 
the construction associated with the BRAC CVN project that proved successful, 
as the comment indicates. The text remains unchanged. 

The EIS text quoted from the Terrestrial Hydrology and Water Quality section in 
L :  , A  -.,,, 2, ,,-, ,,a L,, I,,, -L,,,,2 A, t- ,,,.2,r,~ -.-:LL & uw CuIIunenr was ul trrrur, arlu rlas uetm uliulgeu rw oe wxlslsreIlr wiul c o m x r  
statements made in section 3.15 - Health and Safety. As correctly indicated on 
page 3.154 of the Draft EIS, "hazardous waste generated by a CVN are 
appro ximat$ to those gmeTat& by a @ON 1 ~ 4 ~ ) ~ ~  of 

whether or not the amount of chemicals handled increases or decreases, the 
impact analysis remains unchanged due to the other reasons stated in the same 
,,,,,,,t IT2, L,,, ,,A ,,,,,CC,- ,L ,,r-L,l, r, t, ,,,,,,l 1, ,,,,,:,rl,, paragrap .   ILL^: ryyn i u r u  qucu~uues UI xxrareruus ru ue uliulageu rrt assu~mnun 
with the proposed action are addressed in sections 3.15 and 3.16, and accident 
n - - 1 - w n -  - m n - A n ~ n A  -.&LL LL-n - - ~ n A n l -  -III :--1--A-A :- A-.LIHA:v 1 L A -  ~ l u u y x a  a=uua~eu WAUL U L ~ X  L I L C U ~ U ~ W  c u r  ULCIUUW U L  q~ptx~urrr J.  lie r y p  
and quantities of hazardous materials are also included in Appendix J. In 
addition, as indicated on page 3.15, no additional (net) impact regarding 
h;;zaido.Lis rater&l/-~--as~e -&-O'db m C i  as a rsdi of *& Aiemdeve 
the number of aircraft carriers would not increase over the historical limit of 
three. Sections 3.2.2.2, 3.2.2.3, and 3.2.2.4 of the Final EIS has been changed to 
.-Em-* *I.;c. L m *  
I C I I - L  ULD AQLL.  

0.12.184 The location of Glorietta Bay is shown in Figure 3-3. Section 3.3 has been revised 
to explain that the Silver Gate Po- Plant is located the eastem sho~f!liqe of 
the bay across from the entrance to Glorietta Bay. Water quality conditions at 
the proposed project and mitigation sites are expected to be sufficiently similar 
to in other, &;=cent ma of the hav for water mial i tv 

J --J r - 'J  
measurements have been made, that the existing information can be 
extrapolated and considered adequate for charactenking present conditions. See 
response to comment 0.12.126 regarding thermal pollution. 

0.12.185 The statement that no numerical sediment quality criteria exist was not meant to 
imply that the magnitude of contaminant concentrations cannot be evaluated 
relative to potentials for biological effects or thresholds. Rather, the original 
statement means that numerical limitsI representing maximum allowable 
contaminant concentrations in sediments, have not been defined by federal, 
state, or local agencies despite the considerable effort that has been performed 
over recent years to address this issue. 

The EIS uses existing bulk chemistry data to characterize sediment quality 
within the proposed dredging, mitigation, and disposal areas. Details regarding 
specific m&&s and analytical detection limits associated with these data are 
available in the referenced source documents. Additional sediment testing has 
been conducted within the proposed dredging and mitigation areas. Sediment 
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chemistry data for these areas have been added to the Volume 3, Table 3.4. 
Other chemical and toxicity testing of sediments from the dredging area is 
ongoing, but the results are not presently available to indude in the EiS. Specific 
details regarding the RCRA studies of Outfalls 9-15 are beyond the scope of this 
EIS. 

n - ~ n  -IO/ ~ t i g a t i ~ ~  for eelgraS impacted as part of new and the u. 1L. 100 
mitigation site would be credited from the Navy's Eelgrass Mitigation Bank 
agreement, which established an eelgrass aedit of approximately 9 aaes from 
construction and planting of eelgrass at the USS JOHN C. STENNIS mitigation 
b 1 - m ~  L-r. L- Arrmrmnrr+nA 1 1  r r  L D;nw R A C7CC')IlNTlC 
3 A L C .  L C l t j A Q 3 3  l L Q 3  U-AL U U L U I U L L C U  A W L U A A C Q l l y  ALL V U U L  A A C A  U C U L U  J A L l Y l Y W  

mitigation sites (DON 1995; personal communication R Hoffman National 
Marine Fisheries Service). 

A nr~mnstn~rtinn and pc~t<~p&-~j~t i ,m~ S1Lwey be conduct& assess - - =-- ----------- --- 
eelgrass densities at the project and mitigation sites .to determine actual amounts 
requiring mitigation in accordance with the Southern California Eelgrass 
Mitigation Policy. 

The size of the fill area is 1.5 acres. The antiapated duration for dredging is 5-6 
months. It is not expected that other dredging projects would occur 
simultaneously in this region of the bay. Therefore, no cumulative impacts from 
dredging projects are expected (see section 3.18 for additional discussion). 

The field surveys conducted for the present EIS found some reductions of 
eelgrass and motile species in the project area as compared with previous 
studies. The eelgrass on the north side of the pier is natural, indicating this 
habitat is appropriate for this species. The field survey report (Volume 3, section 
3.5) also stated that these differences in abundance were likely influenced by 
seasonal differences, as well as sampling techniques. Therefore, it is likely that 
the observed differences were due to natural seasonal variability combined with 
the most recent (1997-1998) El Nfio effects. This can lead to reduced numbers of 
many organisms, parti&ly fish, as well as reduced eelgrass abundance. 

n +n lnR 
V. IL. IW Sediment resuspension due to propeller-induced or natural turbulence does not 

alter sediment quality. Instead, resuspension allows sediment particles to be 
transported and settle out in other areas of the bay, resulting in some sediment 
redistribution. Similar processes occur throughout the bay, and they do not 
degrade the overall quality of bay sediments. The magnitude and frequency of 
sediment resuspension related to CVN propeller wash is expected to be similar 
to that of a CV. Thus, no net change in effects would occur if a CV was replaced 
by a CVN. The EIS has been revised to include this information 

C 

0.12.188 See response to comment for 0.12.186. 
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0.12.189 40 CFR 1505.2(b) requires that the ROD address the environmentally preferred 
altemative, but there is no NEPA requirement for a federal agency to select or 
implement this altemative. The reason for this is stated in 40 CFR 1500.l(b) in 
that "NEPA procedures must ensure that environmental information is available 
to public officials and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are 
taken." Public officials are required to be informed of the environmental 
implications of their decisions, but are not required to select the environmentally 
preferred altemative under NEPA. In the case of this EIS, the environmentally 
preferred altemative is the No Action Alternative. The commentor is correct that 
the Navy has chosen a Preferred Alternative that is not the environmentally 
preferred altemative. However, the Navy must weigh factors other than 

consi&ra~om as sailor of life) in -king its finai 

decision. These factors are discussed in Appendix G. The ROD will address the 
1 1  ,,,, 0 ,  --1L--&- >-L-:-- -- &L:- 'FTE - 2  L-1 ---- : 1 - - - L - - -  -.-!I1 L - lvavy s r u m r e  urosion on rrus ED, ana environmenral consiaeranons wul w 
one of the factors discussed in the decision. 

0.12.190 As stated in section 1.0 of Appendix E, control of radiation exposure in the Navy 
has always been based on the assumption that any exposure, no matter how 
small, involves some risk. The Navy's radiation exposure standards and the 
methods used for estimating risk to workers and the general public are 
consistent with guidance issued by the cognizant federal health and regulatory 
agencies. These agencies include the Environmental Protection Agency, the 
National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, the National Cancer 
Institute, and the Nuclear &-@tory comkission. Federal guidance is derived 
from risk estimates and recommendations issued by nationally and 
internationally renowned organizations such as the National Academy of 
Sciences, National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurement, 
International CoIIUniSSion on Radiological Protection, and the United Nations 
Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation. These risk estimates 
and recommendations are obtained through consensus among scientists that 
specialize in the study of health effects of radiation exposure. 

Inherent in the process of estimating radiation risk is consideration of all 
available credible scientific studies conducted throughout the world of 
populations exposed to ionizing radiation. The populations studied have 
included atomic bomb survivors, and populations that surround various nuclear 
facilities. Inclusion of radiation workers in the populations that have been 
studied is appropriate as this is a population group that would be expected to 
first show signs of any adverse effects because of their higher radiation 
exposures relative to that of the general public. The information on radiation 
risk provided in Appendix E of the EIS is intended to highlight the basis upon 
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which radiation exposure standards have been set by regulatory agencies. The 
Navy meets its obligation to protect its personnel and members of the general 
public by ensuring its operations will comply with the safety and health 
regulations issued by other governing regulatory agencies. None of the 
information cited by the commentor has been considered by the expert scientific 
and regulatory organizations to be convincing enough to alter their 
recommendations on exposure risk and exposure limits that are used by the 
Navy in this EIS. 

Some cornmentors expressed as a concern that some of the studies cited in the 
EIS focused on population groups Ulat had been exposed only to external 
radiation. From a radiation health standpoint, the exposure limits derived by 
scientific and regulatory bodies consider that exposure can be received from 
both internal and external sources. The method of assigning a dose from 
intema~y-deposited soUTCes is d e h d  by and =gulatory 

community. Some population groups that have been studied and included in 
scientific reviews by the organizations discussed above were exposed to internal 
radioactivity. 

The Navy has fully considered the comments provided by the commentor and 
the Navy responses to those comments. Based on this review, the Navy has 
determined that it has correctly assessed the radiological health risks assodated 
with the proposed action, and therefore no changes to the information contained 
in App-dkx E are deemed nec-~. J 

0.12.191 The Draft EIS Appendix J analysis (the analysis) of a hypothetical airborne 
release of hazardous substances was completed in February 1998. The California 
guideline (the guideline) the commentor is referencing? Califmnia Drap G u i h c e  
Document: The Determination of Acute Refeence Exposure Levels for Airborne 
Toxicants, was issued in a draft form in October 1998, thus was not available for 
consideration by personnel conducting the Draft EIS analysis. Note that 
enclosure A of the analysis identifies California Office of Emergency Services 
regulations that were considered. The guideline states at the top of each page, 
"Scient@c Review Panel Drafi - Do not cite or quote. " Therefore, at the current time, 4 

it is pr&ature to consider the recommended levels of concern (LOG) in the 
guideline as alternatives to those used in the Draft EIS. - 
Page J-7 of the Draft EIS identifies the following sources for derivation of LOCs 
for the analysis: 

-4 

a. For substances regulated by 40 CFR 68, the analysis utilized the LOG 
specified in Appendix A of 40 CFR 68, per the endpoint requirements of 40 CFR 

- 7 
68.22. Most of these values are ERPG2 values (Emergency Response Planning 
Guidelines recommended by the American Industrial Hygiene Association). 
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b. For substances not regulated by 40 CFR 68, the analysis utilized values 
+ n r n m m n n A o A  1 3 - r  +Lo E P A  in +hn Tl lmo 3n 1QQA roAornl Roois+ur (i.e., one tenth the 
I C L U l I U I L C l L U C U  L r y  L A L C  LI n U L  L I L L  J UILL LW,  A 1 / V  A r n c  r b.6 r \ rc \& ..r r 
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Immediately Dangerous to Life and Health (IDLH) value). Where the IDLH 
value was greater than the Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL), the Navy opted to 
use the PEL. Note that the California Office of Emergency Services regulations 
A n  -T\C c--Ar;C.7 n w  w n r n - m o n A  3m-7 c n q q r p n  J o r ; l r 3 + ; r \ r ?  n( orc 
UI) 1 I U L  3 ~ ~ ~ l l y  UI ICLUIIUILLILU a l l y  auulLr AUI ULA A V  C ~ L L W A L  UA UWLJ.  

After reviewing the guideline and comparing its "Reference Exposure Levels 
(REL's)" with LOCs used in the analysis, the Navy concurs with the commentor 
that the values vary. This is due to the fact that the REL is a more conservative 
va!ue than the LOCs identified above. T!w differenre can he obsenred by 
understanding the definition of the REL compared to the ERPG-2 values utilized 
as the bdsis for 40 CFR 68 LOCs: 

a. REL: the conce~ttmtion level nt or below wlticll no ndzwse henltlt rffrcts nrr 
nnticipnted. REL's m e  designed to protect the most sensitive indioidrinls ... by the 
i ~ ~ c l t i ~ i o n  of mnr,qi~zs of . safety - -  ... exceeding the REL does ?lot atitomnticnlly indicntc nn 
nduerse ~leiltll rff;ct." 

- 

b. ERPG-2: "mnximrim nirborne concentration below which it is believed tlmt nenrly nll 
individuals could be exposed for tip to one hour without experiencing or  developirtg 
irreversible or other serious health effects or symptoms wllich could impnir an 
i?zdividual's ~ b i l i t y  to take protective ~ction." 

The sources for LOCs used by the Navy are considered the best currently 
available for analysis of hypothetical accidental releases, as they are specified or 
recommended by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
through rules or rulemaking discussions after significant scientific and public 
comment. The EPA is working on new guidelines called Acute Exposure 
Guideline Limits, whch, once adopted, will likely be used in place of ERPG-2 
...-.l..r\C ValuCI in hihie l?w guideline on the other hand is written for 
"hazardous substances routinely released into the environment as a result of 
predictable continuous or short-term emissions from facilities and predictable 
process upsets or leaks". Thus even when the guideline is issued as a final 
decl~~,ent,  it is i~rl&e!v , that -.-. the .a.b A Navv .- . , wni11A ..--I- I I+P  -- thiz -- guideline as bash for 
LOCs for future hypothetical accidental release analyses, as the REL is 
inconsistent with the methodology used by EPA to derive LOCs. 

However, even if the Navy were to use the draft California guidance as 
suggested by the commentor, the Navy's conclusion that there would be the 
potential to impact human health if an accidental release of hazardous 
substances were to occur at any of the homeporting locations without mitigating 
measures in place would not change. Thus no changes to the EIS hazardous 
substance analysis is deemed necessary. 
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72- AT,,.,, ..,,A 4 n  PlZD LQ ? K / A \ / ' 2 \ / n  ,,A An P E D  LQ 3 Q / r \  m q , ; J 3 n r r r  nn +Lo 
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appropriate model to use in the Draft EIS accident analysis. These regulations 
,L.. L- I I T l - . .  -.. ...-. .- ...,.. , , , 1 ,  ml.,&l+nJnlnmr s?un7,;,~,,J ;,, s ~ ~ t .  ~ r r r  uurrrrr ur uprricrur nriry i c ~ r  rcrrirr r r r c -  rrrcrrruuurv~y \~luvrurrt r t r  thP .iRAdP - 

Of>iftJ C O I I S ~ ~ ~ C I I C ~  A11nhysis G tlidnncr (US. E P A ,  May 1996) or nmy commercially 
or pli blichy nzudablt~ air dispersiorl nlodeli~zg tc~chniqzirs, proz~i~ird the tecllrr iqws  nccou rlt 
for t h t p  sp~cificd nlodpliilg coiiditio~is rt .cg~i iz& b!j i;iiiiistnj lqs fipplimblr 82; pnrt - 

of ctrrrtwt pmctict~s." As stated on Page 1-6 of the Draft EIS analysis, the 
mathematical release rate and dispersion models used in the toxic substance 
analysis are specified in the NvIP Offsite C O ? ~ S P ~ ~ ~ P T I C P  A ~ i i i l ! / ~ i ~  Gliidfiiic~ and in the - 
Ttdl~ricnl Gzridnlzce for Hnznrds Annlysis, U.S. EPA,  F ~ ~ l t w d  Enzt~rgrnc!l Mnnng~mtwt 
Agtwcy, U S .  Dtpnrtntrnt of Tmmportntim, Drctvzbur, 1987. As stated on Page 1-7 
of Draft EIS the for the flammable substance -# 

analysis is located in the R M P  Offsite Co?tsequrme A~mlysis  Gzridnmx A 
description of and justification for the use of other modeling parameters such as 
stability class, wind speed, and surface roughness are identified in Section 4.1.3 - 
of Appendix J. The following formulas, extracted from the above-stated 
documents, were used for the Appendix J analysis: 

. 
1. AIRBORNE RELEASE EQUATIONS 

The Navy has 

Quantity per minute released, lb /min 
Quantity of liquid spilled, lb 
Wind speed, m/s - 

Molecular weight, g /mole 
Vapor - pressure - at boiling - temperature, - Hg 
Boiling temperature, C 
Density, lb / f t3 

included a detailed discussion of spill related impacts in 
Appendix J, Section 4.4.2, Non-airborne pathways. 

2. CONCENTRATION OF HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENT EQUATIONS 

cm 

I he concentration of the hazardous constituents downwind o f  the release 
point is calculated using equations (2) through (6) from reference 8.1. 



Number Response 

For rural landscape conditions: 
( 3 )  Dy = 0.04 x d x (1 + 0.0001 x d)- 

(4) Dz = 0.016 x d x (1 + 0.0003 x d)- 

For urban landscape conditions: 

(5) Dy = 0.11 x d x (1 + 0.0001 x d)- 1 / 1  

(6) Dz = 0.08 x d x (1 + 0.00015 x d)- 

C - Airborne concentration, g / m7 

QR' - Quantity of material released, g /s 

Dy - Horizontal dispersion deviation, m 
Dz - Vertical dispersion deviation, m 
u - Wind speed, m/s 
d*" - Downwind distance, m 

* Units are different than formula (1). 
*" The formula restraint is 100 - 10,000 meter distance from the release 
point. 

3. EQUATION FOR ESTIMATION OF DISTANCE TO 1 PSI OVERPRESSURE 
FOR VAPOR CLOUD EXPLOSIONS 

Equation 7, from reference 8.2, is used to determine the "consequence 
distance" to an overpressure of 1 psi. 

D - Distance to overpressure of 1 psi (meters) 
Wf - Weight of flammable substance (kilograms or 
pounds /2.2) 
HCf - Heat of combustion of flammable substance 

(kilojoules per kilogram) 
HC TNT - Heat of combustion of trinitrotoluene (TNT) 

(4,680 kilojoules per kilogram). 

Reference 8.2 identifies that the factor 17 is a constant for damages associated 
with 1.0 psi overpressures and the factor 0.1 represents an explosion efficiency of 
10 percent. Heat of combustion values are h ted  in appendix C of reference 8.2 
fnr n i ~ r n ~ r n ~ ~ s  substances. --- ------- --- ----------- - 

0.12.193 Please see response to comment 0.12.27. 

0.12.194 Please see response to comment L.4.34. 

0.12.195 Please see response to comment 0.12.25. 



Comment 
Number 
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Please see response to comment L.4.37. In addition, with regard to the fire 
scenario, as is described in the response to L.4.39, the derivation of the source 
term is presented in Appendix F, section 2.0. With regard to the spill scenario, 
the derivation of the source term is presented in Appendix F, section 2.0 as well. 

See responses to comments to L.4.36,0.12.49, and 0.12.53. 

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

Current levels of TAC emissions from NASNI and their impact to the public are 
evaluated through the AB2588 process. Since the completion of most recent 
health risk assessment for NASNI in 1993, emissions of HAPS have decreased 
from the facility, especially in regard to the reduction of hexavalent chromium 
from painting operations. As a result, the public health risk from NASNI has 
decreased since 1993. A summary of the 1997 TAC emissions from NASNI has 
been included in Section 3.10, Volume 3 of the Final EIS. As mentioned in the 
response to comment 0.12.104, TAC emissions from the proposed - - dredging - - and 
disposal actions at NASNI would produce insignificant health impacts to the 
public. As stated in the response to comment 0.12.136, the cumulative impact of 
toxic emissions from the proposed dredging and disposal activities and existing 
operations at NASNI would be insignificant. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.33 and 0.12.81. In addition, issues 
pertaining to DTX approval of the NASNI MWSF permit are beyond the scope 
of this EIS. However the full text of the permkondition-is quoted as follows: 

"Within 24 hours of a hazardous substance release, the DMF Radiological 
Control Office will call DTSC and noti+ them of the incident. A written follow- 
up  report, which contains the information recorded at the time of the initial 
notification by the Emergency Coordinator, as well as information required 

22 CCR 662@.56(j), w-ill be forwarded to DTSC by the DMF Radiological 

Control Office within 15 days." 

Thus the notification is made to DTSC within 24 hours and papenvork is 
submitted 15 days. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.73. 

As described in response L.4.36, further emergency planning and emergency 
response actions beiond those ahead y implemented by the Navy, including 
perimeter monitoring - or siren warning systems, are not technically necessary for 
NNPP operations. As such, they are not included as projects to support the 
proposed action. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.78. 



VOLUME 7 CVN HOi2lE~ORTZNG EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO C O A ~ M E A T S  

Cornmefit 
Number Response 

See responses to comments 0.10.28 and 0.12.69. 

As a response to EPA's comments (F.3.13, F.3.15-16) on this draft EIS, the Navy 
has added statements in sections 3.15, 4.15, 5.15, and 6.15 of the EIS that 
delineate Navy programs that are designed to reduce the amount of hazardous 
rn2t~t ia lc  2nd w a c t ~  IICPA and o ~ n ~ r a t ~ d  bw the ,Navv. Lq addihefi, siqce 
* * . U . b A * . . * C I  U*.U I. C . 0 . b  UdLU U A . U  bbALLA CabLU J J 

radiological impacts from the proposed action would not be significant, no 
further actions regarding minimizing the amount of radioactive materials used 
are deemed necessary. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.109. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.33 and 0.12.73. 

The California Department of Toxic Substances Control agreed with the Site 1 
Shoreline Sediments Remedial Investigation fmdings and the Navy's conclusion 
that no additional sampling is necessary at Outfalls 3-8. Outfall 8 is located 
closest to the proposed dredge footprint for the P-700A Berthing Wharf. The 
outer edge of the outfall 8 study area is approximately 1000 feet away from the 
dredge footprint. The planned dredging will be outside the Site 1 Shoreline 
Sediment area. 

Outfall 16 is located 1.5 miles away, on the Pacific Ocean side of North Island, 
and is not significant to this proposed action. 

Please see the response to comment 0.12.208. 

Please see the response to comment 0.12.208. 

Please see the response to comment 0.12.208. 

Please see the response to comment 0.12.208. 

Piease see the response to comment 0.12.208. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.33 through 0.12.47. 



THE PEiACE RESOURCE CENTER OF SAN DIEGO 
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November 12, 1 9 9 8  

Mr. J o h n  Coon,  P r o j e c t  Manager  
S o u t h w e s t  D i v i s i o n ,  N a v a l  F a c i l i t i e s  E n g i n e e r i n g  Command 
Code OSAL- J C  
1 2 2 0  F'acif i c  Highway 
S a n  D i e g o ,  CA 92132 

Re:  D r a f t  E n v i r o ~ n m e n t a l  Impact S t a t e m e n t  (DEIS) for D e v e l o p i l n g  
Hose Ibrt F a c i l i t i e s  f o r  Three NIMITZ-Class  A i r c r a r f t  Carriera i n  
S u p p o r t  of t h e  11.8. P a c i f i c  F l e e t  

Dear  M r .  Coon,  

The P e a c e  R e s o u r c e  C e n t e r  o f  S a n  Diegol (PRC) w i s h e s  t o  g o  o n  
r e c o r d  s t a t i n g  t h a t  i n  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h ~ e  a b o v e  c i t e d  DEIS. we 
f u l l y  e n d o r s e  a n d  a r e  i n  a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  t h e  comment l e t t e r  SUID- 
m i t t e d  to  y o u  o n  t h i s  i s s u e  b y  t h e  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  H e a l t h  C o a l i t i o n  
a n d  r e q u e s t  t h a t  y o u  f u l l y  r e s p o n d  to  a l l  q u e s t i o n s  a n d  i s s u e s  

0 p u t  f o r w a r d  b y  t h e m .  We l i k e w i s e  r e f e r  y o u  t o  the! l e t te r  o n  t h i s  
i s s u e  f r o m  t h e  C i t y  Of C o r o n a d o  a n d  r e q u e s t  t h a t  y o u  f u l l y  a d -  

W d r e s s  a l l  i s s u e s  a n d  q u e s t i o n s  r a i s e d  b y  t h e m .  

We a l l s o  e n t e r  i n t o  r e c o r d  t h a t  we f  indl t h i s  document  t o  b e  n o t  
o n l y  Ibe d e f i c i e n t  i n  m e e t i n g  NEPA r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  b u t  t o  b e  evein 
more cdef i c i e n t  i n  m e e t i n g  CEQlA r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h a t  
i t  d o e s  n o t  i n c l u d e  g r o w t h  i n d u c i n g  i m p a c t s  a n d  d o e s  n o t  i n c l u d e  
r e q u i r e d  m i t i g a t i o n .  

We a d l d i t i o n a l l y  s t a t e  f o r  t h e )  r e c o r d  t . h a t  i n  s p i t e  o f  r e p e a t e ~ d  
l e t t e r s  a n d  p u b l i c  t e s t i m o n y ,  t h e  Navy h a s  f a i l e d  t o  a d d r e s s  ' t h e  
c u m u l a t i v e  i m p a c t s  o f  t h e  e n t i r e  p r o j e i c t  . S e g m e n t a t i o n  of thle 
p r o j e c t  a n d  p a r t i a l  a n a l y s i s  h a s  p r o d u c e d  a n  i n a d e q u a t e  a n d  seri- 
o u s l y  f l a w e d  DEIS t h a t  should1 b e  d e c l a ~ r e d  n u l l  a n d  v o i d .  

We a l s o  w i s h  t o  p l o i n t  o u t  t h a ~ t  t h e  l e g i t i m a c y  o f  t h e  DEIS i s  
c a l l e ~ d  i n t o  q u e s t i o n  by  t h e  ways  i n  w h i c h  t h e  Navy h a s  u n d e r m i n e d  
t h e  p u b l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  p r o c e s s .  

B e c a u s e  we a r e  adlding o u r  comments  t o  t h o s e  o f  EHC, we w i l l  nlot 
g o  i n t o  f u l l  d e t a i l  h e r e  a b o u t  a l l  the! f l a w s  we f o u n d  i n  t h e  
DEIS, b u t  r e f e r  y o u  t o  t h e i r  l e t t e r .  We d o ,  h o w e v e r ,  w i s h  t o  a d d  
t h e  f o l l o w i n g  cornlments on  i s s u e s  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  c o n c e r n  t o  u s  so 
t h a t  t h e s e  i s s u e s  may b e  a d d r e s s e d  i n  t h e  F i r l a 1  E:IS. 

1 
5717 1.in1clo P ~ w B ,  San Ijicgn, California 921 15 
Ybonc: (619) 26587.10 !;ax: (619) 265-07911 
t-mail: lprcwndirgo@ igmpc.org 

I. PUBLIC PARTICIPIATION PROCE!$S BEEN INADEQUAZ /= 
UNDERMINED 

a. PRE-DETERMINED DECISION W I E  A FARCE O F  PUBLIC PAIRTICIPATION 

T h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  p l a c e  t h r e e  CVN's i n  S a n  D i e g o  w a s  m,ide l o r ~ y  
b e f o r e  t h e  E I S  p r o c e s s  was u n d e r t a k e n .  An a r t i c l e  1n t h e  
D i e q o  U n i o n  Tr iL1une,  a s  e a r l y  a s  J a r ~ u d r y  7 ,  1 q 9 0 ,  s t a t e s  t h d t  
"The  n a v y  p l a n s  t o  c o n v e r t  i t s  p l e r  s a t  N o r t h  I s l a n d  t o  acconiimc~ 
d a t e  n u c l e a r - p o w e r e d  a i r c r a f t  c a r r i e r s ,  i n  a move t-o k e e p  r ~ i r  I I - 

ers b a s e d  i n  Sat) I ~ l e q o  w c 1 1  1 1 1 t o  t h e  n e x t  c e n t u l y  " T h e  d r t l c l r  
f u r t h e r  s t a t e s  t h a t  " T h l  o u q h  n o t  f i n 3 1  l z e d  b y  Navy S e c ~  @ t  d r  j, H 
L a w r e n c e  Gal  r e t t ,  a  p l a n  orlt 1 i n l n g  t h e  Nor th  I s l a n d  1:)1er c o ~ l v e r  - 
s i o n  h a s  a l r e a d y  b e e n  p u t  i n t o  a c t l o n . "  

W h i l e  we d o n ' t  k n o w   titi it t i a p p e n e d  t o  t h a t  i n i  t i a t  i v e ,  d o c u m ~ ' r ~ , t s  
o b t a i n e d  a s  p a r t  o f  the A d n r i n . i s t r a t i v e  R e c o r d  f o r  Ci3v11  C:ise # 9 6 -  
0947-BTM(CM) (Adrnin R e c . )  make i t  q u i t e  c l e a r  t h a t  i n  1954 d 
d e c i s i o n  t o  homepor t  a  t o t a l  o f  t h r e e  n u c l e a r  c d r r i e r s  a n d  hu111d 
r e l a t e d  f a c i l i t i e s ;  i n  San D i e g o  w a s  a g a i n  o n  t h e  t a b l e .  K)or - r~~n~er~ t  
#I047026 f r o m  C d r s .  R.T. E v a n s  a n d  D . K .  Lynn o u t l i n e s  t h e  C ' N o ' : ;  
i n t e n t i o n  t o  home p o r t  t h r e e  (-IVNs i n  S a n  D i e g o  a n d  g o e s  o n  t c )  
o u t l i n e  a  d i s c u s s i o n  of s t r a t e g i e s  t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  IEIS p r o c e s s .  
T h e  d o c u m e n t  s t a t e s  t h a t  " . . A t  i s s u e  was t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t  t o  
a d d r e s s  a l l  f e a s i b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e  s i t e s  f o ~ r  home p o r t i n g  of  t h e  
s h i p s ,  d e s p i t e  CNO's a l r e a d y - m a d e  d e c i s i o l n  o f  w h e r e  ' t h e y  w o u l d  
g o .  A s t u d y  i n v o l v i n g  a l l  ' f e a s i b l e '  s i t e s  . . . p r o m i s e d  t c ~  be 
t l m e  i n t e n s i v e  a n d  i ts  c o m p l e t i o n  w o u l d  h ~ a v e  l i k e l y  d e l a y e d  t h e  
E I S  t o  t h e  p o i n t  w h e r e  i t  w o u l d  i m p a c t  t h e  c r i t i c a l  ] p a t h  of t ~ o m e  
port inmg p r o j e c t s  w h i c h  l e a d  u p  t o  a r r i v a l  o f  STENNIS i n  Aug.  9 8 . "  

I n  l i g h t  o f  t h e s e  c o n c e r n s ,  t h e  Navy t h e n  d e c i d e d  t o  r e t r a c t  a 
p r e v i o u s  NO1 f o r  u p  t o  t h l e e  c a r r i e r s  andl t o  i s s u e  a  new NvI 
m o d i f y i n g  t h e  worcl ing i n  t t ~ e  ]CIS t o  s t a t e  t h a t  S a n  D i e q o  w l r s  
b e i n g  s t u d i e d  p u r s u a n t  t o  t h e  3993 BRAC d l e c i s l o n  t o  r e -  l o ~ a t e  t w c ~  
CVNs t o  f l e e t  concentrations i n  S a n  D1ego1 a n d  t h e  P a c l f  1c Nur L I I  
w e s t .  

I reiterate t h i s  h i s t o r y  t o  d e m o n s t r a t e  t h a t  a d e c i s i o n  w a s  
p u r ~ o e e f u l l v  made t o  s e g m e n t  { t h e  p r o j e c t  a n d  t h a t  a n  
e x p e n e i v e ,  t i m e - c o n s u m i n g  a n d  u l t i m a t e l y  i n a d e q u a t e  ] p r o c e s s  was 
u n d e r t a k e n  f o r  w h a ~ t  wae  a p r e - d e t e r m i n e d  d e c i s i o n .  P u t t  1 n g  t  t ~ r -  

p u b l i c  t h r o u g h  theb  d o g  and p o n y  show o f  a n  E I S  p r o c e s s  f o r  a ~ I I .  

d e t e r m i n e d  d e c l s l o n  makes  a L r a v e s t y  o f  p u b l i c  p a r t  l c l p a t  l o n ,  
w a s t e s  t a x p a y e r  money,  u n d c ~ m i n e s  t h e  Navy's credibility d r ~ d  
c a l l s  i n t o  q u e s t l o n  t h e  l e g l t  i m a c y  of t h e  E I S  p r o c e s s  f o r  CVN 
h o m e p o r t  r n g  . 

P l e a s e  s t a t e  i n  t f l e  F E E  why t h e  p r o j e c t  w a s  s e g m e n t e d  a n d  how 
t h e  Navy l n t e n d s  t o  a d d r e s s  t l h l s  ~ n a d e q u a c y .  P l e a s e  e x p l a i n  wha t  
I m p a c t  t h e  pub1 I C  i ~ a r  t l c l p a t  1c.)n p r o c e s s  a n d  E I S  p r o c e s s  c a r ]  t1.3ve 
o n  a  d e c l s l o n  t h a t  h t l s  I p t  e - d e t ~ ~ ~ n l r ~ e d .  

b. REGIONAL PARTICIPATION WAS NOT SUPPORTED EARLIER I N  PUBLIC! 0.13.6 
INPUT PROCESS. Tlw issue of I h o m ~ p o t  t l n g  n u c l e a r  c a r r l c L !  s 111 Sari 
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Diego  h a r b o r  h a s  i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  r e g i o n ,  n o t  j u s t  f o r  Coro-  
n a d o .  The f a i l u r e  o f  t h e  Navy t o  h o l d  p u b l i c  h e a r i n g s  i n  San  
D iego  b e f o r e  O c t o b e r  1998  c a l l s  i n t o  q u e s t i o n  t h e  l e g i t i m a c y  o f  
t h e  p u b l i c  i n p u t  p r o c e s s  to  d a ~ t e .  We b e l i e v e  t h e  Navy h a s  p u r -  
p o s e l y  p o r t r a y e d  t h e  h ~ m ~ e p o r t i n g  i s s u e  a s  a  " C o r o n a d o - i s s u e n  a n d  
h a s  minimi z e d ,  or s i m p l y  avoidled,  a n y  a n a l y s i s  o f  r e g i o n a l  i m -  
p a c t s .  By n l o c ~ a l i z i n g "  t h e  i s s u e ,  t h e  Navy h a s  l i m i t e d  p u b l i c  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  alnd t h u s  undermined  t h e  p u b l i c  i n p u t  p r o c e s s  a s  
g u a r a n t e e d  by 1,aw. 

c .  ADEQUATE TIME FOR DEIIS COPMENT SHOULD BE PROVIDED PROM THE 
BEG1NN:LNG OF THE PROCESS;. While  we a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  Navy8 3: e x t e n -  
s i o n  of  t h e  comlment p e r i o d  on t h i s  DEI!:, we must  p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  
n o t  a1:lowing f o r  a d e q u a t e  comment t i m e  on  s u c h  a  mas s ive  document 
f r om tlhe beginning a d v e r s e l y  a r f f e c t e d  p u b l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by  
f o r c i n g  some p e o p l e  t o  dlrop o u t  of  t h e  p r o c e s s  because  t h e y  d i d  
n o t  b e ' l i e v e  t h e y  c o u l d  a i t t end  t h e  f i r s l t  set o f  p u b l i c  h e a r i n g s  
n o r  a d e q u a t e l y  comment i n  w r i t i n g  b y  t h e  d e a d l i n e .  When1 t h e y  
l a t e r  l e a r n e d  t h a t  t h e  d la tes  had been  changed  a n d  t h e  comment 
p e r i o d  e x t e n d e d ,  va luab1 , e  t i m e !  t h a t  t h e y  c o u l d  have  s p e n t  a n a l y z -  
i n g  thle document h a d  beem los t . .  

P l e a s e  s t a t e  how much i t  cost t o  p r o d u c e  and  d i s t r i b u t e  t h e  DEIS,, 
i n c l u d i n g  t h e  c o s t s  i n c u r r e d  w i t h  e x t e n d i n g  t h e  comment t i m e  and  
r e s c h e d u l i n g  t h e  p u b l i c  h e a r i n g s .  P l e a s e  s t a t e  t h e  c o s t  o f  
p r o d u c i n g  and  d i s t r i b u t i n g  t h e  F E I S .  

P l e a s e  e n s u r e  t h a t  a n  a d e q u a t e  t i m e  fo:r  r e s p o n d i n g  to  t h ~ e  FEIS is 
!3 e s t a b l i s h e d  frolm t h e  b e g i n n i n g .  

& d .  PUBLIC HEARING DATE CKMGIIS CREATElD PUBLIC CONPUSIONI. 
Changing  t h e  d a , t e s  o f  t h e  p u b l i c  h e a r i n g s  c r e a t e d  con fus ; i on ,  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  as;  some p e o p l e  s c h e d u l e d  \ t h e i r  t i m ~ e  t o  a t t e n d  t h e  
f i r s t  p u b l i c i z e d  d a t e s ,  t h e n  l a t e r  f ound  o u t  t h a t  t h e  d a ~ t e  had  
been  moved t o  a1 t i m e  t h e y  c o u l d  n o t  malke. P l e a s e  n o t e  t h a t  o u r  
o r g a n i z a t i o n  s u p p o r t e d  t h e  d a t e  c h a n g e ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  s i n c e  t h e  
i n i t i a l  hearing1 f e l l  on  a  r e l i g i o u s  h o l i d a y .  We b e l i e v e ,  however, ,  
t h a t  t h i s  s i t u a ~ t i o n  coulld have  been  a v o i d e d  ahead  of time w i t h  a  
l l t  t l e  f o r e t h o u g h t .  

e. DIPP1CULTIE:S EXPERIIZNCED :tN OBTAINING COPIES OF DEISl REDUCED 
TIME FOR PUBLIC! TO REVIIW THE DOCUMENT. As I  s t a t e d  i n  a  l e t t e r  
t o  you on  September  1 0 ,  1998:  " . . . i t  h a s  been  r e p o r t e d  t o  me t h a t  
t h e r e  have  been  d i f f i c u l l t i e s  exper ienc led  by  b o t h  i n d i v i d u a l  
c i t i z e n s  and o r g a n i z a t i o n s  i n  o b t a i n i n g  c o p i e s  of t h e  DE:IS i n  a  
t i m e l y  manner.  A  einqle copy f o r  my or lganiza t io ln ,  f o r  examp le ,  
was s e n t  t o  the! Env i ronmen ta l  H e a l t h  C ~ o a l i t i o n  o f t i c e ,  am a c t i o n  
which r e q u i r e d  me t o  make a t w e n t y - m i l e  r o u n d - t r i p  t o  p i c k  i t  u p .  
T h i s  was i n  s p i t e  of  a  phone c o n v e r s a t i o n  w i t h  you r  o f f i c e  e a r l i -  
e r  t h i s  y e a r  i n  which  I r e q u e s t e d  two c o p i e s  f a r  my o r g a n i z a t i o n  
and  was assuredl  t h a t  I would r e c e i v e  them a f o l l o w - u p  l e t t e r  
t o  your  o f f i c e  ( o n  my o i : gan i za t i ona l  l ~ e t t e r h e a d l  w i t h  o u r  a d d r e s s )  
r e s t a t i n g  my u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h a t  t h e  Peace  Resou, rce  C e n t e r  would 
r e c e i v e  two c o p i e s .  D i s t - r l b u t i o n  probllems add  t o  t h e  bur-den of  
a n a l y z i n g  t h e  dlocument w i t h i n  t h e  cu r r l en t  d e a d l i n e  and p u t  t h e  

e n t  i r e  pub1 lc  1 t-v 1 ew proctrss l n  j e o p a r d y  by u n d e r m l ~ l l n q  t h e  
public's a b i l ~ t y  t o  comment."  I s h o u l d  n o t  have  had  t o  " r u n  
down1' my o r q d n l z a t  i o n 1  s r o p y  a n d  my exper1enc .e  c a u s e s  me t o  a s k  
how many o t h e r s  e n c o u n t e r e d  s l m i l a r  p r o b l e m s .  

A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  I am aware  of a t  l e a s t  o n e  p h y s i c i a n  who h a d  t o  
c o n v i n c e  t h e  Navy t o  p r o v i d e  h e r  w i t h  a  copy ,  a f t e r  i n i t i a l l y  
b e i n g  t o l d  t o  r e a d  i t  a t  t h e  l i b r a r y .  The Navy must  t a k e  i n t o  
a c c o u n t  t h a t  busy  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  a r e  n o t  a l w a y s  i n  a  p o s i t i o n  t o  
s p ~ ? n d  h o u r s  i n  a  1 1 h r a r y  r e a d i n g  s u c h  a  l a r g e  documc-.nt. At t t i e  
same t i m e ,  I  am aware  t h a t  a  c o p y  was r e a d i l y  r e c e i v e d  v i a  Ex-  
p r e s s  Mai l  ]by a n  i n t e r e s t e d  p a r t y  i n  J a p a n .  Thet-e seemed t o  be no 
u n i f i e d  c r i t e r i a  f o r  I - e ce iv i r i g  c o p i e s  o f  t.he D E I S .  The p u b 1 . i ~  
s h o u l d  n o t  lhave t o  w a s t e  this k l n d  of t ime obt.aini11q cop le s  of 
p u b l i c  documen t s ,  F a r t i c u l a r I L y  i f  t h e  Navy is s i n c e r e  a b o u t  
w a n t i n g  m e a n i n g f u l ,  t h o u g h t f  111 p u b l i c  comment .. 

The? FEIS s h o u l d  b e  i n  p e o p l e s 8  h a n d s  t h e  d a y  t.he co~nmtrl t  per1o:A 
s t a r t s .  

f. SAN DIEGO PUBLIC' HEARING LOCATION WAS 1NAI)EQUAT:E. W h l l e  i t  
i s  a d m i t t e d l y  d i f f i c u l t  t o  p r e d i c t  a t t e n d a n c e  a t  e v e n t s ,  the! f a c t  
t h a t  t h e  Navy d i d  n o ~ t  have  a  b a c k u p  p l a n  f o r  what 3 d o  i n  <-asp  
o f  a  crowd l a r g e r  thlan t h e  room p r o v i d e d  was a d e t e r r e n t  t o  
p u b l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n , .  The room was f i l l e d  t o  o v e r f l o w  a n d  some 
p e o p l e  we re  accommodlat e d  i n  t h e  balcolny . However, m,any peopl le  
were s t u c k  lout i n  t h e  ha11  a n d  u n a b l e  t o  h e a r  e i t h e r  t h e  t e s t  irno- 
ny or  t h e i r  names willen c a l l e d .  How many p e o p l e  l e f t  b e c a u s e  of 
t h e i r  f r u s t r a t i o n  o v e r  t h e  h e a r i n g  l o ~ g i s t i c s ?  I askled o n e  Navy 
r e p r e s e n t a t  i v e  how p e o p l e  who had  handed  i n  s p e a k e r  i e q u e s t  s l  i p s  
would be  a b l e  t o  a p p r o a c h  t h e  microphlone i f  t h e y  hald t o  s i t  i n  
the? b a l c o n y  and  was t o l d  t h a t  t h e y  wcluld have  t o  be  " i n  t h e  room 
t o  s p e a k , "  .something\  t h a t  was c l e a r l y  n o t  p o s s i b l e  f o r  a l l .  I 
halre a t t end l ed  many Board o f  !Supervisolrs  m e e t i n g s  anld t h e r e  h a s  
a l w a y s  been  a n  " o v e r f l o w  room" w i t h  t e l e v i s i o n  and  s o u n d  pr-ovideti  
d i r e c t l y  a c r o s s  t h e  h a l l .  ( I  s h o u l d  n o t e  a l s o  havirisg p e o p l e  s l t  
on t h e  f l o o r  and  b l o c k  t h e  a i s l e s  wou~ld  n e v e r  be  a l l o w e d  a t  a 
County  Boarid o f  S u p e r v i s o r s  m e e t i n g  dlue t o  t h e  t ir-e h a z a r d .  It 

I was a l s o  s h o c k e d  t o  a r r i v e  a t  t h e  h e a r l n g  l o c a t l o n  a n d  d l s c o v e l  
t h a t  o n l y  o n e  s e t  of o u t s i d e  d o o r s  1s k e p t  open  a t  n i g h t  This 
was n o t  p u b l i c i z e d  a~head  of t i m e  and  p e o p l e  may h a v e  l e f t  or 
become d i s c o u r a g e d  a~ f  t e r  t r y i n g  v a r l v u s  l o c k e d  doors.  W e  wert .  
t o l d  by t h e  s e c u r l t y  g u a r d  a t  t h e  Coun ty  B u l l d i n g  t h a t  he wou I d  
open  t h a t  ONE d o o r  f o r  p e o p l e  WHEN he was a b l e  to  b e  t h e r e  (dnd 
t h a t  p e o p l e  would  have  t o  j u s t  wa1 t . W e  ended  u p  s e n d 1  ng  o u r  own 
vo : l un t ee r s  down t o  e x p l a i n  tlhe s l t u a t  I o n  and  open  t h e  l o c k e d  
d o o r s  f o r  p e o p l e  

I f  t h e  Navy i s  s e r i w s  . i k v u t  p u b l i c  p , 2 r t i c l p a t i o n ,  t h e n  r n a k i r l q  
p u b l i c  p a r t i c i p a t  iclr~ " u s e r -  f t i e n d l y "  1s a  n e c e s s i t y ;  i n  t c ~ l s c  
of o b t a i n i n g  t h i s  DEIS and  a l t t e r ~ d i n g  L ~ P  p u b l i c  h e a r - l n g ,  t h e  
p u b l i c  had  t o  be  q r l i t e  p e r s ~ s t e r ~ t  i n  o r d e r  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e .  



g. INFORMATION MOT PROVIDED IN SPANISH. It is r~nconscionable that 
the DEIS was not translated into Spanish, nor was Spanish trans- 
lation made avai.lable at the public hearing. San Diego is home to 
a large s~anish-,speaking population; cutting them out of the 
public participation process undermines the credibility of the 
ent ire process. 

h. INFORMATION I'RESENTED AT PUBLIC HEARINGS WAS PROPAGANDA, NOT 
FACTS. The presentation by the NPP representative was disingenu- 
ous and insulting to the public's intelligence. The Navy contin- 
ues to present generalizations about its safety record and the 
strategic necessity of CVNs. These kinds of presentations under- 
mine the Navy's credibility with the public. 

Our disagreement with the Navy regarding its accident record is 
outlined in EHC's DEIS comment letter. It is misleading for the 
Navy to continucr to cite its years of safe reactor operations and 
to deny that there has ever been an accident. We ask that the 
FEIS define what constitutes a "significant" accident and that it 
provide full information about each of the "accidents" or "inci- 
dents" cited by Environmental Health Coalition and state why each 
was not conside.red to be an accident by the Navy. Since the Navy 
does not consider these to be accidents, please also include 
information as  to what the Navy calls each of these incidents and 
what criteria it uses in classifying them. 

The beginning and conclusion of the slide show presented at the 
public hearing are quite indicative of the problem. We will 

0 credlt the opening slide, which stated "90,000 tons of diplomacy: 
anytime, anywhere" with being honest about the purpose of CVNs. 

W However, this type of presentation of the issue is an iittempt to 
solicit support via an emotional appeal to patriotism. Opposing 
the homeporting of CVNs is not a question of support one way or 
another for one's country, but rather a question of finding the 
best way to protect community health and the environment. We 
also question attempts to portray military force or the threat of 
force and diplomacy as the same thing. Diplomacy is moire than big 
guns, but rather a skillful conducting of relations among na- 
t ions. 

The concluding slide, showing cute fuzzy seals sunbathing on a 
submarine hull, is clearly designed to show us how innocuous 
nuclear-powered vessels are. This kind of portrayal minimizes 
justifiable publlic concerrls and does nothing to address the very 
real problems related to nuclear-propulsion. 

i .  DECISI0NMAJCE:RS HAVE NOT MADE THEMSELVES AVAILABLE TO HEAR 
PUBLIC TESTIMONrY AND ANSWER QUESTIONS 

Navy representatives at public hearings on this issue have not 
been people with decisionmaking powers over the project. We 
believe that democracy and public participation, particularly in 
the case of a project of this magnitude and impact, requires that 
the public have the opportunity to deal directly with the actual 
decisionmakers. We request that the Secretary of the N,avy and 

otticr rtlevarit clccls l;r~rr,akcrs meet with the comrnun~ t y atout t hl s 0.13.13 
project . t 
& CUMULATIVE =PACTS NQT ADDRESSED 

We have consistently pointed out at hearlngs and in letters t h ~ t  
the Navy has not addressed the issue of cumulat lve lrnpact s f l o r n  
the full project. l'his pattern is repeated in this 1)LIS 

The Navy has conslstr-ntly stated that these carrlels dre rp~~lac-F. 
ments for the CV's previously homeported In San L)lt.qo. I r i  this 
case, not only must the cumulative lrnpdct s of CVN' .C; be el.rdil~dtt-~l, 
but also the c~~mulativc. lrnpacts of CV's. The FFIS rhould dncurrwr~t 
and analyze the env1ror1rner1tal ~rnpacts of CV's on Sd11 Illego r3;1y 
and compare these impacts with those of CVN's so that ~i true 
plcture is g1ve.n of the curnulatlve toxic burden of past oF~f2rd 
tlons and prolected future cun~ulat ive env1ionrnental 1 mpact s 

111. ALTERNATIVE OF NUCLEAR CARRIERS NOT CONSIDERED 

Communities are bclng asked to accept CVNs wlthout adequate 
analysrs about whether CVNs ate the best opt I o n s  dvai lablr. for 
national securlty needs. The assumption that CVtJs are the only 
option available p r ~ j u d l c ~ . ~  the f lrial declslon The teal quer  t 1ir1 
should be are they worth the risks to the cornrnunlty, I IOL wt l f  r e -  
will we put them. 

The DEIS cites the Navy's rationale for "Nuclear Propulsior~ fi-)r 
Navy Ships'' (7.1 . 2 )  . Hgwever, a General Account ing Off i re ( G A U )  
report releasedl August 27, 19 98 documented thdt nuclear - p ( o w c r - c d  
carriers offer no overwhelming milltar-y advantages when c(-)mr,al~d 
to conventionally powered carriers. 

The chief cr iticlsrn o f  nuclear carrlers clted by the GA(3 rrJpvr t 
is that they are too expensive The report states that ''Nucledr 
powered carrlers cost more than conventionally powered carriers 
to acqulre, operate and su~port , and lnact lvate GAO est 1111at1.s 
that over a 50-year life, the cost ot a nuclear-power~d carrier 
1s about $8 1 blilllori, or about 57 percerlt more than a conven 
tionally powered ca1 r lcr ~~istor1cally, the acquislt ]on c o s t  f clr 
a nuclear-powered cart ier has brrn double that of a convcntlorl~l 
ly powered carrlcr M l d l  i te mcdrl ril?at ion for nuclear - p o w e r r  1 
carriers is est~matcd to be almost three times as expeIls1ve ~1 

convent ionall y powered car rler about $2.5 bl11 lon vet sus C , 8 ~ t ,  
mlllion (in fiscal 1997 dollals) " Note tkiat these costs do rlrjt 
include the cost of storlng for thousands of years the  nuclear 
carrier's spent nuclear fuel after 1t has been refueled or decom 
mlssioned. 

As to the Navy's support of CVNs because of their ablllty to 
steam almost indcf inltely wlt tlvut needlng to replenish p x ~ ~ ~ u l ~ ~ ~ c ~ r ~  
fuels and thc.1r 1.i~qcr a1xc-rdft fuel drld ordri.rnce stc)r,~cle c d p ~ ~ r i  
ty, the report poirit s out that the nucledr cax r ier is st 111 tied 
to its battle group, wtilch is mdde up of convtbntlorldlly p o w e r e d  



s u r f a c e  v e s s e l s  a n d  one  o r  two n u c l e a r - p o w e r e d  f a s t  a t t i r c k  sulsma- 
r i n e s .  Because  o f  t h e  C W ' s  need  f o r  p e r i o d i c  s u p p l y  of  a v i a t i o n  
f u e l ,  (ordnance  and  o t h e r  supp l i i e s ,  i t  r e m a i n s  dlependent o n  i t s  
b a t t l e  g r o u p  wh~ ich  canno t  t r a v e l  a s  f a s t  a t  t h e  CVN. The CVN a l s o  
r e l i e s  on i t s  s u p p o r t  g r o u p  f o r  t a c t i c ( a 1  b a t t l e  p r o t e c t i o n  a n d  
t h u s  n ~ e e d s  t o  r ema in  wit .hin p r o x i m i t y  of t h e  b a ~ t t l e  g r o u p .  

As t o  t h e  c l a i m  t h a t  WJs c a n  g e t  to crisis a r e a s  f a s t e r ,  t h e  GAO 
r e p o r t  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  ar n u c l e a r  c a r r i l e r  o n l y  s a v e s  two h o u r s  o n  
a  t r i p  t o  t h e  M e d i t e r r a n e a n  f rom t h e  E a s t  Coas t '  o f  t h e  I1.S.  a n d  
s i x  h o u r s  f rom t h e  P a c i f i c  t o  t h e  P e r s i a n  G u l f .  Whi le  i t  is t r u e  
t h a t  a  CVNs a b i l i t y  t o  a c c e l e r a t e  f a s t s e r  c o u l d  e n a b l e  i t  to 
r e spond  q u i c k l y  i f  c o n d i t i o n s  a f fec t inmg t h e  r e c o v e r y  o f  l a n d i n g  
a i r c r a f t  s u d d e n l y  change ,  t h e  Navy c o u l d  n o t  p r o v i d e  a n y  example  
where a n  a i r c r a ~ f  t was l o s t  b e c a u s e  a cmonvent i o n a l l y  powerred 
c a r r i e r  c o u l d  n o t  a c c e l e r a t e  i n  s u f f i c i e n t  t ime!.  

The Navy o r i g i n a l l y  p u r s u e d  a  s t r a t e g y  of a n  a l , l  n u c l e a r  b a t t l e  
g roup ,  b u t  s t o p p e d  b u i l d i n g  a l l  o t h e r  n u c l e a r - p o w e r e d  s u r f a c e  
v e s s e l s  a f t e r  1.975 because  of  t h e  h i g h  c o s t  and  l e n g t h  o f  m a i n t e -  
nance  p e r i o d s .  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  i n  r e c e n t  y e a r s  most of t h e  r e m a i n -  
i n g  n u c l e a r  - powered s u r f  a c e  v e s s e l s  have  been  dlecommiss i o n e d  
e a r l y  b e c a u s e  t .hey were n o t  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  t o  o p e r a t e  arid maim- 
t a i n .  

The r e p o r t  s t a t e s  t h a t  " .  . .GAO found  t h a t  b o t h  t y p e s  o f  c a r r i e r s  
s h a r e  many o f  t.he same c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and  c a p a ~ b i l i t i e s ,  t h a t  

10 t h e y  a r e  employed i n t e r c h a n g e a b l y ,  a n d  t h a t  e a c h  c a r r i e r  t y p e  
j p o s s e s s e s  c e r t a ~ i n  a d v a n t a g e s .  GAO a l s o  f o u n d  t h a t  b o t h  t.ypes of 
w c a r r i e r s  have  c1emonstral:ed thint e a c h  c a n  meet t .he r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  

t h e  n a t i o n a l  m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y .  GAO's a n a l y s i s  shows t h a t  c o n -  
v e n t  i o n a l l y  powered c a r r i e r s  c a n  meet  t h a t  s t r a ~ t e g y  a t  ar s i g n i f  i - 
c a n t l y  l ower  l i f e - c y c l e  c o s t . "  

Not a n a l y z e d  i n  t h e  GAO's c r i t i q u e ,  b u t  c e r t a i n l y  germane t o  CVN 
hornepo~rting a r e  t h e  c o s t s  t o  p u b l i c  h e a l t h  a n d  t h e  env i ronmen t  
f rom p u t t i n g  commun i t i e s  a t  r i s k  o f  b o t h  a n u c l e a r  a c c i d e n  
from oln-going r ~ u c l e a r  o p e r a t i o n s .  

9 and 

The GA.0 a n a l y s i s  i s  a n  :important p i e c e  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  f o r  commu- 
n i t i e s  f a c e d  w i t h  n u c l e a r  homepor t i ng .  S i n c e  t h e  DEIS s t a t e s  t h e  
Navy ' s  p o i n t  o f  v i ew  of t h e  e lEf icacy  o f  CVNs,  t ,he a l t e r n a t i v e  
a n a l y s i s  o f f e r e d  by  t h e  GAO r e p o r t  s h o u l d  b e  i n c l u d e d  arid c o n s i d -  
e r e d  i n  t h e  FEILS. Addi t  i o n a l l y ,  s i n c e  n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t ) ~  nqed!s 
c an  c l e a r l y  b e  met w i t h  C V s ,  a r e t u r n  t o  a n  a l l  c o n v e n t i o n a l l y  
powered c a r r i e r  f o r c e  s h o u l d  be a n a l y z e d  a s  one! of  t h e  m i t i g a -  
t i o n s  f o r  CVN i m p a c t s .  

I V  . MDIOLOGICI& I WPACT!; INADIZQUATELY ASSESSED - 
Appendix E ,  I n f o r m a t i o n  on R a d i a t i o n  Exposu re  alnd Risk, c o n t i n u e s  
t h e  Navy ' s  p a t t e r n  of p r e s e n t i n g  p a r t i a l ,  m i s l e a d i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n .  

I r e f e r  you t o  t h e  remarks made i n  comment l e t t e r s  from t h e  

I n s t i t u t e  f o r  E w r g y  and  E r ~ v  i r onrnf.nt a 1  H e s ~ a r c h  a n d  f rom D r .  
David  R icha rdson  f rom t h e  Drpdr tmer l t  of Epiderrl lology a t  t h e  U r l l -  

v e r s i t y  of PJorth Ca ro l l r i a  wti lch a1:e appt .ndt~d  t u  t h i s  l e t t e r  and  
r e q u e s t  t h a t  you r e s p o n d  t o  t h e l r  a n a l y s ~ s  i n  t h e  F ' E I S .  

I would l i k e  t o  s p e c i f i c a l l y  c a l l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  D r .  R i c h a r d s o n ' s  
comment t h a t  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  r -ev iew c i t e d  i n  Appendix  E of t h e  
DEIS is a l m o s t  erit i r e 1  y  a b o u t  hea l l t h  e f f e c t s  of  e x t e r n a l  expusu!  6 .  

t o  p e n e t r a t i n g  i o n i z i r ~ g  I - a d i a t  i o n  .. H e  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  " 'Tt~e 
s i g n i f  icanc:e of  rad lonuc .1  i d e  e x p o s u r e s  occurs  when t  t i ry  ,a1 e 
i n g e s t e d ,  i n h a l e d ,  o r  e n t e r  t h e  s k i n  t h r o u g h  c u t s  and  a b r a s i o n s .  

P l e a s e  a n a l y z e  t h e s e  t y p e s  of e x p o s u r e s ,  t h e i r  1  i k e l i h o o d ,  arid 
e f f e c t s  i n  t h e  F E I S .  

D r .  R i c h a r d s o n  c i t e s  a number c f  s t u d i e s  n 'ot  l i s t e d  i n  title DEIS. 
were  t h e s e  s t u d i e s  c o n s i d e l - e d  a n d  d i smissed?  I f  this was t he  
c a s e ,  p l e a s e  s t a t e  t h e  r e a s o n s  f o r  n o t  i n c o r p o r a t i n g  t h e  i n f ~ r r n a  
t i 0 1 1  i n t o  t.he DE:LS a n a l y s i s .  I f  t h e s e  s t u d i e s  were  n o t  reviewed 
f o r  t h e  DEI:S, p l e a s e  i n c l u d e  a  r e v i e w  and  a n a l y s i s  i n  t h e  FEIS.  

We t a k e  p a r t i c u l a r  e x c e p t  i o n  t o  t h e  h a n d l i n g  of t h e  i s s u e  o f  I,c,w 
L e v e l  R a d l a ~ t  i o n  ILn S e c t i o n  9 0 ,  Low-Level  R a d i a t  i o n  C o r ~ t  r o v e r s y  

The document  s t a t - e s  t h a t  " I n  low-] .eve1  r a d i a t i o r ~ ,  a s  i n  o t11c r  
a r e a s ,  a v e r y  e f f e c t i v e  way t o  f r i g h t e n  p e o p l e  i s  t o  c l a i m  th'it 
no o n e  knows what t h e  ef f s ec t s  a r e .  T h i s  h a s  been r e p e a t e d  so 
o f t e n  t h a t  is h a s  a l m o s t  become a n  a r t i c l e  of  f a i t h  t t i a t  no orl.;. 
kn80ws t h e  e f f e c t s  of low- l e v e l  r a d i a t i o n  o.n humans .  The  c r i t i c s  
a r ' e  a b l e  t o  make t h i s  s t a t e m e n t  b e c a u s e ,  a .s  d i s c u s s e d  above ,  
hu~rnan s t u d i . e s  of  l o w - l e v e l  1 a d i a t i . o n  e x p o s u r e  a r e  u n a b l e  t o  be 
c o . n c l u s i v e  a s  t o  w h e t h e r  o r  n o t  a n  e f f e c t  e x i s t s  i n  t h e  e x p o s e d  
g r o u p s ,  b e c a u s e  of  t h e  e x ' t r e m e l y  low i n c i d e n c e  o f  a n  e f f e c t  . 
T h e r e f o r e ,  a s s u m p t i o n s  a r e  n e e d e d  r e g a r d i n g  e x t r a p o l a t  i o n  f rom 
h i g h - d o s e  glroups.  The r ea . son  low close s t u d i e s  a r e  n o t  a b l e  t o  be 
c o ~ n c l u s i v e  i s  b e c a u s e  t h e  r i s k ,  i f  i t  e x i s t s  a t  t h e s e  low l e v e l s ,  
i s  t o o  s m a l l  t o  be s e e n  in t h e  pr-e!sence of  a l l  t h e  o t h e r  r i s k s  of 
l i f e .  The f a c t  t h a t  a  c o n t r o v e r s y  e x i s t s  i s  e v i d e n c e  t h a t  t h e  
r a d i a t i o n  r i s k  if v e r y  s m a l l . "  

This is a  t r r v i a l  l z a t l n n  of a v e r y  Irnportalqt s c l e n t  i f  1 c  ~ s s u p  
The f a c t  t h ~ a t  a l l  t h e  e f f ( 2 c t s  of  L,LR a r e  n o t  known 1s n  e v l -  
de~nce  t h a t  t h e y  d o  n o t  e x ~ s t  , b u t  r a t h e r  p o l r l t s  to t h e  need LLJI  
f u r t h e r  s t u d y  arid a r i a l y s l s  F e x a m p l e ,  ~n a  d i s cus s1o r1  . r bou t  
t h e  c o n t r o v e r s y  o v e r  l o w - d o s e  l o n l z i n g  r a d l a t l o n  i n  Dead Rec-kc ri 

in(= A C r l  t l c a l  Fr-view of t h e  Llepa~rtrnent gc Enerqv' s ~ 1 d r n r n u 1 0 ~ -  - 
i c  R e s e a r c h  by t h e  F ' h y s i c l d n s  f u r  S o c l a l  R e s p o r ~ s l b l l l t y  z t  1s - 
n o t e d  i n  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  l i n e a r  r e l a t  l o n s l ? l p s  t o  e x c e s s  carlct-r 
risk d e m o n s t r a t e d  i n  t h e  H i r n s f ~ i m a  a n d  Nag<ssakr S u r v ~ v o i r i  t h a t  
"Whether  t h l s  same 1 i n r d r  d o s e -  r  e s p o n s e  r e  l a t  l o n s h r p  apF1 I i e s  t o  
low doses of  r a d l a t l a n  ( I r s s  t h a n  10 tern) accumulating OIJer 
t i m e -  - t h e  most common p d t l  e r n  among e x p o s e d  n u c l e a r  p l a r ~ r  work 
e :  - s a m a t t e r  o f  I n t e n s e  s c l e n t  l f l c  con1 I over  s y ,  o n e  t hdt t ias  
been  a r g u e d  f o r  s e v e r a l  d e c a d e s .  Heso lv l r~c j  t h  1 s c o n t  I o v e l  s y  



definitively through empirical study will requlre further obser- 0.13.'17 
vations on very large exposed populations over long periods of 
time." I 
~t is further noted that: "This controversy is anything but 
remote, academic and of interest only to small groups of scien- 
tists. ~t stake are the decisions taken by all the official 
national and international groups charged with the responsibility 
for the determination of acceptable worker and general popula- 
tions exposure levels--the U.S. National Council on Radiation 
Protection and Measurements, the Un.ited Nations Scientific Com- 
mittee on the Effects of Atomic Rad,iation, the International 
Council on Radiation Protection, the International Association 
for Research on Cancer, and the Corn~mittee on the Biological 
Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR. V)  of the National Academy of 
Sciences." 

For further documentation on this issue I call your attention 
additionally to two books by Jay M .  Gould, The Enemv Within: 
Hish Cost ef Livina Near Nuclear Reactgrs--Breast Cancer, AIDS, 
Cow Birthweiahts, & other Radiation-Ind- Immune Bef iciency 
E and Deadly Deceit: Low Level Radiation Hish Level Cover- 
m, which provide an important discussion of LLR effects. 

~ n d ,  " ~ n y  decision on dose-response relationships that raised the 
officially designated risk of low-dlose exposures might require 
immediate change in permissible exposure levels for workers and 
the genera1 public. That would have potentially enormous conse- 
quences in the costs of containment, persona1 protection and 
environmental constraints, for the nuclear weapons production 
industry, the nuclear power industry, the defense establishments 
of nuclear powers, and related commercial interests-groups that 
are, in the words of one involved scientist, 'the seat of immense 
economic and political power.'" We! would add that this evalua- 
tion likewise applies to the Navy's Nuclear Propulsion Program. 

2 This document demonstrates that raising the issue of LLR effects 
by groups like mine is not a technique to "frighten people," but 
an attempt to bring forward informaltion that is of vital concern. 
It also demonstrates that there is a powerful, vested interest on 
the part of some involved parties in minimizing LLR impacts. 

Please include an analysis of all the above cited references in 
the FEIS and revise the FEIS to inc:lude a full discussion of the 
low level radiation controversy. 

0.13.19 

0.13.20 

Furthermore, uncertainty or controversy over the interpretation 
of data is not cause for dismissal of risks. One of the reasons 
for scientific uncertainty in this case is because not enough 
observations have been made to provide a more definitive answer. 
In fact, studies not considered in the DEIS strongly suggest that 
the studies to date have not considered a large enough popula- 
t ion. 

Statements in the L)K1Sos statern+=r~t such as, "The fact that a 
contx-oversy exists is evidence that the radiation risk is vflry 
smd11" demonst rate poor logical analysis and a shoddy haridl ing of 
scientific data. The question that one could ask in response r s ,  
of course, "Please cite the scientific, statistical evidence 
linking controversy to reduced health effect risks from L L R U - - a  
question that obviously has no answer. 

It 1s our belief that in the face of this controversy, which I I ~ S  
serious implications for health and safety, the pol icy of pruden- 
cy, that is, not rrsking radiation exposures until a more red- 
soned judgment cdn be made, should be the pvlicy in ef ftact . 

Additional quest ions and conce:tns : 

1. The health rlsk arlalys~s 1s fur yearly e x p o s u r e s .   pleas^ 

explain why they were andlyzed in this way when evid+nc~ sh(,ws 
that exposules over t irne may pose hedlth consequences P1ed::e 
analyze the health risks for litetlme risk 

2. Radiation dispropor t ionatoly af fects children, the r,ld~.r 1 y 
and the ill. Most rdd1at1ori studies have reflected healr tly popu 
lations of adults. As researcher after researcher polrlt~.d out 
a September symposium on low level radidtion held at the N1.w Y o l k  
Academy of Medicine, wot ker colhorts may self -select for ilea1 t t~y 
workers and atomic bomb surv~vors may be more genet 1ca  11 y he 11 tt~y 
and not necessarily reflect ~ v e  of the ent lre exposed populc l t  1r)rl 
Please analysis the health rlslks over 11fetlme for c h i d r  tf~e 
elderly, and those with exlstilrlg health problems. 

3. Now that local shipyards have been purchased by curnt1an1t-s 
certif led for nuclear repair wurk, how much Iclcal shlpyard nurlt: 
ar repair work associated wlth CVN homeportlng and visltl~lg C V N s  
can be expected? What are the ]health risks associated wlth thls 
activity? 

4 .  The DEIS continues to focus on cancer deaths. F ' l e a s e  analy7r- 
other non-fatal health effects document in the above cited stud 
ies and books and their lifetime risk probability. 

5. The DEIS states in regard to a nuclear accldent that " S u f  f 1 
clent tlme exists to support safe movement In the unllkcly event 
of such an occurrence " (DEIS 7 1 4, page 7-5, 1 1 n ~ s  1 and ? )  
Please state the time needed to move a CVN, taklllg ~ n t o  d ( . ~ ( ~ u n t  
types of accidents and their effect on cal r ler mobillt y P l t - a ~ , ~ .  
indlcate 1 f the car1 ler can be moved at any t ime or  what s ~ ~ t - ~  I d l  
condltlons, such as t lde, aval ldbillty of suf f iclent crew, etc 
might affect the time needed 

6. The DEIS states that there is a mlnlmal risk of accldr~r~ts, 
particularly when in port. TWO ~ust~ficatlons are given (1)  t h a t  0.13.28 
a CVN reactor is 1ated at orlly a frdction of the power of a 
commercial n u c l e a r  powrr plant and (2) reactors are ncl trn~111y s h t ~ t  
down or operdting at VCXY low power levels when moored I n  p u r t  
(DEIS 7 . 2 . 1 ,  page 7-6, lines 14-20.) The FEIS should state wh ~t 



t h e s e  * f r a c t i o n s H  a r e .  The word "f r -ac t . ionsH i m p l i e s  something 
ve ry  s m a l l ,  when i n  f a c t ,  operat.ingl at: 20% ( p e r  r e a c t o r )  o f  a 
commercial n u c l e a r  powe!r p l a n t  r a t i n g  is n o t  a n  i n c o n s i d e r a b l e  
l e v e l .  P l e a s e  s t a t e  how o f t e n  and alt what s p e c i f i c  power l e v e l s  
CVNs o p e r a t e  when i n  p o r t .  

C i v i l i a n  r e a c t o r s  operalte under s t r i n g e n t  r e g u l a t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  
d i s t a n c e  from homes ancl must have c!omnnunity emergency p l a n s  which 
have been made avai1.abl.e t o  t h e  public:. P l e a s e  s t a t e  why m i l i t a r y  
r e a c t o r s  s h o u l d  be  eixennpt from t h e s e  r e g u l a t i o n s .  

7 .  The DEIS compare8 C\lN r a d i a t i o n  t o  background r a d i a t i o n . ( D E I S  
7 . 2 ,  page 7 - 6 ,  l i n e s  10-111. Comparing r i s k  from naval  n u c l e a r  
o p e r a t i o n s  w i t h  *backgroundn r a d i a t i o n  is mix ing  a p p l e s  and 
oranges .  Normal background r a d i a t i o n  h a s  a lways  been a human 
h e a l t h  r i s k .  The d a n g e r s  of low l e v e l  r a d i o a c t i v i t y  from manufac- 
t u r e d  f i s s i o n  p r o d u c t s  a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  new. R i s k s  t h a t  unavo idab le  
a r e  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from t h o s e  .j~mposeci on  a p o p u l a t i o n  a s  t h e  
r e s u l t  o f  what is e s s e n t i a l l y  a  pollicy d e c i s i o n .  P lease  p r o v i d e  
in fo rma t ion  abou t  background raciiat: ion, l e v e l s  and s o u r c e s  f o r  
comparisons c i t e d  i n  t h e  D E I S .  

8 .  The a t t a c h e d  p a p e r  by Dr. Dan ie l  Kxipke o u t l i n e s  problems 
a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  s l e e p  d e p r i v a t i o n  and t h e  impact  t h a t  t h i s  had on 
t h e  1996 mercury a c c i d e n t  aboard t h e  Navy 's  d e e p  submergence 
r e scue  v e h i c l e  Mys t i c .  P l ease  p r o v i d e  i n f o r m a t  i o n  i n  t h e  FEIS 
about n u c l e a r  propul ls ion workers '  d u t y  s c h e d u l e s  and a n a l y z e  
those  s c h e d u l e s  i n  l l ight  of D r .  K r i p k e ' s  comments and t h e  p o s s i -  

0 b i l i t y  of a n  a c c i d e n t  w i t h  a  nava l  r e a c t o r .  

r w 9. The r e f e r e n c e d  l e t t e r  from M s .  Cami l l e  S e a r s  and s u b m i t t e d  
wi th  Environmental  Hea l th  C o a l i t i o n ' s  DEIS comment l e t t e r  o u t -  
l i n e s  problems w i t h  t h e  DEIS Hea l th  and s a f e t y  a s ses smen t s .  
P l ease  r e spond  to M!3. !sears comnnente and r e a s s e s s  t h e  p r o j e c t  
a n a l y s i s  and i n c l u d e  t h e  s t u d i e s  c i t e d  by h e r .  

We r e f e r  you t o  EHC8's l e t t e r  which o u t l i n e s  i n  d e t a i l  o u r  con-  
ce rns  ove r  t h e  l a c k  o f  emergency pllanning, p a r t i c u l a r l y  a s  i t  
r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  p u b l i c  i n  su r round ing  communi t ies .  

W e  r e i t e r a t e  t h e  requerst we have made i n  o t h e r  documents and a t  
p u b l i c  h e a r i n g s  t o  p rov ide  t h e  comnnunity w i t h  a n  emergency p l a n  
t h a t  w i l l  be  used  i n  t h e  event  of a n u c l e a r  a c c i d e n t .  P l e a s e  
r e l e a s e  t h e  Local U s t i r u c t  ion l d u c l e a ~  Reac to r  and padiolocai-  
rel &cider& Focedrw~ fnr Baval  B ? u c l l ~  P r o ~ u l s i o n  p l a n t @  s o  
t h a t  t h e  p u b l ~ c  can  a a e e s s  t h e  p l a n s  and  d e c i d e  whether t h e y  a r e  
adequate .  

I t  was l e a r n e d  t h i s  August by a  Channel 10 r e p o r t e r  t h a t  p o t a s s i -  
um iod ide  (KI is s t o r e d  on board t:he S t e n n i s  f o r  use  i n  t h e  
event  o f  a n  a c c i d e n t .  I s  K I  rout.inr!ly s t o r e d  on a l l  n u c l e a r  
ships? Is it  s t o r e d  on naval  b a s e s  fox  navy p e r s o n n e l ,  c i v i l i a n  
workers,  and navy fami: l ies?  Under what c i r c u m s t a n c e s  would t h e  

KI: be  d i s t r i b u t e d  om boa rd  o r  a t  t h e  base?  I 0.13.32 

KI: i s  r o u t i n e l y  p rov ided  f o r  c i v i l i a n  p o p u l a t i o n s  n e a r  n a v a l  
n u c l e a r  b a s e s  and s lh ipyards  i n  G r e a t  B r i t a i n .  Why is t h i s  n o t  
t h e  case? i n  t h e  I'Jnited S t a t e s ?  

Our b a s i c  p o s i t i o n  is t h a t  t h e  D E I S  h a s  s o  many f l a w s ,  i n c o n s i s t  - 
e r i c i e s ,  i n a c c 1 ~ r a c i e . s  and l o g i c a l  f a u l t s  t h a t  t r y i n g  t o  c o r r e c t  i t  
w i t h  a  FEIS is am e f f o r t  i n  f u t i l i t y .  The n u c l e a r  horneport . ir~g 
~ X - O ] E ! C ~  w i l l  change t h e  f a c e  of San Diego f o r  y e a r s  t o  come. The 
community des12rves (a document t h a t  w i l l  p r o v i d e  i t  w i t h  t h e  
informat:ion i t  needs  t o  make a n  informed d e c i s i o n  a b o u t  t h e  
e n t i r e  p r o j e c t .  'To ,achieve t h i s ,  t h e  Navy s h o u l d  be r e q u i r e d  t o  
i s s u e  a  new DIEIS. 

L 
Ca~roll Jahnkow 
Ercecut i v e  D i r ~ e c t o r  
Peace  Resource  Cent 'e r  of San Diego 

Oc tobe r  7 ,  19'98 l e t t e r  t o  Laura  Hunter  from Dr. David  R i c h a r d s o n ,  
De~paz-tment of Epide~miology,  Schoo l  o f  P u b l i c  H e a l t h ,  U n i v e r s i t y  
of North  C a r ~ l i n ~ a ,  Chapel H i l l ,  NC 

Novenzber 1 0 ,  1998 l ' e t t e r  t o  Laura  Hun te r  from Bernd F ranke  and 
Ar jun  Makhi jaini ,  Ph . D . ,  I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Energy and Env i ronmen ta l  
Resea rch  

Novenzber 10, 1990 l e t t e r  t o  Laura  Hun te r  from C a m i l l e  S e a r s ,  
i ndependen t  c o n s u l t  a n t  

Sa~n Piecro Union- 'Tribune, " P l a n s  made f o r  b e r t h i n g  N - c a r r i e r s  ; -- 
Na~vy t o  b e g i n  ch'angeover a t  Nor th  I s l a n d  P i e r s "  J a n u a r y  7 ,  1 9 r m .  

" S l e e p i n e s s  and A c c i d e n t s ,  " p r e s e n t a t  i o n  by Dan ie l  F .  Kr ipke ,  
M . D .  t o  September  1 0 ,  1998 h a r b o r  S a f e t y  mee t ing  o f  t h e  S t a t e  
La~nds Commiss ion  

Refe renced  : ---- 
C i t y  of Coronado DEIS comment l e t t e r ,  

Environmental  He<alth C o a l  i t  i o n  DEIS comment l e t t e r ,  November 1 2 ,  
1998 
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DRAFT via fax 61 9-232-3670 (5 pages) 

Ms. L a ~ m  Hunter 
0 Environmental Health Codalition 
b 1717KsttnerBhd.. Sub 100 

. Sln Dlogo, CA 92101 

Draft Environmental Impad Statement fior Dowloplng H o w  Port F8cilitlos for Thrw 
NIMllZ-Chss Ahcraft C : u r h n  Ln Suppart d t h m  U.S. P8c;Mc Float by the IDeputmmnt of 
thm Navy 

Dear Laura: 

We have reviewed the ra~diological Impacts of the operatiom described in the above Draft EIS. 
The focus of our review was: 
Chapte~r 7 (Radiological rbpea of Nhnih4Jau Airaaft Canrier Homepoctlng) 
Appendllx E (Informalion on Radiation Exposum end Risk) 
Appendlix F (Detailed hrlyser af No.- Operations and Acddent Conditions for radiological 

S u p ~ r t  Fedlitiea) 

Normal Operations 

Source tenn 

The Draft €IS presents an est~~mate of radionucllide ernlsslons from routine operations. The source 
term for the release is summanzed on page F- 15 whch no SupploftJng documentation given. It is 
therefore not possible to ver~fy its accuracy. We were only able 'to revlew the rnternal consistency 
of the data. 
Prd lc ted closes and risks 

Table F-7 contains the results of the dose calcu~lat~ons for three scenarios: (a) a wo~rker located 100 
m from the release point (Worker), (b) the rnaxllmum exposed off-site ind~vidual (NIOI), and (c) the 
nearest pubtlic access individual (NPA). 

For the NAPJSI. the EDE doses are reported a!s follows: 

Worker: 1.3 mrem 
NPA: 0.19 mrem 
MOI: 0.1 mrern 

The annual risk of latent fatal cancer to the Moil is calculated to tx 1 in 19 rnlllion (5.1 x104) which, 
at 70 years of exposure, translates into a lifetime r~sk of 3.5~10". 

The Draft EIIS does not provide the information to allow us to verify the calculatio~is, snce crucial 
lnpul data wch as the release hecght, and the! geographic location of the NPA and MOI are not 
provided. Using the sourus term data on page F-15 and the San D i q o  L-indbergh FleM 
mteordogilcal data, IEER us~ed CAPBBPC to dletermine the doses from a ground-level release as 
a fundion of distance. The highest exposures were calculated lor wind direction to the South, 
towards the City of Coronado. The calculated doses are listed lin the table below. The individual 
lifetime risk exceeds 1 In 10,000 for distances of 200 m or less end thus two orders of magnitude 
larger than lVle r~sk calculatecl in the Draft EIS. 

Dlslance EDE, mremtyr lndlvldual Llfa~tlme 
100% local f w d  Risk (death~s) 

100 m 28 6.9E-4 
200 rn 7.7 1.9E-4 
300 rn 3.6 8.8E-5 
500 m 1.4 3.4E-5 

1 .OlDO m 0.37 9.2E-6 

It Is evident that the distance between the release point and the receptor is cruc~al in determining 
the total dose. Since aircraft carriers are moving sources, it is not conservative to assume that the 
rebases occur only at the CVN berthing sites. The distance between the point of the releases and 
the dosest resident can thercsfore be closer than the -1000 m which may be imp111ed from Figure 
2-2 on paga 2-7. In addition, (.he calculat~ons inrpty that the annual source term is evenly distnbuted 
w c r  the entlre year. The DcaR EIS does not tmntain any infomiation as to the d~istribution of the 
source teml over time. If a substantial portion of the annual release ocwn over a short lime 
penod, radi,ation doses to individuals in the dovvnw~nd diredon would be much lar~ger compared to 
the S a m  rtslease distnbuted eventy over the year. 

In light of these uncertainties. ~t is therefore wr~ceivable that the ~ndividual lifetime cancer risk from 



normal operations could exceed 1 in 10,000. A detailed evaluabon of uncertainties is warranted. 
This evaluation shwM focus on 
uncertainties in tho rnagnitudle of the ndlonWi~de source ten .  
dktrlbution of source tern over time. 
urrcsrtainties in the geographlic bcation of the ~mtea~ses. 
mrtalnt ies in metsorologffial models. 
ullcbrtaink in pathway and dosimetric rnodets, and 
uncsrtainlies in tha dose4sk relo'hship. 
IJnkss such a detailed analysis i!b performed rrnd !supported by credible data, the claim that the 
additional individual risk of a Intent: fatal cancer is very l m r  is not adequately supported. This as- 
of (he Draft €IS b therefore rerionrsiy defident from the scientific pornt d view. 

Another serious problem is Ihat the Draft €IS does rut mention non-canwr risks. The source term 
on page F-15 lists a mutine emsskm of orre curidol' (rltirrrn per year. Tritium in the form of Mated 
water crosses the placenta, alnd hence can affodecl dewloping fetuses. The risks of birth d e f e  
and miscamages as a resulll of btal exposures dire to mubne releases of tritium in the lm of 
tntbtsd water vapor should be evaluated. 

The evaluation of lha consequences of hypothtkal atxidents is limited to acddents at support 
Mlities. Onty two types of acuchnts am considered: 
a fin In a fadtological suppart fadllty, and 
8 spll Into sunounding watem of radioache liquid from a collection fadllty. 

The noncbss i fd  Oraft €IS docs not address s o m  d the accidents that may ocar whib the 
8 k m R  carriers are in the homeport. A Ibt d cxsdrbkt accidents would indude 
reactor accjdenb onboard the Nimitt dass m n ,  
other accidents Involving WI relame of mdiiactiwl malterials onboard of the shlp. 

On page 7-19, I~KI Draft EIS ~refert to Appendix 0 ftn a tliswsoion of reactor acbdenh. Howsver. 
Appendix 0 h dassrfied h itrs enlnty. It h h r d m  not possible for us to make an evalwlhm of 
I(s contents. Hawever, we note that the D d  EIS'!, omn desaiption of its mdusbns b pmrfhg. 
It says lhat the analysis r b m  %at NIMIR-cbss aimaft carriers can be opefated safeY (page 
7-19). A lot of things catn ba dam safety. lluat is mt the Issw. The issue h the pmbaWlMy nd 
carsbqwncss of various poasiblb accidents. 

At 8 Ume when tho total amwnt of plutonium st& at various sites around the Unltd States b 
undassfied, surely the OS txur#l reveal the allima~led pmbablllties of variws acchnts. tha bssb 
fm the calaflatlon of those probsbllitii, and the imud~mum postulated acddent conseqwnms. 
Whib the Navy has .cqulrsdl4,800 yeara of mmar opamtlng experience. Ihis does not meu, lhat 
r major reador acddent k Impossibls. The pmsunzotd wetar madw usad In naval vessels can 
cu(ler a km d coolant acdldenl as well as 0-r mishaps. tt s only the probablUty of such an 
aaidmt lhal is at issue. llws actmmuktlon of 4,900 yecan of reactor operating experience without 
a loss of coolant accident cannot alkw the Navy to cxmclude that the accident probability U less than 
1 In 10 milbn, tha level of probatbiilty b o b  which the  navy did not evaluate ecddenb. The OrPR 
€IS should have provided am analysis or at bast Ule data or, which its docism to exdude maclor 
roddents was based. 

While the U. S. Navy iacltnIowle!dges the r~sk of nuclear acadents other than the scenano desu~bed 
in tlhe Draft IEIS, thene IS rro mention of severe acadents are In the document. As a matter of fact. 
a varie'ty oil acadents have occurred m nuclear submarines and sh~ps where the acadent 
mMequences a n  likely la be much greater than for h e  two scenarios considered in the Drafi EIS. 
An Internet sear& we conduc:ted yielded a list of acc~dents that are not discussed in the Driafl EIS. 

VVe do not reprodulce tlhe li!il here because the limited resources available for this revrew dldl 
noll penm~t a, careful venficatlcm of the  terns ltsted there. The F~nal EIS should prov~de a 
complete list of such a~ctdents and explain whlch ones are being used as the basis for the 
calculallions in the EIIS, which ones are being omitted, and why. If the information prov~detd at 
httlp:IIWw.~~itehawk .corrrlalle~ycaVnukes.html 
is inwlrredt. the Fin~al €IS should set the record straight and provide the appmpr~ate diata and 

explanabons (or if offiual reports already exist. references to these reports). 

In mnt~rast Ilo the potential range of conceivable amdent scenarios. the Drafi EIS select~vely lmnits 
the aniaIyw5 to a relatively minor release of radionuclides in case of a fire or spill. 111s larglest 
m e c ( u e n a s  were calculatled for the fire scenario. Even this l~rnited analysis is inadequate. 

For the NANISI. the EOE doses for the fire ccsnarlo are reported as follows: 

Worker: 0.6 rem 
NFJA 0.0 rem 
M01: 0.2 ram 

More than 95% of the dculated dose is due to cobalt40 which deposits on the ground and res,ults 
h external exposunss due to1 gamma radiat~on. The Draft €IS claims that the meteorologlical data 
represents 95 pemrnt condition whch is defined as that condition that is not exceeded more than 
5 percent d the time. 

AIB is tlhe c;w in the ass~essnnent of normal operations, the Draft €IS does not contain the essential 
data that Ls necessiary to vcenfy such a daim. The Drafi EIS does not indicate the geographic 
bcaticm of the NPA and MOI as well as the meteorological analys~s that was apparently perfomned. 

In the cam of a 1 C:l releasfs of Co-60, the crucial parameters in determining dose are: 
the di!fpenslon amficie~nt, 
the deposiition velocity. and 
Urn length d exposure after initial deposition. 

If an nnfavorable dlispers~on situation ocarn during a 1 Cl release, the dispersion wefficienlt xlQl 
can be expected to be of -1'104 s/ma. Another unfavorable situation would be a high depos~tion 
vslodvslodty due lo ramfall a't the time of the accident resulting in a deposition velocity of 0.1 W's. Under 
such dranmstanca~s, th~e cu~mulalive dose would be -2 rem during the first year and -16 rem over 
2!0 years follmng the madlent. Thus, even for the scenario selected in the Draft €IS, doses could 
~ K I  one or two mrgnibudes larger than the one calculated in the Draft €IS for the NIOI. Tho 
cllscnapan~cy in the doas estimates indicates the need to conduct a through uncertainty as!sessmenlt 
tm pwfonned for aaidlenbl releases as well. This evaluation should focus on 
the fiange of potential iaccidents on board of the aircraft camers as well as in support facilities. 
th u~ncertainties in the,  magnitude of the rad~onuclide source term in case of accidents, 



uncertainties In (he geographlc kcaM of the rtdeases, 
uncsrtalnlie~~ in meteorological models. 
uncsrteinties in pathway and dlwimetnc models. and 
uncsrtalntks, in the dose-risk relabonship. 

IRadlatlon Doses; to Workers 
n 

' h e  Draft EIS does not address rad~at~on exposures to workers less th<an 100 m of the potnt of the 
rslease. This 1s an arbrtrary assumplron stnce ~t IS I~kely that workers iare located close~r than 100 
m. The Draft EIS; is thus ~ncornplete because the ~mpad  of the operatlons on workers IS not 
iadequately addressed. 

'me Draft EIS provtdes some data on worker exposure in the NNPP. I-lowever. tt appears that this 
i~s external exposl~re data only. Doses from Internal burdens of radion~uclides seem to have been 
exduded. If internal doses have been included. the Final €IS should so state, and diswyu how the 
measurements were done and remrds matnta~ned. If internal doses !were not ~ncludecl, then the 
Final €IS should so state. It shoulcl dtscuss why these doses have been om~tted and analyze the 
basis for its da~ms regarding compliance w~th  dose limits. 

Other comment$ 

'The diswssion in the Draft EIS about the naval reiactor program is misleading as to its overall 
cenv~ronmental impact. While many aspects of the program do not drrectly impact homeporbng. the 
Draft €IS makes lmentlon of some of hem selectively, while omttting others Speuficalty, impacts 
related to uranium m~ning, processng, enrichment, reprocessmg of lrlradrated reactor fuel (which 
caeates highly ratlioactive liquld walstes. some of which are still stored in liquld fonn Idaho, 'lw- 
level' radioactive1 solid and liquid wastes, and gaseous radioactrvilty erniss!ons), and reactor 
cdecommissioningl wastes. These impacts are cumutlatively cons~dera~ble. The €IS should either 
!state that it Is not considering impacts associated with naval reacton that occur at locations other 
lthan the proposed homeports, or it should provide a more mrnplete piicture of the most important 
{aspects of such impacts. 

'The Draft EIS lacks a comprehensive evaluat~on of radioactive emissions in nonnal operations and 
accidents. Crucial inforrnat~on necessary for a validation of the results is not provided. A proper 
analysis of the uncertaintiis associiated with radratton exposures from routtne operations is lacking. 
Potentially sevens accidents on boiard of the aircraft camen are not amsidered at all. 1he impact 
of releases of raclioactive material!; in routme operation and accidents on workers is incompletely 
addressed. Reh~vant non-cancer risks from releases of tritiated water vapor have note been 
discussed. 

A preliminary check of some of the calculations usinlg a standard €PA-approved dispersion model 
indicates that the Draft EIS may be seriously undereshmating at least some of the doses.. The Drafl 
€IS therefore does not prowde an adequate evaluatton of the nsks asscdated with the development 
of home port facilities for three INIMITZ-Class aircraft carriers. It contains seriou!~ scienbfic 
defiaencies that at the very least should e fully corrected in the Final €IS. A better allematwe 
would be to provide a second Dra~ft €IS for public mrnment w~th the appropriate data1 and mwe 
transparant cala~lations so that an independent chtwk on the results can be performed. 

Ple8se feel free to contad us d you have any questms CK cutwnents 

Bemd Franke 



but nolt the Nonh I s l a d  project It's too far along now." Schlesmgcr. s a ~ d  
Fnday Th~c Navy submts budget proposal for 1991 m three weeks D a t r l C e t l t e r  Information S e r v i c e s  

464 19th Stretrt, Oakland, CA 94612 
telc:5 1 018354692 fax51 01835-3017 Word of the convcrslon has !;purred speculat~on among s h ~ p  rcpalr exccunws 

that S;m D ~ e g o  could become home to a nur leupowered  carncr wthin two ycars, 
possibly the Ablraham L ~ n ~ c o l q  w h ~ h  was comrmssloned m Norfolk. L'a.. rcccndy. 
Tbe calmer is due to bc bawd 211 A l i ~ n ~ d a  In the San Francisco Bay Area. Copyngbt 1990 'The S m  D q o  Urnon-Tribune 

The Sin Diego Urnon-fnbune 

"We've been blcanng h t  drumbc,at for wceks now," s a ~ d  An \.5'ardwcli, V I C ~  

presidlcnt of Cor~tlnenral hAar~tlme, 'wh~ch m 1987 became the first shipyard hcre 
to acheve  Wavy cemficatlon to work on part of a carrier's reactor system. 

January 7. 1990. Sunday 

SECTION. h-EWS, Ed. 1.2, Pg. A-1 

G m e t f  who 1:s vacahonmg UI t la~r.al l  h d  not return calls for comment last 
week. Vice AQn Jack Fenernlan, commander of h e  Paclfic Fleet's Naval AU 
Forces, would not comment fo~r LhLs story. 

LENGTH: 1667 words 

HEADLINE: Plans made for bedung N-camem; 
Navy to begin changeover at1 N o d  Island pien 

The lpter conversion w ~ l l  alm~ost cenamly be challenged by envuonmcntal 
groups. BYLINE Burgess 

At the Grlcenp~tace office m San Francisco, spokeswoman Karcn Topaban u arncd 
agamst expandulg the harbor's capaclt) for nuclear-powered vcsscls 
Seventeen nuclear-powerrd submanncs are based at Pomt Lorna and two 
nuclear-powered crulscn (are zislgncd to thc San D ~ c g o  Naval Statlon 
Seventy-nu~e co~nvenbonally powcrcd Na\y s h ~ p s  caU San h e g o  thcu homc pofi 

BODY: 
The Navy p l u s  to cotsven ~u p l a t  at North lslland to accommodate 

nuclear-powered aircnit cmrien. in a move to keep c u r i m  based m Sur Diego 
weU into lhe next cenwry. 

Only conveotionrUy powered nircnft c u r i n s  can be bmbed at the air 
station now. 

"Up ~ u n d  now,, we have fouglbt pnunanly agamst nuclear weapons But we 
already had planned to refocus our effom m 1990 a g a m t  nuclcar-powered 
' vessels or crnes that accowmochlatc these shps,"  s a ~ d  Tupaklan, a ho IS the 

orguu;unoro's sp~okeswoman on arms control and naval nuclear force reduction 
Sources ur tbe Pentagon and tbe U.S. Pac~frc Flleet buve said San Diego stands 

0 to lose IIS camer presen~cc dt~ogethn unless tbe Navy refurbishes the Nonb 

r Island piers to serv~ce n~uclur-powered carriers a d  develops a local source of 
W s u e d  workers to rmincain tlbem "We MU fight thrs acooln by llhe hlzvy In San Dlepo," she sad. "If you 

accormnoda~tc more nuclcar-powered shlps, you will build more nuclear-powered 
ships." The change could wtur mihons of dollars m a d & t i o d  work for Sm Diego 

shrp rcpau companies ci~pable of w o r b g  on nuclear lnacton and the retention 
for Sur Dlego's economy of ~ d l i o n c  of doUtm ~II milituy salanes and 
contracts. 

Greenpeace la;t year publcucd seven spills of rad~oacave coolmg water by 
Navy s h p s  m thrree West Coast ports Two ~ncidcnrs werc m San D ~ g o  Bay. a 
1979 spffl of 13 ,gallons frcm the nuclear-powered cruuer Tnucton and a 1980 
spdl of 30 gallons by the n~ucleiu-powcrcd submanne Gunurd. "We arc concerned about the loss of tbe conveadoruJ urrim and recogatzt 

tbc need for nuclear-pown cnpabhty at Nortb lsh4" s a d  P e t a  Limenq a 
v ~ c e  prestdent of tbe Grcata Sm D ~ e g o  Chamber of Commerce. Topaban conceded that the Navy's nuclear safety rccord would not be her 

group's prinury !target m fightmg tht  Navy's San D q o  plan 

Tbe convenaond m l e n  based here u e  urnone; tbe ~oldcst ID the Navy, 
mcludrng h e  Conrtellaaon, vvhcb is 29 y u r t  oldl, the Independence. 3 1, and 
the Ranger. 33 Two of the sbups u e  scheduled to l u v e  SM D~ego thu year and 
b e  chud could be elumated by federal budget cuu,  sources wid 

"It's not ju~st safety It's the waste !socam you create when you rmnc the 
uruuurn, build dlc reactor, opnate 111 md then try to find some bunal ground 
for the spent nuclear cores, whch  lnvarlably a n  unwelcome everywhere " 

For sihip rccpau workers IJI Sam Dlcgo, the Na\y plan could not bc more 
oppornme. 

Though not f m l u e d  bly Navy Secreury H. I-ravrence G l n e q  a plan outknrng 
chc Nonb Island p l n  conlvcrsllon has already been put lmto acaon. 

The Consuellatron a d  bc scn't to d1c East Coast next month for a 28-month 
overha~ul. Asd tllc Indepe~odcnccc w l l  dcpart W I ~ ~ I I I  a ycar for Yokosuka. Japan, 

' u the pemanent rcplacemlcnt for the M ~ d a a y  la the Navy's 7th Flccf Navy 
~ o u r c e s  h a w  codirmed. Tbe Mhdwny is to bc d e c o n ~ s ~ o n c d  next Janua.ry. 

Navy c ~ v d  e n g u r e m g  officulr ID San Diego wlll d v e m e  for bldr m May 
on tbc clecmcal pornon lof tbc projecL estlm;btcd ID cost S6 5 rmlLon. sald 
G p t  D a v ~ d  Scbltsmger, cornunandn of tbe !routbwest drvu~on of the Navy 
Fac~btres Eng~necnng Gmnimri 

That will !leave San Dicgo uilh just the Ranger. and I& too, could &appear 
from tble N o d  Island watcrfro~ot ~f budget pressures cause the Navy to rcducc 
i u  u r r le r  fc~rce to 12. 

Cost estrmrtes for lhe r o t  of the work werc not available. 

"We're c o n c m e d  abou~t los~lag some mrl~ury colnstm~coon prOJcC& next y u r ,  



"We're lookmg at tryu~g to work on more destroyers rand cru~sen," sad  David 
B a n  president of Paclfic Shp  Rcpru md Fabricaoon Ibc.. one of two yutb 
bere that work prunanly on convcn'oonrl curien. 

U the c h e r  fbrct is cut h s  yea or nexL said a senior fleet official 
in Hawaii, the fiist two c m e r s  to be reured ceminly ccould be the 
Constellatioo and the Ranget, the ody  coovennonaUy powered cvners on 'he 
West Coast that will not have completed a Service Lde Exttns~on ovabaul,, a 
Krvy s h p  repair o f k d  said. The ovahaul .dds 15 ye- of service Me a 
conventlord u r r i a .  

The Navy bas six nuclear-powered and nine conventicomlly powered c m ~ e r s  in 
commission, vj'th no coovennond c:uricrs in the pipeline. 

' 

"Nuclear canien are mucb cheapcr to operate," said r Paclfic Fleet officer. 
"Even wben you factor m the cost of refuebg the radiamcnve cores every I0 
years. it's half the cost to opemu, compared to h e  fossil fuel-burners." 

The economic impact of losing the Constellation and 'the Independence Lu city 
busmess leaders worned. With a crew of 3.017 sailors turd 2.480 airmen. tb~e 
Constellation r n l i ~ t r  S 110 mrllion into the area tcolrom:y in s a h c s  alone. ' n e  
saw impact of' the LDdepeodence. iwhich carries 224 fewer d o n  is. 3 105.5 
d l i o n  annually,, rccordurg to Navy urd SM Diego Chrunber of Commerce estimates. 

Currently, w h ~ a  a nuclear-powercd c u r i a  visits San Diego. ici captain mlun 
obtuo a spec& waiver fiom h e  Naivrl Reacton directo~nte in Washington, D.C., 
to operrte the reacton at normal power because of insufikient shore power at 
Nonhlsland. b--1 

W 
North Island has one jetty-typc pier, known as Julid pier. thrt is equrpped 

to bcrtb nuclear-,powaed cruans, b~ut not canim.  

The proposed pier coovenioo woudd affect North Irhnd's long seawall. wlhch 
rncludes three cruria barhr. 

T h  area woulld be upgraded. inchudmg the addition of a mined-free watrn 
source for the reacton and increasedl &ore power geocnrton, whcb are usai 
wben reacton otz sbrps u e  cooled down while in pon. 

Schlesingn had no emmrtcs on the con of providing a purified water source 
needed for 8 cantids nuclear rerctors. but said the water could be trucked la) 
the waterfront urndl punfim are rnstalled 

He slid the project includes rippin,g out dl of the electrical lines along 
h e  three carrier bmhr and rcplrcmg: them w~th  h g h a  surge and capacity 
h e s .  

Nonh I s l ad  could be able to acco~nmrodr~ a nuclear-powered c m n  by the 
end of t h ~ ~  y e u  lilnce work u due to stln m Septrmba. 

Tbe e lecmul  Kmprovemenu w~ll  allow c o n v m n o d  c u n e n  berthed at Nor& 
I s b d  to sbut do- thew engmes d tbey plan to be rn pan for long penods 
W~Bout the rddcd surge capacity la h e  new Imes. tbe older cuners have 
problems smtmg up tbeu generaton qwckly. 

for us," said Arthur Engel, president of Southwest Marine Inc . the 
second-lugest slbp repau yard m S i u  D~cgo 

Engel s a~d  ball for years h ~ s  firm tned to achieve Navy cemficaoon to 
work on nuclear-powered sh~ps  and cien sent the Navy unsol~c~ted proposals 
In 1987, his company rece~ved the ceruficaoon and worked on the reactor system 
of the gu~dcd m s s ~ l c  cruiser Long bleach. but has smce received no addmolnal 
nuclear work. 

U&e the East Coast where the Na\y allows two c ~ i  illan shpyards to work 
on rts shps' nucllear systems, on the West Coast "the Na~vy only wants 18 

government shlpyard workers From Vallejo and Puget S,ound to work on the nuclear 
systems." s a ~ d  Engel. 

"We know we  can do the work. We just have to keep our foot m the door," he 
said. 

The plan to berth nuclear-powered camcrs here may prowde Engel and at 
lus t  two other lnterested San D q o  compan~es wth then o p p o w r y .  

The Navy now bnngs workers from the government stupyards m the San 
F m c a c o  Bay Area and Puget Sound to work on the two nuclear-powered lcnusers 
and 17 subfnannes based here. In acld~tlon to the workers' salaries and eavd  
expenses, the Navy pays hvmg allowances of 5101 per day wbde they are alway 
born borne. 

Engel said the Navy could "open d ~ e  door" for San D q o  c ~ v h a n  shpyards by 
letting them work first on the reactors' secondary systeu~s, the steam and wiiter 
lines that urry bcat &om a shp's sealed reactor vessel. 

Lf the Navy a siamfied, the local yards could take on tlhe reacton' pnmary 
systems, which we hghly nhoacave  h c s  and valves that carry dermneralrzcd 
water heatcd drrecctly by the uramum isotope core lnsrde the reactor vessel. 

The unminent boss of two convenhonal camen bcre u.111 Uely hun rwo 
cornpuues. Wardwell's Contlacnlal Manume Inc. and Paclfic S h p  Rcpur amd 
Fabricahon Lnc. 

"We u e  Dying !to stuft over to the s,urfacc s h p  (non-camer) work. We'U 
feel quite a loss t h i s  year no maner what happens." s a~d  David Bain of Pacrl'lc 
%p Repair. "Lfwe go to nuclear caners, we could recapture some of the loss 
by work topside" and in the non-nucl~ear areas 

GRAPHIC. 1 PHOTO Tbe Navy replonedly is plannmg to upgrade ~ t s  piers at North 
Island so they can handle nuclear-powred lwcraft carncn (A-2) 

"Any new s h p  ~ v l l  u good news, but 1 wooder bow mucb work ~t wzll ~mun 



Comment 

The Peace Resource Center of San Diego - 

0.13.1 The comment letters referred to in PRC's letter are addressed in response letters 
LA (City of Coronado) and 0.12 (Environmental Health Coalition). 

0.13.2 The Navv assumes that the comments regarding CEQA are provided to the 
~alifornia Regional Water Quality Control Board for advisory purposes and not 
directed to the Navy for responses. While NEPA encourages coordination 
between state and federal agencies in order to streamline the environmental 
review process, CEQA is not applicable to the Navy in its decisionmaking 
process for the proposed action. State or local responsible agencies having 
decisionmaking authority related to the proposed action are required to comply 
with their implementation regulations pursuant to CEQA. The EIS does include 
a Growth Inducement section (see the Executive Summary and a revised 
Chapter 10). The Draft and Final EIS documents do include mitigation measures 
to reduce potentially significant impacts to below a level of sigruficance (see 
Tables ES3 and 2-11). The mitigation tables also identify the timing of when the 
mitigation is to be implemented and indicates that the Navy is responsible for 
implementing a mitigation measure unless other responsible agencies are 
identified on the tables. 

The closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda, California, and the relocation 
of two CVNs to fleet concentrations in San Diego and the Pacific Northwest were 
carried out in compliance with the 1993 Defense Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission (BRAC) recommendations. New facilities were required at NASNI 
in order to support the homeporting of a CVN, since prior to 1998, there had 
been no CVNs homeported there. At the time the Navy proposed the 
construction of facilities at NASNI to support a homeported CVN, the Navy 
prepared an EIS to present the analysis of potential environmental effects 
associated with that action. A Final EIS for that project was completed in 1995. 
The 1995 EIS states, "This EIS, therefore, considers the potential cumulative 
impacts of CV replacement and homeporting a total of three CVNs in San 
Diego." Please see the 1995 EIS Volume 1, Chapter 6 (mN 1995a). m e  11995 
Final EIS was challenged and the United States District upheld that document as 
adequate in May, 1997. 

The United States District Court was presented the Notice of Intent (NOI) which 
initiated EIS was pulDli&,ed in December 1996 before it rendered ih deckion 

a n n o  .m in May, IYY/. lne NOI for this EIS stated that the purpose o f  the proposed 
action is to provide support facilities and mfrastructure for the selected home 
port locations for the three CVNs (two new, and one currently at  NAVSTA 
Everett) in the U.S. Pacific Fleet. 



VOLUAIE 7 CVN HOMEPORTING EIS - NASh71 RESPONSE TO CO~ZIME~TS 

Comrr?er?f 
Number Response 

The U.S. District Court for the Southern District of California concurred with the 
Navy's implementation of NEPA, and concluded that the Navqr J had not 
understated the potential effects of a larger project by preparation of two 
documents (segmentation). In an Order dated May 12, 1997, the Court stated, 
"Because the Court finds that no proposal to homeport three CVNs existed prior 
+n L V  +ha L L L G  ; c c . q - m ~ a  A ~ ~ U U I I C C  of the Final EIS, the Fina] EIS'5 analysis of the possible 

cumulative impacts of potential additional home ports suffices under NEPA." 

0.13.4 Your general comments are acknowledged and specific comments that follow 
are addressed. 

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

Regarding your comment about segmentation or piece-mealing, please see 
response to your comment 0.13.3 above. 

0.13.6 The EIS process included providing information about the proposed action to all 
the public in the regon. The Navy published the EIS Notice of Intent and Notice 
of Availability in the following local newspapers: Snn Diego Union Tribune, 
Coronado Eagleflournnl, North County Times, San Diego Voice and View Point, Cltrrln 
Vistn Star News, and h Prensa. h Prensa is a Hispanic publications. The Navy 
initiated a toll-free CVN information line in August 1998 that is accessible to 
everyone in the United States. The message is regularly updated; any questions 
recorded on the information line are addressed by the Navy. Additionally, 
when asked by interested parties, the Navy agreed to hold Draft EIS public 
hearings in Sari Diego on he As evidenced by the ~ a v y ' s  
public notices printed in areas outside of Coronado, there is no validity to PRC's 
claim that the Navy is willfully trying to "localize" the issue to Coronado. 

0.13.7 The n i ~ h l i c  Y-"-- w a c  r r U u  nrnvirld Y ~ " .  A-bU 75 rlavs --J to provide coA~-v.efit on the Draft EIS. 
included a 30-day extension from the NEPA minimum requirement of 45 days. 

The question regarding the cost of the EIS preparation does not address the 
adequacy of the environmental document. 

As required by CEQ regulations, a minimum of 30 days will be provided to the 
public for commenting on the Final EIS before any decision is made. 

0.13.8 The public hearing dates were changed to accommodate an extended public 
review period. The Navy regrets any confusion that might have occurred as a 
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result of this decision, however, the Navy did try to reach a!! hterested parties 
as soon as possible after the decision was made. A Navy representative was 
present at the appointed locations on the previously advertised dates for the - 
public hearings to let the public know of the change if they did not receive an 
i m A i ~ ~ i A i i ~ 1  cnnt5t-t nv nntipo tho phancro in tho l n r ~ l  nQwcnanprc 
U L U A  W A U  U U A  L U L L  b L L L  b  U L  A  L U  L A L L  L A  L L  L A  L U A  &bL U L LA b L  A v L & a A  A h L  V V d 

0.13.9 The Navy provided a copy of the Draft EIS to all individuals that requested the 
document. A total of 331 copies of the Draft EIS were distributed during the 
public review period. For a mailing of this size, the Navy believes distribution 
went quite well. The Navy also extended the comment period 30 days, which 
helped reduce any inconveniences in receiving copies of the document. Your 
initial copy of the Draft EIS was sent to an address that was previously used for 
correspondence with your organization. It is regrettable that you had to make a 
20-mile trip to pick it up, and the Navy has taken steps to ensure your mailing 
address has been updated. The Navy is sincere about assuring that the public 
had adequate access to the Draft EIS for their review. 

0.13.10 Notification of the meeting location was in compliance with NEPA requirements 
and the inclusion of a second meeting and the ultimate location selected was in 
direct response to a request from the-community. In addition, the location for 
the meeting was set in response to a specific request from a local organization. 
The meeting was conducted in accordance with NEPA requirements and all 
participants who wanted to speak were provided an opportunity to make 
;omments. Had the Navy be& expecting more people,-& informed by the 
environmental community to expect more, the Navy would have chosen a larger 
site. The amount of time scheduled for each person to comment was adjusted to 
accommodate the size of the audience. 

0.13.11 The Navy has identified several ways in which to ensure public participation to 
low-income, minority populations in the San Diego area. All responses to public 
comments generated during the public comment period provided in Spanish are 
translated into Spanish. The comments are annotated to ensure that the reader 
has sufficient understanding of the EIS materials without needing to read the EIS 
itself. The Notice of Availability (NOA), is translated in Spanish, and a 
telephone 888 support hot line is available in Spanish as well. The Navy 
considers that these efforts address the CEQ guidance memorandum on 
compliance with E.O. 12898. 

0.13.13 Two public hearings on the Draft EIS have been held in the San Diego regon 
and public testimony received, as required under NEPA. The Navy does not 
currently have plans to have a follow-on community workshop for an informal 
dialogue. Concerns generated during the public review of the EIS will be 



Comnenf  
Number 

considered by Navy personnel responsible for making decisions regarding the 
action. Navy representatives at the EIS n~ ~ h l i r  hoarin oc art3 A i r m - t l x r  ruwAAL bd j 

involved with this decision-making process, and provide recommendations to 
the Secretary of the Navy regarding the preferred alternative to be implemented. 

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

The cumulative analysis considers the past actions affecting San Diego Bay. For 
example, the marine water quality of the bay is described since the early 1900s. 
The presence of the CVs and their effects on the bay are considered part of the 
affected environment. Therefore, the cumulative impact of the proposed action, 
providing the capacity to homeport two additional CVNs, is evaluated by 
analyzing the difference in impacts between the CVNs and CVs. This increment 
is then evaluated along with other reasonably foreseeable projects to determine 
the cumulative effect on the bay. Section 3.18 has been revised to make this 
analysis more specific in terms of the relationship of the proposed action and 
these reasonably foreseeable projects in time and space. Section: 3.18 also 
addresses cumulative impacts of actions such as the BRAC CVN project and the 
Submarine Support - - Facility at SUBASE San Diego. - 

Please see response to comment 0.12.55. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.174177 and 0.12.190. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.174177 and 0.12.190. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.174177 and 0.12.190. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.174177 and 0.12.190. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.174177 and 0.12.190. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.1 74-1 77 and 0.12.190. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.174177 and 0.12.190. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.25. 

C ; - r a  ,,,,, the analyses demonshate no cinnif i i rant  raAin lnoi ra1  i m n 3 r t c  t, ,,y 
JA6A " A UUAVAV6ALUA YALYULLa 

population, there would be no disproportionate impacts to children, the elderl;, 
or the ill. Thus, no change to the EIS is deemed necessary. Please see response 
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to comment 0.12.190 for information regarding other studies on the effects of 
low-level radiation exposure, and response 0.10.36 for information regarding 
the risk factors used in the analysis. A 

0.13.25 A 4 * l l m m a ~  u----a.-- of the health effects on personnel who work on Naval nuclear 
powered ships is covered in Appendix F, Tables F-7, F-9, and F-11. This analysis 
is germane to public or private shipyard workers. 

There are four public Naval shipyards and two private shipyards that are 
qualified to perform nuclear propulsion plant and/or radiological work. Only 
three of those currently perform work on nuclear powered aircraft carriers: 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Norfolk Naval Shipyard (both public shipyards), 
and Newport News shipbuilding Company (private). Any one of these 
organizations could send qualified nuclear workers to San Diego to do CVN 
work. How much CVN work each one of these organizations performs is 
dependent upon decisions beyond the scope of this EIS, since the analyses in the 
EIS do not depend on the specific organization conducting the work. 

Consistent with the points above, the fact that a private shipyard capable of 
performing work on Naval nuclear propulsion has a shipyard 
in San Diego does not imply that the San Diego shipyard is now capable of 
performing work on Naval nuclear propulsion plants. The shipyard operations 
in San Diego, including personnel, would need to be qualified to perform that 
type of work in accordance with the rigid standards established by the Naval 
Nuclear Propulsion Program. 

0.13.26 Please see response to comment 0.12.27 and 0.12.25. 

0.13.27 NNPP radiological emergency procedures contain sensitive information 
regarding military technology, which must be protected from uncontrolled 
release and dissemination. Thus, specific details regarding those plans must be 
---r- -r- 2 LAY --- ---1--11--1 --I ---- -- 2 I: ----.--:--C--. U . .  . LL,. l.:-Ll.. prvrecreu rrvm uncunrruueu release d r w  u l s se r r  w~airuri. nuwevt.1, hi u  K 1 u ~ l  uy 

unlikely event movement of the ship is necessary, there are numerous ways to 
move a NIMITZ class aircraft carrier, including the use of the other reactor plant 
and the use of tugs or other tow craft. As is stated in the EIS, sufficient time 
---:-A- A- -------L --LA --,,,-A-& -C &LA chi- - n 1 n n  C h qrr 
c X W L >  lu >UYYUll >ale l l l U V T l l l ~ L l  U l  U L C  31Uy 111 UIC L U U l h C l y  C V C I L L  U 1  3UUl a 1 1  

occurrence. 

0.13.28 . Naval  .-. n l l r l ~ a r  -.-----a pr~pl&ion plants are lower in power rating (less than onefifth of 
the typical commercial power plant rating) than commercial plants. In Chapter 
7.0, the EIS states that if the ship is in port and not moving, the reactor plant is 
normally shut down or operated at a small fraction of the ship's rated power. 
Therefore, Naval reactors have significantly less fission products (less than 1 
percent) available for release, which limits the size of the potential area of 
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concern. The ultimate status of the propulsion plant is based on several 
considerations, including the time the ship is expected to be in-port and 
operational need of the CVN. Each operational requirement of the NNPP is 
designed to ensure the safety of the crew as well as the public. From a safet): 
standpoint, there are no significant advantages to further restricting the 
conditions of the propulsion plant while in-port beyond those already identified 
in the EIS. 

Commercial nuclear power plants must plan for radiological emergencies in 
accordance with Nuclear Regulatory Commission requirements. Navv 
radiological emergency planning is based on the consideration of the following 
f ~ r t n r c .  
I...- . V A  U .  

Naval nuclear-powered ships and their reactors have been designed to the 
Navy's exacting and rigorous standards for warship shock design, include 
redundant systems, and are operated by highly trained crews using 
rigorously applied procedures. Thus, Navy ships have a low potential for 
major radiological accidents. 

Naval ships have specific desim features to prevent and mitigate the release 
of radioactivity despite the occurrence of severe casualties to the:ship. For 
example, Naval nuclear fuel can withstand shock loads that are well in 
excess of 50 times the force of gravity. 

Naval ships are designed to very stringent military shock requirements, 
making the likelihood of any failure very small. A collision of a nuclear 
powered ship with any other ship or shucture while transiting to or from its 
homeport would not cause the release of radioactivity from the nuclear fuel. 

Extensive federal emergency response resources, as outlined in the Federal 
Radiological Emergency Response Plan (FRERP) (Fedeml Register, Vol. 50, 
No. 2i7, P. 46542 of November 8, i985j, wodd be activated as needed in such 
an emergency to support State or local response. 

All U.S. nuclear-powered ships use pressurized water reactors designed to 
IT-,. , .  -r,-A--A- C-, ,..---L:- -Ln,l. A,-:- TL- - -A:n-~L . . -  em-:-- - - -A- - -L-  
I Y ~ V Y  S L ~ L U C I I U S  I U ~  WCIISIUY 3 1 1 ~ ~ ~  utl3qyl. A I K  I Q U I U ~ C L I V C :  I W S ~ U I ~  pruuuctb 

are contained within hgh-integrity fuel modules such that US. Naval 
reactors do not operate with fission products released to the primary coolant, 
as is often the case with some commercial designs. Only limited 
ra&cach;l.*ripr f Lq ,,k.e niiro w a t ~ r  IICOCI q fie au-we!ded m 4 m a m r  

Y YWL ..UbLA -LU YAUA IUA Y 
coolant system. In addition, There are multiple boundaries to prevent release 
of fission products to the environment, including the fuel itself, the all- 
welded primary coolant system, the reactor compartment, and the ship. 



Cornmen! 
Number 

VOLUME 7 C W  HOMEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO CO~Z~MENTS 

Response 

Naval reactors have a source of unlimited seawater that can be used for 
emergency cooling and shielding, and are mobile. In the event of a serious 
problem, the ship can be rigged and towed away from populated areas, 
which of course, in not the case for a fixed, land-based reactor. In the 
unlikely event of a reactor accident, sufficient tune would exist to support 
ship movement away from populated areas. 

Given the above factors, the Navy's radiological emergency planning is 
comparable to that required by NRC. 

0.13.29 Three references concerning natural background radiation are contained in the 
Navy's annual report titled Environmental Monitoring and Disposal of 
Radioactive Wastes from U.S. Naval Nuclear Powered Ships and Their Support 
Fa_ciii ties: 

1. National Academy of Sciences - National Research Council, Radioactivity in 
the Marine Environment, March 1971. 

2. National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements, Report No. 62, 
Tritium in the Environment, March 1979. 

3. National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements, Report No. 94, 
Exposure of the Population in the United States and Canada from Natural 
Background Radiation, December 1987. 

0.13.30 Please see response to comment 0.12.86. 
0 

0.13.31 Please see responses to comments 0.12.191-197. 

0.13.32 Please see responses to comments 0.12.73,0.12.77, and 0.12.78. - 
0.13.33 The Navy, as Lead Agency, complied with all applicable regulations in the 

preparation of the Draft EIS; therefore, the Navy disagrees that the document is - 
deficient in meeting NEPA requirements. ~ e s ~ 6 n s e s  to public comments on the 
Draft EIS have been provided this Final EIS.- 

0.13.34 This letter is a draft version of a letter submitted to the Environmental Health 
Coalition. See the responses to the final version of this letter (comments 0.12.174 
through O.l2.l78). 
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Sincercl) yours. 
I he Landing Ilulnirowners Association 

Chairman. Public Allairs C'om~ni~~~cc / \ ---> 
cc: Board ol' Dilrrclors 
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The Landing 

0.14.1 A discussion of the historic carrier baseline and existing condition has been 
added to the EIS in section 3.0. Please see response to comment L.1.12 for an 
explanation of the way this information is applied to the proposed action impact 
analysis. In the 1980s, the Navy reduced the size of its active aircraft carriers 
from 15 to 12: six in the Atlantic Fleet and six in the Pacific Fleet. Before that 
time, NASNI had been the homeport for at least three aircraft carriers. In the 
early 19705, this included USS TICONDEROGA, USS KITTY HAWK, and USS 
CONSTELLATION; in the mid-1970s, USS RANGER, KITTY HAWK, and 
nn- TPTP-T T A V T n x  T CVIUW~LLXIIUI \ I ;  throughout the 1980s, RANGER, K i m  HAWK, and 
CONSTELLATION; and in the early 1 9 9 0 ~ ~  a combination of USS 
INDEPEhDENCE, (while KITTY HAWK and/or CONSTELLATION were 
undergoing their Service Life Extension effort in Philadelphia, Pe~sylvania) ,  
KITTY HAWK, CONSTELLATION, and RANGER. All ships listed above are or 
were conventionally powered carriers, or "CVs." In 1993, RANGER was 
&ro-ssioned ~e end of its semise 1 and pwTASr\q, 

temporarily reducing the port-loading to two CVs. 

The closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda, California, and the relocation 
of two CVNs to fleet concentrations in Sari Diego the Pacific Northwest were 
carried out in compliance with the 1993 Defense Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission (BRAC) recommendations. Consequently, the Department of the 
Navy constructed homeporting facilities for one CVN at NASNI (DON 1995a) 
and one at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSNS), Bremerton, Washington (DON 
1995b). Because there were no CVN homeport-capable berths at NASNI, the 
Navy was allowed to shift both NAS Alameda CVNs to the Pacific Northwest, 
pending completion of construction of suitable homeport facilities at NASNI. 
Those facilities were the subject of an EIS entitled Environment01 Impact Statemtwt 
for the Development of Fncilities ill San Diego to Support the H o m q o r t i ~ g  of Ow 
~ I M I T Z  Class Aircraft Olrrier (DON 1995a). The actual vessel that fulfilled the 
BRAC mandate and assumed the role of RANGER was USS JOHN C. STENNIS a 

(CVN-74). Arriving in August of 1998, STENNIS took over one CV's worth of 
facility - support - -  infrashucture at NASNI. 

In 1998, INDEPENDENCE (at that time the Navy's "forward deployed" carrier) 
reached the end of its service life and was decommissioned. KITIY HAWK was 
designated as its replacement and left NASNI in July 1998, 20 months after the 
Notice of Intent for this EIS, and relocated to Yokosuka, Japan. This resulted in a 
reduction of the port loading at NASNI to two homeported aircraft carriers. The 
USS NIMITZ is currently undergoing an extended maintenance period on the 
East Coast and will require a homeport berth within the Pacific Fleet area. Long 
range plans indicate that the most likely arrival date on the West Coast for 
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NIMITZ would be early 2002. Wtw thtp Prtferrcd Altrrnntizu7 s t k t r d ,  this would 
bring NASNI back to its historical three carrier port-loading baseline. 

USS CONSTELLATION is expected to reach the end of its s e n i c e  life in 
approximately 2003. At that time, NASNI would once again experience a 
reduction to two homeported carriers if the Prtfrrred AZtt9rrmtive zucw selt7ctt7d by 
tlw Nmy. The same long range plans addressing NIMITZ also involve replacing 
CONSTELLATION with the USS RONALD REAGAN. It is anticipated this will 
happen in 2005. Once again, if the Preferred Alttmlntizv> wrrr selrctrd, it would 
bring NASNI back to its historical three carrier port-loading baseline. 

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

- - 

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

However, the Navy did anticipate that in the future, a proposal would be - 
r 1 --1 ~ t , r  1 .  rrr. . lJ 1 ,  C q r ; l ; C ; f i e  \TAChn rormularea, ana mar ulr d l l C l l l Q I l V C 3  LUU~U LAICIUUC I Q C A U L K ~  

Therefore, a larger project was not segmented into two smaller projects for the 
purpose of avoiding more rigorous environmental analysis. Further, although a 
"proposal" had not been formulated such that it could be analyzed on a "co- 
l t  P C  1QQK IXC i t  u r s c  roacnrrahlv f n r ~ c ~ ~ a h l ~  that a f i ih i t~  ntni~rt  rqual ua3w U L  L A L G  A A ,  L v v  LAO r ~ u u v r . u v r ~  rv-rv--uv-- US-. r' 
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could include additional facilities at NASNI. Since it was reasonably 
n n n l  c h n  r \ n C n n + ;  5 1  a C F o r ~ c  X A r n r n  ;nrli i A d  iq the ana!xrcic of cl?lTku!ative u a  n t r  k r u L r l t L A a 1  r l l r L r a  V V L L L  ULLAUULU Y OAJ 
effects in that document. The 1995 EIS states, "This EIS, therefore, considers the 
potential cumulative impacts of CV replacement and homeporting a total of 
three CVNs in San Diego." See the 1995 EIS, Volume One, Chapter 6 (DON 
19954. 

0.14.2 The current information provided from NASNI Public Affairs Office is that 
approximately 13,166 military and 6,385 civilians work at NASNI. When an 
aircraft carrier is in port, there are approximately 20,500 people. The Naval 
Amphibious base emnlnvs approximately 5,085 military and 620 civilian 1 L A 1 1  YAW/ 

personnel. 

0.14.3 Redesign of the Main Gate so that the entrance would align with Third Street 
and so that autos as well as trucks could use this main entrance is under 
consideration by the Navy. This redesign would provide a direct link to NASNI 
from the Coronado Bay Bridge along Third Street and would reduce the use of 
First Street as the primary truck access route. Relocation of the Third Street gate 
is a multi-faceted effort that required first the relocation of the NASNI 
commissary and Navy exchange. Once construction of the new commissary and 
exchange construction were completed, the old commissary and exchange could 
be razed, and the Third Street could be moved. ~ n t i i f u n d i n ~  wa&ecured 
to relocate the commissary and exchange, only limited activity associated with 
the Third Street gate relocation could occur. Funding for relocation of the 
NASNI commissary and Navy exchange is now available and design for the new 
comrnissary/exch~nge is nearly completed, with construction scheduled to 
begin in summer or fall of 1999. Steps have been taken to initiate the Third 
Street gate relocation as an official navy project. Parametric costs have been 
collected and preliminary design considerations have been formulated. The 
Navy is committed to continue to seek these funds. Therefore, planning 
associated with the project continues, but will be subject to congressional 
approval as a naval budget item. In any event, relocation of the gate could not 
have proceeded until preliminary activities of commissary and exchange 
redesign had been completed. The realignment of the Main Gate is not needed 
to mitigate the impacts of the CVN homeporting because the additional traffic 
generated by the proposed action would not have a significant impact. 

0.14.4 The transportation analysis has been revised to incorporate more recent traffic 
data hat were not availalDle to the EIS preparer when the Draft EIS was initially 

prepared (i.e., the traffic volumes documented in the October 1998 SANDAG 
report). For example, Table 3.9-1 to a average of 

71,000 vehicles per day on the Coronado Bay Bridge. The trip generation rate 
used in the Draft EIS has been revised to reflect calculations based on 1996 
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personnel counts (see Table 2-1, Volume 3) and actual gate counts taken during 
that same year (see Table 3.9-7, Volume 3). 

With regard to existing conditions traffic data, the analysis was based on traffic 
data taken during times of heavy travel demand as opposed to average 

exishng conditions scenario reflect traffic conditions during the peak summer 
tourist/recreational season when there were two aircraft carriers in port. 
Follo-ni-up counts taken in the fall of 1 nno 

''-A - L - L L : ^  --^I. .-^^ 'L. - A  -..,.-,. 
1770 rebulieu U3 L I C I ~ I ~ C  VUIUILCS uldi W C I C  

lower than the August 1996 volumes. I t  was determined, therefore, that it would 
be appropriate to use the August 1996 data to represent the existing traff~c 

1 1 1 :  -.- - : --I - I - - - : - -  1- ---- :-L--L -.-:XI- conainons. lnis conclusion is consisrent wlm the findings of the October 1998 
draft report prepared by SANDAG titled "San Diego-Coronado Bridge Toll 
Removal Impact Study," which also used the August 1996 data to represent 

conditions. "'.''- wlrn regard to the use of 1995 traffic data to represent 
existing conditions, that was considered current for average daily traffic volume 
information when the EIS traffic was initiated in 1997. me data shown 
in Table 3.9-1 has now been revised to represent the highest traffic 1996 and 1997 
volumes cited for each roadway in the various source documents. To represent 
possible traffic increases to the analysis year, traffic forecask from the S m D ~ G  

bridge toll removal report were used to represent future conditions without the 
project. Although these traffic projections represent forecasts for the year 2015 

are most likely higher than iDe expected for he target year of 2005 
when the h r d  proposed CVN would be homeported at NASNI, they were used 

Unique circumstances such as threats, suicides, and bridge accidenb certainly 
have an effect on traffic conditions on the day of the incident; however, it would 
not be appropriate to model or analyze such unique circumstances in 
conjunction with the EIS traffic study. 

0.14.5 The EIS is not trying to jushfy a conclusion, but documenting the finding that the 
level of additional traffic that would be generated by the proposed action 
providing capacity to homeport two additional CVNs, would n o t  result in a 
signhcant traffic impact and would not require any traffic-related mitigation 
measures. Independent of the EIS, the Navy is considering funding of a 
redesigned Main Gate so that the entrance would align with Third Street and so 
that autos as well as trucks could use this main entrance. This redesign would 
provide a direct link to NASNI from the Coronado Bay Bridge along Third Street 
and would reduce the use of First Sheet as the primary truck access route. 
Relocation of the Third Street gate is a multi-faceted effort that required first the 
relocation of the NASNI commissary and Navy exchange. Once construction of 
the new commissary and exchange construction were completed, the old 
commissary and exchange could be razed, and the Third Street gate could be 
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moved. Until funding was secured to relocate the commissary and exchange, 
onlv limited activity associated with the Third Street gate relocation could occur. 
I- for relocation of the NASNI and Navy exchange is now 
available and design for the new commissary/exchange is nearly completed, 
with construction scheduled to begin in summer or fall of 1999. Steps have been 
taken to initiate the Third Street gate relocation as an official navy project. 
Parametric costs have been collected and preliminary design considerations have 
been formulated. The Navy is committed to continue to seek these funds. - 
lherefore, pianning associated with the project C O ~ M U ~ S ,  but will be subject to 
congressional approval as a naval budget item. In any event, relocation of the 
gate could not have proceeded until preliminary activities of commissa~  and 
exchange redesign had been completed. The realignment of the Main Gate is not 
needed to mitigate the less than significant impacts of the proposed action 
because the additional traffic generated by the project would not have a 
significant impact. 

m ~ n e  possibility of conshucting a tunnel from the end o f  the Bay Bridge to the 
NASNI Main Gate has been considered by public agencies so that NASNI- 
generated traffic can avoid using the Coronado streets. Such a project is not 
needed as a mitigation measure for CVN h o m e p o r ~ g  as the analysis indicates 
that the incremental impact of the proposed action is not significant relative to 
traffic. 

None of the alternatives in this EIS increase the number of aircraft camers at 
NASNI b e w n d  Y the historical baseline of the- three CVNs are homeported at 
NASNI, there physically is not a fourth CVN-capable berth available. Therefore, 
it would not be possible to have four CVNs berthed at NASNI at one time. 

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

The EIS is based on information generated in previously scrutinized and 
approved NEPA documents, and is supplemented by data prepared by expert 
environmental analysts. Extensive supporting data are provided in Volumes 2, 
3, 4, 5, and 6. A,ndlysis of impacts 2 consistent with NEPA, in which the net 
change - in activity between the affected environment and the proposed action is 
evaluated. The proposed action and alternatives propose facility and 
infrastructure improvements necessary to support up to two additional CVNs at 
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The comment is noted. In addition, this Final EIS discusses those "responsible 
opposing views that were not adequately discussed in the draft statement" and 
"indicates[s] the Navy's responses to the issues raised'' as required by 40 CFR 
1502.9(b). 

Comments on the Draft EIS have not changed the assessment of impacts 
substantially to support re-issuance of the Draft EIS. To re-issue the Draft EIS, 
substantial evidence must be presented that the Navy did not assess or 
inappropriately assessed a certain area and that the re-assessment of that area 
yields substantial change to the analysis contained therein. 



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 

30'5 mfu,mr 8 73 Address: 5 SD (3 qzlol 

COMMENTS: 

Date 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 Novewber 12, 1998. 

0.15 



Comment 
Number 

VOLUME 7 CVN HOAIEPORTING EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Hempy's, Inc. Albert Lewis 

0.15.1  Your comments are noted and are included in the Final EIS. 
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Mr John C'wn 
Southwst D l v ~ r ~ o n  (Code 05 AL IIC) 
Naval Fac~ l~ t~es  Englneerlng Comlmand 
I?ZO Pac~lic lhghway 
SM Olego. CA 92 132-5 190 

RLFERENCE: DRAFT ENVIR(0NMENTAL IIdPA('T SlIATEMt-N I ( t l S )  COR Dl lVEl  OPING 
IlOhIT. PORT FACILITIES FOR THREE NIMITZ-CILASS AIRCRAFT ('ARRICRS I N  SUPFOR T 
OF T t IE  U S PACIFIC FLEET 

Dear Mr C w n  

Th~s 1s a formal and more dt!tallul statement ol'rnlv oral testimony p e n  at the Publ~c l lerrlng on October 
28. 1998 at the San D ~ y o C o u n t y  Adm~n~strat~oln Bu~lld~ng Whlle my comments do no! spcc~fically 
address f a c ~ l ~ t ~ e s  " they do1 address one o f  the I I mv~ronnnentrl lssues w h ~ c h  were addressed In the DraH 
EIS the Iswe o f  d a y  

Many concerned cltuens wlm haw spoken and written about the safecy Iswe In the Orall FIS have 
concentrated on  he dangers o f  rad~oact~ve and IOIK w a ~ e  The Navy's responses wh~ch I have heard and 
r u d  have been rossuranceJ; that thee concerns have t m n  cons~dered and tested. and there IS no need to 

p worry (Some o f  t h n  r e a s w a r m  have sounded apodrtical, "there's NO chance n f  an ~nc~dent". others 
have lncludcd pcerwaga  CH ratlcn. e g "one chrtnce cwt o f  r mil lwn that there could be an lnc~dcnt " 
Thcx sccm to mu more ota o f  defensive hyperlmlc t lbt out o f  cred~ble sclentlfic data) 

M y  safely concern a rws  nan wt o f  the tvidtnc d1anya.s o f  rluclear and toxic wastes. but out of  concern for 
 he more h ~ d d t n  dangas wcthm the U S nuclear propuls~or~ plant des~gn and technology ~ t rc l f  A hrndwt 
at thc hcar~ng d c x r ~ b c l  the "5WD yeus o f  combined reactor opcrat~on" and "1 15 mllllon mdes u~rhout  any 
~~gn~ficanc radlologlcrl effect w the cnvlronment " I laud 'th~s success (wh~ch) IS b a d  on strong central 
tcchnlcal ludcrsh~p throudh trammy and consemattsm ofdes~yn uul opctatlnv practices " I am also 
~ m p r m d  that add~t~onrl ly. t k  Government Accwn~tlny Ollice (GAO) pcdormed a dcmled 14-month 
aud~l of nuclear propuls~on matttrs The GAO rtcpontd the results o f  the~r tindlngs In an August 1991 
rtpon and concluded that. there were 'nu s~gn~hcant delic~ccnctes' w ~ t h  respcrt to cnv~ronrnental 
protecttons. occupatwnrl v~fcfy  rnd health. and Ieutoa mfety " ( I  wonder about the range o f  meaning 

slgnlficanl has for the Na~vy In the context o f  the two umlges In the above quotes ) 

1 ha1 CIAO rcpm w u  issued In August 1991 Slncc then, tlht scene has changed we have become 
painfully r w u e  o f  the Ytmr 2WD (YIK)  Problem, ~11th 11s embedded systems M y  concern rests on 
vrrlous documents. moa wlldly on a more reeerr. a d  devnstat~ng <;A0 rcpon (;A0 R w r l  to Ihc 
Sfcrr larr  of l h t  Navy. Com~utem. 1Ycrr 2000 ~ o m o u t t r  Prohl tmr Put Navv Ootra l~ons rl 
Risk (I>ncurncnt GAOIAlhAD-918- I501 Th~s  repnrt was pcrl'onncd "as part o f  our review o l  the 
7 

k p a n m t n t  of Defense's (IMIDII Y e u  2000 cornlputcr svsttbms clTofl for the C'halrman. Senate Cornmrttcc 
on ~iovcrnrncntal AITalo. the C h r m a n  and Ranlkln# Mlnor~ty Mcmhcr o f  the Suhcorn~n~ttcc on 
(iovcrnmcn Muugemmt. Inforrnat~on and lruhnology, I l o u x  ('onirn~ttce on <,uvrrnmmt Hrlurm and 
Overrlrh~, and the Hunwabk Ttmmar M Davcs Ill ltlww: of Hcprc\cn~at~\c, h r m y  the reblew. we 
asscwd ( I ) lhe status of lh* Navy's eflorts to orerxc: 11s Year 2UR) poyram and ( 2 )  the appro(wlatcncss o f  
thc Nab y r strategy and lo lons lfor ensuring that the F I ~ O ~ ~ C I ~  w111 be u~cccr\ful ly addressed 1 h ~ s  kiln 
summarms w r  concerns and prob~dcs recommc.ndat~ons l i ~ r  addrouny them 

lrhls rlepon IS the founldat~on 1111 \ rh~ch my !, t k k :  I \  concern re\ls I am couccrrlcd about the ~ l c l b  of  the 
nlucla~r propulswn plaint\ the~r~sctl\es and ~ l l e  consequent r l A  to publ~c balelr and health 

I ) l las the Navy beetun the ~~\\r\\rnrtrr ot m~,wm-c r~ t~ ra l  bv\tenls sncc~ficallv wakm the n m a l  n u c l e i ~  
rctrctor ~ r o ~ u l s ~ o n  ~ l a n t s  ! I f  ye, ~ r h r r l  was II begun 1s 11 conlplrtcd) I f  not. wlwn w111 11 bc '  -- 

2 )  l las the Navy h q u n  nvwJr~t / t~ut  01 these cystems lor compllancc' I t  yes. ~ h e n  was I! hcpltrl and 
when 1s II scheduled lo1 co~npletwn ' 

'5) l r the Navy wdl IIOI he firll\, co~iipl~dnt hv IYl  l / W  docs the Nary plan to dcvclop rontlngenry 
plans 110 mit~gatcr the risk and scvtrtty of  poss~bl t  inc~dcnts? 1)ors the Nav) plan l o  cngrgc us 
c~tiztas. and outr tlcctcd r t~ i r tsrntar~vcs.  ~n an actlrr role to der t loy thcst plans? 

II trust that thew queslllons are cllcar and direct enough to enable the Ndby to rcbpond w ~ t h  cledr d i d  d~rect 
ianswers w~thout b d c r  plalte and c~rcular~ty 

II respect th~e awrumlc ~ c s p o c ~ \ ~ l ~ ~ l ~ t v  HIIKII 15 carrlcd Ivy the N j l y  cl la~n o f  con~mand ahmg the ~LIIII WIIIILII 
these publ~c contrncntr on t l i r  I)H/\f I f IS mu\t pa\$ I hope the proce\\ (I!' th~, exrrclse bctur.cn the ha\\ 
;and clltlzenry. taaormg the I!HGEN( 1 O F  I HC: \ 2K ISSl lE IIIIU our d c ~ ~ s ~ o r ~  rndhlng. \\11l becc~n~e 
~ m d e l  for other go\elrnrncrltal d i d  ~ U W I C S (  CIIIIIICS 1 lected c~ t l i c~a l \  a d  go\ernmental >la11 topctllcr \+.III 
11he bur~nesis comnnlrutv ha\e \t111 T O  C N(;,\(;t: I1S ( ' I l IZENS. AYI)  ONb: ANOTIIFH, 10 
ANTI( ' IPhTE W F :  ' IHANSI  I ' ION 1.ROhl 12131i99 1 0  OI~OI/~IJ~JO. T I I A  r I T  BE As s h l O o 1  II 
AND C'RFATIVE A S  Wk. AI.1. IOGt ' I I I t :RC' , \N hl.\h:t: Ir. 
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Note The G A O  Report (i/\OlAlhlD..98-150. can be downloadtd from the followtng webstte 
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Exploring Paradigm Shifts 

0.16.1 Since the commentor does not raise specific issues in the comments, specific 
responses cannot be provided by the Navy. 

0.16.2 The Navy cannot define what the GAO would consider to be significant. 
However, based on the Navy's review of the GAO report and Congressional 
testimony following that review. it is unlikely that GAO would have minimized 
any real problem as being under the threshold of "significance." Similarlv, the 
Navy's radiological environmental monitoring program demonstrates the 
meaning of "significance" with regard to radiological environmental impact. As 
described in response 0.12.33, the Navy's conciusions on the lack of significance 
regarding NNPP radioactivity in the environment has been verified by many 
independent EPA surveys. 
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(310) 478.0829 

Mr. John Coon 
Southwest Division (Codle O5AL.JC) 
Naval Facilities Engineaing <=ommand 
1220 Pacific Highway . 
San Diego, California %!132-5190 

Re: Comments on Dmft Environmentall Impact !Statement f a  Developing Home Pon Facilities 
for Thm NIMllrZ-Class Aircmft lCamicn in Suppat of the U.S. Pacific Fleet 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

Thank you f a  the opportunity to ccl~mmr:nt on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) for Developing Clomc: Pat Facilitit:~ far Three NllWIZClass M t  Camers in Suppon 
of the U.S. Pacific Fleet. 

Having reviewed tht DEIS, we o p ~ m  the approval of anything other than the no action 
alternative because the DIEIS lacks an adequate description of the proposed pmject and its potential 
envuonrnental impacts by omitting any puld.ic luscssmcnt of the consequences of a rcacta accident 
or an accident involving the rluclear weapons sluredl aboard NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers. Tht 

0 DElS states that the conscqut:nces of a m : t a  tlccidknt have been assesxd. but that the entire 
r assessment and the ttsullts of' that assessment remain classified. (DEIS pp. 7- 1.7-5.7-19, and 

Append~x D) We find nco aclmowledgmcnt of IJIC p m c n a  of nuclear weapons aboard NIMITZ- 
class u d t  carrim n u  any assessment olf the potential environmental impacts of an accident 
involving those weapons. If the U.S. Department of the Navy insists on neither confirming nor 
denying the presence of nuclear weapons r~boarrd these vessels, it should at least identify in the 
DEIS whether any assessnrtr~t of the enviForuntntall impact of these and other weapons has been 
conducted. 

From the link i n h a t i o n  we do h v e  about the proposed project, we conclude that the 
consequences of r u r t a  or nluclear weapons oocidalu aboard a NIMI7Zclass aircraft carrier 
represent an unacccpublk risk to public health land d e t y  and an unrnitigable significant 
environmental impact. 1Thc Navy should nMLc publlic a detailed analysis of the potential 
environmental impacu cd rcartor and nuclear vvcapm accidents resulting from the proposed 
project. The Navy should c m f i ~ U y  review its asation that national security interests require that 
its analyses of various nmos accident scenarios be: kept h m  the public. Many aspects of these 
analyses haw no apparent b d n g  upon nrationd se~urity interests. F a  example, the assumptions 
made about the fraction of Lhle radioisotopes ttlcaxd as a mult  of an accident (i.c., the "dease 
fractions") could be publicly released withlout ;my adverse effect on national security. Likewise. 
the msul IS of these analyses ccould be &c pul~lic without compromising national security. How 
could anyone gain any L;nwlcdge of navall nuclear propulsion systems given only the results of 
reactor accident 8naIyse:s and m knowing; the meruns by which the Navy ttachtd these . 
conclusions? 

Should the Navy1 decide to keep secret ;all of the mactclr accident analyses found in the DElS 
Appendix D. it should provitk detded malysc:s based upon information already in the public 
record. The best emp i l e  of' such analyses can be found in the enclosed reports by 

@ 1,-r 0 .. st  ,.,, ..,, Cjvqrr 

1 

Mr.. John Coon 
12 November 1998 
Page 2 of 4 

Professor Jackson Davis ("Meltdown of a Naval Propulsion Nuclear Reactor: A Site-!jpeclfic 
Analysis for the San Fmcisco Bay Region" and "Nuclear Accidents on Mhtary Vessels 1111 
Australian Ports: Sits-Specific Analyses for Sydney and Frcmantlc/Perth"). We reque:st thlat the 
Navy review these sltudics and provide a detailed msponsc to the issues laised and conclu\~ons 
reachedl by Profcsso!. Davis as they apply to the homcpornng alternatives considered for Ihc I 

We request tlhat tlhe Navy answer these fundamental questions: 

Dots the reactlor wre inventory described by Professor Davis accurately reflect 
the quantities (of radioisotopes in NIMITZclass aircraft carriers? If not, wh~at is 
the range of thie inventory of radioisotopes associated with these reactors? 

How far from a =actor accident would the public have to be in order to avoid 
exposure to radioisotopes in quantities above U.S. Environmental Rotecwm 
Agen~cy (IEPA) and U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) limits? The 
analysis by Professor Davis suggests that, for iodine- 131, this distance would 
be. at minimum, approximately 11 kilometers (6.8 mdes). 

Did the Navy consider the effects of reactor cote melting resulting from a loss olf 
coolant atxident? 

Did the Navy assess the risk of a destructive power excursion resulting from a 
reactor accident given the uranium htel enrichment levels associated with nwal 
nuclcar propulsion reactors? 

Did lthe ~evicws by the U.S. NRC and Advisory Commission on Reactor 
Safeguards (ACRS) cited on DEIS, p. 7-3. include full access to classified 
docu~men~ts? Did these reviews specifically assess the consequences of reactor 
and nuclear weapons accidents aboard NIMllZclass aircraft carriers? Did theie 
reviews !rpec~ ficall y assess compliance with National Environmental Policy Aclt 
(NEIPA) requirements for the proposed project? 

Based on olur a~~sumption that the Navy will not answer all of these questions, we: have 
c~ndu~cted our own anallysis of the consequences of a reactor accident aboard a NIMliTZ-class 
a i d f t  camer. Our mdysis establishes that the environmental and public health impacts would be 
"!iignificant" a5 set forth in NEPA. We based our assessment on the statement in the DEllS that 
"the amount of'radiioactivity potentially available for rtlease typically is less than one hundredth of 
that for a commercial n:actor." (DEIS, p. 7-4) A typical commercial reactor is 1.0()0 M \Ye and 
3.000 MWh. !Sinat the amount of radioactivity in a reactor is proportional to the s i x  of the 
n:actor, we conclutle that the NIMITZ-class aircraft carrier reactors arc approximately 301 Mwth. 
[]Note that the citation of Stirling (1986) by Professor Davis on pp. 55 of "Nuclear A,ccidcnts on 
Mi l i r q  Vessels . . ." suggests that this is a very low estimate.] Given the availabili~ty of' one 
hunch-cdth the radioactivity of a commercial reactor, we conclude that the consequences of an 
accident to be compmlble to about one hundredth of the effects of an accident at a commercial 
ncactor accident. 

I! 
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We have calculated the d m :  to rnanben of the public within ccxtain distanas hwn the 
m t a .  We have died upon uRfonnation presented in the DEIS about the mhoactivity inventory 
and upon U.S. NRC Regulatory Guide 1.145 as lthe basis for our calculations. We provide the 
results of our calculations in the atumchcd graph. Thtw rc!rulu show that the proposed project does 
MM comply with U.S. NRC thymid dose sumda~b at distances much greater than 75 kilometers 
(46.6 rmles) in the event of a nactau accident It sboc~ld be noted that the violation of U.S. NRC 
thyroid dose standards would medm given analysts awucming a much smaller reactor and 
wsurning a much smaller rtlease haccion. It sholuld also be noted that the approximate number of 
people within this dis- of the various home k ing  considend ranges from about 800,000 
at Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, to 2.9, millioa u Pugct Sound, Washington. (DEIS, Table F-4) 

The DEIS does not include an honest wdl mrighdawrrd description of past problems with 
naval-based nuckar w rud nmctors. The IYwyr claims thu them has mva been a reactor 
accident (DEIS. p. 7 - 3 r $ m i 0  that two of its nuclear- d vessels sank (DEIS, p. 7-4). 
lkis "no accident" claim is d idngenuu at ka If n car= caused the cornmmchd nuclur 
power reacton in San Onofre, Wfornir, to sink to d3c k m  of the ocean, you can k t  everyone 
would consider that m "accidentw To set thc m d !mail@, we have enclosed a variety of 
documents on nrvd rcidcnu involving nuclear wtypns  d mctas. 

As dcmonsmtbd by our comments, the DIEIS k k s  spanfic information about reactor and 
nuclear weapons accidents necessary to judge rcccurucly the impm of this PropoJtd llgency action. 

0 'Ihus. the Navy has not colnplied with NEPA by fully d l  r c m t c l y  describing h e  pnposed 
b agency action in the DEIS. Bcrurse the Navy failed ID pnovidt infamation about m c t a  and 

nuclear weapons accidents in the DtEIS, the public ca~nmw submit mca+gful comments and the 
Navy canna make a fully i n f o m i  decision on )the m p a d  rltmahves. Thc DEIS should be 
nrronably informative as a sPnd d m  d o n m n  11 h not The Navy has not dnmnrtratd 
compliance with U.S. EPA and US. NRC reguluoryl bits given an accident involving nuclear 
reacton or nucleu weapons, 

In closing, we request that the Navy provide a ckar, un&rstandable, md responsive 
point-by-point assessment of cw ooolmnts and the infmmtim presented in the attachments to our 
comments. We also quest tiuntly provision of' any Reslponst to Comments, Final EIS. a 
Supplemtd  EIS related to this project and tim:ly mMicc of my pmposal agency action @ all 
agency decisions dated to tht: to develop h a m  pat frilities f a   class d t  
carriers. We insorpontc by t(g=to our n m n t s  all d the enclosures included with this 
lcaa  and ask that our annrmlu a d  om amchnlclln bt cronsidaed part of the Pdminisfmtive 
record for this project. 

Mr. John Coon 
12 November 1998 
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Enclosures: 

"Thyroid Doses to brlernbcrs of the Public at Various Distances Downwind Fmm a Ke:actor 
Incident Involving a1 NllcdllZ-Class A i d t  Carrier Naval Nuclear Propulsion Reactor 
(Estimated 30 MW,3 Gnven a 25% Release Fraction for Radoiodinc" 

"hAeltclown of a1 Naval Ptnpulsion Nuclear Reactor: A Site-Specific Analysis for the !San 
Francisco Bay IRegion" 

"Nucle:ar Acddlents on hdilitary Vessels in Aus!dian Ports: Site-Specific Analyses for 
S ydnc:y and Frc:rnan~de/F'enh" 

"tJ.S. INuclcar Wealpons Accidents: Danger in Our Midst" 

"Sbxet Documents Disclose 381 Navy Nuclear Weapon Accidents" 

"Naval Accidents. 11945- 1988" 

(N. CVN" 

Joseph K. Lyou, Ph.D. 
Excmltive Director 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
llhe proposal to holmepon the U. S. S. Missouri in Sim Francisco Bay implies an increilse in 

traffic {from nuclear propelled military ve:ssels, and a ~0m:sponding increasie in the probability of 
an accidcnt involving Ithe meltdown of' a naval propulsion nuclear reactor. This report uses 
established methodology of the U. S. Nl~clear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and consenrative 
assumptions (i. e., ones that understate [.he impact of the accident) to andlyze quantitative1;y the 
conseq,uences of such am accidcnt to the city of San Francisco. 

Irr this analysis it is assumed that a nuclear-propelled naval vessel propelled by i I  100 
megawatt (thermal) P W R  nuclear reatctor stationed ilt Hunter's Point (corresponding the 
alternative # 5 of the Navy's homeporting proposal for the San Francisco Bay Area) suflfen a 
reactor accident involving breach of containment and consequent escape of radioactivity in110 the 
envirolnmcnt The most probable winter wind pattern (Figure 2) would carry the resulting 
radioactive cloud in a north-northwest direction from Hunter's Point, directly through the heart 
of San Francisco's financial district (l5grurc 5). The total inventory of radionuclides available for 
release was calculated rising the ORIGEN computer code (Table 1). Release fractions consistent 
with existing accident histories and riadionuclide properties were assumed, and consequent 
nleascs to the atmosphere cllculaud for 15 radionuclides comprising more than 90% of the 
projected h d t h  dctrirment (Table 2) for three exposure pathways (cloudshine. inhalation 
exposruz and groundshine). 

C~alculaud air corrcenations of individual radionuclides in location~s downwind fmm the 
accident exceed fedenll U. S. (NRC) limits by up to twa, thousand cimes ('iodine-131; Figure 6). 
Calcullated surface deposition of specific radionuclides ("fallout") exceeds NRC limits by up to P one million times (cesium-137; Figure 7) near the reactor site, and remains more than 100 times 

rb the NRC limit at the Ifurthest location (11 km) from the accident within the city. Calculated 
radiauon exposure fmrn the passing cloud ("clou&hine") excceds federal exposure Limits 'by up 
to 100 times for individual radionuclides (e. g., lanthanum-140; Fipuc 8). and exceeds 
background radiation exposure by up to ten thousand times. Cloudshim exposure from all 
radionuclides exceeds {the NRC limit by up to 500 times, and exceeds background by up to thirty 
thousimd times (Figure 9). Inhalation exposure from the cloud for individual radionulclides 
exceeds NRC exposun: levels by up to one thousand times (cesium-137; Figure 101, and exceeds 
background by up to two hundred thousand times. Aggpgate inhalation exposur from the 15 
radiorruclidu analyzed exceeds NRC exposure limits by up to eight thousimd time and exceeds S background by up to two million times (Figure 11). Inhillation exposure remains ell above the 
NRC limit throughout the entire city. Radiation exposure for nuclides depsited on the ground 
("gfol~ndshine") for orre day exceeds NRC limiu by ulp to five thousand times for individual 
rad~onuclidcs (e. g., t~llurium-132; Figlure 12). Aggregate groundshine exposum from the 15 
radionuclides analyzed1 exceeds NRC ea ,pu te  limits by up to ten thousand times (Figure 13). 

]Based on the above radiation exposures, casualties from fatal cancers w q e  comlputcd. 
Short-term casualties (one day) range from 5 to 1.068 (Figure Its), depending on the 
atmorphcric conditions and risk factor used. Medium-tern casualties (one week of groundshine 
alone) under the most stable atmospheric conditions range from 174 to 1,778 (Figure 17). 
Long-unn casualties (one year of groundshine aloncc) under the most stable aunoslpheric 
conditions range from 223 to 2,051 (Figure 18). Additional yearly casualties would range: from 
61 to 659, declining to about half this number in 30 yearr,. 

IEven under high'ly conservative a~ssumptions. ther'efore, the rneltdolwn of a naval nuclear 
reactor at Hunter's Point would cause I J ~  to thousands of casualties in Sam Francisco unlcss the 
city were immediately evacuated and decontarn~nated pnor to rehabitation. Evacuation would 
have to be rapid ( 1  - 2 hrs.) to be cffcct~vc. Decontamin;at~on costs are difficult to estimate,, since 

experience in decontaminating large urban areas is 1ac:king. U. S. government studies suggest 
that decontamination costs could reach tens of billions of dollars. Until the city of San Francisco 
were decontaminated, the economy of the city would remain at a standstill. There is no Icy1 
precedent for assessing liability and indemnity for the costs of cleaning up after a military 
accident, and hence it is not clear how these costs would be paid. 

'Ihe risk to the people of San Francisco from this accidcnt is defilned as the product of the 
consequences described above, and the probability that the accident scenario analy.zed will 
occur. Although the consequences can be established with precision, computing the probability 
of a r~aval propulsion reactor accident requires information that the military has been unwilling 
to release, such as the accident history and operating ctiaracteristics of naval propulsion reactors. 
In the: absence of this information, the risk of the accident modeled here cannot be calculated. 

'These findings provide a technical basis for seven policy recomnwndations. Thes~c are: 1 )  
data necessary to calculate the probability of a naval propulsion nuclear reactor accident should 
be made available prior to a decirsion on homep~rting; 2) emergency evacuation plans 
appropriate to nuclear accidents should be developed by Bay Area cities; 3) the ec:ologicsl 
impact of nuclear accidents on San F~ancisco Bay andl the Pacific ocean should be assessed: 4) 
decorltamination plans should be drawn up for the city of San Francisco and other localities that 
could, be impacted b:y a nuclear acci~dent; 5) legal liability for a nu~clear accidcnt should be 
established in advanc~e with the coopc:ration of the military; 6) contingency plans for economic 
recovery following a nuclear accidcrrt should be considered in advance; and 7). cos8t-benefit 
analysis of homeporting should be undlcrtaken, with the: aim of identifying viable alternatives. 



The United States Navy has proposed to homeport a reactivated, nuclear-capable battleship, 

the C I .  S. S. Missouri, and its support fleet, in San Francisco Bay. As a ]prelude to a decision on 

chis matter, the Navy is obligated under national legislation (the National Environ~mental 

Protection Act, or NEPA) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement. The Navy 

acknowledges that in the past decade, it has recorded a total of 630 "imcidents" and 2 nuclear 

"accidents" during routine operatioms. It is therefore appropriate and p ~ d e n t  that an 

Env~uonmental Impact Statement prepared under NEPA, legislation address prospective ac8cidenu 

associated with stationing the U. S. S. Missouri and its Surface Action Group in the San 

With respect to a naval propulsioin reactor accident, the Missouri is conventionally powered 

and would not itself present a nucle,ar reactor hazand. Ships that are part of the hfissoun's 

Surfa.ce Action Groulp (SAG), however, include one nuclear-capable: guided missile cruiser, 

three nuclear-capable guided missile destroyers, one ammunition ship and one oiler (based on 

the composition of a SAG as depicted in Cochran et al., 1984). These ships may be nuclear 

prope:lled. The Navy's proposed expansion of the facilities at Hunter's point to include the 

Missouri and its SAG would almost certainly imply an increase in traffic from nuclear powered 

vessels. Nuclear powered vessels in fact already frequent Hunter's Point Naval Station; at  this 

writing the U. S. S. Lnrerprise. which is powered by eight large (230 nnegawatt) and antiquated 

(26 years old) naval propulsion reactors, is stationed at Hunter's Point. 

Frar~cisco Bay Area. 
It is therefore irr~portant to assess the possible consequences of a nuclear reactor accidcnt 

A wide range of prospective nuclear accidents can be identifiied. These rangre from on a naval vessel stationed at Hunter's Point. Such an analysis is undertaken in the present 

dropping a nuclear ardeild o v e r b i d  (as has occurred in the past) to unintended launching or mpart using the established quantitative methodology promulgated by the U. S. Nuclear 

detonation of a nuclur warhead. Thle two most credible accidcnt scenarios, howevn. MY be 
C--) RWlatoV Commission for regulating the U. S. civilian nuclear industry. This analysis shows 
-4 

acciidental incincnticon of a nuctear warhead during a ship fire, and an accident involving a ' 

, that even a small accidental release olf the core inventory of a 100 mtcgawatt naval prlopulsion 

melLtdown of a naval propulsion reactor. reactor would have di!sastrous consequences for the city of San Francisco. 

With respect tab nuclear weapons acci&no, the Missouri is capab~le of c ing up to 400 T 
TOMAHAWK Sea Launched Cruise Missiks (SCLMs), each meld  with a' single nuclear 

warhead (Cochran et a]., 1984). A stngle nuclear warlaead in turn contauns an estimated 5 Kg of 

plutonium-239. Plutonium is highly ~pyrogenic, cornbusting readily in i~ir  at temperaturc:s below 

those of a typical hydrocarbon shipboard tire (1,JOO to 2,400T; Dennis' et . 1978). 

Accidental release of even a fraction of the p1utoniu.m contained in a1 typical nuclear weapon 

from an accident on a ship berthed at Hunter's paint c d d  envelop the city of San Francisco in a 

radioactive cloud. A previous analysis of such an accident in San Francisco (Davis, 19816 a) has , .  

documented that th~e casualties from such a nucleau weapon accidcmt could range into the 

III. NAVAL NUCLEAR PROPULSION REACTORS 

In order to assess the impact of an accident involving a naval propulsion reactor. i t  is first 

necessary to  establish^ the inventory of radionuclides in a typical reactor. It is this inventory 

mpresents the source of radionuclides subject to release and dispersion in the event of an 

accident- The purpose of h e  present section is to review briefly the naval nuclear propulsion 

program. with the aim of establishing h e  likely inventory of radionu~clides in a rypical naval 

propulsion rcactor. 
tho~usands, and the city would have to be decontaminated before it  could be reinhabited. 



A. History of the U. S. 1Vavc1l Nuclear Propui!sion Program 

There have been as rnany as 161 operatin~g nuclear-propelled vessels in the U. S. Navy, 

powered by a total of 182 naval propu~lsio~n rc;actors. The figures as of March 1986 were 149 

nuclear powered vessels driven by 169 reactors ~(Cochran, Arkin, Norris and Hoenig, 1987). The 

corresponding figures for all nations are 371 vcssels powered by 396 nacton. The primary U. S.  

ports where refueling and refitting of these vess;els takes place include Portsmouth. Virginia, on 

the eastern seaboard, and Bnmenon, 'Waslhington and Marc Island, in the San Francisco Bay 

near the city of Vallejo, on the western (seaboardl. 

Information regarding the naval niuclei~ propulsion program is difficult to obtain, inasmuch 

as most details arc c1lassi;fied. Severall corrnpn:hensive histories of the program and technical 

treatises have been publis;hed, however (e. g., Bureau of Naval Personnel, 1970; Hewlen and 

Duncan, 1974; Hogenon,, 1963; P o h w  imd Allen, 1984; Polmar, 1976). and these contain 
0 
L technical data sufficient to informedl judgements about the nature and contents of naval 
V 

propulsion reactors. :In aidition, the olpen literature contains data regarding fuel production for 

the program, as well as refueling sclhcdu~les (t. g., Cochran et al., 1984). This information 

collectively enables reasonable inferences albout the core inventory of the "typical" naval 

propulsion reactor, as deslcribed below. 

Early in the history of the Naval1 Propul!rion Program, a choice was made between liquid 

sodium cooled reactors, which powered the Sen Wolf, and pressurized water rcacton (PWRS), 

which powered the ,Naurrilw (Bureau of Naval Penonnel, 1970; Hcwlett and Duncan, 1974). 

The many technical lproblcms with the: Sea \Va,lfled to its early abandonment and the disposal of 

its reactor vessel on, the sea floor off thle E~lstern Seaboard of the U. S. The success of the 

Naurilur, in contrast, estatblishcd the pattern for the subsequent development of the U. S. nucldar 

navy. 

The Naurilus -- arid all subsequent nuclear powered vessels in the U. S. Navy -- was; driven 

by a P'WR using highly-enriched uranium (HEU, enriched to 97.3%) as its fucl. PWR designs in 

eauly  textbook:^ of' naval nuclear engineering show a conventional four-loop PWR. mulch like 

those that fornn the: backbone of the commercial civilian nuclear industry in the U. S. The HEU 

fulel vvas clad originally in stainless steel and later, as the technology developed, zirconium 

(zircaloy-2). 'The early designs show a central core of "seed fuel, surrounded by arTays of fuel 

rcds containing uranium-238, termed "blanket" fuel. The nuclear fission in the former produced 

neutrons that convened the latter to plutonium-239, and hence these early PWRs were a form of 

brreed~tr reactor. 

1[t seems likely that later versions of naval propulsion reacton would have eliminated the 

"blanlaet" fuel, since the funcuon of absorbing neutrons could be performed by other means, and 

the plutonium produced in the blanket arrays could be produced more efficiently, cconc~mically 

and siaf~ly in lland.bared producion reactors (such as Hanford's N-reactor). From their common 

roots, commercial and naval propulsion reactors probably evolved along somewhat divergent 

lines, since the specialized requirements of propulsion rcactors would se1c:ct for different 

technological criutria. In particular, the military mission of naval reacton would favor a core 

geometry conducive to uniform irradiation of the fuel and consequent efficicn~t fucl use during 

the long intervals between refueling. 

61. Core Invcn~rory of A Naval Propulsion Reactor 

The prinnary concern of the present study, however, is the inventory of radionuclidc!~ within 

the core of a naval propulsion reactor, since this invcntov reprcscnts the radioactive matend 

that is subject to rc:lease in the event of an accident. With respect to  the inventory of 

radiomclidcs present in a naval reactor core, the most relevant pu.mesr  is the integrated 

c!nergy output of the core, which is propontonal t o  t h e  number of fissions and hence to t h e  total 



inventory of radioactiv~iry. Modem naval propu~lsion reacton range in power from 15 - 230 

megawatts (Stirling, 1986). A power ralting of 100 megawatts approximates the middle of this 

range, although reactors up to 230 megawaltts i 1 ~  present at Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard. 

Indeed, eight such reactors ]propel the U. S. S. Enircrprisc, cumntly in drydock at Hunter's Point. 

The present analysis co~nservatively assulmes a power rating of 100 megawatts (thermal). 

Although infonna.tion about the design and operating characteristics of naval propulsion 

rcacton is not availablle in the open literattire, it is known that there wen a total of 283 re- 

fueling~ of all nuclear 1powc:rcd ships in the IJ. S. nuclear navy up to December of 1985. From 5 

Miy 1969 to 25 February 1974, there were 58 refuelings (approximately 10 per year); between 

2S February 1974 and 24 April 1979 here wen: 42 nfuelings (approximately 8 per year); and 

between 1979 and 1982 there were 20 refuelingl (5 per year) (Cochnn et a]., 1987). Therefore, 

historically the= have been approximately 10 ntfuelings per year in a f ln t  consisting currently 

O of 169 naval propulsion n c t o n .  Refueling the entire fleet. thmfore. would take 16.9 y-. 
c, 
V 

and the interval betwtxn ~nfuelings for a single vessel would also be 16.9 years. Given a re- 

fueling interval of 16.9 yctan under a steady state assumption, the average naval reactor will 

contain fuel irradiated for lhalf this time,, or approximately 8 yean. 

These data imply that the entire core cof a naval propulsion reactor is replaced at the same 

time. rather than ~pl~acing one-third of  th~e core in each re-fueling, as occurs in commercial 

reacton. It u reportled further in the: optn literature (Cochran, et al.. 1987) that the entin 

Nuclear Naval React(or Program utilizes 5 metric tons of HEU per year. corresponding to an 

average charge of 0.3 me8tric tons of fi~el per loading. These data arc probably incomplete. but 

they nonetheless suggest that naval propulsion reactors contain a relatively small amount of 

highly enriched uranium Iruel in the core wlhich is replaced infrequently - -  characteristics that arc 

clearly consistent widh the: military mission of n~aval rcacton. 

On the basis; of  the above inferences, it is assumed that the fuel in the 100 megawatt naval 

propulsion rcactor that is the subject of the present analysis has been irradiated for an average of 

8 ye2us. It is also ass,umcd that the capacity factor of a naval propulsion reactor is 2!5%, i. e.. the 

reactor is opcratcd to its full capacity an average of 2595% of its lifetime. Tlhcse assumptions 

were c o n h ~ e d  ;as reasonable by Captain Bush, Associate Director of the Ce:ntcr for Defense 

Ihformation iin Washiington D. C. and a former commander of a Poseidon subrn~arine, who stated 

hat  the meatn bum time for a nuclear submarine reactor is about 12 yean, the: full core is 

changed with eac:h refueling, and a capacity factor of 25% is normally assumed.. 

Given the abovc: infenrd characteristics of naval propulsion reactors. the totall ~nv~entory of 

~radionuclide!r in the (core of a reactor at the time of a hypothetical accident czm bc determined. 

'This was achieved b!y extrapolating from the nuclide inventory of a 1 megawatt res,earch reactor 

fuele!d with '93% enriched uranium and operated at full power for one year. a!; calcula~ted using 

Ithe ORIGEN computer code d k l o p e d  by the Oak Ridge National Laboratary. To  make the 

extri!polation, thcc inventory of shon-lived nuclides (half-live less than one year) wiu assumed to 

rcaclh equilibriunn in a few weeks, while the inventory of long-lived nuclides (half-life more than 

lone year) was assumed to grow linearly with time. The inventory of shon-lived radionuclides at 

the end of orie year alf irradiation in the 1 megawatt research reactor was therefiore assumed to be 

the inventory at the cnd of 8 yean as well. This value was multiplied by 100 to obtain the 

corn:sponding iriventory of shon-lived nuclides in a 100 megawatt naval p~ropulsiori reactor. 

The inventory olf long-lived radionuclides at the end of one year's operation of the research 

reactor was multiplied by 8 (corresponding to an eight-year bum) and then 100 (to scale up to 

the assumedl power of the naval propulsion =actor) to obtain the inventory of a propulsion 

reactor. 

These V ~ U C S  were then both multiplied by 0.25 to account for the 25% capacity factor. 

This latter operation will likely understate the inventory of shorter-lived  nuclide.^, since these 



will attain their 100% equili'brium value during operation immediately prior to cold shutdown in 

berth. The resultant radionuclide inventories extrapolated for the 100 megawan naval 

propulsion reactor analyzed here arc shown in Talble 1. 

TABL,E 1: CORE INVENTOIRY OF A 100 MEGAWATT 
NAVAL P R O P G I O N  REACTOR -- ASlSUMINC 25 % CAPACITY FACTOR 

RADIONUCLIDE HALF-LIFE CORE INVENTORY 
- (DAYS) (CURIES) 

Strontium-9 1 
Yttrium-90 
Yttrium-9 1 
Zirconium-95 
Zirconium-97 
Niobium-95 
Molybdenum-99 
Technetium-99m 
Ruthenium- 103 
Ruthenium- 105 
Ruthenium- lo6 
Rhodium- 105 
Tellurium- 127 
Tellurium- 127m 
Tellurium- 129 
Tellurium- 129m 
Tellurium- 13 l m  
Tellurium- 132 
An timony- 127 
Antimony- 129 
Iodinc- I3 1 
Iodine- 132 
Iodine- 133 
Iodine- 134 
Iodine- 135 
Xenon- 133 
Xenon- 135 

TAEILE 1: CORE INVENTORY OF A 100 MEGAWAIT 
NAVAL PROF'ULSION REACTOR ASSUTLIWC 25 % CAPACITY IFACTOR 

RAD'[ONUCI,ID E HALF-LIFE CORE I[NVEN'I'ORY 

----- DAYS) (CXJRIIES) --- 
Clcsium- 134 750.0 8.16E+02 
C:esium-136 13.0 2.01E+03 
Ckium-137 11,000 1 44E+05 
Blarium- 140 12.8 1.34€+06 
Lanth~anum- 140 1.67 1.34E+O6 
Ckrium- 14 1 32.3 1..35€+06 
Ckrium- 143 1.38 3.90E+05 
Ckrium- 144 284 1.18€+06 
P'raseodyrniurn- 1413 13.7 1.21E+06 
Neodymium- 147 11.1 4.97E+05 
Neptunium-2139 2.35 2.79ES+04 
P'lutonium-23 8 32.500 1.99E.-01 
F'lutonium-239 8.9E+06 4.68Ei+00 
F'lutonium-240 2.4€+06 4.98E.-02 
Plutonium-24 1 5,350 7.29E;-02 
Amerricium-2 4 1 1.5E+05 6.03E;-04 
C:urium-242 163 7.49E;-04 
C:urium-244 6,630 1.41E-10 --- 
CORE INVEINTCIRY AT COLD SHUTDOWN ----- 2.92E+07 --- 

In onder to simplify the analysis.of an accident funher. all radionuclides with h8alf-liives less than 

one day have bexn eliminated from consideration. This is equivalent to assunling that the 

rractsor remains shut down for at least several days prior to the hypothetical accidelnt. This 

alssurnption e:liminate:s most of the highly toxic iodines from consideration, andl results in a 

prob;able undentatcrn~ent of the consequences of an accident. This reduced inventory forms the 

basisl of the alccidlcnt analysis presented in subsequent sections. 



IV. CONSEQUENCES; OF A NAVAL PROPULSION NUCLEAR REACTOR 

ACCIDENT MU THE PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO 

In the event of a nuclear reactor accident ;aboard a military vessel, the first event would be 

escape of fission products from the core into the ntactcw vessel (containment); and the second 

step would be the release of radi,onuclides fmm (the reactor vessel to the atmosphere. It is 

assumed that the latter process would be slow in comlparison with the former, a ground level 

release of 4 houn duntion is assunred for the prrscn~t ~ i d y ~ i ~ .  

A. Methodology 

In order to analyze h e  consequences of such an wcident, it is necessary to calculate the 

distribution of released radionuclitks and their consequunt health impacts. The U. S. Nuclear 
P 5 Rquhtory Commission (NRQ has published mthodology for these purposes, in the doswnent 

known vviously as 'Thr Reacuv S~fity Study, the Rium~rsscn Report, or Document WASH- 1400 

WRC. 1975). This methodology remains the offiiial basis for regulating the U. S. civilian 

nuclear indus fxy. 

The details of this mtthadology arc prrsawd in A,ppendix I of the pmmt  report Briefly, 

the initial inventcny of radiou:tive; material sulbjcct, to rrccidental dispersion is first established. 

The dispersion of the r c l e i~~~d ,  radioactivity in the atmosphere is then calculated under specific 

release assumptions, utilizing iwell-established amd empirically tested mathematical equations for 

turbulent diffusion in the atmosphere. These equations imply a Gaussian disuibution of 

radionuclides in the horizontal, and vcrtical directions within the radioactive smoke plume. The 

dimensions of the plume arc computed for different atmospheric stability conditions (Pasquill 

categories A - F), for increasing incrtmental distamccs from the scene of the accident. Plume 

width is taken as three standard dleviations of crosswir~d radionuclide concentration, in accord 

with the recommendation of WASH- 1400. Thc downwind concenuation of radionuclides in the 

air is de:tcmuned for spe:cific: release assumptions. The deposition of radioactivity on expose~d 

surfmaces is then computed. The air and ground concentrations of dispersed radionuclidles a11 

different dis,tances from the source may then be compared with U. S .  federal  midi^& far 

maximum permissible concentrations and limits, in order to assess the need for po!ssible 

evacuation a d  decontamination. 

FoHlowing the above calculations of the dispersion of radionuclides, the medical 

signiificamce of the rcsu1t;ant radiation doses to people is evaluated for five pathways: ex.posure to 

gmuna radiiation in Ithe passing radioactive cloud ("cloudshine"), inhalation of the radionuclides 

dispersed in the air, exposure: to radioactivity deposited on surfaces ("groundshine"), ex.pos~urc to 

radio nuclide:^ that were deposited in the initial accident and subsequently resuspended in the 

aanosph~erc  resu suspension")^, and ingestion of rildionuclides deposited on food and in wate:r 

supplies ("ingestion"'). Radiation exposure is calculated using specific radiation dose cconvenion 

factton, and casualties are then calculated using risk factors from the scientific literatulrt. h the 

presht analysis, low and high risk facton are used to calculate casualties from latent cancer 

fatalitien. The low lisk factor is taken as one cancer fatality per 10,000 person-rem, in accord 

with In (NAS, 19130). The high risk factor is taken as one cancer fatality per 235 pc:non- 

Xm ( G o f m ,  198 1 ). This extension of WASH- 1400 methodology ensures that the projecte~d 

casualtics will lie within the: range expected from current medical knowledge. In the present 

study, tlhe populatioln at. rislk is assumed to be the residential population in the path of the 

radioactive cloud, and 2111 exposed inhabitants are assumed to be adults. These ass;umptionis 

collectiffely understlate the actual impact of the accident modeled, because the work.force 

population is greater than thc: residential population, and adults are less susceptible than ch,ildrcn 

and infants 1.0 the effects of r,adiation, 

Ina~smu~ch as the methodology used here is in essence identical to that used to regulate h e  

U. S. co~merc id  nuclear indusq, here is no question regarding its relevance or acceptability in 



the present application. Full details of the methodol~ogy are presented in the Appendix to this 

report. 

B.  Asswncd Locarion and Sowce Tcnn 

In order to apply the above methodology,, it is first necessary to define explicitly the 

assumptions of the accident modeled For purpcoses of the present study, it is assumed that a 

nuclear powered naval ves!rel ir berthed at Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard at the site of the 

proposed Surface Action Group Naval Base (Figure 1). This basing assumption corresponds to 

alternative # 5 under considelation by the U. S. Navy for the San Francisco Bay Atta 

homeporting proposal. It i!r assumed further thau the vessel is powered by a naval propulsion 

reactor with a power rating of 100 megawaau (tlherrnal), the approximate mid-range of existing 

naval propulsion reacton (iappn~ximatdy Zi to 230 megawatts thermal). A core meltdown is 
P 
$ assumed to occur in this reactor,, resulting in the ~ n l a s e  of a fraction of the core inventory to the 

environment at Hunter's Point 

To analyze this accident scenario, it iis first n~ecessary to establish the assumed release 

fraction for each radionuclide. This was carried out as indicated in Appendix I. That is, 100% 

release was assumed for the noble gases; 10% release for the volatile oxides (rutheniums) and 

the compantively volatile tctlluriurns, iodine!; lnc l  cesiums; and a 1% release was assumed for d l  

other radionuclides. As dcscrilbcd in Appendin: I.  these release fractions are conservative in 

comparison with actual releases from Chemobyl., These release fractions were multiplied by the 

inventories present in a 100 megawatt naval p q u l s i ~ ~ n  reactor as shown in Table 1 to obtain the 

source term for each radionluclidle considerrd in this study. 

C. Sclccrion of Rodionuclicks Accordinlp ro Projecred Hcalrh Impacts 

The next step in the analysis was to, de~lcmine which radionuclides contributed most 

significmdy to health impxu  Toward this end. only three of the five possible exposure 

FIGURE 1 
Map of the: IIuntcr's Point Naval Shipyard showins the site of the Navy's proposeld Surface 

Action Grclup (SAG) Naval Base. The present study assumes that the b:lttle!ihip U. 5. 5. 
Mis~ouri and iits support ships are stationed here, in accord with altem~ativ~e Z 5 under 
considenuon by the: U. S .  K a v y .  
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pathways were considered, namely, cloudshirne, inhalation. and groundshine. Resuspension and 

ingestion were omitted, under the assumption that evacuation and quarantine would be rapid and 

effective. This assumption n:sulu in an understattment of the likely consequences of the reactor 

accident Contributions of each radionuclidc to each of these three exposure pathways were 

estimated a prion' by the following procedu~re. First, the product of the corresponding dose 

conversion factor for each exposure pathway and the source term was determined and summed 

across all radionuclides for each of the tlhree pathways considered in the analysis. Second, the 

percent contribution reprcsen~tcd by each radionuclide to this sum was calculated. 

Using this procedure, it was found that 1,3 ndionuclides conmbute 94.59% of the radiation 

dose from cloudshine. These arc zirconiunr-95, niobium-95. ruthenium-103. ruthenium-106. 

tellurium- 13 1 m, tellurium 132, iodine- 13 I, cesium- 134, cesium- 136, cesium-137, barium- 140, 

0 
lanthanum-140 and cerium-144. The same nuc:lider contribute 98.07% of the groundshine 

TABLE 2: PERCENT CONTRIBUTION TO HEALTH DETRCtlENT OF 
DIDIVIDUAL RADIONUCLIDES LY THE CORE OF 

--ere-> 
A NAVAL PROPULSION REACTOR . 

RADIONUICLZDE ---- CLOUDSHINE INHALATION GROUND!SHTNE 

Stn~ntium-€19 
Smmtium-90 
Zirconium-95 
Niobium-99 
Ruthenium-. 103 
Ruthenium- 106 
Tellurium- 1.3 1 m 
Tellurium- 1.32 
Iodine- 13 1 
Cesium- 134 
Cesium- 136 
Cesium- 13-1 
Barium- 140 
Lanthanum,-140 
Cerium- 1441 ---- 0.14 19.10 --- 0.26 
TOlTAL CC)NTRIBUTION ---- 94.59% 94.21% --- 98.07% 

$ exposure. These same nuclides and two addi~tiond ones (strontium-89 and stmntium-90) 11. Amrospher*ic Tramport of the Radioacrive Cloud 

contribute 94.21 % of the inhalation exposun:. Gonsequently. the present analysis was focussed Radionudides released by the reactor accident will escape containment in the form of 

on these 15 ndionuclides. 1he contribution of ea~ch nuclide to the projected health detriment is gasses (in the case of the noble gases and elemental iodine) and aerosols 20 pnn and less In 

summarid in Table 2. diameter. The gasses and aerosols will be carried by mass transport in the direction of the wmds 

prevailing at the time of the accident, in the f o m  of a radioactive plume. For purposes of the 

present analysis it is assumed that the release occurs at ground level (no thcrmall lofling) on a dry 

clay in the winter, amd that the radionuclides released arc dispersed contin~uously and at a 

constant rate for a pe~iod of 4 hours. The width of the resultant radioactive plume 1s in~t~~alized at 

10 rm, the presurned size of thc release aperture aboard the naval vessel. The nsults of this 

amalysis art highly insensitive to this latter assumption (i. e., doubling or halving the init131 

Plume width ,affe(:ts the projcctcd casualties by only a fractlon of a percent). 
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The direction of transport of the radioactive plume is set by the pattern of prevailing winds.. 

The typical winter pattern u measured at the San Francisco In~ternational Airport (1 l kilometers; 

from Hunter's Point) is s h o w  in Figure 2. The most frequently observed wind direction is from 

SSE to NNW. The most f~lquent wind s p e d  (53% of observiltions) is 4- 12 mph, while the nexlt 

most frequent wind speed iis 0-3 mph (25% of observations). These data form the basis for 

as!;uming ;a wind speed o:f 1 mlsec (2.24 mph) in the present study. Wet &position of 

ratiionuclidles from the plume is ignored (under the assumption of lack of prc:cipitation), and ia 

dry deposition velocity of 1 cm/tec is usurncd (the "average" value recommended in WASH- 

14K)O). 

Assumptions about atmospheric stability are avoided by performing all calculations for thle 

most stable atmosphere (Pasquill category F? and the least stable atmosphere (Pasquill category 

A). These conditions ucc associated with the largest amd smallest radliological impac14 

rcspcctively (Slade, 1968; Turner, 1969), md hence calculati~r~s employing them bracket the 

conditions; likely to obtain in any real accident This b~ncketing p m e d m  represenu an 

extension of WASH- 1400 ~ncthodology. 

Geographical paramelten of the radioactive plume arc shown in Figurrs 3 and 4. In this and 

subsequent graphs, data me shown for up to 11 km from hc: source, which is; the distance from 

Hunter's Point to the Pacific Ocean in the direction of most likely transport of the radioactive 

pllume (we below. Figure 41). Plume width is computed as thre  standard deviations of crosswinld 

radionuclide conccntmtion, in accord with WASH-1400. The width of the plume inncascs 

stcaddy with disrance from the damaged rctrctor, since the cloud expands continuously as it is 

cransporte:d. Similarly, the: ground area sub~tended by the plume increases steadily with distance 

from the source (Figure 4). 

Undier the above assumptions (winter wind patterns), tlhe most likely direction of transport 

for a radioactive plume emanating from a damaged naval reactor at Hunter's Point is toward the 

LEGEND 
: 4 - I2 MPH (Total Of,  Freq, 53 OO/o) Ptrcrnt Fr~qurncirs as Shown by RIP~S .  
= 13-24 MPH (T'otol Freq, 19.0•‹/0) 

25 a Mar* MPH (Total Ftrq, 3.0 

FIGURE 2 
Wind rose showing; the frequencies and directions from which the winds blow during the 

winter nnonths at the Sa~n Francisco Intemational Airport:, approximately 11 krn to the south of 
Hunter'!; Point Naval Shiipyard From U. S. Depanment o~f Commerce, 1968. 
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FIGURE 3 
Graph showing the calculated width of a radioactive plume emaniating from a damaged 

naval propulsion nuclear reactor on a tnilitary vessel at Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard wrsw 
distance from the damaged reactor. ?he two curves correspond to the two extremes in the . .  
Pasqunll atmospheric stability serics; all other stability (categories lie between the two shown. 
which therefore serve as outer boundaries for plume width in the accident modclcd. 
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FICURE 4 

Graph showing h e  calculated ground area subtended by a radio;active plume emanating 
from a1 damaged naval propulsion reactor on a military vessel at Hunter's Point Naval Shipyxd 
versus distance from the damaged reactor. 



north-northwest, i. e., directly over the city of S,an Francisco (Figure 5). The calculated 

geographical parameters of the moving plume ('Figu~rcs 3 and 4) arc combined with the most 

likely direction of transport (Figure 2 )  to indicate which areas of San Francisco would be most 

directly impacted by the accidernt mtodeled (Figure !i). The dashed line in Figure 5 shows the 

centerline of the plume. The two wedges conrspond  respectively to the plume dimensions 

under the assumption of the m s t  stable atrno~~pheric conditions (inner wedge) and the least 

stable atmospheric conditions (outer wedge). 

As shown in Figure 5, prevailing winter winds would carry the radioactive plume 

emanating from a damaged naval reactor at Hunter's, Point through the adjacent neighborhoods, 

across Highways 280 and 101, ;and directly through the heart of downtown San Francisco. The 

plume centerline would pass through the Pomm District., within a few blocks of San Francisco 

P General Hospital, two blocks front the Civic Center, across Market Street and through the 

$ Financial Distxict within one b~lock. of Union Squux, through Nob Hill and Russian Hill and 

directly through Aquatic Park, a few blocks from Fist~erman's Wharf. Depending upon the 

stability of the atmosphere, the p l u m  would expand 1au:rally from the centerline to encompass 

the Embarcadem and the entire waterfront including Fish~mrun's Wharf east of the mi T* "d 
San Francisco General Hospital, the Civic Center, Japiantown, the Western Addition and the 

Presidio to the west of the plume ce~nteriine. 

E .  Downwind Air Concenrratiotu oj'Rdeartd Rcrdior~ucli~des 

Downwind air concentrations were calculalted for each of the radionuclides shown in Table 

2. n c s e  calculations arc iUlusuated for ialine..131 in F i g u ~  6. As shown there. the 

concentration is highest nearest thc: damaged reactor, arid declines exponcntialiy with distance 

from the source. As expected. the largest a~ir conce!n~ation occurs with the most stable 

atmospheric conditions, and the smallest concenuation with the least stable atmosphere. Air 



Downwind 
Concenaatbn In 

Alr of lodine- 
131 (Curies per 

Cubic Meter) 

P 
C-r 
V 

0 2 41 6 8 10  1 2  
C)istlmnce IFrom Damaged Reactor (Km) 

c:oncccnaations for all orher atmospheric conditions (Pasquill categories B-E) lie b1etwc:en these 

two c:xtrcmes. 

Shown idso in Figure 6 is the concentration limit in au for iodine-131 as; prolmulgated by 

the 1J. S. Nuclear Flegulatory Commission. Air concentrations following the hypothetical 

accident excc!ed this :limit for all atmospheric stability classes throughout the full extent of the 

c:ity. The U. S. federad limit is exceeded by up to approximately 2,000 times (class I?. Although 

ilodine-131 is considered especially radiotoxic owing in part to its ready uptake by the thyroid 

gland, it is but one of 15 radionuclides that together comprise the total health detriment. It is the 

aggregate exposure from all  radionuclides that is most directly relevant to health consitlerations 

(see below). Calculations for the remaining radionuclides arc not shown, but in all cases the 

federal concentration limit for the individual nuclides is exceeded throughout 'part or all of San 

Francisco. 

F.  Ground Deposirion of Released Radionuclides 

Surface deposition of each of the 15 radionuclides shown in Table 2 wasl calcula~:ed using 

\WASH-1400 me~hodology (Appendix I). These calculations are illustrated tor cesium-137 in 

I'igu~rc 7. In the case of the least stable atmosphere (class A in Figure 7), ground deposition 

occu,n only in the! firs~t kilometer downwind from the damaged reactor, because the largct volume 

of moving air associated with an unstable atmosphere would quickly waft the rem~aindler of the 

~ lou t l  over th~e city and out to sea. where i t  would eventually settle to the ocean. The ecolo~ical 

irnpa,ct of such a largle-scale introduction of radionuclides into the ocean has not been addrcsscd 

FIGURE 6 hm. the case of the most stable atmosphere, in contrast, substantial ground deposition would 
Gnph showing the calculated ai~r concentration of a single radionuclide, iodine- 13 1, 

downwind from a damaged naval propulsion nuclear reactor stationed at Hunter's Point Naval occur lhroughoul Sari FrmciKo ( F ; ~ ~ ~ ~  7, class D. he calcular,ed fallout is 
Shipyard vrrsuu distance from the darnlased reactor. The two curves correspond to the most 
stable .nd Ieut stable aunosphenc conditions: curves for other atmosphehc conditions lie greatest nearen the source for this ground level and declinc:s appro~ximately 
between the onles shown. Included Ifor comparison 1s the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) limit fo~r air concenuatio~n for iodine- 13 1. exponentially with distance from the source. 



'The NRC limit for surface contamination by cesium-137 is shown in Figur-e 7 for 
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comparison with the calculated values. This U. S. fed~eral limit is exceeded by up to nearly one 

million times. Grounci concentration of this single radionuclide remains; at least 100 timles above 

the fe:deral limit even at the farthest reach of the plume, 11 km from th~e reactor. These findings 

are especially significant because cesium- 137 is relatively long-lived (half-life, 30.14 yeas),  and 

hence: the ground deposition of this radionuclide represents a significmt long-tenn detriment. I t  

is largely the persisterice of cesium-137 at levels far in excess of existing federal limits for such 

long time periods that would require  decontamination^ of affected regilons of San Francisco, as 

discussed in a later section. 

G.  Rtdiation Exposwe from rhc Parsing Radioacrive Cloud (Cloudshine) 

Gamma exposure from the radioactive cloud as it is transportecl downwind (cloudshine) 

was calculated for each of the contributing radionuclides shown in Talble 2. These calculations 

arc illustrated for lanthanum-140 in Figure 8. Shown also is the U. S. federal limit for radiation 

expo!surc to m e m h  of the general public, and also background radia.tion from natural sources 

and fallout from atrno~spheric weapon \testing. 

As expected fro~m the air concentrations (e. g., Figure 6), cloudshine is greatest ne:arest the 

source of the reactor accident, and declines approximately experientially with increasing 

distance from the source. Also as; expected, cloudshine is greatest for the mo~st stable 

atmolspheric conditio~ns (upper curve in Figure 8). and smallest for the least stable atmospheric 

FIGURE 7 conditions (lower curve in Figure 8). Cloudshin~e exceeds the federal limit bly UP to 

Graph showing the surface concentration fnom fallout of a single radionuclide!, cesium- 13'7, approximately eight (class A) to 100 (class F) times in the f i s t  downwind kilometer from 
downwind from a damaged nnrd propulsion nuclear reactor stationed at Hunter's Point Navial 
Shipyard vcrsw diswce from the damaged reactor. The two curves cornspond to the most accident. and exceecls background radiation exposure by up to approximately one thousand 
stable and least stable atmospheric conditions; curves for other atmospheric conditions llie 
between h e  ones shown. Inclu~ded for comparis~on is the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (class A) to ten thousand (class F) times. (NRC) limit for surface concentration for cesium- 137. 
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FIGURE 8 

Graph showing calculated radiation cxposurc from cloudshine caused by a single radionuclide, 
lanthanum-140, dovvnwi~nd from a b u s e d  naval propulsion nuclear reactor stationed at 
Hunter's Point Nav,al Shipyard versw clistalnce from the damaged =actor. The two curves 
cornspond to the most suble andl lealst s,table atmospheric conditions: curves for other 
atmospheric conditims lie between the ones shown. Included for comparison is the U.' S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NR.C) limit for radiation exposure for memben of the general 
public. Also shown1 is the level of background radiation from natural sources and nuclear 
weapon testing. 
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FIGURE 9 
Graph showing callculavd radiation exposurt from cloudshine caused by d l  radion~~clidcs 

dislxrstxi downiwin~d from a darnaged navd propulsion nuclear rcactor stationed a.t Hunter's 
Point Naval Shipyard versus distance from the damaged reactor. The two curves; correspond to 
the most stable and leasst stable atmospheric conditions; curves for other aunospheric conlditions 
Lie berwecn the ones shown. Included for comparison is the U. S. Nuclear 'Regl~Iatory 
commission (Nr;RC) limit for radiation exposure for members of the general public. Also shown 
is the l c x l  of b8ackg:round radiation from natural sources and nuclear weapon testing. 



Cloudshine summed across all1 I!; of the radionuclides shown in Table 2 is graphed in 

Figure 9. As shown, cloudshine exceeds federal exposure limits by up to approximately 500 

I times, and exceeds background radiation levels by up to approximately three thousand to thirty 

thousand times. Cloudshine is generally, acknowledged to be the least serious source of exposure 

for a radiation acciden~ The tinding that cloudshinie is so fiu above federal limiu for radiation 

exposure is an indication of the severity of a naval rcacto~r accident for the city of San Francisco. 
10.001300 I- I Most Stable Atmosphere I I 1 

, H. fnhohtion Exposures from ReIe~ued Radionuclidtes 

I The exposure from inhalation was calculated for each of the radionuclides shown in Table 

1 2. These calculations arc illustrami for cesium-1.37 ,in Figure 10. U. S. federal limiu are 

exceeded by up to approximately m e  hundred (class A,) to one thousand (class F) times in the 

tint downwind kilometer. Backgroun~d levels are excndrtd by up to approximately rwmty 

I P thousand (class A) to two hundred thousand (class n limn. Inhalation exposures for this 
L1 u 

1 radionucli& remain above the federal limit for d l  affecocd n:gions of San Francisco. 

Again, however, it is the aggregate inhalation exposurle fmm all radionuclides that is most 

I directly relevant to health consider;ations. This is sh~own~ in Figure 11. The U. S. federal limit for 

1 ndiation exposure to memben of the general public is exceeded in this agpgate expos re by 

up to approximately five hundred ~(clas~s A) to eight: thousand (class F) times. and background is 

excee&d by up to approximately sbcty thousand, (class A) to two million (class F) times. 

Aggregate inhalation exposure remain's well above the NR(C limit throughout the full extknt of 

1 the city, i. e., out to 11 km from the damaged reactor. 
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FIGURE 10 
Graph shrowing calculated radiation exposure from inhalation of cesium,-137 downwind 

from ;a damaged naval propulsion nucleat reactor stationed at Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard 
vcrsw: distance from the damaged reactor. The two curves correspond to the mosit stable and 
kast stable aunospheric conditions; curves for other amospheric conditions lie between the ones 
sh~own. Included for c:omparison is the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NF!C) ]limit for 
radiation exposure: for memben of the general public. ~ l s o  shown is the levell of background 
radiation from natural sources and nuclear weapon testing. 
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FIClURlE 11 

Gnph showing calculated radiation exposure from inhalation of all radionuclides dispened 
downwind from a damaged naval populsion nuclear reactor sutioned at Hunter's Point Naval 
Shipyard versus distance from the dama~ged reactor. The two curves correspond to the most 
stable and least suble atmospheric conditions: c w e s  for other atmospheric conditions lie 
beween the ones shown. Included for comparisom is the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) (iMt for radiation ex,posun for rnembcn of the general public. Also shown is the level 
of background radiation from natural sources and nuclear weapon testing. 
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FIGURE 12 
Graph showing calculated radiation exposure from a single radionuclicle, tellurium.132, 

deposited on the grou1nd downwind from a damaged naval propulsion nuclear rracfor stationed at 

two curves Hunter's Point Navad Shipyard versus distance from the damaged naclor. Th.. 
corrt:spond to the most stable and least stable atmospheric conditions: cumcs lfor other 
atmospheric conditions lie between the ones shown. Included for comparison is the U.  S. 
N u ~ l ~ e ~ r  Regulatov Commission (NRC) limit for radiation exposure for memblers of the general 
public. Also shlown is the level of background radiation from natural sources and n u c l c ~ r  
weapon testing. 



I I .  Radiation Exposure from Ground Deposition (Grouncirhine) 

Gamma exposurc from radionucllides deposited on thlc ground by "fallout" was calculated 

for each of the conoibuting radiolnuclides shown iln Tiable 2. These calculations arc illustrated 

for tellurium-132 in Figure 12. 'The U. S. federal public exposure limit is exceeded for this 

single radionuclide by up to approximately one hundlred (class A) to five thousand (class F) 

times, while background is excndled b~y up to appn>ximratel;y one million times (..llss F). 

Aggregate groundshine from the major contributing radionuclides (Table 2) is shown in 

Figure 13. The U. S. federal cxlmsum limit is er.cttckd 'by up to approximately five hundred 

(class A) to ten thousand (class F) 'times, while the background level is exceeded by up to 

I approximately eighty thousand (c:lass (A) to four millionr (class F) times. 

2 I. Total Radiarion Exposwefrom All Pathways 
V 

I Summed exposure from a11 three pathways c~onsi,dcred - cloudshine, inhalation and 

groundshine - is shown in Egure 14. The cloudshine and inhalation exposures for the four hour 

I duration of the accident arc lhmc summed with the groundshine exposure commencing 

immediately at the end of the 4 hr. rnleue period, and terminating 24 hours later. Thi 

I thmfore shows the total incumd cx,posurc assunning that people =main in h e  city during h e  

I accident and for one day beyond. nhis exposure level is compared in Figure 14 with the U. S. 

federal limit for exposurc for a period of one day. This comparison is conservative, inasmuch as 
I 

two of the three exposures occu,r in a period of four hours rather than one day. This one-day 

exposure limit is nonetheless exceedled by up to approxilmatcly six hundred (class A) to thirty 

thousand (class F) times. while background is exceeded bly up to approximately eighty thousand 

I (class A) to five million (class :F) times. These levels o f  exposure arc interprrtcd in terms of 

medical impacts in a subsequent secri~on. 
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FIGURE 13 
!Graph showing calculated radiation exposure from all radionuclides dcpositecl on the 

grourid downwincl from a damaged naval propulsion nuclear reactor stationed iat Hunter's Point 
Naval Shipyard vcrsltu distance from the damaged reactor. The two curves corresporid to b e  
most stable and least stable atmospheric conditions; curves for other atmospheric conditions lie 
b'etween the ones shown. Included for comparison is the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Connmlwon 
(;NRC> limit for radiation exposurc for members of  the general public. Also shown is the I=:.el 
~ l f  background ndiation from natural sources and nuclear weapon testing. 
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FIGURE 14 

Graph showing calculated radiation exposure from 111 sources (4 hr. clou&hinc. 4 hr. 
inhdation. and 1 day pun~drhine) downwind from a darnagcd navd propulsion nuclear reactor 
stationed iit Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard versus distance from the damaged reactor. The two 
curves co~mespond to the most stable md least stable atmospheric conditions: curves for other 
aunospheric conditions lie between the ones shown. Included for comparison is the U. S. 
Nuclear Rtgulatory Commission (NRC) limit for radiation eKposurc for members of the general 
public. AJso shown is the level of backgmund radiation for one day from namral sourccs and 
nuclear weapon testing. 

K .  Popularion at Risk 

In order to detcnmine the medical consequences of the radiation exposures calculated in 

prececiing sections, it is necessary to know the number of  persons a t  risk, i. c., the population of 

the area impacted by the accident. Population density iin the city of Sari Francisco is one of the 

highest of any urban region in the United States. Census data for the 1970s indicate a population 

density of 14,767 penions per square ]mile of the city (equivalent to 5,702 persons per square 

kilometer). 

To  determine the persons at risk from the modeled accident, the number of persons in the 

path o f  the radioactive cloud is calculated from this mean population density and from the 

groun~d area subtended, by the plume Figure 4). The resulting number of persons at risk in each 

dowmwind spatial internal is shown in Figure 15. These data do not include any population 

fluctuations associatedl with daily migration of the wo~rkforce. In the event that such a reactor 

accident occurred during working hou~n, the population at risk could be substantially greater, 

assumting daily immigration from outlying suburban regions that do not lie in the direct path of 

the riadioactive cloudl Neither do these data take into account the age suucture of the 

population. Infants arid children are nnorc susceptible to the effects of' radiation exposun, and 

hence the casualty analysis based or1 the population projections of Figure 15 is inherently 

conservative (in the smse that it understates the impact of the accident nnodeled). 

On the basis of the total population at risk (F ip r e  IS) and the total short-term radiation 

exposiuns from all sources (Figure 14), total short-term cancer casiualties were calculated. 

Casualties were expressed as a range. corresponding to the low and high risk factors ( ~ e e  

Methodology), and hcncc this range is expected to encompass the actual casualties that wu ld  

rcsulf, from the accident modeled. 
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FIGURE 15 

Gnph showning the penom subject to radiation exposun from a radioactive plume 
emanating from i I  damaged naval prolpulsiion nuclear reactor versus distance from the damaged 
reactor. 
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FIGURE 16 
Histograms showning calculated short-term casualties (number of fatal lalcnt cancers) 

induced by r naval nuclear pqu l s i on  reactor accident verrllr distance from the d a m ~ ~ c d  
~XactOr. Shon-term casualties arc those that would be incurred from the initial exposure lo 
c l h h h i n e  and inhalation. plus one day of groundshine. Filled and open bars com~pond 
rWccUvcly to most and least stable atmospheric conditions. Casualties from other xrnosphcnc 
c o n d i h n ! ~  would lie within these boundaries. A, low risk factor ( I  casualty pcr 10.000 person- 
rt!m); B, high risk factor ( 1  casualty per 235 person-rem). 
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As expected, casualties ,art concentrated closest to the source of the accidcnt (Figure 16), 

although for the most stable atmospheric conditions, significant short-term casualties occur to 

the edge of the city, 11 km from the damaged reactor (Figure 16 B). Assuming that people 

remain in th~e city for one day following the accident, short-term casualties from the accident 

would ramge from 5 (highly unstable atmosphere. low risk factor; Figure 16A) to 1,068 (highly 

stable alt.mosiphere, high risk; factor; Figure 16 B). These casualties are calculated for the 

conclitiorn of no thermal lofting of the radioactive cloud as it is released from the darn~agetl 

reactor. In the event of ltherrnal lofting, casualties near the damaged reactor would be less, but 

casualtics a few kiloimetc~n from the reactor would be substantially greater. The overall1 innpact 

of a thermal loft of 5'0 m would be to approximately double the total casualties (Davis,, 1986 b). 

In addition, lthese casualties ignore resuspension and ingestion; and they are based on (a number 

of assumptions that collcctivcly would tend to understate the radiation detriment. Actual 

casualtits could range sig:nific:antly higher than those estimated from the present calculations. 

M. hdelcdiwn -Tern Casualties 

Additional casualties that would be incurred if the city of San Francisco were not cvacuatetl 

at the end of the first day would result only from groundshine, since the radioactive cloud vvould 

have passed and thcref~ore cloudshine and inhalation doses would not continue under thlt 

accildent conditions modeled here. Casualties from one week of groundshine following the first 

day are shown in Figure 17. These casualties were calculated taking into account ntd~oactlvc 

dec21y of the shorter-lived nucltdcs (tellurium 131m. tellurium 132 and lanthanum-140). 

Caslualties for atmospheric s,tability class A are not shown because ground deposition would 

occur only in the ! k t  slpabal interval (see Figure 7). Casualties from one additional week of 

grollndshine would lrange from 174 concentrated in the first 1 km from the accidcnt (low rlsk 

factlor, Figure 17 A), to 1.778, concentrated maily in the first five km from the scene of the 
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FIGURE 17 
Histognms showning callculaited medium-term casualties (number of f a d  latent cancers) 

induced by rr naval nuclear propulsion reactor accident versus distance from the damaged 
reactor. Medium-term casualties arc those that would result from groundshine alone for the one 
week period following the fint day. Chsualties are shown only for the most stable atmospheric 
conditions. Chui;lltic~ for less statble conditions would be progressively smaller. A,; low risk 
factor (1 casualty per 10,000 person-rem); 8, high risk factor ( 1  casualty per 235 penon-fern). 
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accident (high risk factor, Fi,gure 17 B). Undcr the assumption, of an initial SO nn thermal lofting 

of the radioiactive cloud, cas'ualties would be approximately twice these numbtm, concentrated 

in the downtown region of the city. These casualties represent the cost in human lives of 

continuing tso inhabit San Francisco for one wcek without evacuation and decon~dna t i on  of the 

UCiL 

Compiuable calculatior~s were pcrformcd also for the one year period following the fint 

day and the first week after the accident (Figure 18). These calculations likewise take into 

account radiioactive decay, i~nd in fact rcpres,ent the effects of only cesium-134 (half life, 2.05 

yr),  cesium^-137 (half life, 30.14 yr) and c:erium-144 (half life, 0.78 yr). These long-term 

casiualties auc again concenoated near the damaged reactor, within 5 km of the accident site. 

P The long-term casualties m g e  from 265 ( c h s  F, low risk facw. Figure 18 A) to 2.05 1 (class F. 
cr 
V 

high risk factor; Figure 101 B). Additional yearly casualties. considering the effect only of 

~e!riurn-137~, m g e  from 61 (low risk factor) to 659 (high risk factor). These additional annuall 

casualties alrc associated with cesium- 137 wi~th a half life of 30.14 yean, and they would decline: 

to half the above values in 30.14 yr (assuming no decrease in concentmion from the riginall 1 
deposition. a simplification). These casualties represent the minimum projected human cost of 

failing to evacuate and dcc:ontaminate the city of San Francisco following a naval propulsion 

nuclear reactor accident of the kind modeled here. 

V. IMPACT OF A NAVAL PROPULSION REACTOR ACCIDENT 

ON OTHER BAY CITIES 

The a~nalysis presented above deals with an accident 0c:curring during the winter months', 

wlhen previailing winds blow primaily from the south southea!rt (Figure 2). In  the fall, spring 
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FIGURE 18 
Histograms shown~ing calculated long-term casualties (number of fatal latent cancers 

induced by a naval nuclear propulsion reactor accident versus distance from the darnagc: 
reactor. Long-term casualties are those that would result from groundshine alone for the on1 
year period followmg the first day and the immediately following week. Casualt~es are !rho\bl 
only for the most stablc atmosphenc conditions. Casualties for less stable cond~tions would b( 
progmsively smaller. A, low risk factor ( 1  casualty per 10,000 person-rcm); B, high nsk f x t o  
( 1  casualty per 235 person-rem). 
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FIGURE 19 
Wind rose showing the frcquencics and directions from which the winds blow d u n n ~  the 

fd1  months at the San hancisco Intema~tional Airpon. approximately 11, km to the south of 
Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard. From U. 5;. Dcpmment  of Commcrcc. 1968. 



FIGURE 20 
Wind rose showing the frequencies and dircctio~ns from which the winds blow during the 

I spring months at the San Frmci~sco lhcrnationll Airport. approximately 1 I km to the south of 
I Hunter's Point Naval Shipy ud.  From U. S. Department of Commerce. 1968. 

FIGURE 21 
Wind rlose showing the frequencies and directions from which the winds blow ciurin~ the 

summer morrths at the San Francisco International Airpon, approximately 11 lun to the south of 
Hun,ter's Point Nlavall Shipyard. From U. S. Department of Commerce, 1968. 



FIGURE 22 
Malp of the San Fr~tncisco Bay Arera showing the most likely dirrction of aansport of 

radioactive plumes eman~ating from a damaged naval prc~pulsion nuclear reactor located at 
Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard (lower plumes), Trtasure Island Naval Facilities (middle plumes) , L 
or Mare Island Naval Shipyard (upper plurncs), during the fa~ll, spring and summer months. The 
dashed lines correspond to the centerlinecr of the plumes, while the two wedges in each case ,,' 
cornspond to the lateral plume boundaries for the most stable (inner wedge) and least stable 7' - 
(outer wedge) aunosphe~ric conditions. 'he  boundaries o~f plumes under other atmospheric ' 
conditiolns lie between the! two shown. 

~ n d  summer, however, preva~ling w~nds blow ma~nly from the west northwest toward the e x t -  

;ou8theast (Figures 19 - 21). In nine months out of the year, therefore, prevailing winds would 

:any the radioactive cloud away from San Franc:isco and towarld cities in the East n a y .  

Depending on the wind direction, citics impacted by the radioactive cloud could include, 

Berkeley, Oakland, Alamcda. Hayward, and cities as far south as San Jose (Figure 22). 

The geography of east bay cities is especially unfavorable should such an accident occur. 

Most cities on the cast bay lie at relatively low elevations (< 100 m above sea level), backed by a 

ran~ge of hills. Especially in the evttnt of thermal lofting of the initial radioactive cloud, fallout 

woluld be relatively minor as the plume crossed the water, but increase dramatically on landfall, 

and especially in thlc higher elevatia~ns, w h c e  the plume would come! into direct conta.ct with the 

ground. The result could be levels of radioactive contamination sigrnificantly greater than those 

callculated here for the city of Sian Francisco, allthough quantitative corroboration of this 

possibility has not been undertaken here. 

VI. PROBABILITY OF A, NAVAL PROPULSION REACTOR ACCIDENT 

As noted above and in the Aplpendix, the probatbility of an naval propulsion reactor accident 

sulch as the one modeled here is difficult to calculate from information available only in the 

public record. Rtcourse to the commercial nuclear industry, while unsatisfactory for many 

rc:asons, is also unavoidable. The probability o~f a severe cornunercial reactor accident is 

c i h h t e d  empirically from actual accident histories as 0.0003 per reactor year o~f operation. 

With one hundrcd commercial reactors in operation, therefore, the chance of a severe accident in 

any given year is three in one hundred. The chance of a severe civilian nuclear reactor accident 

is therefore 1.0 (certainty) in 33 ye:us. 



Whether milimy reactors Iulave a better or worse safety record is classified information. 

Unless the military is willing 110 make its records on reactor operation available to public 

inspection, the probability of a naval propulsion reactor accident cannot be calculated. 

Therefore, acceptance of po~ t  visits by nuclear powerc:d vessels is equivalent to acceptance of an 

incalculable risk to the public. 

VII. CONCILUSIONS 

The present analysis nuse ib number of cconsideriations relevant to the issue of homeporting 

the U. S. S. Missouri in the San Francisco Bay Region. These considerations an summarized in 

this section. followed by the policy rccomme~idati~ons that arise from them 

P A. Levels of ladioacrive ConrMunarion R~tsvlring ,fm A Naval Propulsion Nuclear Reactor 
CI 

Accidetu 

Application of convcntio~nal NRC ~nethiodology demonstrates that air and ground 

concentrations of ndioactive c:ontaminants woluld  exceed U. S. federal standards by up to 

million of times for single: ndlionuclides. Becirusc the radioactive contamination is directly 

proportional to the quantity of radioactivity dispc:nedl, an accident entailing even one percent of 

the release assumed in the present study would cause contamination up to ten thousand times the 

U. S. federal limits. Consecquen~t exposure of indlividuals to radiation would exceed NRC limits 

by up to two million times. In the case of am accident involving 1% the release assumed here. 

radiation exposum would still exceed U. S. limits by up to twenty thousand limes. 

B .  Casualries from a Nczval Nuclear Propulsion Reactor Accidenr 

A.s a consequence of the radiation exposures calculated here, a significant nurnbler of latent 

cancers would be induced. in the exposed population. The exact number of such fa~talities 

delpencls on a varielty of factors, including weather conditions at the time of the accident ;and  the 

specific dose conversion factor utilized. The full range of such casualties under the conservat:ive 

as!sumptiorrs of the prcsen8t study is 5 - 4,897 for the first year following the accident, with 

significant casualti~ts every year thereafter for decades. It is to be emphasized that tliese figures 

arc based on highby conservative assumptions, and moreover omit possible prompt casuatlties as 

well as casualties from genetic defects and other sources, as well as non-fatal cancers. Actual 

casualties could be sev~cral times the above numbers. 

C. Emergency Evacuation Following a Naval Nuclear Propulsion Reactor Accident 

Such casualties would, by most.standards, be judged unacceptable. Even in the cv~tnt of a 

co~mpauatively sm,aU i~ccicient, therefore, rapid evacuation of the impacted regioln could be 

mquincd As demonsaated. by the present analysis, the impacted area would extend up to sevcnl 

kilomcttersi from the iaccitknt site, and would include the central region of San~ Fr;mcis;co, 

inlcluding 'the area from the: Civic Center, the Financial District and the Fisherman's Wharf area. 

These findings high:light the need for a detailed, effective evacuation plan for :San 

Ffanciisco, and also for other East Bay cities that could be impacted by the accident analyzed. 

Such emergency preparedness plans exist for military facilities and surrounding urlban are3s in  

Elnglvnd (Clyde Area monitoring Organization, 1968), Australia (WASES, 1986) and in the 

United Sfiatts. inclluding Pearl Harbor (U. S. Navy, 1981). Puget Sound Naval Shipyard K E N ,  

151771, and Mare Ilslan~d Naval Shipyard (City of Vallejo, 1978). The Pearl Harbor emergency 

plan c!ntails evacuation of as many as 350,000 persons (not all at the same time). The City of 

Vallejo  anticipate!^ evacua.tion of areas up to 5 miles from the site, and planning for the nlost 
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extremle emergencies extends to 50 miles from the site. 

A,s shown by the present analysis, radioactive contamination of downtown San Fraricisco 

would begin within mirwtes of an accidcnt at the Hunter9s Point Naval Station, and would incur 

significant casualties within a few hours. Therefore, an effective eva~cuation plan must be 

capable of clearing the! downtown region of San Francisco within 1-2 hrs. Because such an 

accidcnt could occur cluring working hours. any evacuation plan would have to addreiis the 

maximum workforce lpopulation, which would be sulbstantially larger than the residential 

popula~tion included in the present study. In view of the potential impact on other Bay cities, an 

effective, rapid means of emergen~cy communicatiion between dfected governmental 

jurisdictions is also esscntial. 

According the the U. S. federal government, the rrurc existence of an evacuation plan is 

insufficient: the plan mlust also be tested periodically in order to be useful iin times of emerg:ency. 

A connpnhensive report to the U. S. Congress by the U. S. Government Accounting Office 

(GAO, 1979) on the subject of emergemy evacuation plans in the vicinity of nuclear facilities 

conclutdcd that "Problerrns found with plans that were tested indicate that am untested plan would 

probably be ineffective in an emergency situation". The GAO report recommends that "'local 

emagency pnparcdne:ss should be piodicllly tested in concert with the nearby nuclw 

facility" (p. 271, in this case the military authorities in cornmand of the nuc:lear-powered velisel. 

D.  Dr~contaminarion Following a Naval Propulsion Nuc1t:ar Reactor Accicht 

Ihe  half-life of plutonium-239, a rnajor radionuclide that would be ~Listributed in the event 

of a n8uclear reactor accident, is 24.500 yean. I h e  haif 'life of cesium-137. the most significant 

long-Lived radionuclide: that would be distributed by a n,uclear reactor accident, is 30.14 :years. 
, ,  

?herefore, before rehabitation of the contaminated area is, pemitted following a nuclear warhead 

or rtilctor accident, ldecontarnination would be ~ q i ~ i r e d .  An issue in need of careful 

consideration, therefore, is the practicality,, time required, cost and liability for decontamination 

Procedures for deco~ntaminating a lwge urban area h;ave not been dewloped. 'Ihey would 

have to be pioneered. Brief reflection on the nature of the accident emphasizes the difficulties 

that woulld be faced. Eve:ry ventilated structure, including; office building!;, high-rise buildings, 

hospitals and schools, would draw contaminated through the ventilation systems. 

Conventional filters coultd not remove th'e tiny (less than 20 pm) radioactive particles. which 

would thlercfore be distributed throughaut the ventilation ducts and in~ternally within each 

ventilateti structure. Every ventilated buil'ding would have to be decontaminatd, inside andl out. 

Streets, ;automobiles. all external surfaces, would have to be cleaned and monitored with 

radiation-detecting equipment. Such prtxedurcs would have to be aplplied to urban areas 

extending to tens of squart kilometers. 

The cost of such decontamination proceduns is completely unknown,, since no c o u n q  has 

had experience decontauninating a densely-populated urban environment. Decontamination 

expenses at Three Mile Island, where radioactivity releasad by the accident was largely confined 

to the containment structure, are now pro,jected to reach sieveral billion U. S. dollan. The U. S. 

hRC estimates that even a relatively minor accident coul,d cost $1.7 billiton to clean up (l\IRC, 

1980). A recent U. S. GAO report (11986) indicates that the cost of' cleaning up after a 

catastropbhic nuclear power reactor accident would range: from 0.3 to 15 billion dollan. The 

repon notes that the actual costs of decorltamination under wont-case conditions could range to 

ten times this amount, i. cc.. to 150 billion U. S. dollars, approximately one sixth the annual U. S. 

federal budget These e:stimates excluded the costs of investigating, slettling and defending 

claims. Nor did the GA(3 estimates address on-site costs and "indirect economic losses". Such 

losses are defined as tho!ie resulting from, the impairment of the local economy, as would occur 

until the contam~nated portion of the city were cleaned up and rcinhabited. 



Inasmuch as the accide~nu dlepicted here would ncnder the downtown area of San Francisco 

uninhabitable pending effective decontamin;atior~. thsc economy of the city would come to a 

standstill until cleanup were: completed. The duration of the decontamination effort therefore 

becomes paramount for esuimabes of the daily indir~ect losses. Limiting these indirect losses 

would require clear division of responsibilities for cleianup in advante of any accident, including 

allocation of costs. 

The magnitude of the potential decontamination costs raises the issue of who would pay. 

In the U. S., the government's liability for any nuclear accident is not clear. Indeed, the U. S. 

government does not assume rcsponsibility for many types of nuclear accidents (e. g., those 

entailing transportation of spent: nuclear fuell) un~less it agrees in advance in writing to assume 

such responsibility (Puch, :19841). It would be surprising if a different standard w m  applied in 

the case of military accidents of the kind analyzed hen. Especially in the absence of a sound 

0 
local emergency plan. the federal governmenlt might argue that it has no liability. 

V 

YIlL RECOMIblENDATIOKS BASED ON THE PRESENT STUDY 

A.  Probability of a Nuclear ,Acci&m 
! 

In view of the consequences of even a mninor nalval propulsion nuclear reactor accident for 

the city of Sm Francisco, it ir important to establish the probability of such an accident as 
I 

precisely as possible. In the present instance, this means that the U. S. Navy would have to 

makc public h e  accident history of nuclear propulsion reactors. and any and all details of the 

consauction and operation of these reactors that would enable civilian emergency planning 

authorities arrive at reliable esllrnates of the probiability of such an accident 

In the absence of this critical information. it is impossible to accurately evaluate the risk of 

ho~mepcming nuclear lpow~cred ships in the San Francisco Bay Area or anywhere else. 

Consecpenxly, the intent of NEPA (National Environmental Protection Act) legislation in 

mandating an ~nvironmental Impact Assessment of rhe homeporting plan would be impossible 

to fulfill. And in h e  absence of this information, homeporting any nuclear propelled vessel in 

thc Ba:y Ar-ea is equivalent to exposing the public in San Francisco and the Bay Area to a risk 

than is for all practicial purposes incalculable. Thesc considerations prompt the followimg 

specific rec:ommentlation: 

RECC)MMENdDA770hr # I: The U. S.  Navy should furnish, and ciry authoriries shoruld 

actively seek, any c;d a11 informotion necessary to an independent atsessmenr of the probabirliry 

of a nl~va~f propd'sion reactor accident. These data should be made available to civilriun 

amhriries charged with public health and safety in t k  aficted governmental jurisdictionrs. 

B .  Emrrgerrlcy Prg~arerdtuss for a Nuclear Accidcnr 

An accider~t involving ;a naval propulsion nuclear reactor in the San Francisco Bay co~uld cnvelop 

the entire downtown ama of San Francisco in a radioactive cloud The contaminatior! levels 

would far exceed the li~rniu; for radiation exposure promulgated by the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission, and cause hu~ndreds to thousands of casualties, depending upon circumstances; of 

t he  accident In the event of even a "minor" accident, contamination levels in dovvntown !San 

Francisco could exceed federal limits by thousands of times. These quantitative Ifindings 

unden;corc: the need far a detailed emergency evacuation plan in the city. Inasmuch as nuclear- 

powered vessels p~rcsclntly berth at Hunter's Point, there is an immediate need to put suclh a plan 

in place. 



As developed above. any effective plam must be capable of emptying the city of inhabitants 

within a few houn even during peak workin,g hours. Because East Bay cities could also be 

impacted by a nuclear accident, they too need an evacuation plan. And because such an accident 

could simultaneously afkct several governmental jurisdictions, a high degree of coordination 

and communication between adjacent cities would be required to put such a plan into action. 

These considerations lead1 to the second nc:omrmcndation of this study: 

RECOMMENDATION XP 2: City oficia1:r in Sun Francisco, in cooperarion with milirary 

authorities, should develop, coord i~ re  a d  periodically rehearse emergency evacuarion p l a ~  

ro cope with nuclear accidents aboard xnilirory ,vessels in San Francisco Bay.  These gens 

should be coordinared with i€mr Bay cities, including Berkeley, Alamda, Oakland, Hayward, 

and South Bay c i r iu  inclrudin,g Son Jose. 

0 C. Ecological Impacu ofa Niuclear Accidcnr 
cr 
V 

The present analy!ris c:oncenates on the effects of a nuclear accident on the urban 

environment As notad, however, disipasion of radioactive materials into the marine 

environment would also accompany such an accident. Moreover, decontamination of the city 

could take some time, dwins, which runoff of radioactive contamination into 

Ocean could occur. The: introduction of rradioactivc materials into the ocean 

ocean food chains on which people depend. In ddition, ocean cumna such as the Humboldt 

Current, which moves south along the coast of  California. could distribute the radioactive 

materials far from the scene of the original accident. Radioactive releases frdm the Hanford 

Nuclear Reservation in Washington, for exi~mpl~e, have caused measurable contamination in 

ocean waters as far south as San Diego. Explerielnce at Windscale (now Sellafield) in the U. K. 

has shown that radioactive materials dispersed in sea water can be remobilized and suspended in , ,  

respirable sea mist. provid~ng a significant exposure pathway for coastal residents. 

RECOMME~VDA'TION # 3: The impact of radioactive contami~t ion of the Bay anal Pacific 

Ocean, induding the possible eflects on firhcries, healrh, tourism, recreation, a d  amenitics 

sibulid be subjected ro detoriled ecological analysis as pan of considerarion of homeplorrirng. 

D. De!conitminarion Following a Nuclear Accident 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEW) assigns responsibili~ for reacting 

initiallly to a nuclear emergency, and responsibility for cleanup following such an ernergency, to 

city, ~courlty and state authorities. It would therefore be prudent for these authorities, together 

with the appropriate rn~ilitary officials. to establish the respective responsibilities for 

decoritamination in adlvance of a homeporting decision. Included in thesc discussions slhoulld be 

tlhe rc:sper,tive roles of military and civilian agencies and jurisdictions in decontamination and 

tlhe re:spec tive finamcia11 rcsponsibili ties. 

,REC:OMMNVDA.TION # 4: Prior ro a homeporring decision all aspects of &con tm i~v ion  

f ; ~  v~arioiu accidenr .scenarios should be czmined in derail. Included should be! merhooh of 

d%corrrminarion, prospective rimerables, methodr of handling rhe recovered radioactive 

contovninmion, crireria for reinhabiting the ciry, and the allocation of financial responsibilities 

fior d~contamination. 

E. Liability and Indemnity Following a Nuclear Accident 

As cdernonstrateci by the present analysis, a nuclear accident in the San Francisco Bay 

Fkgion could kill and injure hundreds to thousands of persons and cause enormous propmy 

dlarnalge. The legal liability for such injuries and damage remains to be established clearly. In 

parti(~1a.r. the respective legal liabilities of various civilian governmental jurisdictions and the 

rrulituy is undefined. 



As also noted here, a nuclear accident at Hunter's Point in San Francisco could effect East 

Bay cities such as Berkeley and Oakland. as well1 as !south bay cities such as San Jose. In these 

cases, cities other than San Francisco could suffer harm for an accident within the boundaries of 

San Francisco. Intra-jurisdictional legal liabillity there:fore also needs to be addressed. 

RECOMMENDATION # 5: As purr of a homeporting decision. the legal liabiliry of rlte 

pam'ciparing jurisdicriotu and agencies, inc1,uding the ciry of Sun Francisco and the U. S. Navy, 

should be established. Included in any such t1~1:ysis ,should be the possiblefinancia1 magnirudcs 

of such liability under different accidenr s c e ~ n i o s  and methods of serrling privare, public and 

inter-jurisdicrioml claim. 

F. Economic Recovery Asshrrance Following a N~uclear Accident 

Inasmuch as the nuclear reactor acciderrt depicted here would render the downtown ma of 

0 San Francisco uninhabitable pending effective decontamination, the economy of the city would 
CI 
V 

come to a standstill until cleanup was completed The duration of the decontamination effort 

thmforc becomes p;mmo8unt It is doubuful rwhethcr any city could alone recover from a 

lengthy economic shutdowi wilhout the infuuion of external resources. It would thmforc be in 

the interest of the city of San Francisco (and all other potentially affected cities) to explore in 

advance possible economic recovery assistance. 

RECOMMENDATIOhI # 6;: The U. S. Navy a d  rhe Ciry of Son Francisco should rogerhcr 

G. Ailtern~arives rc~ Hoirneporring 

Prior to any homeporting decision it would be desirable to weigh both the costs anti the 

benefits of the action. Among the prospective costs is the possibility of accidents such as the one 

modcled here. A.nothler cost, not addressed here, is the increased risk to the popula~ce of the San 

IFran~cisco Bay Area as a 'target of nuclear attack in the event of warfare owing to the statio~ning 

of military warslhips in the bay. To analyze all such costs will require detailed1 qui~ntit~ative 

imalysis of various iacciclent scenarios, including nuclear weapons accidents, nu~clcar reactor 

iaccicJenai, sabotage, etc. It is also necessary to deal explicitly with the perceived b~enefits otf the 

]proposedl homeporting, and to devise a means of quantifying both the costs and bemefits SO that 

 they can be comparect rationally. 

It i!r also incumbent upon civilian and rmlitaxy authorities to consider in detail alltemative 

]plan's of action that would lessen the costs or risks, while retaining corresponding or  comparable 

Ibenefits of the prolpseld actions. In :he present case this would imply development of 

;altcrnatilves to hornelporting in the San Francisco Bay region. In particular, options thlat would 

not entaii stationing of nuclear weapons and nuclear reacton in the midst of densely populated 

]urban regions should be e:ntcrtained. 

RECOMMENDIATION # 7: Cosr-benefit analysis of the homeporting option shoul'd be 

undt!rrr*cn, with the a i m  of comparing opdom and idemihing low-cosr, high-benefit options. 

explore mechanisms and fwub available to asisr th'e ciry in its economic recovery following a 

nuclear accident rho1 inre$eres with the normal tcconomic acriviry of rhe ciry. 
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APPENDIX I: hlETfIODOLOGY 

GENERAL AJ'PROACH 

The consequences of an accidental rclearie of radioactiviry from any anhropogenic source 

can be ascertained using established methodollogy of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

(NRC), as published in document WASH-1400 (the "Rasmussen Repon'"; NRC, 1975). 

WASH-1400 has been criticixd as undcntathg the actual impacts of any such accident (e.g., 

Wilson et al., 1985), and the criticisms receive support from the recent history of the nuclear 

industry (e.g., Three Mile Island, Cherbonyl). The WASH[-1400 rnethodol:ogy nonetheless 

represents the: official U.S. government basis for undertaking nuclear accidcnt analyses. 

The genleral steps used tab determine the consequences of any hypothetical nuclear accident. 

based on WASH-1400 methodology, arc as follows. First, determine the total inventory of' 

radionuctides available for release. Second, d~efine and justify assumptions abolut the fraction of' 

this inventory released (the "source term") under the specilic accident scenario considered. 

Third, establish the meteorological condition!; at the site of the hypothetical e~ccident. Fourth,, 

calculate the dispersion of radionuclides in the atmosphere d.ownwind from Ithe accident site. 

Fifth, calcula~te the deposition of released r;adionuclides on the ground downwind from the: 

accident. Sixth, obtain population data for the site of the hypothetical accident Seventh, 

calculate the radiation doses to people dclivencd by the calculated releases and associated health 

impacts. Eighth, calculate the costs of dccon~taminating the regions in which radioactivity ha!; 

been deposited. And ninth, assess the probability of the accidlent scenario modeled. Details of  

each of these: nine steps that are relevant to this study an described next, followed by sample 

calculations from the present !itudy. 



DETAlLS OF THE METHOCOL(XY 

Inventory of Radionuclides Av,ailalile for Release 

I The inventory of radiolouclides available for release depends entirely on the type of 

I accident modeled. Possible scenarios include, irr approximate order of decreasing severity, 

nuclear war. a nuclear power reactor mcltdowm, a naval propulsion reactor accident, a mishap 

involving a production reactor lor a reproccssin~g plant, a non-explosive nuclear weapons 

accident, a research reactor accident, and an accident involving spent nuclear fuel. 

The fint step in each c;ase iis to determine the inventory of radionuclides present in the 

initial source. In the case of ciuclcar war, the task is to determine the inventory of radionuclides 

resulting from the detonation off the assumed inventory of nuclear weapons. For nuclear 

reactors, the inventory can hc computed using the OPLIGEN computer code (developed by the 

Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Tennessee), which calculates the mix and quantity of fission 

products available in the core of a nuclear relactar under different fuel, loading and operating 

chditions. An inventory for a 3.200 meg,awatt PIWR power rcactor, calculated with the 

computer code ORIGEN, is prcsantd in WASH-1400. For a reprocessing plan4 establishing the 

source term ~ q u i r c s  technical knowledge of the: p r t ~ e s s  and the type and total quantity of 

radionuclidu present For nuclear weapons rccidtnu, the most significant source term is 

plutonium-239 (62.3 Curies per Irilogram). Thc exact quantity of plutonium used in any 

p h c u l a r  weapon is classifie(d information, but may be assumed to range between 1 and 10 kg, 

with 5 kg as a "typical" value. Far an accident involving a military reactor or spent nuclear fuel, 

the inventory term is again cdcu~lated using IORIGDJ or based on published accounts of the 

d o n u c l i d e  inventory in one or more spent fuel assemblies, combined as appropriate with 

howledge of spent nuclear fuel t~ansponation cask capacities. 

Frucrion of'lnvento~y Awailable for Release (Source Term) 

One o~f the key assumptions of any analysis is the fraction of the total inventory that is 

plausibly available rfor re lea!;^ and dispersion, or the "sourcc term." The source term is defined as 

the. product of the inventory and the release fraction. For a nuclear reactor accident, rele!ase of 

radlionuclides occurs in thrtre steps. In the fint step, heat up and melting of the rc:actar core 

rellcases ratiionucliclcs fiom the fuel elements to the interior of the reactor vessel. In a seve:re 

accident it is gcncradly iusu~ned that in this step more than 80% of the most volatile ellemcnts aue 

released (xenon, kuypton. cesium, rubidium. Iodine, bromide. antimony, tellurium ;and silver) 

Wilson et al., 1985). The moderately volatile elements are assumed to be partial1:y releast!d, 

includimg barium, strontium. ruthenium and molybdenum (ibid.). 

In the second step of a severe reactor accident, these materials art released from the reactor 

vessel to the containment structure. A significant fraction of the volatiles will "stick" to the 

surfaces of the reactor vessel and never reach the containment structure ("plate out"); and an 

additional fraction will plate out within the containment structure. 

LR the third step, n~dionuclides are released from the containment structure into the 

environment This step d e ~ ~ n d s  strongly on the nature of containment and on the inkgritlv of the 

containment structure. Realistic values for release fractions cannot be calculated from models 

based on lint principles, and hence reliance must be made on experimental measurements ilnd 

an~alys~is of actual iaccitknt sequences. The data for many relevant nuclides are scarce or absent 

(VVilson el al., 198.5). Qualitative estimates become unavoidable. 

Fltleiue fractions to the environment for a severe reaction accident (type F'WR.-1) are 

estimartcd in WASH-1400 (NRC. 1975) as follows: noble gasses (xenon, kryptonll, 90%. 

iodincs, 7'0%; cesiums and rubidiums, 40%; tclluriurns and antimony. 40%; lbarium 'and 

stxonuium, 5%; vo\a~ilr. ox~des (cobalt. molybdenum, ntheniums), 40%; and non-volatllc o d e s  

(I,anthanurn, cerium, zirconrum, tnnsuranics), 0.3%. 



Ever1 with the best technical information available. then:fore, the assumption of source term 

is; subject to wide uncertainty and is someu~hat arbitrary. One response to this unccnainty is to 

perform a "sensitivity anakysis" on release fraction, i.e., to explore the impact of several different 

assumed lnlease fractions. This approach is generally simple to apply, since impact is linearly 

ptopodomal to rrlease fraction. Therefoi-e, once the consequence of releasing a particular 

fraction of the source tenn is calculated, Ithe impact of other release factions can be readily 

scaled accordingly. A second approach to the uncertainty ncgarding source !term is to assume a 

100% release fraction for the noble games, a 10% releure for the volatik oxides, iodints, 

cesiums amd telluriums (which arc relatively volatile), and a 1% release for all1 otha nuclides. A 

combination of these two i~pproaches is used in the present study. 

Achlal release fractions from the Chernobyl accidlent, as reponad by the U.S.S.R 

(SCVAEKJSSR, 1986) and the IAEA (1986), arc as follows: noble gasses, 1100%; iodine, 20%; 

c:csiums, 10- 13%; telluriulns, 15%; strontium, 4%; whole com, 3%. 

0 For otha  (non-reactor) nuclear accidents, the release fraction is subject to severrial 
V 

influences, including the physical form of the nuclear material, the physical !setting in which the 

material is contained, its proximity to fonms of potential dlispcnive energy, the probability of 

tlivuptive evena capable of inducing release, etc. Spent camnercial nuclear fuel, for example, 

generally, takes the form of uranium dioxide, which is nolt readily oxidixd further, although 

volatile lission products am subject to easier release.. Spent research reactor fuel sometimes is 

iin the f o m  of relatively c;ombustible uranium metal, however. which makes, it more dispersible 

and hencx increases plausible release fractions. Knowledge of the physical properties of h e  

!source ttrrrn and its containment is clearly essential in ariving at an infolrmed judgement of 

 plausible source terms. 

Mcrcorological Condiriom or r11e Accidenr Sire 

Weather conditions at ~ h c  site of the hypothesized accident determine the: dispersion pattern 

of the relearsed radio nuclide!^. Critical mete~~rological parameters include the wind direction and 

velocity, as deduced from "wind roses." atrr~osphcric stability, as deduced from "stability wind 

roses," atmospheric invcnion altitude and frequency, and precipitation patterns. 

These data are generally readily obtainable from climatic records, published in numerous 

sources. O~nce the existing data are collecte~d, there are at least five alternative conventions for 

their use. By the first cornvention, the "typical" weather pattern (i t . ,  the most frcqucntly 

obtained) is; employed. By the second, "9596 meteomlogy" is assumed, i.e., weather conditio~ns 

resulting in1 consequences that would be exceeded only 5% of the time. This approach is 

recommended by the NRC. By the third convention, boundary conditions are used to estimate a 

range of possible impacts (t.g., the best and worse case conditions). By the fourth convention, 

the wont case conditions arc assumed Thlc fifth convention is probabilistic; it integrates the 

consequences of all weather conditions andl assigns weighted probabilities to each. This las t  

convention would be the most satisfying, but it is not well developed methodologically. 

In practice some combination of the tirst (typical conditions) and second (95% 

meteorological conditions) generally represents a practical and satisfactory compromise. With 

respect to wind direction, this entails choosiing either the most frrqucnt (cowention 1)  or dhe 

most damaging (convention 2) wind direction. The third clonvention (boundary conditions) is 

perhaps the most satisfacto~y m i x  of completeness and practicality. 

With I-cspcct to atmospheric stability, meteorologists recognize six categories, ranging frcm 

"exmnely unstable" (PasquiU categorj A) to "extrcmcly stable'' (Pasquill category n. I t  is 

generally accepted that the greatest radiolc~gical detriment is associated wi~th the most stable 

atmospheric conditions, since dilution by incoming winci is least under these conditions. 

resulting in the highest local air concentration of ndionuclidcs and the grcxest ground 



deposition. It may be difl'icult. however, to o'btain data on atmospheric stability for some 

locations. One solution to this problem is to estab~lish boundary conditions for the accident 

modeled (the equivalent of the third converrtion discussed above). The way in which 

aunosphcric stability is inco~rporated into the anallysis is described in the next section. 

Inversion laycn arc i~mpo~rtant because: they cam enuap air (and radionuclides suspended 

within air) in one location, resulting in prollongcd exposure rather than dilution and dispenion. 

Precipitation is Uewise irrrpomnt because it increases the quantity of radionuclides deposited 

on the ground, although it adso accelcratcs subsequent "weathering" and run off of the 

radionuclidcs. The ways in whrich inveniorrs and p~zcipitation art incorporated into dispenion 

analyses arc also m a u l  im the next section. Vcntical wind patterns would be important to 

include but they are seldomr known and only poorly undentood. 

Equarionr for Atmospheric Dispersion of Relecrred Rludionuclidu 

W o n u c l i d u  that are mleastd accidenully into the atmosphere will be bansporttd in the 

form of r radioactive clou~d in the horizontal dircctilon of the prevailing wind 'Ihe next step is 

the analysis h to combine the assumpltions, about s o m e  ttnn with local, site-specific 

meteorological conditions to dletcrmine the: dispersion of the radionuclides in the runosphefe. 

using equations for turbulent diffusion as developed in WASH-1400. This aspect of the 

WASH-1400 document nnay be the soundest froln a scientific viewpoint. inasmuch as the 

quantitative methodology for turbulent dil'fusim in the atmosphere has evolved over Several 

decades from the literature: on dispersion of' non,-rad~ioactive materials (fossil fuel pollutants) and 

has a reasonably sound theoretical and empdricall bzsis (see for example Slade, 1968). A helpful 

practical guide to this methodology is Turner's \Vorrkbook of Atmospheric Dispersion Estimates 

(see Bibliography), which irrcludes numerous sample problems and their solutions. Also 

included in this volume are several math~ema~t~cal wbles specifically crafted for the kinds of 

applications encoun~tcrc~d in this type of analysis. 

Tihe biasic modlel utilized to calculate the downwind concentration of a specific radior~ucli~de 

fmlm a soume of known rn~agnitude is a Gaussian diffusion model. According to this model. 

raclionuc1id:es released from a point source diffuse in three dimensions, termed x .  y and z . In the 

event (of a, prevailing wind. mass transport in the downwind direction far exceeds simple 

diffusion. This condition nnay be assumed when release is continuous or when the duration of 

release is equal to or greater than the travel time from the sourcc to the downwind location of 

intcrcslt In this case diffusion expands   he radioactive plume only in the horizontal or crosswind 

dixrction Q) and in the: vertical direction (z ). To calculate the resultant concentration in air (1, 

in Curi,cs per cubic meter) cuf any specific radionuclide, equation 1 that follows is used. 

Eq,uurilon I 

where x = approximately 3.1416 (dimensionless); Q = the rate of release at the point so~urce in 

Curies per second (ie.. the source term divided by the release duration); 5 and 0, iUe the 

horizontal ;and vertjical cdiffursion parameten (meten), calculated as described below acconjing to 

the: amnosplheric stability c,ategory as functions of downwind distance; u = the wind velocity 

(metem per second); e = the base of the natural logarithm, approximately 2.7253 

(dimen~sionless); y = the crosswind distance from the plume centerline (meters); z = ithe vertical 

distance from the plum~e cc!nterline (meten); and H = the height of h e  point sourcc: above the 

grc3undl (rnetcn). For the: majority of applications, one or more of several simplifying 

=!iumptions can be made to reduce the complexity of the calculations. First, it is frccpcntly 

approplriare: to assulme that the "receptor" of the radionuclides ( i .~ . .  an exposed penon) is 1local:ed 

at grou~nd level. In this case z = 0, and equation 1 above reduces to equation 2 below. 



Equarion 2 
Equorion 5 

A second useful simplification can1 be realized by assuming that the receptor is located at the 

centerline of the plume. In this case y = 0. and cqua.tion 2 above reduces to equation 3 below. 

Equation 3 

A third simplification can be realized by assu,min,g thiat the radionuclides are released from a 

ground level source with no tffective plume rise. Thir assumption may be valid, for example, 

for a sea level release near an urbim area that is sig;nific;antly elevated above sea level. Suppose 

that the mean elevation of a city is 50 m. A sea level release followed by a 50 m plumc rise 

from thermal lofting will then result in an effective source elevation of 9. Assuming thal the 

assumption of H = 0 is justifiiible, equation 3 abovt: reduces to equation 4 below. 

Equarion 4 

More exact means for comdng  the concena;ations for plume rise exist, but their application is 

fairly difficult. The approach entails modifying the quation used to calculate downwind 

concentnuon (X) for plumc ]rise ,generated by thermal lofting, using one of two equations. For 

unstable or neutral atmospherric stability conditions (see above, Meteorological Conditions at the 

Accident Site. and below, his section. for a discussion of atmospheric stability), the following 

equation is recommended by WASH- 1400: 

where dJf == h e  plumc tcent~erlinc height (meten above initial emission height); F = buo:yancy 

flux = 3.7 x lo-'; Qly = thema1 energy release (calorieslsec); x = downwind distance (m); U = 

win~dspecd (mts). 

For stable atmcosph~eric conditions, WASH-1400 recommends the following equation for 

comctir~g plume rise: 

Equunon 6 

whetre A&, ,F, and I /  anc as in equation 5; S = (g/r)(20/a,) (units of sec-*); g = 9.81 (m/sec2); 

T -1 tcnnperaturc (degrtes Kelvin); 0 is the potential temperature (degrees Kelvin); z = height 

(me ten:). 

An acc:eptable approximation is to estimate total plume rise at the source, and asisumle theat 

diffusion be!gins at the peak of the estimated plume rise. This assumption has the: effect of 

waf'ting the initial plume over the heads of nearby recepton, reducing caIculated detrimen~t ne,u 

the source of the rtllease. The assumption is vulnerable, however, to inaccuracies in estimation 

of initial t h m a l  lofting.. 

A fouxth and f i n d  simplification in the equation for downwind concenuatilon (of 

radionulclidcs in air can! be realized by assuming that h e  distribution of radionuclides in h e  

cro!rswind cy ) direction is rectangular rather than Gaussian. The rectangular pattern, termed the 

"tophat" dlistributilon in 'WASH-1400, is recommended by the NRC. The magnitude 

("amplitude") of h e  rectangular distribution is set at 80% of the centerline magnitude under the 

Gaussian nssumptio~n. Tlis results in the same cowl quantity of radionuclides in the air, but their 

cro!rswind ciispcrsion in the cloud is taken as uniform than Gaussian, which simplifies 



I subsequent calculation of ground deposition and dosirn~ctry. as detailed in subsequent sections. 

I The "top hat" dismbution is achieved by modifying equation 4 above to the form of equation 7 

below. 

Eqrmn'on 7 

Once the appropriate equatio~n for calculating dovvnwind air concentration of radionuclides is 

selected from the five possibillitiesi described above--usually quation 7 or qustion 7 modified 

for thermal lofting as in quatioln 3-the pauametenr of the equation must be identified or 

computed The quation is then s~olved iteratively for hcrtasing incremental distances from the 

source, usually taken as dowrwinld intervals alf 1 lkm (;or 1 mile) progressively farther from the 

source. In accord with WA!iH-1400. the  calculation^; arc performed for downwind distances 

0 comsponding to the midpoinu; of incrcrniental spatial intervals, and the corresponding 
b 

concentration values computed for the interval midpoint arc assumed to apply for the entire 

spatial interval for which they run calculated. Ttre a1,ternative of integrating air concenuation 

over the entire intewal is more satisfying conc:cptu~ally,, but does not provide a sufficient increase 

in precision to just@ the exan computationdl efifort, unless the user is ma ematically 

sophisticated and has access to a computer. 
T 

Imporrunt note: ?he above equations do NOT take into account the depletion of the 

radioactive cloud by "fallout" (de:position), which is es,sendal. The means for accom~lishing this 

an given in equation 10 below. 

T3e parameten required for equation 7 are four:. Q , a,, a), and I!. Q is determined by 

dividing the source term (Ci) by the assumed dur;ltion, of release (sec). The downwind distance, 

x ,  is incorporated into thr calculations by Imeam of the distribution parameters, Ul and a,. 

These parameters are in turn determined sep;uately for each atmospheric stab~lity C ~ S S .  

Atmospheric stability refers to the capacity of the atmosphere to dilute any material released 

from a point source. and is determined largely by the rate of solar isolation and consequent 

"lapse ra.te." i.e., dcc:line in temperature with increasing altitude. Pasquill (1942) devised a. 

simple scrics of calculations by which atmospheric stability could be classified and calculated. 

from a minimal number of easily measured parameters. His classification scheme was, 

subsctquently modified by Briggs (1973). who devised simple interpolation equations tha.t closely 

approximate the Pasqiuill func:tions out to a distance of 10 krn from the source. Beyond 10 km~ 

the comspon~dcncc is good bust not exact. 

A q~aliltative guide to the six Pasquill atmospheric stability categories (class A, e.xtre~nely 

unstable, through class F, exorcmely stable) is offered by Turner (1969, p. 6). as follo~ls (Table: 

I TABLE 3 
~ ( ~ U A L T T A T I V E  GUlDE TO PASQUILL AT~IOSPHERIC STABILITY CLASSES -- 

Wind velocity Solar Radiation 

The: Briggs equation~~ for approximating the Pasquill functions, as presented in in WASH- 

140CL ant given in T,able 4 (where x = the downwind distance). It should be noted that these 

cqualionls penah to olpen-country conditions. Their application to urban areas. where tu~rbulencc: 

in the wlake of bulldings is induced, is less exact, but quantitative means lo deal with such 

turbulence have not yet been developed by the NRC. 

-- 
thin overcast 1 5,389b 

(10 m above 

grouInd,m/se:c~ 

< i! 
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(unstable) 0.16x(1+0.0001x ) I - ~  

0.1 1 x ( 1 +0.00(3 1x ]I-' 

(neutral) 1 - 0.08 x (1+0.00(Dlx :)-H I 0.06 x (1+0.0015x )'% I 
(sli htl stable) 0.06 x (1+0.00101x s ) ' ~  I&- 0.03 x (1+0.000% )'% 

0.04 x (1+0.CNlOlx )-% - 0.016x(1+0.0003~ 1'' --- 
Plwne Depletion: Radioactive Decay and Deposition~ 

2 The radioactivity in the moving plume declines during its txansport by two means: 
V 

radioactive decay, and deposition of particles on the ground. Radioactive decay becomes 

significant only for short half-lived isotopar such a; iodine-131 (half-life 8.05 days). If one is 

dealing only with short tam (Ihoun) conselquerlces the cloud. such decay can be ignored with 

W e  sacrifice in accuncy; and decay need nloc be considered for very long-lived nucvdes such as 

The dispersion of radi,onuclides in the ,atmosphere can be affected strongly by vertical wind 

components and by atmc~spheric inversions. Vertical winds are known to a & r ,  a d  the 

resultant mass vansport woulci far exceed diffusion in the vertical (2) direction. This could 

result in greater dilution of the radioactive cloud (upward-directed winds), but also complex and 

unpredictable "touch-down" of the radioactive cloud (downward-directed winds) in downwind 

directions. as in fact occurred :following the Cherbo~nyl accident. Vertical wind components 

not well-understood and arr not taken into alccount in calculating ndionuclidc dispersion. 

R.adioactive dccay can be incorporated into the equation for downwind concentration. by 

adding; an cxponen~:ial c1eca;y function. Equation 7, for example, becomes: 

Equation 8 

where 111 terms but the exponent arc defined as in equation 7; and L, (the rclaxatio~n length) = 

u,lh - [ u x r ~ J l l n 2 ;  where I = the radioactive dccay constant and t~ is the half-life of the 

radionuclidle in question. 

A s  the cloud of radioactivity is transported downwind by prevailing winds. the radioacnve 

particles contained in it are deposited onto the ground by two mechanisms, wet deposition and 

dqy &position. Wet deposition entails formation of water droplets around the radioacu~ve 

pamclu, which thus serve as condensation nuclei, and sub~quen l  settling of the particler to the 

gnouncl. D'ry deposition er~tails gravity sedimentation of panicles to earth, as well as impact 

adherence of the charged radioactive panicles to surfaces, including buildings, automobiles. 

vegetation and the earth. Neither process is well understood 

Wet ciepositio~n is assumed in WASH-1400 to be about one order of rnagnitudle less than 

d q  deposi8tion. Moreover, wet deposition occurs only under conditions of fog or prccipitati~on. 

in which case wa,sh-out (short-term weathering) would at least partially eliminate ground 

deposition. Wet deposition can generally be ignored, in which case the calculation of ground 

contamination is probably c:onservative. 

DIY dcpositiam can be calculated in one of three ways. Fint, the deposition in each 

dolmvvind spatial intcwal can be incorporated into Ihe equation for downwind conccnuauon. 

Equation 7. for cxamplc, then becomes Equation 9, below: 



Equation 9 

Q.8Q e(z' ax J .0;0) = -- nu, a, u 

Equation 10 

whm Ld - uF/Vd; L, = the attenuation length; u = windspeed (mkc) ;  T = the mean height of 

the cloud (m ); and Vd = the deposition velocity (,rn/sec). 

r4ltmatively, dry deposition can be calculated from relatively complex equations such as 

those pnsentc:d in Slade (1968, p. 204). Numerical solutions to these equations an available, 

however, in graphical form (Figure 23). A practical third alternaltive is to utilize these curves to 

estimate numctrically the depletion of the cloucl within each downwind spatial imterval, and to 

then correct the source term for the next intewd by subtraction of the portion d,eposited in all 

preceding intervals. This prc~cdurc is carrid out as follows. The source depletion curves 

0 (Figure 23) show the ntio of tlhe depleted source term (Q;) to the original source term (Q; ), as a 

To inc~orporate cloud dlepletion into the calculation of downwind air concenuationl the F i g u ~  23: Sourre-depletion fnction. Q ; / Q ~ ,  for a wind speed. c, of 1.0 Wscc. a deposition 
, velocity, v d .  of lo-' dscc.  for source helghts from 0 to 100 rn above the ground and for vMous 

conrspondirrg source depletion factor is simply multiplied rimes Q in the (equations giver stability categories. 

C1 
y function of d~ownwind distmc:~. To &ermine the source depletion fraction fronn these curves, -5 o Ol...lI I I t t l  - I l l t t l l  , 11; .  Jl l.0 

lo. QJ 0. -4 
a (a) 

find 'the dismncc on the abscirsa comsponding to the midpoint c~f the downwind spatial interval ID . . 

under consideration. Then mtd on the ordinate the comspondin~g ratio of the new to the original -TT 0.l -q+ 
somce term companding to that downwind diistance. The orig,ind source tcrm I(Q ) ured in the 

3 0; a[ - 

earlier. To illustrate. Equation 7 above becomes: 

equation to c:dculau downwind air concentration is then simply multiplied by this ratio prior tc 
* , - c Q . m l ~ r  
@*I& i/u 

using it in the equation for downwind air conce:nation. That is,, the new source term is equal tC 
rrUULI-0 

- 
0 . 0 1  = - 

- .a 10-8 I./," 
0.01 ' ""fl" ' ~ I I ~ I I , ~ ~  I l t l J t l d ~  I . t t t y L  i 1 . 0  -/re* 

the (original source term times; the source depletion factor, whichr is obtained from the appropriate re8 101 113' - 
1 1-1 - P A S W I L L  NPe c 

cunfe in Figsure 23. The source depletion ratios measured fm~m these curves aue presented if O O O ( ~  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 (  I I I I I I I I I  L 

\ 
, , I  

to' 10' 1 0 '  1 0  C 

Tables 5 andl 6 for H = 0 and H = 50 m, rcspecxively. a h )  



TAB1.E J 
DE:PLE'llON FACTORS IQ;IQ;) Ifor H - 0 m (from Fle. 23) 

stability 
clrss C --- 
1 .ID 
037 
0.50 
0.*47 
0.458 
0.444 
0.430 
0.420 
0.410 
0.408 
0.406 
0.404 
0.402 
0..400 
0.398 
0.393 
0.392 
0.389 
0.386 
0.383 
0.380 
01.340 
01.320 
01.300 
a m o  
01.270 --- 

cffative 
mulce 

dituact 
Ilrm) 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
3 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
I4 
13 
16 
17 
11 
19 
20 
Z23 
273 
3s 
43 
33 

subihty 
clrss D 
1 .o 
0.420 
0.340 
0.300 
0.270 
0.240 
0.220 
0.210 
0.190 
0.180 
0.170 
0.165 
0.160 
0.155 
0.150 
0.145 
0.140 
0.133 
0.126 
0.1 19 
0.110 
0.090 
0.0110 
0.051 
0.W6 
0 037 

- 
stability 
clru A- 

1 .o 
0.73 
0.73 
0.7s 
0.73 
0.73 
0.73 
0.73 
0.73 
0.73 
0.73 
0.73 
0.73 
0.75 
0.73 
0.73 
0.73 
0.73 
0.75 
0.73 
0.7s 
0.73 
0.73 
0.7s 
0.7s 
0.73- 

stability 
class F 
1 .o 
0.13 
0.089 
0.06 1 
0.041 
0.035 
0.03 1 
0 . m  
0.020 
0.016 
0.014 
0.013 
0.012 
0.01 1 
0.010 
0.009 
0 . m  
0.007 
0.006 
0.003 
0.004 
0.002 
0.0011 
0.0001 
0 
0 

--- 
stability 
c lrn  A --- 

I !DO 
0.90 
0.'90 
0.'90 
0.l90 
0.'90 
0.'90 
0.'90 
0.'90 
0.90 
0.90 
0.90 
0.90 
0.90 
0.90 
0.90 
0.90 
0.90 
0.90 
0.90 
0.90 
0.90 
0.90 
0.90 
0.90 
0.90 --- 

stability 
c l u s  B 

1.00 
0.90 
0.17 
o as 
0 83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 
0.83 

stability 
c l r u  C 

1.00 
I .O 
0.90 
0.83 
0.75 
0 . n  
0.71 
0.70 
0.70 
0.70 
0.70 
0.64 
0.63 
0.6 1 
0.60 
0.60 
0.60 
0.60 
0.60 
0.60 
0.60 
058 
056 
0 5  1 
050  
0.38 

- - 

stability 
c l u s  D 

1.00 
I .o 
0.18 
0.80 
0.73 
0.69 
0.61 
059 
033 
051 
0.48 
0.4 1 
0.40 
038 
037 
033 
032 
0 3  1 
030 
0.30 
029 
023 
0 2  1 
0.1s 
0.12 
0.10 

stability 
c l u s  E 

1.00 
1 .o 
0 99 
0.92 
0.89 
0.1 1 
0.76 
0.70 
0.62 
0.60 
056 
0.47 
0.44 
0.4 1 
0.40 
0.34 
0 3  1 
029 
024 
023 
0 2  1 
0.17 
0.12 
0.089 
0.050 
0.033 

---. 
stability 
cluis F ---. 
1 .OD 
I .o 
1 .O 
I .o 
0.9 1 
0.811 
0.83 
0.7 1 
0.63 
0513 
056 
0.43 
0.40 
0.33 
0.3 1 
02!2 
02'7 
02s  
022 
0 2  1 
020 
0.13 
0.1 1 
0.0152 
0 . a u  
0.014 --- 

The curves exp~rcssed in Figure 23, and the measured values in Tables 5 and 6, corrcrpon~d 

to a deposition velocity of loq2 Wsec. which is a rearonable "avenge" value to use for pidcle 

sizes Orely to rcsull. from a nuclear accident (aerosols 20 micrometers and lower in diameter). 

Smaller particles, however (less than one micrometer in diameter), probably deposit nnainlly 

though impact adheren~ce. The curves in Figure 23 also assume a windspeed of 1 ~dsec .  

howeve~r, which is not always suitable for a particular location. The source depletion ratio read 

from the curves of Figure 23 can be adjusted for different windspeeds using the following 

equ,ation (from WASH- 1400): 



Equarion I I 

- 
where subscript 1 refen to vialues found in Fi,gurc: 23, subscript 2 refers to the desired value, U 

refen to the mean windspeed. and Vd is the! deposition velocity. In practice it is simplest to 

assume a windspeed of 1 nl/sec:, which is gpwally justifiable under the convention of 95% 

meteorological conditions as described above. This eliminates the need to calculate a new 

source depletion curve for each downwind spatial intelval for a windspeed other than 1 mlsec. 

Once the appropriate rourc:e depletion rations have been determined from the curves in 

Figure 23 (or taken from T,able!s 5 and 6). the dlepaiition of radionuclides onto the ground in 

spatial interval j can be dc:urnuned as follows,, Rcxalling that the source depletion fraction 

describes the fraction remaining in the cloud, the (fraction deposited is 

This fraction represents evaything that has been &posited up to and including the interval under 

consideration. To obtain the amount &posited in the interval under consideration, it is 

necessary to subtract from the ;above fractio~n that fraction that has been deposited prior to the 

interval under consideration. l l a t  is, the fraction deposited in spatial interval j ,  F, , is given by: 

Eqwm'on 12 

To obtain the quantity of radionuclides depos~ted, I d ,  F, is multiplied by the original source 

term for the radionuclide in question. 

Equcnion 13 

To obtain the surface concer~tration (in Curies per square kilometer), the quantity deposited is 

divided by the surfa~ce arca (of the spatial interval. The entire equation for surface dleposition 

(SD) in interval j is there:fon, as follows: 

Equarion 14 

where SD, iis the surfacc dc:position in spatial interval j (~urieslm'), (Q~IQ;), is the source 

dcplletio~n factor for interval I; (from Figure 23 or Table 5 or 6). (Q,'IQ;)~ is the source deplletio~n 

factor for the preceding :spatlial interval' i ,  ST is the source term (Curies) for the ndionuclilde in 

quertion~, and Aj is the surface arca (square meters) beneath the plume for interval j, detemineld 

as described next 

In orde:r to delurmine the surface arca beneath the plume for each spatial interval, the 

geo,graphical paramc:ten of the plume are computed. The projected width on the grol~nd of the 

plume at thc midpoint of each spatial interval is taken ar 30, (WASH-1400). On this basis the 

ground ,area subtended by the plume can be superimposed onto maps of the affected region. The 

surface area represeritcd by each spatial interval can be approximated as the width of the interval 

at ilts midpoint timer the downwind length of the interval (typically 1,000 m). This yields A for 

interval j, for use in the above equation 14. 



Population Data 

Population parameters ~requkd to determint: health effects include the population density 

in the affected region, and the aLge structure of the population. Health impacts are greater for 

younger people, and hence a conservative simplifying assumption (one that understates the 

health impacts) is that all persons; in the exposed region arc adult 

Once the population dcnsitiies in the aff'ccte~d regions are known, the number of persons at 

risk is dearmined by the followi~ng equation: 

Equation 15 

where P = the number of exposed persons, D = tlhe population density (persons per square 

kilometer) and A R the arc:? beneath the plume in the corresponding spatial interval ( squm 

kilometers). The area may be alpproximatedl as ~lhe width of the spatial interval at its midpoint 

0 times the length of the inu~val (1  h). In the event that the spatial interval includes uninhabited 

L 
y regions (e-g., bodies of water), a corresponding reduction in the area is necessary prior to 

determining the populations. 

Casualties from Radiation Doses 1 
Exposure of individudls to radionuclides following an accidental release can occur via one 

or more of five pathways: ~garmma irradiation from the moving cloud (cloudshine). inhalation of 

radionuclides caused by breathing the ~adioactive cloud (inhalarion upos4re). gamma 

irradiation from radionuclidles dleposited on the ~ r o u l ~ d  (groun&hinc), exposure to radionuclides 

resuspended in the air following deposition om the ground (resuspension), and ingestion of 

radionuclides in food and water (ingestion). 

Resuspension is probably small compared with the other pathways (except in the c:ase of 

long-lived r:adionuclide!r such as plutonium-239). This pathway can be ignored. resultir~g i n  a 

consemative analysis. Ingestion can be ignored for many accident scenarios by presumed 

quauantine of the food an~d water supplies in a contaminated region, which acids to the 

conrsewativeness of the calculation. In cases where ignoring ingestion is not justifie:d, such as 

large-scale contamination of farmlands (as at Chemobyl), methods for dealing with the ingestion 

pathway arc: given in WASH- 1400. 

Cloudshine and hhalation exposures are calculated directly from the downwind ;air 

corncenltrations as detenmined above. in combination with published "dose conversion factors" 

@CFs). DCFs arc subject to amendous uncertainty, but those published by the American 

Physicad Society (Wilson et al., 1985) are considered most up-to-date and reliable (Tables 7-9). 

These represent convers,ion factors from concentration in the air to radiation exposure in units of 

Rerm/scc per ~uric/rrn~ in thle case of cloudshine, or ReWCurie inhaled in the case of inhalation 

exposure. :In the latter case an adult human respiration rate of I m3/hour is assumed. For 

groundshint e he units in lRem/wcck per ~ u r i e / m ~  of surface contamination. Exposure of' a 

single individual in rems is obtained by multiplying the DCF times the calculated cor~centration 

(cloudslhine, groundshine) or amount inhaled (inhalation exposure). 



TABLE 7 
CLOUDlSHINE DOSE C:ONVERSION FACTORS 

FOR SELECT RLADIONUCLLDlES 

APS Whole-Body 
Dose Conversion Factor 

Re m/second 
Dose Conversion Factor 

Rcm/liour -- 

I 

- 
TABLE 8 

INHALATION DOSE CONVERSION FACTOR: 
FOR SELECT RADIONIJCLIDES 

(froni Wilgon et al.. 11989 

IRadionuclidc 

'19sr 
IJ0sr 
I P S ~  

'O'RU 
'%u 
I3"Te 
"?e 
131i 

IJ4cs 
I% 
13'cs 
14''E3a 
14"La 

APS Whole-Body 
Dose Convctnion Factor 

(0-50 years) 
Rcm/Ci~ inhaled 

0.4110E4 
0.240E6 
0.560E4 
O.lgOE4 
0.190E4 
0.6:20E5 
OJSOE3 
0.1.50E4 
0.800E3 
0.470E5 
0.5 90E4 
0.360W 
O.lgOE4 
0.920E3 



- -- 
TABLIE 9 

GROUNDSHINE DOSE CONVERSION FACTORS 
FOR SELECT IRADIONUCLIDES -- (from I! 

APS Whole-Body 
h e  Conversion Factor 

for 1 week 
o f m n s u r e  

O.lVE4 
O.16dE4 
0.1 l6E4 
0.456E3 
0.960E3 
0.308E4 
0.7018E3 
0.369E4 
0.4 lOE4 
0.13llE4 
0.365E4 
O.ltIOE4 
0.1 XOE3 
O.263E 1 -- 

Ison el  ;I., 19R9 

APS Whole-Body 
Pose Conversion Factor 

for 1 day ' 

APS Whole-Body 
Dose Convmion Factor 

for 1 hour 

V It is generally believed that an exposure of 500 Rem will kill all exposed persons. The 

short-term dose that will cause !SO% mortality within 60 days (LD-50160) is generally considered 

to be 350 REM. Prompt fatalities an  generally !not expected at doses below 150 Rem (Wilson, 

1985). R w c t i v c  action guidelines of the US. Environmental Protection Agency arc r 4  at I J 

Rem 

For lower doses of radiation. tlhe health effects are !subject to mmendous uncertainty. All 

estimates are based on backward extrapolation fronn higher doses (-100 rem), and hence the 

particular model used to relate dlose  to effect critically determines the health effects estimated for 

low doses. 'Ihe BEIR In report PIAS. 1980) estimates, that a population of 100.000 penons 

exposed uniformly to a dose of 1 rem (equivalent to 100,000 penon-rcm) will expcriencc 15-50 

casualties from latent cancers. An equal number of severe genedc defects is usually assumed. 

This conrsponds to fatality from l~llen~ cancer per 2.000-6.666 penon-rem. On the other hand. 

9 6 

Gofman (1 98 1) argues the correct cose factor is 1 latent cancer fatality per 235 person-rern. 

Owing to the tremendous variation in estimates, which reflects genuine scienti.fic 

uncer~unty and controversy, it is necessary to express casualties associated with low radiati~on 

doses ;as a range which probably encompasses the actual casualties. The extremes of this rarlge 

are here set at 1 latent cancer dlcath per 10.000 person-rems (low risk factor) and 1 latent canlcer 

death per 235 penon rems (high risk factor). 

To  obtain the penom-rems for each spatial interval, the number of penons at risk 

(calcullatecl from Equation 15 above) is multiplied by the sum of calculated exposure for all 

pathwiays, according to the following equation: 

Equanion 116 

P R ,  = (EC + El + EG );Pi 

where PRi  = person-rc:m i n  spatial interval i ,  Ec = the total exposure ( e m )  from cloudshin 

spatial intcrval i ,  El = the inhatlation exposure (rem) in spatial interval i ;  EG = the groundsh~ine 

c x p o s ~ e  in spatial interval, i (rem). and P, = the number of penons at risk in spatial interval i , 

as detccm~ned from Equation 1,s above. Equation 16 omits both the resuspension pathvvay and 

the inlgestion pathway, under the conservative assumption that both will be mitigated by 

emergency ev,acuation and quarantine pmedures.  Once the penon-rem is calculated, the range 

of casualtiles i!r detenru~ned by dividing the person-rem by 10,000 (low risk factor) and 235 (high 

risk factor). 

Evacrnorion antd Deconram~iwtion 

A severe acciden~t wi,ll rc!quirc evacuation and decontamination of the affected rc:gion in 

order to 'avoid "unaccept;~ble" casualties. The level of unacceptable casualities is a so&- 

political-economic decision that is reflected by publically-sanctioned exposure "limits." beyond 



97 

which cas~ualties arc, by definition, "unacceptable." These limits arc in turn established for toL1.1 

exposure to any individual, and also for d i f fe :~nt  radionuclide:~ and different exposure pathways'. 

In the U.S., the indiv~idual exposure limit set by the NRC for individud members of the 

general public is 2 nuemhour. Concentratjon limits for individual radionuc:lides are likewis8e 

established. both for air-concentration and for ground contamination. Limits set by the NRC for 

umrestticted use by the publlic arc shown in Tables 10 and 1 I.. Levels of contamination in excess 

orf these llimits render an area unfit for unrestricted public use and, by implication, trigger 

evacuatiom and decontamination of the area. 

1ADI.E 10: KRC Llmlu far Alr  and Water Conlsmlnrtba lor Select IRdlonucllda r -- - 

Air 
c'o#raolliw 

NRC limit. 
cum' 

(:ova I ye=) - 
3E-10 
3E-l l 
IE-9 
4E-9 
2E-I 
2E-8 
3E-9 
I E-1 
7E-9 
lE-lo 
I E-9 
IEJ 
2E-9 
4E-9 
JE-9 
3E-10 
6E- I4 
3E- 12 
2E-13 -- 

Air 
Ca~lreaoruoa 

NRC limit. 
cit d 

(wiled lo 1 hr) -- 
2.63E4 
2.63E-7 
1.76E-6 
3 JOE 4 
1.75E4 
1.75E4 
2.63E J 
1.76E-J 
6.13E-S 
1.76E-7 
8.76E6 
1.76E-S 
1.7SE -3 
33OE -3 
4.38E-J 
2.63E-6 
S26E-I0 
2.63E-7 
1.7SE-9 -- 

Ew 
Co1accoauDo 

NRC limit. 
Cilm' 

(row ro 3 Ir) -- 
1.76E-7 
1.76E-1 
2.928-6 
1.17E-5 
5.UE-5 
5.UE-5 
1.7684 
2.92E-5 
2.(YE-S 
2.92E-7 
L E E 6  
2.92E-5 
5.UE-6 
1.17E-5 
I .46E-5 
8.76E-7 
1.7JE-I0 
8.76E-9 
!544E-I0 

Air 
Coocc~ollioo 
mc limi5 

Cum' 
( ~ I k d  LO 4 hr) -- 

6i37E-7 
6M7E-1 
1!.19E-6 
11.766 
438E-J 
4131E-5 
t1J7E-6 
iM9E-5 
II 53E -3 
Z19E-7 
X19E-6 
X19E-5 
rI38E.6 
11.76E-6 
1l.lOE-3 
bJ7E-7 
1.31E-I0 
(557E-9 
4.31E-I0 -- 

*lLimiu shown for soluble forms, from 10CFR2O. Appendix B, Table I I (NRC, 

l!38 1). 

Uf am 
Co~c~covrtion 

N R C  limit 
CUm' 

(omr I year) -- 
?IE-6 
IIE-7 
?IE-5 
6E-S 
ll E 4  
IIE-5 
llE-5 
6E-5 
3E-5 
3E-7 
!BE-6 
!BE-5 
:zE-5 
3E-5 
:zE-5 
IE-5 
!SE-6 
2 E 4  
4E.6 -- 

In the event these limits are exceeded, emergency evacuation procedures are a statutorq, 

federal requirement in the U.S.. Decontarni~na~on to levels below these limits is likewise a 

statutory reqluirement before :rehabitation is legally permissible. Therefore, determination of the 

need for evacuation and dec:ontamination is reduced to determining whether these limits an: 

exceeded. 

In the went evacuation is indicated, an evacuation plan is necessary. 'The U.S. General 

Accounting (Office has concli~ded (1979) that such plans cannot work unless thlcy are not only in 

place, but actually practiced. 

In the event that decontmnination is indilcated prior to rehabitation, the main considerations 

are the time required to achieve the decomtamination, and the comspontling expense. A 

TAnLE 11: S R C  L l m ~ t r  for Ground Surfact Contrm~natlon 
i 

Meao Surfaw 
Cooumlnahon 

L m t  I C u n c ~ m l )  

1.35E-7 

2.70E 9 

- 

3D- 

Rad~ooucl~du 

n a l u d  U, 
-U. W. 
m d  uwx~rced 
dauy p d u c u  

V I o N M Y a  
-Rq  'OR4  
"m '=I%. 
u'Pa, l n ~ c .  

rlPu. 
lul. '=I 

Murr Surface 
Conurnoatloo L i m e d  

for r a  u c r  wt to 
exceed one nl' 

(dutnugrat~on~rmn) 

U'O'J 

100 



significant fraction of the expense is the "indir~ecr" effect of lost economic activity pending 

decontamination and rehabitiation. 

WASH-1400 gives method~ology for callculating decontarmnation costs, but this rcpnsents 

the most uncertain facet of dte document. In the iibsence of experience decontaminating an m a ,  

the costs are impossible to estimate accuratelly. A recent study by the U.S. General Accounting 

Office (1986) indicates that the cost of cleaning up ir "severe" reactor accident in a semi-rural 

area would range from 1- IS billion dollars U.S., and could reach 150 billion in extreme 

circumstances. It is safe to guess that a "severe"' accident in a densely-populated urban area- 

i.e., one that significantly e~tceetdt established lirnits--would take weeks to months to clean up 

and would cost tens of billions o,f dollars. 

In the U.S. the Price-Anderson act limits indlustry liability to a fraction of these costs. Who 

would pay the balance, and how. is simply mot discussed. In some cases it seems possible that 

decontamination of a sevencly contaminatedl urban area would be financially implausible, i.e., 

the cost of decontamination wo~uld exceed the amorbited real market value of the contaminated 

property. The practical alumaoive would be! abandonment of the contaminated area-an option 

that is Likewise not openly discussed. 

This is the area of greatest uncertaint.y ar~d most controversy. The official approach to 

probability analysis, as adopted by the NRC and promulgated in WASH-1400 for nuclear 

reactor accidents, is to fractiona~te accident siccnitrios into their sequential components, calculate 

the independent probabilities of these components, and then multiply the fractional probabilities 

together to obtain the probi~bility of the accident. With this approach probabilities on the order 

of 1 0 ~ - 1 0 ~  per reactor year ha'vc been calculated (i.e., 1/100,000- 111,000,000). This approach 

appem logical from a physical engineerin~g viewpoint, but herein lies its weakness as well. 

What it meglccts is first, the interdependence of a complex physical system: and second and 

relateld, the human1 factor. 

'With regard to ir~tcrdlependtnct, the probabilities of failure of specific component!; (e.g., a 

valve, a heat exclhang;er, etc.) are typically computed separately, as if they were independent 

events. Blut in fact thley i n  components of a system, and their probabilities of failure are not 

unrtli~ted. Failure: of a heat exchanger, for example, may alter the conditional probability of a 

valve failure, and under extreme circumstances even increase it to certainty (1.0). In this (case 

the probability of 'the enthe accident is much higher than the product of fractional probabilities. 

 with^ regard to the human factor, intervention by a human operator has the effect of 

slfengther~ing contditio~nal probability linkages of the kind discussed above. Human intervention 

allso (adds a highly variable unpredictable element to probability calculations--one that is 

invariably (and uievitably) omitted from engineering calculations. The two moist irnportant 

nuclear acxidents, TMII and Chemobyl, were both caused largely (TMI) or entirely (Chernobyl) 

. by unforeseeable human error. 

]For these reasons, accident probabilities computed from physical and engineering 

princilples are hig,hly suslxct. A much more reliable indicator is empirical, based omn actual 

accident history. The most recent probability figure for a severe nuclear power reactor acci~dent 

is 3 r 10' per reactor year of operation (3110,000). significantly higher than c;ilculated 

pr~ba~bilities. As the nuckar indusuy matures, this probability may decline (with better safety 

s~tand~ards:) or incrcase (with aging components). 

:Prob~abilities become: especially difficult to estimate in the absence of an accident history. 

An e:~am]ple is spent nucllear fuel transportation, which is still infrequent but projected to rise 

exponentially through the corning decades to a much higher plateau. There is little (choice but to 

attempt pobability ~s~tirnatcs for each individual case considered, in the knowledge that these 

will cenainly be wrong, perhaps by orders of rnagnirude. 



Probabilities beconic innpcssible to calculatc: in the case of military accidents, because the 

accident history is classified and so also is irifonnation on which the probability of component 

failure could be based. Unltu this information is made available to the public by the military. 

accident probability cannot be assessed, and lhence the risk to the public (probability x 

consequences) is incalculable. 



Commnt 
Number 

VOLLIAZE 7 CVN HOMEPORTINC; EIS - NASNI RESPONSE TO CO~IXIENTS 

Response 

Committee to Bridge the Gap 

0.17.1 It is the Department of Defense policy to neither confirm nor deny the presence 
of nuclear weapons at any site. For additional information on reactor accidents, 
please see response to comment 0.12.49. 

0.17.2 Please see response to comment 0.12.49. 

0.17.3 Please see response to comment 0.12.49. In addition, it is important to note that 
the Davis study included with the commentor's letter refers to the Nuclear 
n lteguiatory Commission and the standar& they have established for 

reactors. While not required, but consistent with past NNPP practice, the 

the Directorate of Licensing Division of the Atomic Energy Commission) and by 
the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards. Both reviews concluded that 
coisistefit with the military necessity of these ships, NIMITZ-class aircraft 
carrier reactors could be safely operated. Since the NRC and A C E  have the 
technical knowledge and had access to all relevant classified and unclassified 
information regarding Naval reactor designs, the Navy considers the 

radiologcal impacts from the proposed action. Differences between Naval 
reactor and commercial reactor design and operation are discussed in sections 
7.1 and 7.2 cf !he EIS. 

However, it is important to note several points regarding the Davis study. As 
stated in section 1V.A (Methodology) of the Davis study, the methodology used 
to evaluate consequences of a Naval reactor accident was taken from Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission document WASH-1400, otherwise known as the "The 
Rasmussen report." The Rasmussen report examined severe accident scenarios 
for a commercial nuclear power station. Many pieces of this report have been 
shown to be overly conservative. In addition, as described in responses such as 
0.12.49 and 0.12.80, there are many differences between the reactor plants in 
U.S. nuclear-powered warships and commercial power reactors. For example, 
since Naval reactors are built for combat they are able to withstand severe shock 
loads associated with a ship in battle. Naval reactors also are small, relatively 
low powered, simple to operate and maintain, and mobile. If the ship is moving 
sloily in confined waters or at the pier, there is little power required for 
propulsion - - leading to the reactors being operated at low power or, if at the pier, 
normally being shut down. 

Therefore, while commercial nuclear power plants and U.S. Naval reactors are 
cooled and moderated by light water, the aforementioned differences in design 



VOLUME 7 CWV HOMEPORTING EIS - hTASArl RESPONSE TO CO.~I.IIENTS 

Comment 
Number Response 

and operational requirements make comparisons of reactor operation, accidents, 
and accident consequences of no value. Given this, the consequences found in 
the Davis report are orders of magnitude higher than what would actually occur 
in the highly unlikely event such an accident occurred. This is supported by the 
actual Navy operating experience, wherein there has never been a reactor 
accident or any significant radiological effect on the environment in the 45 years 
since the first U.S. Naval reactor began operation, a record comprising over 5,000 
reactor years of operation. 

Specific comments addressed in your letter have been addressed in the 
responses included in this volume. No decisions will be made in regard to this 
EIS until at least 30 days after the Final EIS is published. Public comments can 
be provided to the Navy on the Final EIS during that review period 

Please see response to comment 0.17.3. 

Please see response to comment 0.17.3. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.49. 

Please see response to comment 0.12.49. 

The NRC and ACRS reviews had full, unrestricted access to classified 
information. These technical reviews focused on the detailed design and 
operation of the plants, and not on NEPA-&ted aspects. The result; of the 
NRC and ACRS reviews are included in the EIS to-support the conclusions 
reached in the NEPA analysis regarding the proposed action. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.49 and 0.17.3. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.49 and 0.17.3. 

Please see responses to comments 0.12.33 and 0.12.10. In addition, in section 
w 4 4 of the EIS it is stated that "Two nuclear-powered (TutSS 
THRESHER and USS SCORPION) sank during operations at sea in the 1960s. 
Neither was lost due to a reactor accident . . ." Thus, the commentor's assertion 
that these incidents were to a failure of a nuclear-related system is not 
correct. 

Responses to your specific comments addressed in your letter have been 
provided. No decisions will be made in regard to this EIS until at  least 30 days 
after the Final EIS is published. Public comments can be provided to the Navy 
on the Final EIS duping that review period. 



Coronado MainStreet Ltd. 
1224 Tenth Street, #I03 

Coronado, CA 92118 - 
(619) 437-0254 Fax: (619) 522-6577 

e-mail: main-s@pacbell.net 
ww.coronado.ca.iis - 

November 12,1998 

Mr. John Coon 
Southwest Division (Code O5AL.JC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
i ??n D,,;R,. U;~I..,.,,-,,, 
1 LLU r 4b111b A A l p l w  QJ 

San Diego, CA 921 32-5 190 

Dear Mr. Coon: 

Coronado MainStreet Ltd., a non-profit organization which is part of the National Trust * 

for Historic Preservation, was founded in 1988 by the City of Coronado with the mission 
to revitalize Coronado's downtown through preservation, beautification and restoration 
for the benefit of the entire community. 

We request that you respond to the City's request for consideration of the cumulative 
impacts on the community and quality of life for its residents of homeporting up to three 
nucleaf c a m m  at North Island. We. additionally request that you verify the statistical 
information-with the City of Coronado. 

Coronado is a residential community which has been severely impacted by having 
fieewayhridge t r a c  dumped onto residential streets. The majority of this traffic is 
North Island bound and the service on these streets is already at level F. 

We request that you take the City's comments for action and remediation. 

When the San Diego region talks about the economic benefit of homeporting caniers in 
San Diego, they do not realize that while the regon benefits, the City of Coronado gets 
the noise, traffic and air pollution and few of the benefits. In your report, it appears that 

Sincerely, b 

0.183 

Toni ~ a ~ l o u  

there is more consideration of mitigation for the eel =---- mass than there is for city residents. 

Executive Director 
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Comment 
Number 

Main Street Ltd. 

Resvonse 

0.18.1 Please see response to the City of Coronado's comments L.4.9 through L.4.14. 

0.18.2 The additional traffic that would be generated by the proposed action would 
increase the traffic volumes on the Coronado streets that provide access to the 
site. Currently, NASNI has the capacity to support two conventional aircraft 
carriers (CVs) and one nuclear carrier (CVN) for a total of three homeported 
carriers, while Alternatives One, Two, and Three would have three CVNs. The 
proposed action would not result in two additional aircraft carriers, but would 
provide the capacity to homeport two additional CVNs (for three total CVNs). 
AS the number of personnel on a CVN is slightly greater than that on a CV, the 
proposed action resulting in the capacity to homeport two additional CVNs 
would generate approximately - - 27 additional vehicle trips during the peak hours 
and 150 trips throughout an average day, as outlined in the EIS. The analysis 
indicates that a traffic increase of this magnitude would not be significant. Refer 
to the response to comments L.4.5 and L.4.12 for a more detailed discussion of 
the homeporting baseline at NASNI. 

Although specific traffic-related mitigation measures are not needed to mitigate 
less than sigruhcant impacts of the proposed action, the Navy does have an 
ongoing series of strategies designed to reduce the level of traffic generated by 
NASNI, such as a ferry system, carpool/vanpool programs, installation of 
bicycle racks, a guaranteed ride home program (for rideshare users with a mid- 
day emergency), and an educational program to promote these strategies. In 
addition, the Navy is considering a redesign of the Main Gate so that the 
entrance would align with Third Street and thereby provide a more direct 
connection into and out of the base. 

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

0.18.4 Responses have been provided to all comments in the City of Coronado's letters. 
Please see responses to comments to the City of Coronado's comments contained 
: 1 T) T 9 A 1 A 
lIl leKLeIS L.L, L.3, dllU L.Lt. 



Mr John Coon 
Southwest Division (Code 05 IQL. JlC) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Cornnnand 
1220 Paclfic l-hghway 
San Diego, CA 92 132-5 190 

Dear Mr. Coon; 

The undersigned are members o f  the Caronado Blue hbbon Committee on 
Traffic, and wish to submit the enclosed analysis u a response to the August 1998 Draft 
EIS regarding the Homeponirng off Three C W s  at NASNI. 

The purpose o f  the analysis is to call attention to, the following facts. 

I The 1993 Blaseli~ne used by the Navy in the EIS needs to be updated as i t  
greatly understates the cunerlt tralffic picture in  Coronado under a -. 

2 When updated, the cunmt pi,ctur~e under a two shows 
that there is a "sigruficant" inrpaa from the studpaint of traMc congestion and related 
noise as it exists todav. 

0 
b 3 The Analysis points out that the impala of a 3 CVN scenario will be far 
a greater than the 5 5  vehicle udditiconal peak hour lor~d set fonh in the DElS 

4 Mitigation is in order, and thie only feasible form o f  mitigation is the 
proposed tunnel from the Bridge toll plaza to INASiNI, which w u  overwhelmingly 
endorsed by the voters o f  Coronirdo in the 1 11 3/98 election. 

Initial studies indiicate that the lproposedl tunnel will provide sufficient 
mitigation from the stmdpoiint 08f traflic congestiomn, noise, and pollution to bring these 
elements o f  the EIS into cornpliamce with City,, State, surd Federal standards 

I t  is our exptsctat~ion that the Nlavy will join with the City of Coronado in 
seeking Federal funds to pay for the proposedl tunnel im mitigation for the horneponing of 
the CVNs at NASM. 

Sincerely, 
1 

1044 Olive Ave 3144 A Avenue 
Coronado, C A  92 1 18 Coronado, CA 92 1 18 

Triaflic conigestion i s  gerberallly regarded as the most pressing problem impacting the quality o f  life of 
Coronado residentrs Bridge: traffic to and from Coronado has more than doubled over the last 2 0  years w~th  
weekday volurnes lnow at 80,000 veihicles Traffic to NASNI constitutes over 55% o f  this weekday volume 
and, more importaintly, contributes to peak traffic volumes on Route 2 8 2  that reach capacity for 1 hour in 
the morning and 3 hours in the ;afternoon The Coronado Blue kbbon Cornmlttee on Traffic coricluded. 
after a year o f  studly, that a tunnel from the Bridge toll plaza to NASNI, was the only effective nneans to 
deal with  the traffiic congestion a- This condition exists when two. m~Lhc.  canlers are 
home ported a~t N A S M  The propo!ied tunnel should provide sufficient capacity to handle the tr,affic 
generated by the three CVNs 

Volume I,, Section 3 9 of the EIS deals with the impact of hture additional tratfic that would be 
generated by 3 CtWs being home ported at NASNl This section devotes just 9 pages to the traffic issue: 
and the report UKS data as far back as 1993 The conclusion o f  ths abbreviated analysis is that "None of'the 
home pon (Coronado) area roadwa,ys and intersections would be significantly impacted because the changes 
in traffic volumes and Levt:ls o f  Service are below the s~gnificant criteria thresholds " 

The DEIS arrives at this erroneous conclusion through the following analysls Prior to the 
decommi!ssionung o f  the U!SS Ranger in 1993, NASNI supported 3 CVs Therefore the only personr~el 
increment to that 1993 basmeline would be the crew size of a CVN relatwe to a CV The Navy p~uts th~s 
number at 10:2 personnel, iind calclulates the net traffic impact of the 3 CVNs to be +430 ADT, and an 
increase in peak hour traffic o f  just 55 vehicles Additionally, the Navy addresses the issue of "LIP to 13010" 
additional personriel required fior h e  six months Industrial Availability, by saying that reductions in force 
elsewhere at IVAS,M will offset this personnel increase No detailed delineation o f  this reductioin in force is 
given. 

Contrast this abbreviated analysis o f  the traffic impact on Coronado with the 38 page detailed st111dy 
done for Pearl Harbor- with a imore current date of October, 1997 Considerably more effort went into a 
traffic analysis o f  a facility the Navy has no Intention of using to homeport a CVN As the  stud!^ notes, no 
carriers h~ave beer1 home ported at 'Pearl Harbor since World War 11, and major changes to the i~nfrastn~c:ture 
would be! reqluired Furthennore, there is no air base in Hawaii to take the Carrier Ax Wing, and work LIPS 

would hawe to take place iin SOCAL, which takes 6 days to reach from Pearl Harbor I t  i s  clear tha~t a tlraffic 
analysis o f  homeporting 3 CVlNs ar NASNI comparable to that done for Pearl Harbor would show a 
slnnlficarlt im~pact, on the traffic congestion of Coronado, with a requirement for mitigation, and such an1 
analysis should be done. 

Pm updated analysiis would use a more current baseline (1997) instead o f  1993 This an,alysi~s caln be 
done by calcr~lating the numbc!r o f  "Carrier Days in Port" to determine the net change from the 19'37 
baseline whe~n 2 CVs were holme ported at NASNI, and ZOO5 when 3 CVNs will be home ported at NASNI 

IJsing the EIS andl othler sources, the "Days in Port" for the CVNs can be calculated as follows 

hlUNTI4S I N  MON TIIS AT S E N  
luBmxKI -m1 

DEPLOYMENT 6 
STAND1 DOWN I 
~NDUS'TRI~U AVA~LABILITY 6 
WORK UP CYCLE 6 4 
PRE-D13PLOYhAENT I 

'TOTAL EQUIVALENT hlONTtIS 1 - 1  
PERCENT IN PORT ( 14/24) 58 3Yo 



Calculation 58 3% olf 36'5 days = 2 13 average days in port per year X 3 carriers = 639 
canier days in port per year by year 20015 

By chechng the daily shipping activity log o f  the Port Officer, it was determined that in 1997 the 
Constellation was in port 150 days and the Kitty Hawk 2615 days (9 months o f  an 1 I month extensive 
overhaul occurred in 1997). for a to~tal olf 4 15 "Carrier Days inr Port" 

Thus i t  can be seen that by ZOO5 the roads o f  Coronadlo will be carrying an increment o f  traffic 
generated by an additional 224 "Carrier Days in Port", which Irepresents an increase of 54V0 in  carrier 
generated traffic. 

A calculation o f  the traffic generated by the c;rew o f  a carrier in port can be derived from the data 
worked up for the impact o f  a single C \ M  at Pearl Harbor. as set forth in the EIS That study puts the peak 
hour number of trips to the camer im the momhg at 11991, with a like number in the afternoon. 
Preliminary data developed by Katx. Okitsu & Assoc.iater (who are working on a traffic impact analysis o f  a 
free Bridge for SANDAG) indicates a CVN in port a~t NASNM generates 4,256 daily trips, with the peak 
hours volume. (which extends beyond one hour) in tlhe m,orni~ng and afternoon o f  1,702. 

The EIS enumerates only one intersection in Coronado at Level of Service "F". which is Orange 
and Founh That intersection has u capacity o f  2450 vehicles per hour ( As determined by Linscott, Law, 
and Greenspan, and verified by the: Coronado Blue Plibbon Clomrnittee on Traffic) That intersection is at, or 
close to. capacity for 3 hours each weekday afiernoon There is no way that additional vehicles can be 
accommodated in  the peak hours without extending those holun or, more likely, spreading the Navy 
commuter traffic onto other residential streets of Coronrdo. 'That this has already happened can be 
demonstrated by First Street. where t r i f i c  in the past 3 years has doubled during the afternoon peak hours. 

The EIS fails to note that many unsignalized intersections along the Rt. 282 commuter road to 
NASNI are also at LOS "Fa The L i ~ s c o t t  report on the Third Street Gate sets fonh these additional 
intersections at LOS "Fa during peak Irours. 

0 3rdkB. 3rd&C. 3rd&H, 4th&lH, 4th&C. 4tl&B, 4th&A, 4tMrPomona. 4th&Glorietta, 
; Alamedadr l st, and AJameda&3rd. 
\O There is no mention o f '  safety conmms along Rt. 282- particularly that segment south of 

Orange Avenue. Caltrans has expressed concerns &out an i~nordinate accident rate- a situation which will be 
exacerbated by the increased t r a c  generated by the third carrier. 

More extensive shipboard maintenance will be done on the home ported CVNs at NASNI than was 
done with the conventional carriers Up to 1300 outside contract personnel (including personnel from Puget 
Sound Naval Shipyard) will come to work during the ti month period o f  lndustrial Availability. With 3 
CVNs in the cycle. this will occu8r 270 days out o f  the year Again. a measurement of the i pact can be 

activity at 477 trips in each direction in the peak hours. 
It made by reference to the Pearl Harbor Traffic Study, which put the additional peak hour tr ffic load of this 

Finally, there arc other factors which will i~ncrerue t~:affic, but are difficult to quanti3. 
a) Additional truck t r~~f f ic  associated with the Industrial Availability activity not 
previously performed at NASNI. 
b) Additional home pon days resulting from N a y  p n s o ~ d  retention concirns. 
c) Additional "vif~iting ships" due to the increase in the number of deep water berths from 3 
to 5 
d) Cadre staff at the rnaintenance facility when no PIA is in process 

Paragraph 3 9 1 2 o f  the EIS states 
"The project's im~pacts to the groulnd transportation system would be considered s~gnificant i f  

one o f  the following impacts oclcur Additional traffic generated by the homeporting activities would result 
in an increase of  0 02 or greater in the volume/calpacity ratio of an intersection that is projected to operate at 
LOS E or F" This will clearly be the case at intersections already class~fied as LOS F along Route 282. For 
example, the intersection o f  Founh ,and Orange i!i currently at capacity (1 0) with 2,450 vehicles per hour. 
An increase o f  02. or just 49 vcchiclles, IS required to make the impact "significant" The additional carrier 
will add 1,199 trips and the Industrial Avadability w ~ l l  add 477 tnps for a total of 1676 peak trips resulting 

in a volume/c:apacity ratio of 1 08 Ekrn averayng the peak by usms the ~r~crernental calr1er-da)s-1r1-por1. 
the volumelcapac~ity ratlo would stdl be I 4 I 

Finally, the noise generated by traffic on Third and Founh Streets exceeds C~ty, State. and I.rdcr,ll 
standards under the existing two canier scenario The City o f  Coronado nolse Study conducted by Recon 111 

1998, found that Leq noisle measurements along Third and Fourth Streets exceeds 70db. and are wll ;~hott. 
the 1993 figures set fonh in the DElS These levels above 70db, exist today with two carriers Iiom(~porlted 
at NASNI, and exceed the threshold o f  "Clearly Unacceptable noise levels for residentral land use" as 
defined iin the City of Coronaclo General Plan 

flQmLmm 
'The homeporting of 2 or 3 C\'Ns at NASNI will have a (usmg the EIS detir~~tion ot'tht: 

word) impact on traffic conditions In Coronado A n  upduted and more thurough rrafic nnulptir, s ~ m h  to 
what was done for Pearl Harbor, ns warranted I f  the Navy finalizes the homeporting 01.2 or 3 CVNs al. 
NASM, then mitigation i~s in order, and that m~tigation should consist prirnardy o f  financ~al support for the 
proposed tunnel to NASM from the Bndge toll plaza Over the past 5 years alternative forms r)t'rr~ltrgat~or~ 
such as van poolls, bus and ferrry subsidies, at a cost of over $3,000,000 per year. have been trred w th  
minimall impact ((2-3% range) on Bridge traffic The tunnel will remove approxmately 509; ot'the mttekd;~v 
bridge traffic (in~cluding most trucks) from the streets of Coronado In additwn to relieving conpestlon, the 
tunnel will bring; noise and pollution figures into compl~ance with City. State, and Federal stan~darcls 



C A T  31 V 

Coronado Blue Ribbon Committee on Traffic 

0.19.1 The traffic impact analysis, which was based primarily on the peak hour levels rr 

of service at the critical study area intersections, used traffic counts that were 
taken August of 1996 to represent existing conditions. The August 1996 traffic 
counts that were used to represent the existing conditions scenario reflect traffic - 
conditions during the peak summer tourist/recreational season when there were 
two aircraft carriers in port. These data were current when the EIS traffic - 
analysis was initiated in 1997. Follow-up counts taken in the fall of 1998 resulted 
in traffic volumes that were lower than the August 1996 volumes. It was 
determined, therefore, that it would be appropriate to use the August 1996 data 
to represent the existing traffic conditions. This conclusion is consistent with the 
findings of the ~c tobe r  1998 draft report prepared by SANDAG titled "San 
Diego-Coronado Bridge Toll Removal Impact Study," which also used the 
~ u & s t  - 1996 data to represent existing conditions. With regard to the use of 
1995 traffic data to represent existing conditions, that was considered current for 
average daily traffic volume information when the EIS traffic analysis was 
initiated in 1997. The data shown in Table 3.9-1 has now been revised to 
represent the highest traffic 1996 and 1997 volumes cited for each roadway in the 
various source documents. 

0.19.2 The traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIS is based on the incremental 
increase in haffic that would occur as a result of the proposed action. Currently, 
NASNI has the capacity to support two conventional aircraft carriers (CVs) and 
one nuclear carrier (CVN) for a total of three homeported carriers, while 
Alternatives One, Two, and Three would have three CVNs. The proposed action 
would not result in two additional aircraft carriers, but would provide the 
capacity to homeport two CVNs as a replacement for two CVs. As the number 
of personnel on the CVNs is slightly greater than that on the CVs, the proposed 
action would generate approximately 27 additional vehicle trips during the peak 
hours and 150 trips throughout an average day, as outlined in the EIS. The 
analysis indicates that a traffic increase of this magnitude would not be 
significant. Refer to the response to comments L.4.5 and L.4.12 for a more 
detailed discussion of the homeporting baseline at NASNI. 

0.19.3 An average of 450 maintenance workers would be needed to support EMF 
maintenance activities for six month CVN PIAs at NASNI. Each CVN 

rC) 

homeported at NASNI wouid require two six-month PiAs every six years. I nus, 
if three CVNs were homeported at NASNI, six PIAs wouid be conducted every 
six years, ave rapg  one PIA per year. 

In addition to PIAs, CVNs must undergo drydocking PIAs (DPIA) once every six 
years. These maintenance availabilities would be done outside of the San Diego 
--a- ,, 1 ,..,., 1A I - - &  LA- .I-..-- A.,:-~&,.l.. 1 1  ---,l..e area, mlu w uulu la31 1u1 appLumulaicly A 1 1 1 1 ~ 1 1 ~  13. 



VOLUME 7 C'I'N HO,VEPORTING E I S  - NASNl RESPONSE TO C O M ~ ~ E N T S  - 
Number Response 

rC 

n- - nn A P  FTP / n n x T  qnnr-1 - - - -  I - - - ~ - J  LL- --LL:- : ---- - f  n N f i c  ...-- 1 ,A-c L - ~ - A  lne WIWL c m  ( u u l u  1rr3a) evaluareu r r w  r r d u l C  L I I L ~ C L  UI U L V ~ I -  W U L I L C ~ ~  ua3cu 

on a one PIA in one Vear concept. The EIS determined that there would be no 
impact because of overall decreases in base population at NASNI. For example, 
NASNI has already experienced a decrease of about 2,500 personnel since the 
BRAC EIS was prepared over 4 years ago (see Volume 3, Table 2-1). While the 
BRAC EIS analyzed a lesser frequency of PIAs (two every six years), it did 
anaivze what the impact of one PIA in one year would be, thus bounding the 
condition of this EIS where an average of one PIA each year would be 
conducted. Thus, the conc1usio.n of no impact stated the BRAC EIS is still valid 
for this EIS. 

Please also note that the 1995 BRAC EIS had several conservative aspects built 
into the analysis. (1) Tne 1995 BRAC EIS estimated the average DMF workforce 
at 750 personnel and assessed the impacts at this level. The Navy overestimated 
this workforce because there had been no actual experience in conducting a CVN 
PIA. Now that the Navy has conducted several PIAs, the average workforce 
number at NASNI has been lowered to 450 personnel. (2) The analysis in the 
4 T \ ~ P  nn A f i  m w m  
IYY, DKAc tls did not account for the fact that DMF workers average 2.5 
persons per vehicle. The 1995 BRAC EIS assessed these workers as all single 
vehicle operators. Therefore the 1995 BRAC EIS conservatively assessed the 

I- n x  r v  number or U M ~  workers and bounded the impacts o f  one PIA peryear in its 
analysis. 

It be out h a t  fie PIA is 2 activity for the C m s  
that would essentially replace for maintexfEice overhaul activities that are 
1 n -- n 7 7%- P \ 7  --;-bn- 3 - m n  3rG.r;Gor qra pr\rrA.qp+oA 
C L U l C l l L l Y  ~ C l l U l l l L C U  U11 U L C  L V 3. I 1 L C  L V A l L L I L I L L C l L Q l L C C  Q C U V  l L l F 3  =IF L U I L U U L L C U  

periodically by the Navy and contract personnel that must commute to NASNI 
during the maintenance periods. The amount of work for CVs and CVNs are 
c;-;l=r in c i 7 o -  thnratfim it ic  ,fit ovpected that CVN ?IA at NASNI 3Ll lUlUl  U L  3LL.L, U L L A L A V A L ,  A L  1.3 A L V L  L A  

would vary greatly from past CV maintenance activities at NASNI or result in 
traffic increases in Coronado. 

Please note that the total amount of work between the old overhaul system and 
the new PIA maintenance system has not appreciably changed. While a PIA is 6 
months in length, it is done once every 2 years. Under the old overhaul system it 
was not uncommon to perform multiple 3+ month SRAs during the same time 
period. The main advantage of the PIA system is that it affords the Navy a more 
even tempo of operations than the old overhaul system. Please also note that 
some recent NASM CV SRAs have been nearly a year in duration as noted 
elsewhere In the City's comments. Because the total amount of work has not 
appreciably changed between the old overhaul system and the new PIA system, 
the Navy does not consider further analysis on this issue necessary. 



Comment 
Number 

0.19.4 As the proposed action under the maximum development scenario is essentially 
~ h n  t n - 1 - ~ n m n n ~  n C  A n n  n w ; ~ G n n  e n m . , ~ . n t ; n n q l  3;v-r~-0  r ~ t t ; ~ t  (CV) With  YO 
L l  L C  I C ~ l C l L C l l  L C 1  L L  V l  V1 L C  LA13111 15 CV1 L V  C l  L L l V 1  L C 1 1  C l L L  L A  U L  L LUI I I L L  

nuclear carriers (CVNs), the incremental traffic impacts would not be significant 
and no traffic-related mitigation measures would be needed. The Navy does, 
however, have an ongoing series of strategies designed to reduce the level of 
&t- C C i r .  mn-n--&nrl 1-\,v hT A CAT1 ~ P L  u n l l l c  5 C l L C l P L F U  Vr IYnJIYI, JULIL as a ferry system, carpool/vanpool programs, 
installation of bicycle racks, a guaranteed ride home program (for rideshare 
users with a mid-day emergency), and an educational program to promote these 
strategies. In addition, the Navy is considering a redesign of the Main Gate so 
L L - L  LL- L 1 -1:- . A  n:d CL-.--L .-.-A &L-..-l... -..,...:A* 
LML ILK t f l l l ~ d l ~ t :  W U U ~ U  d l 1 5 1 1  w w  ~ u U  3 L l t T t : L  d l L U  L l l t = l t = u y  p l u ~ l u ~  2 more 
direct connection into and out of the base. 


