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9.0 PUBLIC REVIEW COMMENTS AND
RESPONSES

Chapter 9 of this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) presents the
comments and responses to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS and the
Upgraded Early Warning Radar (UEWR) Supplement to the NMD
Deployment Draft EIS made during their respective public comment periods.
Section 9.1 provides the public review comments and responses to the
NMD Deployment Draft EIS and Section 9.2 to the UEWR Supplement.

9.1 NMD DEPLOYMENT DRAFT EIS COMMENTS
AND RESPONSES

The National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment Draft Environmental
Impact Statement public review and comment period began on October
1, 1999 with publication of the Notice of Availability (NOA) in the
Federal Register. The initial public comment period ended on November
15, 1999; however, at the request from the public the comment period
was extended to January 19, 2000. Some comments were received
after the ending date but were included in the review comments.

Copies of the Draft EIS were made available for public review at several
locations within the region of influence of the proposed NMD program
listed below. In addition, a copy of the Draft EIS was made available for
public review on the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization’s NMD web
site.

Alaska

m Alaska Resource Library and Information Services, Anchorage
m Alaska State Library, Anchorage

m  Anderson School Library, Anderson

m Delta Junction Library, Delta Junction

m  Fairbanks North Star Borough Public Library, Fairbanks

m  University of Alaska, Alaska Consortium Library, Anchorage

m  University of Alaska, Fairbanks, ElImer E. Rasmuson Library,
Fairbanks

m  A. Holmes Johnson Memorial Library, Kodiak
North Dakota

m Cavalier County Library, Langdon
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m Cavalier Public Library, Cavalier

m  Grand Forks Library, Grand Forks

= North Dakota State University Libraries, Fargo

m  University of North Dakota, Grand Forks
The following methods were used to notify the public of upcoming public
hearing meetings:

= NOA announcement in the Federal Register

m Paid advertisements placed in local newspapers

m  Media releases to newspapers, radio, and television
Seven public hearings on the Draft EIS were held between October 26

and November 9, 1999. Table 9.1-1 lists the locations and dates of
these meetings.

Table 9.1-1: Public Hearing Locations, Dates, and Actual Times

Meeting Location Date Time Attendees
Langdon Activity Center, 516 10% October 26 6:00-8:00 p.m. 156
Avenue, Langdon, North Dakota

Civic Auditorium, 615 1% Avenue October 27 6:00-8:00 p.m. 39

North, Grand Forks, North Dakota

Carlson Community Activity November 1 6:00—9:00 p.m. 128
Center, 2010 2" Avenue,
Fairbanks, Alaska

Anderson School, 116 West 15t November 2 7:00—9:00 p.m. 61
Street, Anderson, Alaska
Delta High School, School Road, November 3 6:00-8:00 p.m. 200

Delta Junction, Alaska

West Coast International Inn, November 4 6:00-8:00 p.m. 71
3333 West International Airport
Road Anchorage, Alaska

Days Inn, 2000 Jefferson Davis November 9 6:00-8:00 p.m. 24
Highway, Arlington, Virginia

During the initial hour of each public hearing, an informal information
session was held to encourage the public to talk with project leaders and
view exhibits. During this time, the public was encouraged to sign in at
the registration desk, to complete a speaker’s card if they wanted to
make a statement at the public hearing, and to complete an address form
if they wanted to receive a copy of the Final EIS or its Executive
Summary. A log of public and agency attendees was maintained for
each hearing, although registration was not required. Fact sheets
summarizing the NMD program were made available to all attendees.
Copies of the comparison of alternatives environmental impact table

9-2
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were also made available to the public. Other handouts included a public
hearing brochure, which provided instructions on how to be heard and
how to get more information, written comment forms, and cards for
commentor registration and document requests.

Following the information hour, the public was invited to attend the
Public Hearing. The moderator began the formal presentation by
explaining the format of the meeting, which included:

m  Mr. Lewis Michaelson—Introduction

m  Colonel Larry Bramlitt—National Missile Defense Program
Office, described the NMD Program, proposed action and
alternatives, and decision to be made

m  Mr. David Hasley—U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense
Command, presented the findings of the Draft EIS

m  Public Comment Session
m  Mr. Michaelson—Closing Remarks

A transcript of the full text of each public hearing is included in section
9.1.3.

Public comments on the Draft EIS were received in several different
ways. Public hearing attendees were invited to make formal statements,
which were recorded by a court reporter at each meeting. A total of 87
individuals spoke at the public hearings, and their comments were
documented in seven recorded transcripts. A list of the individuals who
spoke at the public hearings, designated P-T-001 through P-T-087, and
copies of the transcripts are included in section 9.1.3.1.

Written comments on the Draft EIS were received in various formats
over the course of the public comment period. Initially, some prepared
information was submitted to the moderator by speakers during each
public hearing. In addition, written comment forms that were made
available during registration were either returned at the conclusion of the
public hearings or forwarded by mail. Finally, some individuals and
several Federal, state, and local agencies submitted letters of comment.
In these three forms, 110 written comments were received from
individuals representing themselves or private and public organizations.
A list of the individuals, including their organization or agency affiliation
where applicable, and copies of their transmittals are included in section
9.1.1. Written comments are designated P-W-001 through P-W-110.

In addition to transcript and written comments, the public was
encouraged to e-mail comments to a mailbox designated for receipt of
public comments: nmdeis@smdc.army.mil or through the Ballistic Missile
Defense Organization’s NMD web site. A total of 60 e-mails were
received during the public comment. A list of the individuals who sent e-
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mails and copies of the documents received are included in section
9.1.2.1. E-mail documents are designated P-E-O01 through P-E-060.

Every transcript, written letter/comment, and e-mail was reviewed as it
was received. Each document was assigned a unique number and then
was carefully reviewed to identify the environmental resource area and
specific topic of individual comments and issues that were presented.
Each of these identified issues was highlighted and numbered
sequentially. For example, if the tenth speaker presented in a transcript
document (P-T-010) provided comments on seven separate topics, those
comments were numbered P-T-010.1 through P-T-010.7.

The process of responding to comments required reaching a thorough
understanding of the issues being presented and then determining the
appropriate action to be taken. However, the majority of comments
received on the Draft EIS were declarative statements not requiring a
direct response, but which did need to be noted in the context of overall
public review. Most of the comments received were related to program
issues such as treaty, system cost, potential threat, and system
effectiveness. These general program-related comments are outside the
scope of this EIS and required no revision to the EIS and no direct
response, except to note the comments for the record (e.g., comment
noted). Other comments identified corrections or new information that
was directly included in the text of the Final EIS and noted below.

Some of comments posed questions about the methodologies, analyses,
and conclusions for various environmental resource impacts and
mitigations presented in the Draft EIS. For each of these comments, a
specific response was prepared—occasionally requiring the acquisition of
new data and the preparation of additional analyses. New information
and analysis supporting or changing the conclusions of the Draft EIS
were incorporated into the text of the Final EIS.

Section 9.1 of the Final EIS presents reproductions of all the original
documents that were received during the public hearing comment period
for the NMD Deployment Draft EIS and provides direct responses to
issues included in those documents. The organization of section 9.1
provides a separate comment/response section for each of the three
types of comment documents:

9.1.1 Written Comment Documents—Deployment EIS

9.1.11 Written Comments

9.1.1.2 Response to Written Comments
9.1.2 E-Mail Comment Documents—Deployment EIS

9.1.2.1 E-Mail Comments

9.1.2.2 Response to E-Mail Comments—

Deployment EIS

9-4 NMD Deployment Final EIS



Chapter 9—Public Review Comments and Responses

9.1.3 Transcript Comment Documents
9.1.3.1 Transcript Comments
9.1.3.2 Response to Transcript Comments

The first table in each section provides an index of the names and
assigned identification numbers of individuals who submitted comments
on the Draft EIS. To follow comments and responses for a specific
individual, find their commentor number (e.g., P-W-042, P-E-003, P-T-
021) in the appropriate document list; locate their document with
sequentially numbered comments; and, use the comment numbers to
identify corresponding responses in the response table.

All documents and comments that were received during the public
review period for the Draft EIS were treated equally regardless of the
form or commentor. Each comment was carefully documented,
thoroughly read and evaluated, and provided with a response. The
National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable
alternatives to the Proposed Action. In accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality guidelines, this EIS includes sufficient analysis to
inform the public and decisionmakers of potential environmental impacts
resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the
decisionmaking process.

9.1.1 WRITTEN COMMENT DOCUMENTS—NMD DEPLOYMENT DRAFT
EIS

Individuals who commented on the Draft EIS in written form are listed in
table 9.1.1-1 along with their respective commentor identification
number. This number can be used to find the written document that
was submitted and to locate the corresponding table on which responses
to each comment are provided.

9.1.1.1 Written Comments

Exhibit 9.1.1-1 presents reproductions of the written comment
documents that were received in response to the Draft EIS. Comment
documents are identified by commentor ID number, and each statement
or question that was categorized as addressing a separate environmental
issue is designated with a sequential comment number.

9.1.1.2 Response to Written Comments

Table 9.1.1-2 presents the responses to comments to the Draft EIS that
were received in written form. Responses to specific comments can be
found by locating the corresponding commentor ID number and
sequential comment number identifiers.
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Table 9.1.1-1: Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Documents)

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number
Barbara J. Warner P-W-001
Larry Petri P-W-002
N/A P-W-003
Duane Otto P-W-004
— Cavalier Rural Electric Cooperative
Senator Kent Conrad P-W-005
Representative Earl Pomeroy P-W-006
Representative Robert Nowatzki P-W-007
Senator Kent Conrad P-W-008
Kathryn Becker P-W-009
Hal Gershman P-W-010
Andy Warwick P-W-011
Rick Solie P-W-012
Carolyn Gray P-W-013
Gary Hutchinson P-W-014
David Williams P-w-015
Wally Powers P-W-016
— North Star Borough Economic Development Commission
Don Gray P-W-017
Bonnie Williams P-w-018
— North Star Borough Assembly
Seth Yerrington P-W-019
Brad White P-W-020
Jeff Cook P-w-021
Richard Napoleone P-W-022
— Mayor of Anderson
Scott Miller P-W-023
Alfred Preston P-W-024
Donna Gardino P-W-025
Diana Farrar P-W-026
Rick Johnson P-W-027
— Delta Junction City Council
Julie Welch P-W-028
Russell Bowdre P-W-029
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Table 9.1.1-1: Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Documents)

(Continued)
Commentor and Affiliation ID Number
D. Darla P-W-030
P.R. Miller P-W-031
Soren Wuerth P-W-032
Senator Loren Leman P-W-033
N/A P-W-034
Senator Tim Kelly P-W-035
Fred Wood P-W-036
Richard Judge P-W-037
Roy Gilbertson P-W-038
— Mayor Delta Junction
Dennis Schlotfeldt P-W-039
— Denali Transportation, Inc.
Sid Childens P-W-040
Daniel H. Dinwoodie P-W-041
John Lyle P-W-042
Sue Walker P-W-043
Gilbert Mcintyre P-W-044
Ross Coen P-W-045
Michael N. Friborg P-W-046
David Loer P-W-047
— Minnkota Power Cooperative, Inc.
Donna J. Gardino P-W-048
Dan Beck - Delta/Greely Schools P-W-049
Robert L. Bright P-W-050
— Community and Economic Development City of Valdez, Alaska
James Manitakos Jr. P-W-051
— SRI International
Paul Knopp P-W-052
— Deltana Community Corporation
Duane L. Otto P-W-053
— Cavalier Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Senator Robin Taylor P-W-054
Senator Loren Leman P-W-055
Karen Button P-W-056
Robert H. Tilly, P.E. P-W-057
NMD Deployment Final EIS 9-7
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Table 9.1.1-1: Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Documents)

(Continued)

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number

Francis J. Schwindt P-W-058
— North Dakota Department of Health, Environmental Health Section

Scott Vaughn P-W-059

Jeffery J. Creamer P-W-060

George H. Dufman P-W-061
— Town of Sandwich

Michael Jones P-W-062

Janmarie Amend P-W-063

Kirk Hage P-W-064

Dale H. Young, Jr. P-W-065
— Tok Chamber of Commerce

Judith Schlebecker P-W-066

Bruce K. Gagnon P-W-067
— Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space

Jeanne L. Hanson P-W-068
— National Marine Fisheries Service

Physicians for Social Responsibility P-W-069

Ryan Schuetze P-W-070

Diana Farrar P-w-071

Bill Sheffield P-W-072
— Alaska Railroad Corporation

Mike Milligan P-W-073

Governor Tony Knowles P-W-074
—State of Alaska

Arjun Makhijani P-W-075
— Institute for Energy and Environmental Research

Christopher Paine, David Adelman P-W-076
— Natural Resources Defense Council

Gabriel Scott P-W-077
— Cascadia Wildlands Project

Charley Walton P-W-078

Pete Hallgren P-W-079
— City of Delta Junction

Anne Hanley P-W-080

Ron Rafson P-w-081
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Table 9.1.1-1: Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Documents)

(Continued)
Commentor and Affiliation ID Number
Richard H. Loring, Sandra Lee Tompkins, Kathleen Nickerson Hardy P-W-082
— Town of Sandwich, Board of Health
Dan O’Neill P-W-083
— Fairbanks Daily News-Miner
Peter Schlesinger P-W-084
Richard and Sharon Judge P-W-085

— Selectman, Town of Sandwich
— Cape Cod Coalition To Decommission PAVE PAWS

Tape P-W-086
Miriam Paguin P-W-087
Richard Heacock P-W-088
— Alaska IMPACT
Alice Slater P-W-089
— Global Resource Action Center for the Environment
Kerynn Fisher P-W-090
Celia Hunter P-W-091
Sean McGuire P-W-092
Clinton Li... (unreadable) P-W-093
Kevin Maxwell P-W-094
Bill Fuller P-W-095
Sally Andersen P-W-096
Leila Ryterski P-W-097
Amy Marsh P-W-098
Paul Greli P-W-099
Laurel Drews P-W-100
Nancy Fresco P-w-101
Gerry Wood P-W-102
Stu Pecler P-W-103
Larry Landry P-W-104
Bob Dubois P-W-105
Cynthia Cody P-W-106
— U.S. EPA
William R. Taylor P-W-107
— U.S. Department of the Interior
William Theuer P-W-108
Richard Hugus P-W-109
Anthony Verderese P-W-110
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COMMENT COMMENT
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P-W-002 P-W-003
P-W-002 P-W-003
Comment Sheet Comment Sheet
for the for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is ta
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feef should be clarified EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999. the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999,
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Commentor:
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PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
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U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
| PO Box 1500

Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

| City. State:
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-004 P-W-005
coPY
— P-w-004
P-W-005
CAVALIER RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC. Comment Sheet
for the
National Missile Defense (NMD)} Deployment
October 26, 1999 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command in the Final EIS for NMD depioyment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
P O Box 1500 the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999,
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
Re: National Missile Defense Deployment pate: ) - Mo -FF
Cavalier Rural Electric Cooperartive, Inc. (CREC) has provided reliable 1

electric service to the thirty Minuteman III missile launch sites and one
launch control center since their original installatioan in 1964 thru the
present time when the sites are beginning to be "imploded".

CREC thru Minakota Power Cooperative, Inc. our wholesale electric supplier
has provided electric service to the ABM-MSR site at Yekoma, ND from the time
it was under coastruction im 1970 until it was scheduled for dis-mantling in
1976 and we coatinue to provide three phase service to the MSR Site following
removal of thesubstation at the 115 KV line that terminates at the MSR Site.
We have also provided three phase service to the RSL-1 at Hampden and RSL-2
at Dresden during construction and during operations up to the time the sites
were discoanected.

The 115 KV line remains intact to the MSR site at Nekoma.

The RSL Site: one is less than one mile from the existing 115 XV line that
goes from Devils Lake to Langdon.

This 115 KV line from Langdon to Devils Lake has weathered many storms and
since it is basically located in a northeast to southwest direction it has
withstood adverse weather very reliably. This line should provide a very reliab
source of bulk power to the MSR site and RSL 1.

CR¥C is ready and available to provide reliahle electric service to the ¥SR,
RSL 1 and RSL 2 as is necessaty for consternction and operatisn of these sites
with minimal additional investment.

Yours truly

Cavali, Rural Electric Coop., Tac

uane L. Otto, Manager

“One of the Minnkota Power Systems -- We Put Value on the Line”

| Please place form in the drop Commentor:
i box or mail ta:

Name: J’(él\)’¥ COM!‘A_)
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson .

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
i PO Box 1500 -
| Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 City, State:

| Zip Code: ‘
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COMMENT

COMMENT
v v e aiiwv NUMBER NUMBER
Senator Kent Conrad Pase
discussions with Moscow regarding a second site will be left to a later date.
. . .. As 1 recently told the President and bis national security advisor, Sandy Berger, a single 2
Statement in Support of National Missile Defense site in Alaska is simply not adequate to meet our nation’s NMD needs. We need sites in
both Alaska and North Dakota. We should be talking with the Russians at the ouiset
October 26, 1999 about the changes to the treaty necessary for two sites.
Based on briefings | have received, it is reasonable to expect that the ICBM threat will
BMDO Field Hearing evolve during the coming decade and render e single site in Alaska incapable of providing
Langdon’ North Dakota reliable defensive coverage for all 50 states. In the event of a rogue state anack_ on our
country involving more than a half-dozen warheads, or use of moderately sophisticated
warhead technology, I am informed that the United States could be adequately defended
only with sites in both Alaska and North Dakota.
I regret that the Senate’s schedule does not permit me to attend this evening’s hearing in .
persgc::, and have asked my staff to read thisp:tatement expressing my strongg suppongfor As [ discussed with Gcr'l.'Kadish'today, a single site in Algsk)_! also could not pro_:nde the
deployment of National Missile Defense (NMD) in North Dakota. Shot_)t-look-sh.oot capability provided by a North Dakota site in the cvent ofa strike
against Washington, D.C. from the Middle East. Unfortunately, this is a growing danger.
Earlier today in Washington I met with the Director of the Ballistic Missile Defense The National Intelligence Estimate released by the CIA on September 9 indicated that it is
Organization (BMDQ), Lt. Gen. Ron Kadish, to communicate again my belief that we entirely possible that l'ran or Iraq could have ICBMs capable of hitting the Um!ed States
need to be prepared before we are surprised by the "rogue state” ICBM threat, such as by the end of the coming decade. To protect our country ~ from the Aleutirns to the
from North Korean, Iran, and Iraq. I have been pleased to organize visits to Washington Florida Keys — we nced two sites at the outset.
by North Dakota community leaders in recent weeks, and would like to thank each of you . o . ! )
here this evening for taking the time to inform the BMDO represcntatives of your support A sgcond site also greatly enhances system ;urvwabxhty. With only one NMD site, our
for NMD. Community support is an important part of the equation. nation cou@ be rendered defenseless by a §mgle attack or .natural disaster t'hat destroys
our NMD site. A sccond site provides a vital back-up. [t is also worth noting that a
North Dakota also brings other vital assets to the table. We are the only treaty-compliant 1 North Dakota installation — situated in a geologically stable region here at the center of

deployment site under the ABM Treaty. Here in northeastern North Dakota, we have
cxisting infrastructure and active Air Force installations that can help support an NMD
system. North Dakota also offers excellent over-the-pole protection against missile
attack, which is why our state hosted the Safeguard ABM system in the 1970s. North
Dakota has experience with missile defense, and would welcome NMD depioyment.
Finally, the draft Environmental Impact Statement has found no major concerns with
deploying NMD in the Flickertail State.

Despite these assets, North Dakota faces an uphill fight on NMD. The ABM Treaty is

under fire. And, because a North Dakota site cennot reliably defend the western ends of
the Aleutian and Hawailan Island chains against an attack from nearby North Korea, the
Administration has proposed a single site in Alaska. The State Department has said that

the continent — would be less vulnerable to attack or carthquakes damage than one in
Alaska.

Furthermore, deploying at two sites would provide valuable economies of scale and
growth potential.

For these three reasons — defensive coverage, survivability, and economies of scale — 1
believe it would be in our nation’s interest to pursue an initial NMD deployment at two
sites: North Dakota and Alaska.

At the very least, ABM Treaty negotiations ought to be delayed until the advantages of
two sites have been carefully studied in accordance with my amendment to the fiscal year
2000 Defense authorization bill. This amendment was recently signed into law.

Exhibit 9.1.1-1: Reproductions of Written Comment Documents (Continued)
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1 have also told the President that the Administration’s apparent course of pursuing ABM
Treaty amendments in stages will only make the negotiation process more hazardous.
Two rounds of ABM Treaty negotiations would provide the Russians additional
opportunities to extract concessions on other arms control fronts.

Finally, making a second site contingent upon completion of a second round of
negotiations with the Russians is ill-advised in light of the three to five years of lead time
needed for military construction and system deployment before an NMD site can be fully
operational. Even a few years delay before or during negotiations regarding a second site,
when added to system construction lead-time, could leave our country without the two-
site capability it nceds when a more advanced threat materializes in coming decade. The
time to begin diplomatic work on a two-site deployment is now.

Deploying NMD in Alaska may well be necessary to counter the emerging North Korean
missile threat to that state. However, having studied this issue in depth throughout my
carecr in the Senate, it is my conviction that a single site in Alaska is simply not adequate
to defend our country against the full range of threats it likely will face in the coming
decade. We need sites in both North Dakota and Alaska at the outset.

1 would again like to thank ali those in attendance for being here tonight, and BMDO
personnel for visiting our state again. I will continue to fight for NMD for North Dakota
and the nation in the Senate, and would urge community members to contact me with
their comments and suggestions on this important matter.

Again, thank you for allowing me to share with you my support for NMD.

COMMENT
NUMBER Cl‘lctjl\:\lllwéiNRT
P-W-006

P-W-006

Comment Sheet
for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this public hearing. Qur purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final £IS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999,

Date: /b ’:1@ "’)0/

\\/1,/ g Of’f/t/)/“ //'l PV\&/\T

Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

. Commentor:
0
wName:\‘i«N;{’) o Y e Yo

! SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
PO Box 1500

- Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 i City, State:

Street Address:

‘ Zip Code: J
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As you further evaluate where to deploy a pational missile defense system, the question
of coverage must be considered. A single-site NMD system deployed in North Dakota provides
coverage of all 50 states against a North Korean missile attack, with the exception of the western
wost uninhabited islands of Hawaii and the far western reaches of Aleutian Islands of Alaska.
Tmportantly, a North Dakota site provides enhanced “shoot-look-shoot” capability for the entire
continental United States with the possible exception of the Pacific Northwest — meaning that
we could fire an interceptor, see if it hit the target, and then fire another interceptor if necessary.
Alaska, on the other hand, provides “shoot-lock-shoot” capability only against U.S. territory
west of the Mississippi River, leaving salvo coverage of the densely populated eastern United
States. In sum, if only one site is chosen, the level of coverage favors North Dakota. In the
alternative, a two-site architecture of North Dakota and Alaska would provide far better coverage
than either site alone.

In summary, ] want to thank you again for taking the time to come to North Dakota.

Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson i
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
PQ Box 1500

! Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

L ‘

Street Address; i
i

City, State: e ‘

Zip Code:
i
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COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
RS ] YR Ve.ssd
B e o P-W-007
TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE EARL POMEROY P-W-007
BEFORE THE
BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION Comment Sheet
LANGDON, NORTH DAKOTA for the
OCTOBER 26,1999 National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment

Colonel Bramlitt and distinguished officials from the Ballistic Missile Defense Draft Environmental Impact Statement (E1S]
Organization, welcome to North Dakota. We appreciate your being here today to hear our ™ . ! ] ] o
testimony on the draft environmental impact statement 'mprepa.ration for the deploymem ofa ! ank you for attendl.ng this public hearv.ng. Our purposg for hosting this meeting is Fo

N N R p N give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
national n‘pssde defense MID) system. You have anmcredlbly important task and we thank EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on.any issues that you feel should be clarified
you for this opportunity to participate in the process. in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1998.

Before I discuss the environmental impacts of NMD deployment in North Dakota, I
would like to say a word about the level of support in this community for the United States )
military. Northeastern North Dakota has a proud history of hosting missions that are essential to Date: 15/ os, /5>
our pation’s security. From the air refueling wing and the former Minuteman mission at Grand
Forks Air Force base, to the Cavalier Air Station, to the ABM site at Nekoma, northeastern North
Dakota has always welcomed the military with open arms. We are here this evening to say that A/ S 3Q m 1
we want to be your host for a national missile defense system. z

s By Y% AT A S /@ég

With respect to the environmental analysis, the draft environmental impact statement 1
rightly concludes that there are no significant hurdles to overcome with respect to deployment in 7;2: PhodV— Lepao /%* - (W Za s
North Dakota. As the report states, NMD deployment in North Dakota would have no impact on ~
threatened or endangered species. Likewise, once construction of the NMD system is complete, <§g¢; M ol a ﬁi— PG gﬂ/«’%
there should be little s0il erosion from operation of the site. Regarding health and safety, the O
report notes that, in the unlikely event of a mishap, the danger to health and safety is greater in
North Dakota than Alaska because the North Dakota site, although sparsely populated, is more
densely populated than Alaska. It should be noted, however, that the absolute threat to health
and safety of NMD deployment in North Dakota is extremely low.

2
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NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-008
P-W-008
Senator Kent Conrad
Comment Sheet
for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment Statement in Support of National Missile Defense
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to October 27, 1999
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified 3 .
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in BMDO Field Hearing
the Final EIS, your cf}mments must be post-marked by November 15, 1898. Grand FOl'kS, North Dakota
Date:;‘LO - ,27 - C; ?
{! I regret that the Senate’s schedule does not permit me to attend this evening’s hearing in
Q/LMML Con m,vf_ez person, and have asked my staff to read this statement expressing my strong support for
deployment of National Missile Defense (NMD) in North Dakota.
Yesterday in Washington the North Dakota Congressional delegation and community
leaders from Grand Forks met with the Director of the Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization (BMDO), Lt. Gen. Ron Kadish, and the former BMDO Director, Gen.
Lester L. Lyles, now Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force. During this meeting, I
communicated again my belief that we need to be prepared before we are surprised by the
"rogue state" ICBM threat, such as from North Korea, Iran, and Iraq.
I have been pleased 1o organize visits to Washington by several groups of North Dakota
community leaders in recent weeks, and would like to thank each of you here this evening
for taking the time to inform the BMDO representatives of your support for NMD.
Community support is an important part of the equation.
North Dakota also brings other vital assets to the table. We are the only treaty-compliant 1

" Please place form in the drop Commentor:

i box or mail to: ] |
‘ Name:é&y\ M Q@’N«} ‘

| SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Juiia Hudson
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
PO Box 1500

| Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Street Address: ‘

City, State:

l Zip Code: ‘
I

deployment site under the ABM Treaty., Here in northeastern North Dakota, we have
existing infrastructure and active Air Force installations, including Grand Forks AFB, that
can help support an NMD system. North Dakota also offers excellent over-the-pole
protection against missile attack, which is why our state hosted the Safeguard ABM
system in the 1970s. North Dakota has experience with missile defense, and would
welcome NMD deployment. Finally, the draft Environmental Impact Statement has
found no major concerns with deploying NMD in North Dakota.

OCT 27 99 es:17? PARGE. 82
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Despite these assets, North Dakota faces an uphill fight on NMD. The ABM Treaty is
under fire. And, becanse a North Dakota site cannot reliably defend the western ends of
the Aleutian and Hawaiian [sland chains against an attack from nearby North Korea, the
Administration has proposed a single site in Alaska. The State Department has also said
that negotiations with Moscow regarding a second site will be left to a later date.

As I recently told the President and his national security advisor, Sandy Berger, a single
site in Alaska is simply not adequate to meet our nation’s NMD needs. We need sites in
both Alaska and North Dakota. We should be talking with the Russians at the cutset
about the changes to the treaty necessary for two sites.

Based on briefings I have received, it is reasonable to expect that the ICBM threat will
evolve sufficiently during the coming decade to render a single site in Alaska incapable of
providing reliable defensive coverage for all 50 states. In the event of a rogue state attack
on our country involving more than a half-dozen warheads, or use of moderately
sophisticated warhead technology, [ am informed that the United States could be
adequately defended only with sites in both Alaska and North Dakota.

As I discussed with Gen. Kadish, a single site in Alaska also could not provide the shoot-
look-shoot capability provided by a North Dakota site in the event of a strike against
Washington, D.C. from the Middle East. Unfortunately, this is a growing danger. The
National Intelligence Estimate released by the CIA on September 9 indicated that it is
entirely possible that Iran or Iraq could have ICBMs capable of hitting the United States
by the erd of the coming decade. To protect our country — from the Aleutians to the
Florida Keys — we need two sites at the outset.

A second site also greatly enhances system survivability. With only one NMD site, our
nation could be rendered defenseless by a single attack or natural disaster that destroys
our NMD site. A second site provides a militarily vital back-up. It is also worth noting
that a North Dakota installation — situated in a geologically stable region here at the
center of the continent — would be less vulnerable to attack or earthquake damage than
one in Alaska.

Furthermore, deploying at two sites would provide valuable economies of scale and
growth potential.

For thesg three reasons — defensive coverage, survivability, and economies of scale — 1
believe it would be in our nation’s interest to pursue an initial NMD deployment at two
sites: North Dakota and Alaska.

OCT 27 'S9 88:17
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Page3

At the very least, ABM Treaty negotiations ought to be delayed until the advantages of
two sites have been carefully studied in accordance with my amendment to the fiscal year
2000 Defense authorization bill. This amendment was recently signed into law.

I have also told the President that the Administration’s apparent course of pursuing ABM
Treaty amendments in two stages will only make the negotiation process more hazardous.
Two rounds of ABM Treaty negotiations would provide the Russians additional
opportunities to extract concessions on other arms control fronts.

Finally, making a second site contingent upon completion of a second round of
negotiations with the Russians is ill-advised in light of the three to five years of lead time
needed for military construction and system deployment before an NMD site can be fully
operational. Even a few years delay before or during negotiations regarding a second site,
when added to system construction lead-time, could leave our country without the two-
site capability it needs when a more advanced threat materializes in coming decade. The
time to begin diplomatic work on a two-site deployment is now.

Deploying NMD in Alaska may well be necessary to counter the emerging North Korean
missile threat to that state. However, having studied this issue in depth throughout my
career in the Senate, it is my conviction that a single site in Alaska is simply not adequate
to defend our country against the full range of threats it likely will face in the coming
decade. We need sites in both North Dakota and Alaska at the outset.

1 would again like to thank all those in attendance for being here tonight, and BMDO
personnel for visiting our state again. I will continue to fight for NMD for North Dakota
and the nation in the Senate, and would urge community members to contact me with
their comments and suggestions on this important matter.

Again, thank you for allowing me to share with you my support for NMD.

OCT 27 99 @8:18
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P-W-009
Comment Sheet
for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be claritied
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1899.
Date: Q"/';—/ X?/? Cf”}j
PRIVACY ADVISORY
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consider two sites for deployment of the National Missile Defense System. [t appears to me after

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-010
P-W-010
Harold A. “Hal” Gershman
Comment Sheet
for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft o
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified October 27, 1999
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
Date: 5)7 0/ f ?.//f Ballistic Missile Defense Organization
['am a Grand Forks businessperson and would like to thank you for taking the time to
come to Grand Forks, North Dakota for the EIS Hearing.
Being that Grand Forks, North Dakota is home to the Grand Forks Air Force Base. and 1
was the base for a Minuteman Missile Wing, I believe that the environmental impacts of a
missile defense system would be negligible. We have already supported missiles in our
N environment and continue to support the Grand Forks Air Force Base.
ﬁ //Z/ __p I would like to take this opportunity, however, to encourage the BMDO to strongly
— i i
2 / /7 ﬁ

Commentor:
A %Q/VS
Nameside \V\W\‘;\’\
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

City, State:

Zip Code:

my trip to and briefing in Washington, D.C. (October 25-26) that Alaska alone will not offer the
"shoot, look, shoot" protection for the east coast that a North Dakota site would offer. 1
understand that the Grand Forks, North Dakota site would not completely cover the entire 50
states since the outer Aleutian Islands in Alaska and the most westerly uninhabited islands of
Hawaii are not covered. Therefore, two siles not only give us "shoot, look, shoot” capability on
both coasts but also gives us complete coverage of all 50 states.

The United States administration is now negotiating to change the ABM Treaty to
accommodate one site and will negotiate a second site at a later date: this according to Steve
Andreson of the National Security Council. I believe this is a mistake. As you know the
Russians have no appetite to change the treaty at this point. My sense is that if that if they do
agree to a change that they will have absolutely no appetite to renegotiate at a later datc for a
second site for missile defense. Therefore, I encourage your offices to encourage the
administration to change focus and negotiate two sites concurrently; Alaska and Grand Forks.
North Dakota.

A one-site missile defense system has a cost figure of $10.5 billion. To add a second
system would probably cost an additional $2-2.5 billion since the bulk of the radar would already
be established under the first defense system. For that reason it seems to me that the additional
costs warrant having two sites f{or better coverage against a missile attack by a rogue nation such

as North Korea from the west or Libya. Iran, or Iraq from the east.
PRESIDENT
HAPPY HARRY'S BOTTLE SHOPS, INC.
ROADKING INNS, INC.
GERSHMAN REAL ESTATE, INC.
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Page 2

,I want to congratulate your office for a successful intercept o October 2 and wish you
luck with the forthcoming tests.
Sincerely,

S SRoa

Hal Gershman

P-W-011

I'm Andy Warwick. I'm a 56 year resident of Fairbanks. 1served in
the Legislature for four years, Commissioner of the Dept. of
Administration for two years, and nine years on the local school
board. I'm a practicing CPA, and 'm also Chairman of the Board of
Directors of the water and sewer utility serving Fairbanks.

My guess is most of the people you will hear tonight will be in support
of this project. The truth is, the land in Alaska is controlled mostly by
government. As a consequence, there is very little opportunity for
private development. So when a project such as this comes along,
we usually stumble over each other in support of it. We've made
economic commitments to Fairbanks because Fairbanks is a good
place to raise a family, and we like the lifestyle.

Fairbanks and the military have always gotten along well together.
This is probably a product of 1) our financial dependence on the
military, and 2) the fact that many of the military personnel who retire
remain in Fairbanks. We have build modern schools on Ft.
Wainwright and Eielson. There are numerous liaison committees
functioning between Fairbanks and the military. We've used their ski
hill for our alpine ski races, their runway for drag races and naturally
many of us enjoy playing golf on the excellent Chena Bend Golf
Course on Wainwright.

So if one of the criteria for this project to be built in the interior of
Alaska is for the civilian and military communities to be compatible,
we pass that test, for the miiitary and civilian communities are very
much intertwined.

Thank you,

Andy Warwick

P-W-011
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-012
P-W-012
Comment Sheet
for the rernoa cnaing ARSI 1] a1
/o ' 7/ Patient Days ADC )
National M/ss//e Defense (NMD) Deployment L . ¥TD NoJBeds % Gapacily FPES Mewampc ]
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) fospiTre
Icu 232 2415 7.48 7.94 13 57.57% _
Nursery 300 2982 9.68 9.81 16 60.48% ///
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to Peds 109 1376 352 4.53 12 29.30% /?/ 7 Solre
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft 3Sdical o igg gggg 1;3; 12‘25 ;g ggggz"
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified 2SMH 241 2377 777 782 9 86188"/:
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in Surgical 3W 475 4946 15.32 16.27 28 54.72%
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
Total 2065 22250 66.61 73.19 135 54.22%

pate:_/J/ NOV 99

I

-

N
I

Please place form in the drop Commentor:
box or mail to:

Name: ?/C/C SOC/E
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 36807-3801 City, State:

Zip Code:

Note: 11 Mental Health beds to be added, November 1999

Actual Available
Surgery minutes - 1998* 552638 651168 84.87%
* Note: we have 16% excess surgical capacity with six surgery suites. However, we have
an application in to the State to add one more surgery suite, which will increase excess
surgical capacity 10 23%.
ER registrations - 1998 23961 36500 65.65%
* Note: The 36500 capacity is based on an average of 100 ER patients per day. However

This could be more or less, and depends largely on the staffing in the ER, especially
number of ER docs available.
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-013 P-W-014
P-W-013 P-W-014
Comment Sheet Comment Sheet
for the for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (E/S)
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in in the Final EIS for NMD depioyment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1939. the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
Date: W/ / 7@ M ‘Mlgl"é Date: (\(\lcﬁ
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Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

SMDC-EN-V, Ms, Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
PO Box 1500

Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
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Street Address:

City, State:
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U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Street Address:

City, State:

Zip Code:
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P-W-015 P-W-016
P-W-015 P-W-016
Comment Sheet Comment Sheet
for the for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1899. the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
Date: //"‘/ ’\7? Date: //’/’ 7;)
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U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

City, State:

Zip Code:
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Good Evening Gentlemen and Welcome to Fairbanks. Economic development will slow for the entire length of the economic
1 am Wally Powers, Economic Development Director for the Fairbanks food chain,
North Star Borough’s Economic Development Commission.
I would like to address the socioeconomic impacts of the possible location However, a decision to proceed with the Proposed Action and
of the National Missile Defense System in Alaska emphasizing the impact deployment of the Missile Defense system in Alaska will offer numerous
on economic development opportunities. I wish to also address the economic development opportunities throughout the state.
opportunity cost of a “No Action Alternative” or not locating the defense
system in Alaska. You have already heard from many speakers regarding The University of Alaska, Fairbanks has been a space grant university since 2

the ability and willingness of Alaska to support the project if it is approved.

If'a “No Action Alternative” or Alaska is not selected there will be an

opportunity cost in terms of economic development.

Iam not‘promoting one location in Alaska over another. Howevef, for
obvious reasons, Ft. Greely would experience a greater adverse impact from
not being selected.  Ft. Greely’s Reduction in Force related to the Base
Realignment and Closure will begin this July with the elimination of 54
civilian positions. Fifty-five more positions are scheduled for elimination in
2001. The Missile Defense Deployment may not provide relief for those
being RIF’d but it would help fill the void in the community created by the
base closure. Deployment at Ft. Greely would add momentum to Delta
Junction’s ability to attract new industry to utilize the surplus property
productively. The 800 bed medium security prison plan would use only
a portion of the existing facilities._[t will take time to utilize the rest of the
facilities without some economic stimulus such as the National Missile
Defense project. In the interim, Delta Junction and the businesses and
infrastructure that supported Ft. Greely will be adversely affected.

1991. The University owns & operates Poker Flat Research Range that has
been operated by UAF’s Geophysical Institute since 1968. Poker Flat
operations are funded under contract with NASA and is the world’s only
scientific rocket launching facility owned by a university. UAF also has
Cray super computing technology available for research and analysis and
extensive researching capabilities. Placement of the NMD in the Interior
would add momentum to growth and diversification of Alaska’s growing

technology base.

Establishment of more high tech applications attracts complementary service
industries needed to meet the rapidly changing environment.

Rapid technological change and high security demands expeditious delivery
of parts and equipment. Alaska’s strategic location and highly developed air
transportation infrastructure would thrive in a high technology usage area.
The NMD would add to this base of technological users and encourage

growth in our logistical service industry.
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Alaska’s population growth is lagging slightly behind the rest of the U.S. to contracts for post construction services. I know federal procurement
Of greater concern is that we are witnessing the loss of our younger work practices promote opportunities for small business development and I'm sure
force between the ages of 20 and 34. While the population of Alaska grew this project will be consistent with other federal projects.
13 percent since 1990 there was a decline of 20 percent in this age group
during the same period. This has been attributed to the declining number of In summary [ would just like to state that Alaska is perceived by many to be
high paying jobs in Alaska and greater opportunities in the Lower 48. out of the mainstream and are not aware of its growing capabilities.
Development of an economy that demands a greater level of professional However, the military and airline industry has recognized the strategic
skill would help curtail this brain drain from the state. Alaska needs more benefits of our location. We need to use that recognition as leverage to
diversification, and the NMD system would provide a positive contribution attract the attention of other industries to our great state.
to stem this trend. We cannot afford to let our labor pool evaporate

We have much to offer in terms of opportunity and quality of life. You
It has been suggested that the bulk of the benefit of constructing the National 3 know from personal experience that many military personnel chose to stay

Missile Defense system would not remain in Alaska. To quote a recent
article “...the megabucks will head south to defense contractors in the states,
like Boeing and Lockheed-Martin, who will build the hardware and write the
computer programs”. [ would not argue that point extensively but [ would
say that it’s implied conclusion is much too simplistic. This is not a single
phase project. It is complex, multi-phase, and would progress over several
years with various levels of technical requirements. The defense contractors
and prime contractors for the primary product will have many needs that can
be met by Alaskan subcontractors. Local contractors have developed and
proven their ability to provide complex project management. This will
create opportunities for new associations and partnerships that may serve as
a springboard for contracts in other venues. Likewise, small business and
DBE set-asides afford new opportunities and experience for sub contractors
to develop their Statement of Qualifications. 1 perceive active participation

by Alaskan’s throughout construction and that their participation would lead

or return to Alaska after completing their term of service. They like it here

and are a resource available to Alaska and their previous employer.

We just want you to know that we appreciate the fact the military recognizes
Alaska’s strategic benefit. We also want you to know that we also recognize
the strategic benefit of the military being located in Alaska. It’s a symbiotic

and synergistic relationship that we truly want to foster.
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P-W-017 P-W-018
P-W-017 P-w-018
Comment Sheet Comment Sheet
for the for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in in the Final £IS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999. the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
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U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Commentor:
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P-W-019 P-W-020
P-W-019 P-W-020
Comment Sheet Comment Sheet
for the for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues anatyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in in the Finai EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999. the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1993,
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Commentor:
Name:__ Sttt W Yermneoh) ArA
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson !

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
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Please place form in the drop Commentor:
box or mail to:

Name:__ RBueel \wlide

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
PO Box 1500

Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

City, State:

Zip Code:
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P-W-021 P-W-022
P-W-021 P-W-022
Comment Sheet Comment Sheet
for the for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (E/S)
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999. the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999,
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\elerser;

Why locate

National Missile Defense
at
@@ D Clear Air Station, Alaska?

Based on facts obtained from the Draft Environmentat Impact Statement published in September
1999 by National Missile Defense Team Joint Program Office, U.S. Army Space and Missile
Defense Command; and from documentation provided in the City of Anderson's Land Use Plan
and from City of Anderson Resolution 99-07 in support of Clear AFS as a site for elements of the
proposed National Missile Defense System.

Table of Contents

City of Anderson Resolution 99-07
in Support of Clear AFS as a Site for Elements of the
Proposed National Missile Defense System

Anderson, Yes!

Why locate National Missile Defense at

Clear Air Station, Alaska?
Good Gravel, Yes!
Land Quality, Yes!
The Water, Yes, Yes!
Yes, The Air is Good!
Transportation & Accessibility, Yes!
The Area, Yes!

Testimonial: Why Anderson?
Written by Anne Paul, resident since 1978

Maps
Figure 1 - City of Anderson Municipal Boundaries
Figure 2 - Anderson Townsite Map
Figure 3 - Future Land Use Map
Figure 4 - Developed Land in Anderson Townsite
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B, r, o
CITY OF T8I ANDERSON
P.O. Box 3100 « Anderson, Alaska 98744
Phone (907) 582-2500 * FAX (907) 582-2496

CITY OF ANDERSON
RESOLUTION 998-07

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF ANDERSON
IN SUPPORT OF
CLEAR AFS
AS A SITE FOR ELEMENTS OF THE PROPOSED
NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEM

WHEREAS, Clear AFS is an integral part of the lives of most of the residents here and
actually lies. in part within the municipal boundaries of the City of Anderson, and

WHEREAS, the Anderson City Council and residents of Anderson believe in the
concept of the need for a National Defense program, and

WHEREAS, Clear AFS reservation encompasses approximately 12,000 acres. of
which, only about 10% are currently being utilized for current station mission and
activities, and

WHEREAS, the transportation infrastructure related to Clear AFS includes a spur of
the Alaska Railroad, the George Parks Highway, and a 4000 foot asphalt paved runway
which could easily be extended and widened as necessary, and

WHEREAS, the communication infrastructure related to Clear AFS includes the White
Alice Sire, a relatively unused fiber optic cable running between Fairbanks and
Anchorage along the Alaska Railroad right-of-way, and the existing communication
system in use for Clears current mission, and

WHEREAS, Clear AFS has modernized 22.5 megawatt coal fired power plant

currently in use, with the main supplier (Usibelli Coal Mine) a scant 25 miles away by
rail, and

WHEREAS, the Alaska Power Intertie system actually crosses a portion of the Clear
AFS reservation and would thus be easily available for connection to the Clear power
grid, if deemed necessary, and

WHEREAS, the Clear AFS is underlain primarily by one of the largest gravel deposits
in the world, providing for relative seismic stability, and

WHEREAS, because of the Alaska Range mountain drainage and the gravel base,
the area around and including Clear AFS boasts almost unlimited amounts of extremely
high qualty water.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT: The residents and the City Council
members of Anderson strongly encourage careful consideration of Clear AFS as a site
for one or more elements of the proposed National Missile Defense System

PASSED AND APPROVED BY A DULY CONSTITUTED QUORUM OF THE CITY
COUNCIL OF ANDERSON, ALASKA THIS 9TH DAY OF MARCH, 1999.

L2 o)) Wopsliny

RICHARD V. NAPOLEONE
Mayor

ATTEST

A e & MNe s A

Darta C. McMannes, City Clerk
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Why locate National Missile Defense at Clear Air Station, Alaska? Why locate National Missile Defense at Ciear Air Station, Alaska?
Land Quality, Yes!
G ood G ravel Yes | Less than 10% of Clear AS are wetlands, most of which occur along the channel 2
H " of the Nenana River, according to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The
statement adds that minimal impacts are expected to the area's vegetation, wildlife, and
The Clear Air Force Station is undertain primarily by one of the largest gravel 1 threatened or endangered species.

deposits in the world, providing for relative seismic stability.

Industrial uses of the land in Anderson, a community developed for
complementing Clear Air Force Station, is limited to a gravel pit operated by the City of
Anderson.

Gravel from the pit, located to the south of the developed town site, is sold to local
and regional users when other private sources are not available and generates revenue
for the city.

"The gravel barrens located on Clear AS may be considered as unusual
communities since they do not normally occur in central Alaska. While possessing
unique plants, there is no evidence that gravel barrens provide critical habitat for wildlife,"
according to the Draft Environmental impact Statement, published in September 1999 by
National Missile Defense Team Joint Program Office, U.S. Army Space and Missile
Defense Command.

The sedimentary wedge is primarily composed of sandy gravel and is estimated to
exceed several hundred feet.

4.

The Water, Yes, Yes!

The Alaska Range mountain drainage and the gravel base, the area around and
including Clear Air Force Station boasts almost uniimited amounts of extremely high
quality water.

The Impact Statement cites that there would be no change to water resources in
the region.

Yes, the Air is Good!

"It would be within the base's air quality ROL All other areas within the Roi are
Class 1l for PSD determination Purposes,” says the Impact Statement, referring to
regional air quality.

Radon levels were found to be well below the current U.S. EPA guidelines
according to the Impact Statement.

.5-

Exhibit 9.1.1-1: Reproductions of Written Comment Documents (Continued)



ce-6

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
Ancersemn, esH Ancersemn, s
Transportation & Accessibility, Yes! 3 The Area, Yes!

The close proximity of the George Parks Highway, an air strip, and the river and
rail transportation modes are some of the Anderson areas economic assets.

The transportation infrastructure refated o Clear Air Force Station includes a spur
of the Alaska Railroad, the Parks Highway, and a 4000 foot asphalt paved runway which
could easily be extended and widened as necessary.

The Alaska Railroad passes through the municipality, intersecting the highway
access road about one mite southeast of the tow. All unloading spurs are located on
Clear Air Station to receive coal from Healy for use at the Clear power plant.

k Currently there is no rail freight or passenger service to Anderson, even though
the train can be flagged down to pick up passengers. Freight is off-loaded in Fairbanks
and trucked down the highway for delivery.

There is a 4,00 foot, 150 feet wide surfaced airstrip with heated parking available
five miles south of town. 1t is owned by the State of Alaska. Airport improvements were
made in 1995 for resurfacing, installation of electricity and radio controfied runway lights.
The airport is utilized by private aircraft and is available for commercial air operations.

Although there are four modes of transportation, all located in close proximity to
one another, only the Parks Highway is utitized for movement of goods and services to
Anderson. '

The other modes are either undeveloped or play a very minor role in the
transportation and communication sector of the economy. However, future economic
conditions may result in the city gaining a unique competitive advantage for being a major
transportation center in the region.

The city is located six miles by access road from the highway, an easy, scenic 80
mile drive south of Fairbanks, and 282 miles north of Anchorage. The distance to points
north of the highway could be cut by ten miles if a more direct access road were built
across wetlands.

-6-

Clear AS is an integral part of the lives of most of the residents in the Anderson
area and actually lies, in part, within the municipal boundaries of the City of Anderson.

The municipal boundaries encompass approximately 44 square miles, nine of
which are restricted to military use. The developed portion of the city of Anderson
occupies less than a one-half square mile area six miles north of the Clear AS.

Base operations would continue to provide economic benefits according to the
impact Statement. Construction and operations, direct and indirect employment, and
materials expenditures would provide economic benefit to surrounding communities retail
sales and tax base, it adds. There also would be no impact on public services, according
the Impact Statement.

J

Locate the National Missile Defense at
Clear Air Station near

AR, LA

.-
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- -
Why live in Anderson ? - )
, . Why live in Anderson *
Excerpts from an Essay Written in 1899 by Anne Paul, resident since 1978
We have a good school in Anderson, where
Living in Anderson is an experience - a slice of Alaskan 2'\'/;:;2 ncg‘"dcf: a[::n‘i’g'ar”"‘”“ de the teachfer”s,
. . e, and no one falls
life that can offer the unbounded freedom1 to cgntnbutet tobthti between the cracks. We are represented well by
community or the excuse to be swept along by events o] our young people. Youth often bring back a
local and global. variety of trophies, athletic, academic
championship and sportsmanship.
. - At school ball games, the Grizzlies
Why dO l hve in Anderson? always put on a good show, at concerts the
young musicians continually show improvement,
It is living in @ community where everyone knows and cares about 4

everyone else. The streets are safe and quiet, and | can send my
children on errands to help them develop independence.

Life here is being
able to picnic

by the river-

to build a cooking/
camp fire

- to set off fireworks.

4&;»
=5

It is the freedom to ride a snow maching
ar an ATV or a motor cycle or a bicycle on trails
with common sense and ability as regulators

It is having neighbors, but not tao close and being independen

It is having an occasional moose and her offspring wander into th
yard and maybe sample the broccoli.

Itis hearing the stories about “a bear on
the edge of town”. it reminds me that we
are living pretty close to nature. ttis
gardening and having an abundance of
produce to give away.

8-

theatrical performances are always entertaining.
School functions are times for socializing with
neighbors whether or not they have

children attending the school.

ﬁ.g'\ 5 I like living in a community where
/B 5;; r former residents retum to visit old
oo % friends and see how things have

| changed.

j I For eleven years, the whole

Q community has come out to

welcome both visitors to our state

and our Alaskan neighbors

to the annual summer

Bluegrass and Country Music Festival.

I like being able to be a leader in community and to attend sccial
affairs when 1 think | have something to offer - and being a follower when
there are others with greater inclination and ability.

I like our lighted streets that are paved enough to avoid potholes
and dust. | like having a beautiful park and open space for walking and
picnicking and gathering with friends and neighbors.

| like having taxes be just enough to provide those community
amenities. | like having no property taxes to threaten my home
ownership.

Exhibit 9.1.1-1: Reproductions of Written Comment Documents (Continued)
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Why live in Anderson ?
Anderson has the best water anywhere around.

| like having technology available when | want or need it - cable TV
- reliable power and telephone service - access to the internet.

Fairbanks, the nearest city o
to the North of us, is close enough gl
to drive to just about any time | want N

=2 d
- to shop, to eat out, ‘-&;)-“",/]
- to enjoy cultural events. . €§‘F&‘ )

| like being able to drive South a few miles to

19' ] Denali National Park - and enjoy
: the seasonal treats

\ the area has to offer.

| like living in a small town where there’s
not constant pressure

to go - to hurry up - to participate.

Life goes a littie slower.

| like not having to

wait in line at the post office.

Living in Anderson means living in a community that is diverse - a
place where my children learned to interact with people of all intellectual
and social levels on a day to day basis. It is living in a community that
accepts that people are not all alike in their gifts and their aspirations -
that as much as we sometimes might like to impose our will on others,
we wouldn't like them to impose theirs on us.

£ 3

Why live in Anderson ?

How does one cope with
living in a small town?

Living in Anderson is easier if you plan ahead. Shopping for
necessities is not a task to be undertaken daily in rural Alaska. Once a
week is about as often | ever get to shop for groceries, and there are
times in the winter that ! only get to Fairbanks once in a month. Having a
well-stocked pantry and freezer is a great help.

An Anderson resident needs to be more independent than
someone who lives in a larger community. Being willing and able to
trouble shoot and make minor repairs is a real advantage. . Residents
often help each other out - most have talents and equipment they can
share.

"It just requires a littie more independence, a little more effort at
organization, and a willingness to provide for your own entertainment.
Small town living is not for everyone, though for me, the advantages of
raising a family in Anderson have far outweighed the disadvantages.

Anderson is a neighborhood. Our neighbors are rich and poor,
educated and uneducated, religious and atheist, healthy and sick,
energetic and lazy, pompous and humble, old and young, and we are all
the better for the variety. Our kids can walk to school. We know each
other by name and reputation. We help each other in times of crisis. We
allow each the independence and privacy he seeks.

NUMBER
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P-W-023 P-W-024
P-Ww-023 P-W-024
Comment Sheet Comment Sheet
for the for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999, the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
Date:_ ) (O 3 - 77 Date: 3%4/ ?9
] "@(M — e /o¢ a/v‘o 2 1 1
6P due Nmb in_ BN, Dolts e
\ . - N 7/
needS  dhe ops A TS P seo” i e ppoiire . TRl et ittt L

L= fo,— /\{/Aii emote.  CGes
Mﬁ_ﬁ@% ‘07}///%_' proSer L&
+ \nlhelee ot Fhe T Commesdt

Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

Commentor:

4
Name: /,M zZ /( W_
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

City, State:

Zip Code:

Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

Commentor:

Name: ,4/7(/2“/ /?"6524/7
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

City, State:

Zip Code:
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-025 P-W-026
P.W-025 P-W-026
Comment Sheet Comment Sheet
for the for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (E/S) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel shouid be clarified EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999. the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
!
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Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

Commentor:

neme:_ D0, (3€DIOD
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
PO Box 1500

Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

City, State:

Zip Code:
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Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
PO Box 1500

Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Commentor:
Name: ’B tann’ \'J/H'W ' WW’

Street Address:

City, State:

Zip Cade:

Exhibit 9.1.1-1: Reproductions of Written Comment Documents (Continued)




6€-6

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
. P-W-027 P-W-028
P-W-027
P-W-028
Rick Johnson Comment Sheet
Council Member, for the
Delta Junction City Council National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
NMD Joint Program Office of the BMDO . .
SMDC - EN -V Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
. give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft

Ms. Julia Hudson ; . e
Us A Missil EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified

rmy - Missile Defense Command in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
PO Box 1500 the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
Huntsville, Alabama

35807 - 3801
Date: 7 )~
Dear Sirs, , . .
,) 197/54/% r ol 1 ‘447f /r‘f?%/(/ //)—]{L'O/?f 1
. . /

As an elected official, | would like to express our community’s gratitude for your 1 ’

consideration of Fort Greely as a potential site for our nation’s Ballistic Missile
Defense System.

Your visit to our community is not by mistake. Your mission in seeking the best
possible site for the system is not without historical precedence. Since the dawn of
modern warfare, Alaska has played a strategic role in the defense of the North
American continent. And it will, forever continue to do so.

The Delta/Greely area specifically has had a long-term relationship with the armed
services of our country. Due to early military telegraph communications, to supporting
lend lease, to building the Alaska highway, to testing the latest in cold weather military
equipment, the heritage of the majority of Delta residents lie in our state’s military
history. Whether retired or active, military and civilian service personnel, along with
their families, have historically made up make up the majority of our population. We
understand the nature of your mission and the vast majority of us supported it.

The recent realignment of Fort Greely is only the latest in our long history of cyclical
military spending. As missions have changed so too has our community. In the event
Fort Greely is chosen as the site of the BMDO, you can count on our community once
again to support our nation’s military mission. Our community, as will the rest of the
interior of Alaska, and the state as a whole, can and will, provide for your mission's
needs while building and operating this system.

Once again, thank you. We look forward to your decision, and ultimately the
opportunity to becoming the home of our nation’s Ballistic Missile Defense System.

/r/-/M/ %/f/’/oe (7?/147‘4744 »9 S ﬁ/’/ya.}ﬂf 2
LDl @ / 47 ﬂm;/@ w27 La 71)}/“;/,
z;/_Zr‘{u Qepse Aogwdopom /,ZZ /‘;77' r/0 ;yw/{zv 4’/%174

4??7”(/;1’}_/ s p g nZa Fopidrama D2 pord At BMDO
it camisestnainle b gpiiiton e Kom

A S
i Pl v LoamynaZis

LOries ‘)’70

/

D rims romppsmod mdont paei il Thseals AM 220 AL0
fm@auzz( Orvary o (Pselees [Deony)

Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
PO Box 1500

{ Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Commentor:

Name: 9{&/{2 1/{/1"15

Street Address:

City, State:

Zip Code:
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-029 P-W-030
P-W-030
P-W-029
Comment Sheet
Ay name ;s Aassel) orslre axct T 1 ) o for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Ske A wele c;me et 75 aa’_ P . We Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
: .- == = R - - Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
are.. ?fo}‘_O/ﬁ 7é A¢ 4742”—7/ gfifjav,gyj/,:}éf% i give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deplayment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
e o o S T - in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
. ,A/Ifr/ ﬁﬁé/ af\ /‘7/4..06& : 4/10/, u)aa,/g/ C’Qﬂs‘/,def,‘,/'%;, the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
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Commentor:

Name: D‘W
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
PO Box 1500
Huntsviile, AL 35807-3801

Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

City, State

Zip Code:
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COMMENT

COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-031
P-w-031
Comment Sheet
for the ’%%7’ o7 %//4/45_ Lo 77 i 4
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
al Mis { ) Deploy. ,«%f@g/@ﬂ&e}ﬁ'ﬂ/
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (E/S)
— agE e e 577/@ o ,Zg%’ e
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft W%‘/ &WW //‘éy EZv s AT fMV W
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel shouid be clarified W—M
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in urprnr & TFE S é;r%( Ve e
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999, s Z’W
Date: ;»%W/ﬁ
k,é/ﬁcf ﬂ-mﬂyg @wd;mr/_c,g 1
Ve
OB oz 570 e dpaegarrny 27 dbem | Lraere:
W@M Lot A g [ FAle ST PRIVACY ADVISORY
iﬁm% / LR Information is solicited so that an administrative record can be created
which identifies those members of the general public who participated in,
éd%?zm R Py TS W/)/ ﬁﬁb\/ﬁ 5 @lﬁ or pravided comments regarding this program. The information provided
will be used only as follows and for no other purpose:
Ll B0 geemos Tipr dev AP @%W
I 1. To signify an individual's desire to make a statement quring the
M’ ggzgfnzf‘r:mem part of the meeting or to request copies of the
SE Ty WM SHETHE s st 2 2. To publish the comments of specified individuals in the project
report. If published, and if the report is released to the pubiic,
p— ly th f individual ak ith hi: hy s
/% 2 & /4; 2 P :lrilnybte:i:?;;eeg.the individual along with his or her comment,
- v Zew D 3. To compile a possible mailing list for other projects in which the
é?m/ yZ 2 ﬁz“ W/ =z individuai may have an interest.
— s Zeogime g5 LSrremg p isais flar frsres
~ Fpr s B paymermes c5 A 3

Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

Commentor:
Nameg// e

Street Address:

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
PO Box 1500

Huntsvilte, AL 35807-3801

City, State:,

Zip Cade:
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-032 P-W-033
P-W-032 P-W-033
Comment Sheet Comment Sheet
for the for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you fee! shouid be clarified EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
in the Final EiS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in in the Final €IS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1399, the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1998.
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Please place form in the drop Commentor: [ETEINT AU g

box or mail to: (Et
Name: REA %Eﬂr# _@

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address: e

PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

City, State:

Zip Code:

Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

Commentor:

A Shele Le.j}r/,\fl,v.{

Name:_Senn Loren Lertan

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

City, State:

Zip Code:
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NUMBER NUMBER

e Good evening, I'm Senator Loren Leman. { am honored installation. The water table more than 175 feet deep, no

to represent the District G in west Anchorage which wetlands would be disturbed, and this summer’s wildfire

includes Elmendorf Airforce Base. | appreciate this has conveniently killed nearly every tree within miles. You

opportunity to say a few words about Alaska’s potential might say that nature is leading the way.

role in the Ballistic Missile Defense Program. As an, Additionally, there are no roads or buildings within the 2

elected official, engineer, and Alaska resident this issue range of a potentiat chemical vapor leak.

concerns me deeply on professional, public policy and In contrast, a spill at the Grand Forks North Dakota

personal levels. location could potentially endanger users of, and | quote,

Of the many factors addressed in the draft environmental “three commercial buildings, two churches, one residence

impact statement, I'll briefly mention two: wetlands and the and portions of US Highway 2” Volume 1, Executive Summary

potential, however unlikely, of a chemical propellant leak. page es 15.

Last month | toured the Clear Air Station and Fort Greely From a number of perspectives, | believe that Alaska, and

sites under consideration. As an environmental engineer, probably Fort Greely, stands out as being the best choice

| paid close attention to the wetlands and groundwater for the environment and for the nation.

issues.

My observations lead me to believe that Fort Greely is 1 An important component of any public program is local

exceptionally well suited for a Ground Based Interceptor support. While in Delta Junction | participated in a public
Senator Loren Leman page #1 Ballistic Missile p;mii Senator Loren Leman page #2 Ballistic Missile Pze:ie;r;s;

€v-6
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Senator Loren Leman page #3

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
meeting that included the discussion of the issue and was Should the Department of Defense choose a site in the 5
impressed by the active involvement of the community. lower 48, both Alaska and Hawaii may be left vulnerable
Nearly one hundred area residents voiced their to a nuclear attack by a rogue nation.
enthusiasm for an installation at Fort Greely. It is important to note that Alaska and Hawaii were
This is understandable. With the recent post closure, the 3 precisely the areas attacked by Japanese forces in World
community is in need of the jobs and economic War Il Both states support military installations that are
development this program would bring. Fort Greely and critical to our first line of defense in the Pacific theater.
the Ballistic Missile Defense Program are a good match. Both states are geographically isolated and dangerously
proximate to potential launch sites.
Noise concerns and archeological remains are important 4

and worthy of our careful consideration. However, there is
a larger question in the background; one that will
profoundly affect the way Americans view the success of
a Ballistic Missile Defense System.

That is, which Americans should be protected? All, or

some?

Ballistic Missile Defense
11/04/99 - 2:49 PM

Senator Loren Leman page #4

Clearly, when the United States is threatened in the
Pacific, it is Alaska and Hawaii that offer a potential
aggressor the most tempting targets.

Leaving these states undefended from a missile attack
runs counter to our traditional military strategy in the
Pacific and, in my view, would call into question the

mission of the entire system.

Ballistic Missile Defense
11/04/99 - 2:49 PM
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-034
P-W-034
Comment Sheet
for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
e An Alaska installation is the only alternative that would Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
tl’U|y protect our first line of defense and safeguard all Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
- give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
) EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
Americans from nuclear terrorism. in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1998.
- Thank you for listening to Alaskans.
/ Date:
WQWM 7’:4{5 /J— 5@ 7/(7” "!/4:* 1
22 ’}//ﬁ PR Wl v'»,» : /I’,/(—(' 2 [ﬂ [P atd - . ﬁ A w—m.‘r
ZUIC)/MM\M}?P ///"J-x /‘r P2y ’77/‘6- él.f\_ 2
by 2]»« 4@/” St ol "7 %é,-__ «*L as (L
/C + Co 107 /
3

Please place f@ in the drop Commentor:
box or mail ta:

Name:

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
PQO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 City, State:

Zip Code:
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-035
P-W-035
MEMBER ALASKA STATE SENATE STATE CAPITOL
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99801-1182
TENTH ALASKA LEGISLATURE (907) 465-3822
ELEVENTH ALASKA LEGISLATURE FAX {307) 4€5-3756
;/M TWELFTH ALASKA LEGISLATURE 1-800-770-3822
THIRTEENTH ALASKA LEGISLATURE (JANUARY - MAY)
FOURTEENTH ALASKA LEGISLATURE INTERNET: //hitp.//www.state ak.us/
FIFTEENTH ALASKA LEGISLATURE R
SIXTEENTH ALASKA LEGISLATURE 716 WEST 4TH, SUITE 400
IGHTEENTH ALASKA LEGISLATURE
/ illN:TEENTH ALASKA LEGISLATURE SenaTorR Tim KeLLy ANCHOgﬁ%i;}ﬁfx EE
TWENTIETH ALASKA LEGISLATURE FAX (307) 258-4524
// TWENTY-FIRST ALASKA LEGISLATURE
W )
6{ TESTIMONY OF STATE SENATOR TIM KELLY, CO-CHAIR,
MW/@V //'/V/ ALAKSA LEGISLATURE JOINT ARMED SERVICES
el COMMITTEE
éﬁ”(y} /{ﬂ%c/u?/,&n/ W & ”/
/
PRIVACY ADVISORY When the Twenty-first Alaska Legislature convened last January, one the 1
Information is soficited so that an administrative record can be created flrSt, a;tlon's t?ken was the overwhc!mmg reaffirmation Of S)LII‘ support fora
which identifies those members of the general public who participated in, ballistic missile defense system which would defend all fifty states.
or provided comments regarding this program. The information provided
will be used only as follows and for no other purpose: . . . . . i
Please include in your records this copy of our Legislative Resolve No. 1.
1.To sigmfy an individual's desire to make a statement t_ﬂuring the
DR G TG Legislators from every part of Alaska passed it with unprecedented bi-
. partisan support. In February, I had the honor, along with Representative
2. To pubiish the comments of specified individuals in the project . g e
report. If published. and if the report is released to the public, Eldon Mulder, Representative Gail Phillips, and Ggyemor Tony Kn.owle§, of
Or)lllybﬁhi_naﬁe c;f the individual alang with his o her comment, personally presenting it to Secretary of Defense William Cohen during his
will be disclosed. isi
visit to Anchorage.
3. To compile a possible mailing list for other projects in which the
individual may have an interest. . . . - 0 o
This resolution clearly outlines the case for building the national missile
defense system here:
y . Z . . 8
éﬂj /ﬂdWa/ S lp8 jg&c 7 SV7A Mﬂ//wuc/ S Alaska offers the unmatched military value of a strategic location
Py 4 %// : tfrom which people living in all fifty states can be defended. In fact,
a2 £ ov y . 3 5 O .
/,l/vc by /}a;:‘ w “rray /-’r/"/ st Z’Z?f / orae ';j ?’7 Alaska is the only site where interceptor missiles can hit [CBMs
,’\ /ku/w\, targeted against every corner of our Nation.
Vs 6 As a territory and as a state, Alaskans have aggressively supported a

%,.1/\ o i Ae o /ﬂd{)’/a—ﬂ/%
i i

f w»f MYO/ S eaeF

W
o/ S ppT Sy s idmess
V; 4 ///

strong national defense and have warmly welcomed the men and
women of our Armed Forces who serve here.
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2
. _ STATE OF ALASKA
Alaska’s work force is highly skilled, experienced, and can get the job THE LEGISLATURE
done.
- . 1999
All of us who worked on the Alaska Pipe Line really have only one thing to Lagintative
say to you: “Stand back and let us get to work.” Source Resolve No.
CSHIR 8(MLV) am S 1

Relating to a national ballistic missile defense system.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the collapse of the Soviet Union has rendered obsolete the treaty
constraints and diplomatic understandings that limited the development and deployment of
weapons of mass destruction and their delivery systems during the Cold War; and

WHEREAS the world has consequently witnessed during this decade an unprecedented

Tud;

proliferation of sophisticated military technology, i nuclear, chemical, and biological ~

weapons and ballistic missifes; and

WHEREAS the United States has recognized that it currently has no means of
protecting persons living in all 50 states from attack by these new threats and has initiated a
program to develop and deploy a national ballistic missile defense system; and

WHEREAS four locations in Alaska are currently being considered as sites for
deployment of the intercept vehicles for this system; and

WHEREAS each of these locations provides the unmatched military value of a
strategic location from which persons living in all 50 states can be defended as required by
the United States Constitution; and

WHEREAS, throughout Alaska’s history as a territory and a state, Alaska’s citizens

Lv-6
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-036
P-W-036
have been unwavering in their support of a strong national defense while warmly welcoming
the men and women of our armed forces stationed in Alaska; and November 2, 1999
WHEREAS construction, operation, and maintenance of a high technology missile
defense system would require advanced labor skills; and
WHEREAS these high technology workers would increase Alaska’s human asset base
A private prison being developed by Deita Corrections Group is the anchor 1

and provide a highly skilled labor force for use by private enterprise;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Twenty-First Alaska State Legislature calls upon the
President, as Commander In Chief of the Armed Forces of the United States, to provide for
the common defense of our nation by selecting an Alaska site for the deployment of the
intercept vehicles for the national ballistic missile defense system; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Twenty-First Alaska State Legislature requests that,
in the development and operation of a national ballistic missile defense system in Alaska, the
Department of Defense provide adequate protection from any danger posed by the system to
local residents; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Twenty-First Alaska State Legislature strongly
encourages the Department of Defense to contract with Alaska businesses in the development,
construction, and operation of a national ballistic missile defense system in Alaska.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Bill Clinton, President of the
United States; the Honorable William Cohen, Secretary of the U.S. Department of Defense;
the Honorable Floyd D. Spence, Chair, Committee on Armed Services, U.S. House of
Representatives; the Honorable John Warner, Chair, Committee on Armed Services, U.S.
Senate; and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank Murkowski, U.S. Senators,
and the Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative, members of the Alaska delegation in

Congress.

LR 1 2.

tenant for Reuse of realigned Fort Greely. Our company has been told by
parties involved in the missile project that there is no conflict between our two
activities. We certainly concur. As a practical matter the prison will be
operational several years before (or if} a missile base is developed at Fort
Greely. We believe we will be very compatible neighbors.

| am available for any questions anyone of your staff may have about our
cperatjon gr, relation: lo the proposed missile installation.

& s
Fred E Wood, Project Manager
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PW.037 P-W-037 N
Comment Sheet TowN OF SANDWICH BOARD OF
for the THE OLDEST TOWN ON CAPE COD SELECTMEN
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment 130 MAIN STREET
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) ST S S S T Town
TELEPHONE 508-888-4310 ADMINISTRATOR
FAX 508-888-8655
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft November 5, 1999
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified '
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999, F. Whitten Peters
Secretary of the Air Force
Pentagon Buildin
pare:_ (09 NOV g9 Room 4£871
Washington, DC 20330
Re: Request for Environmental Impact Statement for Cape Cod PAVE PAWS
Dear Secretary Peters:
) i/ The Town of Sandwich Board of Selectmen voted unanimously at its November 1

Commentor:

Name:/RiFmr('{ Tﬁ d@‘e
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson J

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

City, State:

Zip Code:

4, 1999 meeting to request that the United States Air Force file a full, site specific
Environmental Impact Statement for the Cape Cod PAVE PAWS facility on the
Massachusetts Military Reservation. This request is for the complete existing facility,
not just the technical upgrades being proposed by the Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization.

The Selectmen and many local residents are concerned about several issues at
the facility, particularly how normal operations affect public health and safety. In the
interest of providing citizens with the most accurate information about PAVE PAWS, the
Board believes an Environmental Impact Statement will help clarify exactly how the
facility operates and address the public’s concerns. The Board recognizes the
importance of Cape Cod PAVE PAWS for national defense purposes, but wants to
ensure that the health and safety of local residents are also protected.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely yours,

~ ,
e S
George HYDunham
Town Administrator

cc:  Ballistic Missile Defense Organization
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
Federai and State Legislative Delegation
Massachusetts Department of Public Health
Board of Health

61-6
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-038
P-W-038
DELTA JUNCTION
ALASKA
The Delta/Greely School District boasts a first class Cyber School and recently
welcome to the Friendl Frontier was awarded a 3 miltion dollar grant to address the needs of our students.
y Local colleges permit residents to seek an associate’s degree and further their
. education at the University of Alaska.
Although located in a wilderness paradise, Delta Junction offers medical,
dental and other health care services to the community. Reliable electrical and
. . e . . power services are provided by Golden Valley Electric Association. In the
Wlth a |Ong hlStOl'y Of a mlhtary relatlonShlp at 1 past, military personnel have purchased homes in the area and we currently

Fort Greely, the community of Delta Junction
hopes to continue that spirit of cooperation with
the National Missile Defense Organization.

Delta’s roots with the military began with the lend-lease program during World
War Il where aircraft was shuttled from the United States to Russia in support
of Russian aviators. Today, the tradition of teamwork to optimize Fort Greely
has created new opportunities for the Delta region including seeking joint use
of Allen Army Airfield.

Located at the junction of the Alaska and Richardson Highways, Delta
Junction remains a primary transportation corridor for the State of Alaska. To
enhance the transportation system, the Alaska Railroad wilt build a spur to
Fort Greely if needed. Offering a wide variety of recreational opportunities
from hiking to world class hunting and fishing, Delta Junction is truly an
outdoor paradise. With the scenic backdrop of Mt. Hayes, Mt. Deborah, Mt.
Moffit, Mt. Shand and Mt. Hess, Delta Junction is further blessed with the Delta
River, Tanana River, the Clearwater River and Quartz Lake.

Pride, character and respect are qualities promoted in our youth activities.
Established programs in State Champion High School Hockey, State
Champion Youth Hockey, Softball, Little League, Soccer, Bowling, Swimming,
Basketball, Volleyball, State Champion Rifle Team, Youth Court and other
activities give our kids the chance to excel. In fact, very supportive of the
youth, the community helped to send the Girls Softball Team to the National
Finals in Alabama last year.

have a substantial number of retired military individuals in the community.

Delta Junction enjoys a rural atmosphere, with agricultural entities supplying
fresh milk, barley, carrots, potatoes and other goods. Each summer, the
Deltana Fair hosts numerous events and competitions from the mud drag
races, 4-H, quilting and blue ribbon pies.

The City of Delta Junction welcomes the National Missile Defense Organization
to our home, we hope it will become your home too.

CITY OF DELTA JUNCTION

/ YOR ROY GILBERTSON
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-039
P-W-039
Denali Transportation, Inc.
LIST OF COMMENTS RECEIVED BY SMDC AS ATTACHMENTS TO

COMMENT # P-W-038
Agenda; Allen Army Airfield Master Plan, 3 November 1999.
Cityscapes Promotions, undated. Defta Junction Alaska; Adventure Map and Business November 2, 1999
Directory.

. SMDC-EN-V, Ms Julia Hudson
Crystal Lake Productions, 1999. Visitors Guide Deita Junction. US Army Space & Missile Defense Command
Delta Chamber of Commerce, undated. Delta Junction Alaska; A Few words about the EQ Box. L
Alaska Range, End of the Alaska Highway, Buffalo Center, Delta Junction, Alaska Farming, Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
and the Trans-Alaska Pipeline.
Re: National Missile Defense Deployment Public Hearings, Fairbanks, Alaska

Delta Chamber of Commerce, undated. Delta Junction the Friendly Frontier at the End of the
Alaska Highway. I writing to submit testimony in favor of this very necessary defense project and 1

Double Diamond Services, Delta Junction, Alaska for Sumitomo/Teck, 1998. Delta Junction
Business Directory, 21 June.

University of Alaska Small Business Development Center, First National Bank of Anchorage,
Alaska Journal of Commerce, 1999. Alaska Small Business Resource Guide.

encourage your staff to recommend locating this system in interior Alaska.

As a Board member of the Alaska Movers Association representing the moving and
stornge industry in interior Alaska I can assure you that we have adequate facilities,
quip t and power to handle all moving and storage services that could be

required for a project of this magnitude.

Between the Fairbanks agencies we share over 200,000 square feet of warehouse
storage space, 150 units of power equipment and over 200 professionally trained
packers, movers and warehouse personnel. Almost every major national moving
and storage van line carrier is represented in Fairbanks. In the event your project is
located in our area all of your personnel that require relocation to interior Alaska
will be delighted with the modern, professional services that are available.

We in the moving and storage industry enjoy an Hent relationship with our
military guests in the state. Most military families who relocate here are surprised at
the level of professionalism. In fact a large number have commented that the
moving services they received in Fairbanks from the various local agents is the best
they have ever experienced during their long careers in the US Air Force and/or the
US Army.

Thank you and your staff very much for all the time and effort devoted to coming to
Fairbanks and disseminating information and taking public comment regarding the
proposed missile deployment. I was very impressed with the exhibits presented and
very glad 1 attended and had many of my questions answered.

Sincerely,

Dennis Schiotfeldt
Vice President
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-040 P-W-041
P-W.040 P-W-041
Comr;\en; Sheet Comment Sheet
National Missile D fort (NMD) Deployment for the
ationa issiie verense . ..
Draft Environmental /,:n act Statem;r)enty (EIS) National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
P Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to . . .

* give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft Thank you for attending this public hearing. Qur purpose for hosting this meeting is to

£iS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft

in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in _EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified

the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 16, 1999, in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in

the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
Date: - 3_ 97 A/
. ‘. Date: 07/‘ 3 ( qq?
\h@m C\UE%W#Q@%.\DW&WM 1 | ) o«} thf
7 N . U p % <, (Aw 1
4 4’13 hHMM AL L8N
o a .c um Lad w/wi
,LW,%M;@&M E ) mm@wd % n wo@;} E
WW QM%M”MW L Qo ur_) &MO R 2

WAMMM M WW

bl Ul Ml h %k B ugsﬁuam—
Ladui denct USSEMWMW%M/AW
t/ccmW USSR Aot ok |, A o Risia M/Wu—
,%/f;w;g/? Yo Quey puonh Tht dofely of b Opreccion P

W«mwmm

Commentor:

Name: S& C’ffu ICJ{V\g
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:___

PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

City, State:

Zip Code:

zm
"_A L H ¢ Lo of

Qn’\/uﬂﬁlb\ M/‘jD@o&h an

ama,() Araf

Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Commentor:
Name: ‘ )Qﬂgl“ i )I{Z(A@C{LQ

Street Address:

City, State:

Zip Code:

Exhibit 9.1.1-1:

Reproductions of Written Comment Documents (Continued)




€G-6

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-042 P-W-043
Sns LV P-W-043
Sue Walker
P-W-042 -
Lo .
Gean M. Hocdapm November 4, 1999
Nond, a0 po Hacken U.S. Amy S d Missile Defense C d
.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Comman
e rj( %) ks \J Ao ALY WM ATTENTION: SMDC-EN-V (Ms. Julia Hudson)
& W’L A y PO Box 1500
riede” —’L’%W ‘&%éi Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
Atadka. oo "o A M Juﬁ_ _Q'?OZ)
/QVV\%W CMM CQW c{ e Dear U.S. Army and Missile Defense Command:
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 2 1
5;/{%) m The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) examines the environmental impacts of the 1
I .-~ 97 mra% i) 710 é P P
Aéé “u‘e—‘m/t L/I(W potential deployment of a land-based National Missile Defense (NMD) system. The EIS
%W 5X &L[LW oG W 3 is incomplete, because it does not consider specific locations where the In-Flight
Interceptor Communications System (IFICS) Data Terminals could be deployed. There
“7 V/j "JM’ MAaM A o1« WM 2 could be 14 of these locations, yet the public is not given even one location. The public
,4,7/172“‘ [JJ&/ 2n 1/1&’/&1— (/’IIﬂ m}( K can not fully participate in the EIS process, because the generic information is not
adequate 1o the public process. A Supplemental DEIS should be issued with this
S_gepdons e (et Aodlite O information
Cua’a./ 4 ‘
/velj/q //lefké(ﬂ * A /4'?0{’144_ W The EIS is aiso inadequate, because operational (wartime) launches from the Ground 2
. U )7// Ci/r,(/f, Ut O i bt Dtaial. 7 Based Interceptor (GBI) site are not evaluated in the EIS. ~The purpose of the NMD
program is defense of the United States against a threat of a limited strategic ballistic
A( f’/M,/j— a ”Aé{ HA Ly Iﬂp/y— ad missile attack from a rogue nation.” [es-1] Therefore, actual operational use of the GBI
g
e i
AL da o) should be analyzed in a Supplemental DEIS. The National Environmental Protection Act
Y requires the impacts of a project to be evaluated.
A M the ppucia QY be
/] F f five locati i Jand
W our out of five locations for the GBI would have unacceptable impacts to wetlands. 3
# 4 L2 vnatsy jeldple ) L 773 This includes filling, draining, trenching and run off to the wetlands. The Federal
i ,d,(/m'/{ﬁ/ ) AA 0{[//&/ Z]/r/( 74 government should be protecting our nation's natural resources and not destroying them.
AL /)( V%1 /// { V{' ('L)?'CL/ //?0 2ol m The X-Band Radar’s electromagnetic radiation levels would be below prescribed health 4
pa / /ﬁjj]'ﬂ /Z/j . ﬁd M / /Z)LG tutald / /) based standards. However, many credible scientists have called the present standards into
i (,()\Qﬁ,( 7 = question for being too high. The Federal government should do a thorough study on the
i 2 O,I/‘d LOIUbLI/ MZ& Km;d electromagnetic radiation standard for human heaith before any deployment.
d 7
The Fiber Optic Cable could interfere with community harvesters attempting to feed their 5

Floage add i win ¥ ZZZ

Leemd ", ﬁm%&m

D Lyt

,éZr//(:/ﬂ/ts&z D
ad "

families. The EIS acknowledges on ES-25 that, ...harvesters may be required to
increase their effort by spending longer time to harvest and traveling to other areas.” It
further admits that this *...may increase the risk to harvesters,” and cost them more to
feed their families. The federal government should be helping its citizens especially
those who rely on subsistence methods. Nothing should be done that causes local people
more effort and cost in putting food on the table for their families.
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-044
P-W-044
Part of the NMD system is the Upgraded Early Warning Radar (UEWR). This 6 Comment Sheet
component is not evaluated in the present DEIS. It should go through its own EIS fcr the
. The NMD’s DEIS is inadequate without this thorough analysis of the (UEWR). . L.
process equ & National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
The United States would be a lot safer if it did not change the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile 7 Draft Environmental /mpact Statement (EIS)
Treaty. The proposed alternative should not be deployed.
) Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
Sincerely, give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
P EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that vou feel should be clarified
/{—’/44444\ V ‘«LQ//Q"I in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
Susan V. Walker
Date: /o /‘/ ?97
D s Vwé-m
1

By iy o Aihiakp ek T Msale B

M@WMM,AM@ ~

Please place form in the drop Commentor:

box or mail to: 7
Name:(q)./Lé-/’rf M,Z ;//*)4/ ~t

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:,
PQ Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 City, State:

Zip Code:
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-045 P-W-046
ROSS COEN P-W-045 P-w-046
Comment Sheet
for the
Novermber 4. 1999 National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
g Draft Environmental Impact Staterment (EIS)
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson
}JJCS) QZT;;SS(;che and Missile Defense Command T_hank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
H’\m‘[sville " 15807.3501 give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
> .EISA Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you fesl should be clarified
Dear SMDC-EN-V, in the: Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
Please accept these comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the National Missile
Defense (NMD) Deployment. / /
Date: 21/ 99
Unfortunately, [ have been unable to procure a copy of the DEIS, but I assume that one of the alternatives . 4 .
considered is the “No Action” alternative. T urge you to select it. D(‘é, I'e /}/j e )Q Soad .
The military has a long and sordid history of pollution in Alaska and I want no more of it. I've no doubt that you 1 T o, 41 4oc o OA ﬂ)gAC /ﬂ o /ﬂ f/fﬁ
have in mind certain “remediation™ procedures or “mitigation” plans for reducing pollution and minimizing the =
environmental impact of this system. But the best remediation and mitigation procedures are quite simply 0 not . . e
build the system at all. Vi/ B /‘C Z:)//KCN@C < S/(M KC 2 /%(_’
B .- .
Those are my comments on the DEIS. Now we will move into the “conscientious objection” portion of my letter. S VYV /( Lo )J/G (’/CA ‘
— ’, . / r”
The rationale for deployment of this system has been explained to me as follows: the United States needs to 2 27 /s L'/»(/ﬂ,//f C/dlw’/ly 7‘4% /L/'F 1
protect itself against so-called “rogue nations.” A few weeks ago, the U.S. Senate refused to ratify the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. And now the U.S. is embarking on a missile defense system that will no doubt 7/( 5((/{'/(/’1 P el /n o /f/ WO Y4 7/] ,Dé}éﬂf%
lead to arms escalation worldwide and is contrary to the 1972 ABM treaty with the former Soviet Union — the .
comnerstone of nuclear disarmament. I would suggest that the United States is the rogue nation here. A Z L0 M L0 7L /0/ 7 / < f / /qf é G A /L/ (2= /’/
Finally, in the public hearing held in Fairbanks, Alaska on Monday, November 1, 1999, there was a TV monitor 3 ///4['(66 7‘/4{ / 7{ /:_g’ WO{ /{/&O B( 2 f’f/ ) U_g

with approximately two minutes of footage being replayed over and over. The footage was of a test of this NMD
system held in October 1999. It was my understanding that the purpose of the hearing was to solicit public input
on the DEIS — something that had nothing to do with footage of the test or its results. The hearing was to evaluate
the potential environmental impacts if the system is deployed. Instead, the public was offered a slick commercial
that showed that the system actually works (at least in one test). If the test had been a dismal failure would the
video have been shown? 1 believe it was unconscionable to employ this heavy-handed tactic in order to build
support for the system, especially when the purpose of the hearing was to examine an entirely different topic (the
DEIS).

Sincerely,

%}\

Ross Coen

/)75’7[6/{’ Kie Lo Fhe ff/c.{‘ﬁ</ flal=) /O&/
oFr Fhese sHites e all ;';/'C%l)fi Q/ff?ééev\./

/w{o Ao T 4/4{& /5 The RoecF loce Krox
Foor e sys7en ,

Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Commentor:

Name: ﬂlrc ﬁgg/ﬂ lé’&f( A

Street Address:

City, State:

Zip Code:
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-047 P-W-048
P-W-047 P-W-048
COmment Sheet Comment Sheet for NMD Deployment EiS:
for the November 5, 1999
National Missile Defense (NMD} DerO/o yment Overall, it appears that NMD deployment would have minimal environmental impacts and thus a
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) rather benign effect on the Delta region. This makes it a rather “clean” industry for the area; one
compatible with its environment and one | support.
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to However, my concerns stem from the possible deployment of both NMD and other base reuse 1
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft options. If a prison is developed on the base in addition to NMD (and we have repeatedly been
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified ol "!e twg Ereinot mutuglly exclusive), | believe ‘th(_e mﬂyx_ 0“!"5 number of people W'"
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in negatively |mpacuhe_env1ronment and tax the existing limited mfrastrucl_ure of the City. For
! Y y v se example, housing is limited in the area and the community would need time and funds to develop
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999. additional infrastructure to adequately support both projects. Additional services such as fire,
police protection, landfill and septic sludge systems would need to be developed as well.
Date: MDU% AU 5 /9};}? The City has been working hard to develop a base reuse but i believe only one of the “large, 2
anchor tenant” type projects is necessary or wanted to be consistent with the vision of Delta in 10
5 —20 years. Additional business development can occur as a result of the “anchor tenant's
45 /)r€>1C/€’/A+ o CE0 of Mimihota FPouser av;meﬂC«( 1 B 2

e (oBolealo Poewer sau,ﬁ,ﬂbér r_eqsters mMoth
Dubote. , = fave heed) autlerized 4o tocik 70 oor
Stopg Svpperls Lor placewent o o HAD
i N O

Covperatrne has Loe:[ifses ~ Govomtiod ol
:}z‘_aﬁéﬂxéiam) -~ ) plocr Alear QX QC{Z{!&&Q&

. M ron bCLWm
el Coalier Livatl Elechnn CQucporatere.  stand
P‘eoer); 0.l able do Crronl Feed Cod- loctrr. oy
JZQ c(fM»f Q.a‘,/;he; L ocodedd n AdnKR ’Dl,,éoﬁo\_,_

Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:_

PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Commentor:

Name: ’D?'\\.): Cl L@GK

City, State:

Zip Code:

presence” as indicated in the EIS and preliminary plans for prison development. But, we cannot
sacrifice quality of life issues for economic development. Thus, if in a perfect world with clear
choices and no timing conflicts, | believe NMD deployment is environmentally and economically
the preferred “anchor tenant” for Fort Greely. Itis cleaner and better meets the value and vision |
see for Delta/Greely in the long-term. It is far less controversial, provides better paying
employment opportunities, makes excellent use of one of our greatest assets (extensive raw,
uninhabited fand) and does not saddle the City with extensive asbestos and lead-based paint
cleanup necessary to convert the cantonment area to a prison area.

In my opinion, to minimize environmental impacts, only one large project should be developed at
Ft. Greely and my preference is the deployment of NMD. The socner the City can know that this
is to occur, the sooner they can begin planning and upgrading necessary infrastructure to meet
the demands of the project and cease work on the less attractive alternative reuse option of a
private prison which may have negative environmental effects that have yet to be quantified.

Thank you for this opportunity.

Commentator: Donna J. Gardino

Exhibit 9.1.1-1: Reproductions of Written Comment Documents (Continued)




/5’4/1990 SO A7) ONO FaniEl THE CamsTimTions DIiedes T

A o Sodsde v st | CONSIL pariony  BF THE Selgsic

REGLD fHTHT v 7 g Ddir fryicibdy OFrZmmynn e Qaend

THEN LY/ T8 D4R fRook#orne pos oy o5, FL it
Please place form in the drop Commentor: = — —

box or mail to:

Name: DAN BECK. Suff\ntéwDfnT

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson 0547/4/ GREL LY SCHIOLS
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 City, State:
Zip Code:

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this important project.
Sincerely,

I f s

Robert L. Bright
Director

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-049 P-W-050
GALDEZ P-W-050
P-W-049 3 *l(v
fa (/]
Comment Sheet ol g
S <
for the k), £5
. . «
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment Wrome™
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Community and Economic Development
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft .
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified November 5, 1999
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson
Date: ///5/44 U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.O. Box 1500
Tusr 7 COUPL A OF TAcyyS ge5eu0 748 L4 il omds | . 1 Huntsville, Al. 35807-3801
& THERE 18 B S0l iin ™ Cpie frl el LPEHTESD S0l OF F7 Goftbeey Re: National Missile Defense EIS Comments
THIE 2100 fOGvl 7D LB G GAT ATANATIvE T8 O, L Ko Dear Ms. Hudson:
THRr IR AT AN D L T fras fLon ST Gy ALE Al (/f The City of Valdez is very supportive of the location of Delta Junction, Alaska (Fort 1
Greely) for the National Missile Defense System. We feel this location is by far the best
GOy Setost)  FH Tevint, THE Skt fein Ta Cote Qoveed prafen for the program. y
SEAE THE Rpigsnaborite IRy STmEmtur v ALEA0G s In addition, the Fort Greely site offers already in place infrastructure and therefore low
site development costs. Easy and cost effective shipping of components to Fort Greely is
227 readily available from Valdez, the northemn most ice free port to interior Alaska, and then
# . up the Richardson Highway, a distance of only 250 miles.
A SECOND ZOER (DLl BF T2 UT1L IRE f£7 frebcy SOacoc 2
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-051
P-W-051
T
77N
International
NN 77
N P
emitted by the X-band radar should be calculated and compared to the peak-power
November 5. 1999 MPEs given in the ANSI/IEEE standard.
U.S Army Space and Missile Def C d 5. The first full paragraph on page 4-348 of the Draft EIS (§4.3.4.7) states that additive 5
A& i y S{/IDC—E\I‘—VIS(S&/Ie Jelén;{e domman exposure to RFR emitted by the propesed X-band radar and other emitters may
P OenBlon.l 500 ! SRl e KRR exceed the appropriate MPE, but this is not a concern because the MPE incorporates a
I { .t QE(I AL 35807-3801 safety factor. This is not a correct interpretation of the ANSI/IEEE standards. The
LIS ’ B proper method for analyzing exposure to EMR from multiple sources is given in
Dear Ms. Hudson: Annex D of the ANSI/IEEE C95.1 1999 standard and should be used to analyze
car Ms. Hudson: additive exposure to EMR.
. . ; o .
mz:ﬁ:gzg}\l;rggez jgnte}:; Dszajzeg;;):;;j()%) an d[:)nf{;:rc’the followin(Egznfr?:eﬁ?-mml 1 request that the Draft EIS be recirculated for public review and comment after it is
P03 > O¢P ’ & : revised to eliminate the inaccuracies and omissions noted above. Thank you for
1. The Draft EIS cites the American National Standards Institute / Institute of Electrical 1 brovidinslzicopyloiithiciDrAtEISandiconsicerinaitiEs S Srne R
and Electronic Engineers (ANSI/IEEE) C95.1 1992 standard for human exposure to Sincerel §
electromagnetic radiation (EMR). That standard has been updated by the C95.1 1999 = /y / /
standard recently issued by ANSI/IEEE. The updated standard should be used for the {/ / A;ﬁ;/ £,
EIS analyss. //James Manitakos }¥.
2. The calculation in §4.3.4.7 of the Draft EIS of maximum permissible exposure (MPE) 2 grR(i[gIrrT;mMa?ix:aanal
to EMR in uncozntrolled environments is incorrect. The Draft EIS states that the MPE :
is 6.33 mW/cm®. The proper calculation is given below: Co: NMD file
Frequency (mHz)/ 1,500 = MPE (mW/em?)
or
8,000/ 1,500 = 5.33 mW/ em’.
This change will affect the safe distance reported in the EIS.
3. The Draft EIS analysis of EMR is limited to exposure of the public in areas outside 3
the secure zone around the radars. An analysis of occupational exposure of workers
within the controlled area should be included. The correct MPE for controlled
environments (see Table 1 of the ANSI/IEEE C95.1 1999 standard) should be used in
that analysis.
4. The Draft EIS analysis fails to examine the health and safety implications of exposure 4

to peak-power levels. The ANSI/IEEE C95.1 1999 standard (and the earlier C95.1
1992 standard) includes MPEs for peak-power exposure in §4.1, Table 1, footnote (g)
and §4.1, Table 2, footnote (g). The rationale for peak-power MPEs is explained in
§6.9 of the ANSI/IEEE C95.1 1999 standard. The expected peak level of EMR

SRl International
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-052
P-W-052
DELTANA COMMUNITY CORPORATION
RESOLUTION
Community of Delta Junction

Entity Name: Deitana Community Corporation
October 23, 1999 Resolution #99-08
U. S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command Whereas Deltana Community Co‘rgoration prn_)vwdes commu_nity sgwices to
Attention: SMDC-EN-V (Ms. Julia Hudsen) the resxdgnts of_t!'\e Delga area (unorganized); including but not limited to:
P.O. Box 1500 community facilities, trails, bridges and roads; and
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Whereas Deltana Community Corporation receives and administers State,

Federal and Private grant funds for the benefit of all Delta Area residents; and

Dear Ms. Hudson: . i

Whereas Deltana Community Corporation provides a voice for local
As President of Deitana Community Corporation (DCC) in Deita, Alaska, | am writing to advise you of residents in the community; and
our board's unanimous support for placing the Ballistic Missile Defense Program at Fort Greely,
Alaska. | have attached a resolution of such support. Whereas the business of Deltana Community Corporation shall be

managed by the Board of Directors, which shall exercise all powers of the

DCC is a non-profit community corporation that represents more than 70% of the Delta Junction area. corporation; and
The Beard of DCC is elected by thase living outside the City of Delta Junction and includes the
residents of Fort Greely. In the absence of any local government {(no borough, county or other local THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Deltana Community Corporation
government), DCC provides community services to the Delta area by facilitating state and federal unanimously supports placing the Ballistic Missile Defense Program at Fort
programs and providing a voice for the majority of those living in the area. Greely, Alaska.
We believe this program is an excellent use of one of our greatest assets. The vast undeveloped land 1

mass and rural focation lends itself to minimizing environmental impacts. Health and safety risks are
minimal as well. A recent large wildland fire in the area will minimize future risk from fire for the BMD
project. An upgrade and resurfacing of Allen Army Airfield would be consistent with future uses as
defined by the draft Allen Army Airfield Joint Use Master Ptan. Visual sensitivity to the project is very
fow. There would be no fand use confiicts. The socioeconomic base of the area will greatly improve
especially in light of the realignment of Fort Greely.

We hope that the BMD project will be deployed at Fort Greely, Alaska. Thank you for your

consideration. If you have any questions, please contact me at 907/885-4150 or email me at
dec@knix.net.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
7 ) K2 esident

Paul Knopp, President
Deltana Community Corperation

PASSED AND APPROVED by the Board of Directors this 14" day of

October, 1999 %
By: @%Q ' (signed)

+— -
?au. | £ f\/n npp / ,PI\€51 Jt v Name and Title
Attest: alone _ (Signed)

Tonna J Gaedind ~AdminiSsra T Name and Title
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P-W-053 P-W-054
P-W-054
P-W-053 Comment Sheet
for the
CAVALIER RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC. National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
October 26, 1999 Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
ElS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P 0 Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 Date: M MG\/ qq
Re: National Missile Defense Deployment
Greetings
Cavalier Rural Electric Cooperartive, Inc. (CREC) has provided reliable 1

electric service to the thirty Minuteman III missile lauach sites and one
launch control center since their original installation in 1964 thru the
present time when the sites are beginning to be "imploded™.

CREC thru Minnkota Power Cooperative, Inc. our wholesale electric supplier
has provided electric service to the ABM-MSR site at Nekoma, ND from the time
it was under construction in 1970 until it was scheduled for dis-mantling in
1976 and we continue to provide three phase service to the MSR Site following
removal of thesubstation at the 115 KV line that terminates at the MSR Site.
We have also provided three phase service to the RSL-1 at Hampden and RSL-2
at Dresden during construction and during operations up to the time the sites
were disconnected.

The 115 KV line remains intact to the MSR site at Nekoma.
The RSL Site: one is less than one mile from the existing 115 KV line that
goes from Devils Lake to Langdon.

This 115 KV line from Langdon to Devils Lake has weathered many storms and
since it is basically located in a northeast to southwest direction it has
withstood adverse weather very reliably. This lime should provide a very reliab
source of bulk power to the MSR site and RSL 1.

CREC is ready and availahle to provide reliable electric service to the M5B,
RSL 1 and RSL 2 as is necessary for construction and operation of these sites
with minimal additional investment.

Yours truly

Rural Electric Coop., Tnc

. 0tth, Manager

“One of the Minnkota Power Systems -- We Put Value on the Line”

L
o el
A AIES

oo

Please ptace form in the drop
box or mail to:

Commentor:

Nameré@fﬂ@( /ROblﬂ ‘EL\/’OW
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson /

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:

PO Box 1500
City, State: A\'\C/h&fﬁge . AIL

Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
Zip Code:
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? H = Provide protection against missile attack to all the people of the United States on an
. equal basis.
e A Backgrouner - o
q: da 5 * Include Alaska and Hawaii, and not just the 48 contiguous states, in all future
quﬁ tage ‘oundatio assessments of the threat posed to the United States from missile attack.
P
o. 136 | TneHeritage Foundation *  Take the necessary steps—including deployment of a missile defense system—to
ensure that Alaska is protected against the threats posed by foreign aggressors.
* Recognize that the security of Alaska takes precedence over any international treaty
or obligation.
S ber 8, 1997 -
S * Hold public hearings in Alaska to help the people of that state appreciate the extent
of their vulnerability.
ALASKA’S MISSILE DEFENSE APPEAL: THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION’S
A MODEL FOR OTHER STATES NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE PLAN
The NMD development and deployment plan now being implemented by the Clinton
Baker Spring Administration includes a three-year development program that would allow a deploy-
Senior Policy Analyst ment decision by the year 2000 or sometime thereafter. A missile defense system could be
deployed three years after this decision is made. Because of these three-year intervals, the
ommon sense would dictate that any national missile defense (NMD) system Clinton proposal is frequently referred to as the “three-plus-three” plan. Significantly,
‘ developed for the United States should be designed to protect all U.S. territory however, the plan contains ro explicit commitment to deploy an NMD system. Moreover,
against missile attack. The Clinton Administration, however, has proposed an any system that is deployed almost certainly will leave vast portions of U.S. territory
NMD development and deployment plan that most likely will leave a large portion of the unprotected against missile strikes because of the Administration’s determination to
United States vulnerable to missile strikes. observe the requirements of the ABM Treaty, which imposes severe restrictions on what
q £y, po
The Administration’s proposed NMD system is not likely to provide full coverage to 1 sort of NMD system the United States may develop and deploy.
U.S. territory because it is being designed in a way that conforms to the restrictions of the . i . .
1972 ATﬁ-ganstic Missile (. A§M, Tg::aty, Last May, therefore, legislators in Alaska— .The NMD system envisioned by the Clu{ton Admmlst:auo_n is ground-based—the .only 3
alarmed at the prospect of being left vulnerable—adopted a resolution asking the federal kind allowed by the ABM Treaty. It would mcilude up to'100 interceptors and would likely
government to gmvids Alaska with protection against such attacks on an equal basis with be located at Grand Forks, North Dakota, which the United States designated under the
all other states. treaty and a 1974 protocol as its single ABM deployment site. The question that remains
2 for Alaska, Hawaii, and a potential host of other states is whether such a system will be

Legislators from Florida, Arkansas, or Utah might be tempted to assume that only
Alaska and Hawaii, being geographically isolated from the contiguous 48 states, w_ould be
outside the protective umbretla of the Clinton NMD system. Such an assumption, in most
cases, would be wrong. Because of the requirements of the ABM Treaty, many other
states also are likely to be left vulnerable. As a result, other state iegistatures should be .
prepared to follow Alaska’s lead and adopt a similar resolution to h_elp make sure Qm their
states will be protected on an equal basis with all other states. While such resplunops qo
not have legal force over the federal government, they do carry much weight in reminding
distant Washington policymakers of their responsibilities to the states. The Alaska resolu-
tion, which could serve as a model, demands that the federal government:

1 Senate Joint Resolution 30, “Defense of Alaska from Nuclear Attack.” The Alaska Senate adopted the resolution on
May 6, while the Alaska House adopted it on May 11.

Note: Nothing written here is to be construed as necessarnily raflecting the views of The Heritage Foundation or as an attempt

able to protect their territory. The answer provided by the Clinton Administration plan is
that they will not be protected because the ABM Treaty specifically bars the deployment
of an NMD system capable of providing coverage to all of the territory of the United
States.

Alaska’s understandable concern. The Alaska legislature’s concern about Alaska’s
ongoing vulnerability to missile attack was prompted by a November 1995 intelligence
community report on the missile threat that excluded threats to Alaska and Hawaii from
consideration. The intelligence community prepared this report, known as a national intel-
ligence estimate (NIE), at the behest of the Clinton Administration. The NIE determined
that the U.S. would not face a missile threat from any Third World state for at least 15
years. Excluding Alaska and Hawaii from the estimate served to bypass an earlier assess-
ment by then-Deputy Secretary of Defense John Deutch that territories in these two states

~

For a summary version of the NIE, called the “President’s Summary,” sce “Do We Need a Missile Defense System?”
The Washington Times, May 14, 1996, p. A15. The intelligence community inctudes the Central Intelligence Agency,
the Defense Intelligence Agency, the National Security Agency, the intelligence arms of the military services, and other
smaller agencies.
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could be subject to attack by a North Korean missile, the Taepo Dong 2, by the end of this
decade.

The Clinton Administration’s attempts to downplay the missile threat and to uphold the
ABM Treaty convinced Alaska’s legislators that it had set out on a path that would leave
Alaskan territory vulnerable to the Taepo Dong 2. The first problem has to do with timing.
Under the Administration’s deployment plan, even if it provided coverage to Alaska, the
United States would not be able to deploy an NMD system until after the estimated North
Korean threat to Alaska materialized. But the question of timing is actually the less impor-
tant of the problems posed by the Administration’s NMD plan: The lack of coverage of
the fully deployed system should be of even greater concern. Limits on the coverage of the
deployed NMD system, as required by the ABM Treaty, will result in permanent vulnera-
bility.

THE ABM TREATY OBSTACLE

With the Clinton Administration embarked on its three-plus-three plan, political leaders
in Alaska and other states still need to be concerned that it is prepared to leave their terri-
tories permanently vulnerable to missile strikes. This concern arises even as the Adminis-
tration prepares to provide protection to other portions of U.S. territory. The reason for
this unwise approach can be found in the Administration’s infatuation with the ABM
Treaty. Article I of the ABM Treaty commits the U.S. “not to deploy ABM systems for a
defense of the territory of its country and not to provide a base for such a defense, and not
to deploy ABM systems for defense of an individual region except as provided for in Arti-
cle 11T of this Treaty.”

Article III of the ABM Treaty, as amended by a 1974 protocol, allows the deployment
of a single site of up to 100 ground-based interceptors at the national capital area or a field
of intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). Under the treaty, the United States desig-
nated its site as the ICBM field in North Dakota. The United States constructed such a
system in the 1970s, but mothbatled it shortly after it became operational.

The Clinton Administration’s three-plus-three plan is designed to deploy a more tech-
nologically advanced system at the North Dakota site, but under the requirements of Arti-
cle L, this system’s defensive coverage cannot extend beyond the region where the ICBMs
are deployed. As a resuit, the Administration’s requirement that the deployment be “treaty
compliant” means that virtually all U.S. territory outside the northem portions of the Mid-
west will remain vuinerable to missile attack under the three-plus-three plan.

The Clinton Administration, moreover, continues to mislead the American people about
its plans. The Administration has directed the program manager of the NMD system,
Brigadier General Joseph Cosumano, to design a ground-based system that, despite the
restrictions of the ABM Treaty, can meet the demanding technological task of providing
protection to all 50 states. General Cosumano has acknowledged, however, that the Clin-
ton Administration has made no commitment to him that it will relax the strictures of Arti-
cle I 'and allow the deployment of a system capable of protecting all U.S. territory.* Thus,
the Administration is instructing the military to design an NMD system that its own policy
toward the ABM Treaty will bar it from deploying. The only alternatives will be (1) to

3 Committee on Armed Services, U.S. Senate, Military Implications of the Chemical Weapons C. ion (Washi
D.C: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1994), p. 81.

deploy a system that leaves the territories of the vast majority of states vulnerable to mis-
sile strikes or (2) to deploy no NMD system at all.

Better options for NMD foreclosed. The Administration’s adherence to the ABM
Treaty also requires the rejection of development and deployment options that are less
risky technically and could provide full coverage to the territories of all 50 states against
small-scale missile strikes. One such option is to upgrade the Navy’s Theater-Wide
(“Upper Tier”) system for countering shorter-range missiles that pose a threat to U.S.
allies and forces in the field to give it the capability to provide a defense of U.S. territory
against long-range missiles. Since the interceptors would be deployed on AEGIS cruisers
that patrol the world’s oceans, this systera would protect against missiles launched from
North Korea, North Africa, and the Middle East. The system could even be used to defend
against small-scale launches aimed at the Midwest if interceptors were deployed on a
barge in the Great Lakes or on launching pads in North Dakota.’

The Clinton Administration is ail but certain to oppose the Upper Tier option, which
would cost only about $3 billion (compared to some $10 billion for the Administration’s
NMD plan), on the grounds that the system is incompatible with Article I, Article V, and
Article VI of the ABM Treaty. Article [ prohibits the deployment of a missile defense sys-
tem that is capable of defending either the entire territory of the U.S. or any region of the
country outside the ICBM field in the Midwest. Article V prohibits the development, test-
ing, and deployment of a sea-based ABM system. Article VI prohibits giving systems for
defending against shorter-range missiles, like the Navy Upper Tier system, the ability to
counter the long-range missiles that threaten U.S. territory.

CONCLUSION

Recognizing that the ABM Treaty poses an insurmountable obstacle to providing ade-
quate missile protection for Alaska, the state’s legislators passed a resolution reminding
the federal government of its obligation to protect all 50 states. The resolution states
explicitly that Alaska’s safety and security take priority over any international treaty or
obligation. Further, it expresses the view that the President should take whatever action is
required to ensure that Alaska is defended against limited missile attack. By implication,
this provision asks the federal government to modify or jettison the ABM Treaty.

Given the present situation, other state legislatures would be well-advised to use
Alaska’s resolution as a model for similar resolutions demanding that the federal govern-
ment provide their states with protection against missile attack. As long as the ABM
Treaty obstacle remains, there is little prospect that the federal government will field an
effective NMD system that provides protection to all U.S. territory.

Brigadier General Joseph Cosumano, “Ballistic Missile Defense: Its Role in Counter-Proliferation, Arms Control and
Deterrence,” remarks before Fifth Annual Congressional National Secumy Policy Brea.kﬁsx Seminar, sponsored by
Nationat Defense University Foundation and American Defense Prep Washi D.C., May 16,

1997.

For 2 detailed description of the “Upper Tier” option, see Missile Defense Study Team, Defending America: A Near-
and Long-Term Plan to Deploy Missile Defenses (Washington, D.C.: The Heritage Foundation, 1995).
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APPENDIX
SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 30
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWENTIETH LEGISLATURE—FIRST SESSION

BY THE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE BY REQUEST

Introduced: 5/2/97
Referred: Judiciary

A RESOLUTION
Relating to the defense of Alaska from offensive nuclear attack.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS Alaska is the 49th state to enter the federal union of the United States of
America and is entitled to all of the rights, privileges, and obligations that the union
affords and requires; and

WHEREAS Alaska possesses natural resources, including energy, mineral, and human
resources, vital to the prosperity and national security of the United States; and

WHEREAS the people of Alaska are conscious of the state’s remote northern location
and proximity to Northeast Asia and the Eurasian land mass, and of how that unique loca-
tion places the state in a more vulnerable position than other states with regard to missiles
that could be launched in Asia and Europe; and

WHEREAS the people of Alaska recognize the changing nature of the international
political structure and the evolution and proliferation of missile delivery systems and
weapons of mass destruction as foreign states seek the military means to deter the power
of the United States in international affairs; and

WHEREAS there is a growing threat to Alaska by potential aggressors in these nations
and in rogue nations that are seeking nuclear weapons capability and that have sponsored
international terrorism; and

WHEREAS 2 National Intelligence Estimate to assess missile threats to the United
States left Alaska and Hawaii out of the assessment and estimate; and

WHEREAS one of the primary reasons for joining the Union of the United States of
America was to gain security for the people of Alaska and for the common regulation of
foreign affairs on the basis of an equitable membership in the United States federation;
and

WHEREAS the United States plans to field a national missile defense, perhaps as early
as 2003; this national missile defense plan will provide only a fragile defense for Alaska,
the state most likely to be threatened by new missile powers that are emerging in North-
east Asia;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska Legislature respectfully requires the President of
the United States to take all actions necessary, within the considerable limits of the
resources of the United States, to protect on an equal basis all peoples and resources of

this great Union from threat of missile attack regardless of the physical location of the
member state; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature respectfully requests that
Alaska be included in every National Intelligence Estimate conducted by the United
States joint intelligence agencies; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature respectfully requests the
President of the United States to include Alaska and Hawaii, not just the contiguous 48
states, in every National Intelligence Estimate of missile threat to the United States; and
be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature urges the United States
government to take necessary measures to ensure that Alaska is protected against foresee-
able threats, nuclear and otherwise, posed by foreign aggressors, including deployment of
a ballistic missile defense system to protect Alaska; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature conveys to the President of
the United States expectations that Alaska’s safety and security take priority over any
international treaty or obligation and that the President take whatever action is necessary
to ensure that Alaska can be defended against limited missile attacks with the same degree
of assurance as that provided to all other states; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature respectfully requests that
the appropriate Congressional committees hold hearings in Alaska that include defense
experts and administration officials to help Alaskans understand their risks, their level of
security, and Alaska’s vulnerability.

COPIES of this resotution shall be sent to the Honorable Bill Clinton, President of the
United States; the Honorable Al Gore, Jr., Vice President of the United States and Presi-
dent of the U.S. Senate; the Honorable Newt Gingrich, Speaker of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives; the Honorable Ted Stevens, Chair of the U.S. Senate Committee on
Appropriations; the Honorable Bob Livingston, Chair of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives Committee on Appropriations; the Honorable Strom Thurmond, Chair of the U.S.
Senate Committee on Armed Services; the Honorable Floyd Spence, Chair of the U.S.
House of Representatives Committee on National Security; and to the Honorable Frank
Murkowski, U.S. Senator, and the Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative, members
of the Alaska delegation in Congress.

HERITAGE STUDIES ON LINE

Heritage Foundation studies are availgble electronically at several online locations. On the Internes, -
The Heritage Foundation’s kome page on the World Wide Web is heri 8 Bookmark this site and visit it daily
Jor the latest information:
6
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P-W-055

Comment Sheet
. for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified

in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.

pate: (4 _NOV 44

Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

Commentor:

Name: SQJQ(HOF LO(W) L@rmn
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:

PO Box 1500
City, State: Anﬁh@(ﬁ@@ 4 AK»

Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
Zip Code:

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-055

+ Good evening, I'm Senator Loren Leman. | am honored
to represent the District G in west Anchorage which
includes Elmendorf Airﬁrce Base. | appreciate this
opportunity to say a few words about Alaska’s potential
role in the Ballistic Missile Defense Program. As an,
elected official, engineer, and Alaska resident this issue
concerns me deeply on professional, public policy and
personal levels.

¢ Of the many factors addressed in the draft environmental
impact statement, I'll briefly mention two: wetlands and the
potential, however unlikely, of a chemical propellant leak.

e Last month | toured the Clear Air Station and Fort Greely
sites under consideration. As an environmental engineer,
| paid close attention to the wetlands and groundwater
issues.

+ My observations lead me to believe that Fort Greely is
exceptionally well suited for a Ground Based Interceptor

Ballistic Missile Defense
11/04/99 - 2:49 PM

Senator Loren Leman page #1
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Senator Loren Leman

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
installation. The water table}\%nore than 175 feet deep, no meeting that included the discussion of the issue and was
wetlands would be disturbed, and this summer’s wildfire impressed by the active involvement of the community.
has conveniently killed nearly every tree within miles. You Nearly one hundred area residents voiced their
might say that nature is leading the way. enthusiasm for an installation at Fort Greely.
Additionally, there are no roads or buildings within the 2 This is understandable. With the recent post closure, the 3
range of a potential chemical vapor leak. community is in need of the jobs and economic
In contrast, a spill at the Grand Forks North Dakota development this program would bring. Fort Greely and
location could potentially endanger users of, and | quote, the Ballistic Missile Defense Program are a good match.
“three commercial buildings, two churches, one residence |
and portions of US Highway 2” Volume 1, Executive Summary Noise concerns and archeological remains are important 4

page es 15.
From a number of perspectives, | believe that Alaska, and
probably Fort Greely, stands out as being the best choice

for the environment and for the nation.

An important component of any public program is local

support. While in Delta Junction | participated in a public

page #2 Ballistic Missile Detense
11/04/99 - 2:49 PM

Senator Loren Leman page #3

and worthy of our careful consideration. However, there is
a larger question in the background; one that will
profoundly affect the way Americans view the success of
a Ballistic Missile Defense System.

That is, which Americans should be protected? All, or

some?

Ballistic Missile Defense
11/04/99 - 2:49 PM
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Should the Department of Defense choose a site in the 5 ¢ An Alaska installation is the only alternative that would

lower 48, both Alaska and Hawaii may be left vulnerable
to a nuclear attack by a rogue nation.

Itis important to note that Alaska and Hawaii were
precisely the areas attacked by Japanese forces in World
War ll. Both states support military installations that are
critical to our first line of defense in the Pacific theater.
Bothkstates are geographically isolated and dangerously
proximate to potential launch sites.

Clearly, when the United States is threatened in the
Pacific, it is Alaska and Hawaii that offer a potential
aggressor the most tempting targets.

Leaving these states undefended from a missile attack
runs counter to our traditional military strategy in the
Pacific and, in my view, would call into question the

mission of the entire system.

page #4 Ballistic Missile Defense
1L/04/99 - 2:49 PM

truly protect our first line of defense and safeguard all
Americans from nuclear terrorism.

« Thank you for listening to Alaskans.

Senator Loren Leman page #5

Ballistic Missile Defense
11/04/99 - 2:49 PM
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Please place form in the drop Commentor:

box or mail to: m\%
Name: V\

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 City, State:

Zip Code:

Please place form in the drop Commentor:
box or mail to:

Name:

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
PO Box 1500

Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 City, State:

Zip Code:
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NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-056
P-W-056
Comment Sheet Comment Sheet
for the for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
. . . . . . L Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deptoyment Draft EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1998.
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999. C}i}}xm\(ﬂg %’Mﬁmw fosihon %{%[OM& Rechu
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"h el ;, v N2 i e hz L Cooul tep Comment Sheet
Nof < Lo ’Uesf%amﬂtai? ?ﬂ;@gz /2 oo forthe
Ty . ’ National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
she Mt%’a(@ S can \/é:;\;m Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
@K; s nsa
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
Q/Q‘U)/\}ﬂ@ LS & &@&] on o «Hju give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
e EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
b(\b//mmo N}%ﬂ;‘r OV\’ in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
> L*S @‘%ﬁ sk the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
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Please place forrin the drop Commentor: £z, /”gf CS /7 E/}J//Zze’/ aF
box or mail to: Clevrr S A -/ T7Z

Name: e’ S 7/
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson -
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Street Address:

City, State:

Zip Code:
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-058 P-W-059
s - P-W-059
NORTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH P-Ww-058
Environmental Health Section )
Location: Mailing Address: SMDC-EN-V, Ms Julia Hudson
1200 Missouri Avenue Fax # P.O. Box 5520 U.S. Army Space and Missile Defence Command
Bismarck, ND 58504-5264 701-328-5200 Bismarck, ND 58506-5520 Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3081
November 4, 1999 Dear Ms. Hudson, o )
I am writing on behalf of the Missile Defense System being 1
placed in Interior Alaska.
o It is my understanding that if the system was located in North
X“S A'myss'\ig%eg;dv’\”'&s"e Dﬁfe:% Command Dakota, it would not protect either Alaska or Hawaii even though
Poen;zr;'1500 el Vs Bulialtiucson) both of these states have a large military presence. I feel that this
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 would be a serious mistake due to the strategic lo;ation these states
occupy. I feel that when all the factors are taken into account,
Ladies and Gentlemen: interior Alaska will become the besi possible location for the system.
Referenced is your letter dated September 22, 1999 requesting comments on the Draft 1 Sincerely
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the National Missile Defense deployment. g; ’G)/
The Department's Divisions of Environmental Engineering, Water Quality and Waste ﬂ(
Management have reviewed the DEIS. We have two comments: Scott Vaughn
i On page 3-20, the sulfur oxides standards indicated in the table are
applicable to coal conversion facilities. The sulfur oxides standards
applicable to other facilities are:
Annual 60ug/m® (0.023 ppm)
24-hour 260ug/m® (0.099 ppm)
1-hour 715u9/m® (0.273 ppm)
2. Also on page 3-20, there are no North Dakota ambient air quality 2

standards for reduced sulfur and ammonia.
If you have any questions, feel free to contact us at 701-328-5150.

Sinqerely,

l P
Francig J. Schwindt, Chief
Environmental Health Section

FJS:JLB:cc
Environmental Health Environmental Municipal Waste Water
Section Chief's Office Engineering Facilities Management Quality
701-328-5150 701-328-5188 701-328-5211 701-328-5166 701-328-5210

Printed on recycled paper.
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-060 P-W-061
P-W-060
Comment Sheet TowN OF SANDWICH ey
AT THE OLDEST TOWN ON CAPE COD =
. - . 130 MAIN STREET
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment o T, TOWN
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) T oeaeiato ADMINISTRATOR
. . . . . . P P-W-061
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to November 5, 1999
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
in the Final EiS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in F. Whitten Peters
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999, Secretary of the Air Force
Pentagon Building
- Room 4E871
bate:_Jpy S 59T Washington, DC 20330
< ; 71;(9/ %Aqy“ '74,4 ” /[////] O =< /Oﬂ/d é(‘ éa,rf-fj /s 1 Re: Request for Environmental Impact Statement for Cape Cod PAVE PAWS
4/‘15 kﬁ\ Jer %ﬁ% %ﬂ’(’/ﬁ LS /)O/L(' wrrean /Z/] @< QKW)f?é‘ﬂf( Dear Secretary Peters:
1

Jgf He LS (D reSpenr » Ay @( Lo A w#r{(
Qﬁc) a /50 % e /é) é( ot A prge j boes Y to
J.Zir__ér;‘__/ C oy - -

Please place form in the drop Commentor:

box or mail to:

Name: DE] 7 req J/ (J/‘(a PAL
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson v

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:_

PO Box 1500

Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 City, State:

Zip Code:

The Town of Sandwich Board of Selectmen voted unanimously at its November
4, 1999 meeting to request that the United States Air Force file a full, site specific
Environmental impact Statement for the Cape Cod PAVE PAWS facility on the
Massachusetts Military Reservation. This request is for the complete existing facility,
not just the technical upgrades being proposed by the Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization.

The Selectmen and many local residents are concerned about several issues at
the facility, particularly how normal operations affect public health and safety. In the
interest of providing citizens with the most accurate information about PAVE PAWS, the
Board believes an Environmental Impact Statement will help clarify exactly how the
facility operates and address the public's concerns. The Board recognizes the
importance of Cape Cod PAVE PAWS for national defense purposes, but wants to
ensure that the health and safety of local residents are also protected.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely yours,

/C’\?](e(/“&z '/’é' Q“"‘c“ﬂ“\/‘-'\

George H’Dunham
Town Administrator

cc:  Ballistic Missile Defense Organization
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command v
Federal and State Legislative Delegation
Massachusetts Department of Pubiic Health
Board of Health
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-062
7 Nov. 1999
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command P-W-062
QET%NFISI(\)IO SMDC-EN-V (Ms. Julia Hudson) The draft EIS states on page 4-165 that the ESQD’s for GBI’s at either site on Clear AS 4
Hunts (.)171( AL 35807-3801 would fall within the base boundary. This statement seems to be inconsistent with
unisvidle, B Fig. 2.4.1-1, which shows the base boundary within about 100 meters of the east corner of
Dear Ms. Hudson: site B. This 100-meter distance is much less than ESQD of 479 meters given on page 4-162.
e Ehia (R SRt Fig. 2.4.1-1 also shows Alaska Railroad tracks going within about 100 meters of site B and a
Here are my comments on the draft Environmental Impact Statement for National Missile 1 5:;331‘;:&2?; n:nt:h:t‘xcffvi:]gs Stﬁ obfo‘:;g:;::sﬂ::i‘sﬁné?éggie:c?;séi lsgi.tesl; SHeal R AEIR
Defense Deployment, which I received on 20 Oct. 1999. The draft EIS does not address in g ’
detail the two items I raised in my letter to you dated 27 Nov. 1998. The first item concerns .
ABM Treaty restrictions. The draft EIS mentions on page 2-53 that the ABM Treaty requires AF};r h;oclrlz;ftfﬁswsﬁt;s(gg E:sg: g:)lllzi;:l; t ;2353‘2? éi;0_rzi?{_i?ﬁ?&?f}?;taéﬁgg? tl:::rks
T e e e pordrs ot G st s 0 s oandar. 1 adiion e st e o
: A L . eapons Storage Area potential site 1s within about meters of U.S. highway 2 and,
E:}:)emali?x::?ifl:ii.c 2%‘;:?;; dﬁgiv“f;afﬁg‘gﬁ?s ﬁ;eng?gghzrﬂyg yd;flt?é:e"{.;te tll:.i?;e L within about 300 meters of the west border of this site, is Eielson St. and several unidentified
shoul; d also clearly state bot{l in the Executive Summary aﬁ din spection 16— that the sites structures. Section 4.3.1.6.2.1 should contain figures showing silo locations with ESQD
being considered in Alaska do not comply with the ABM Treaty. cireles for both sites.
The other item [ raised during the scoping process concerns sites being considered for 2 excg:?i ‘[’Egeb:;;ﬁu[:ga?ir:sﬂoiIi:i\ﬁ?:szlegﬁzslgzta:heTiiSstchngolronE lcgiggi::ieg;would 5
expansion following the initial deployment. The 17 Nov. 1998 Notice of Intent stated that the Fig. 2.4.1-5 although the explanation key for this ﬁgtlj Y T ey e
il;r(;?g;idl)‘: cl::::; W}?Z w:‘flc:_m:;lﬁgslz?‘fsilzfﬁg:g grfa%toEr,rllés?;lde?ca?;so?;atlotgznlg;;ggai(gﬁ(:; boundary is denoted. Sectiqn 43.1 .6:2.2 should contain a figure showing silo locations with
is up to 100 GBI silos at one site in either Alaska or North Dakota or up to 100 silos at one ESQD circles for the potential GBI site.
Alaska site plus up to 100 silos at one North Dakota site. The Ballistic Missile Defense Final
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) noted on page 1-6 that other sites Please send me a copy of the final EIS at the address below.
might be added to the initial site and in particular that interceptor sites could be located in
Alaska and Hawaii. As I noted in my comments on this PEIS (see pages 8-15 and 8-16), an
article in the 8 March 1992 Honolulu Star-Bulletin & Advertiser indicated that seven sites
were being considered. (The locations given in this article were Grand Forks in North ol
Dakota, Alaska, Hawaii, California, Arizona-New Mexico border, Florida, and New York.) %"
Section 2.5 of the EIS should give a complete list of sites which have been identified, explain Michael Jones
in detail why only sites in Alaska and North Dakota were selected for the Proposed Action, Dept. of Physics & Astronom:
and state what additional environmental analyses would be done if other sites are selected for Unilif ofH azv aii Y
expansion of the initial NMD system, ’
My other comments concern health and safety issues associated with GBI transportation. 3

There is more than the usual uncertainty about the impacts of an accident involving a GBI
because, as noted in section 2.2.1.1, final GBI designs have not been completed. The
discussion of possible accidents associated with air transportation of GBI’s on page 4-159
needs much more detail. The assertion that an accident involving an aircraft transporting a
GBI “would have no greater risk than any other commercial or military aircraft cargo flight”
is hard to believe and is not supported by any detailed analysis. In fact, it is noted in the
previous paragraph that up to two GBI's would be transported per aircraft. The EIS should
examine -- in at least as much detail as the analysis of an accident involving ground
transportation -- the impacts of an accident involving an aircraft containing two GBY's.
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" China in the 1970s— replied with
a firm “no.” ’ - :
“It’s a threat if we mishandle
the relationship, but it's nota .-
threat,” Mr. Bush said. . -
""China is not seeking hege-
mony. I see no evidence, and I'd-
like one persen who's a critic of
China on the Republican right or
the-Democratic left to tell me
why they think they're seeking
hegemony,” he ‘added. . " -
. 8 Greg Pierceé can be reached at
" 202/636-3285 or by e-mail at
pierce@twrrmail. com. v
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Please place form in the drop Commentor: , Koell Ha.j;
pox or mail to: -
Nama: <)i"

<
BMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address: , .
PO Box 1500
funtsville, AL 35807-3801 City, State:
Zip Code:

C&“:nwéiNRT NUMBER
P-W-064
P-W-064
Comment Sheet
for the
National Missile Defense (NVMID) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Qur purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment .D.raft
China ‘not a threat’ - | EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should t::j clan:;?n
i i in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are address
. sa}?gga?:sség?gtﬁ-g;ﬁoatﬁzh ! the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1998.
United States if relations between ‘
" the two'are handled well.”. " - ° Dater [[-§-GF
Asked on “Fox News Sunday” if :
China is a threat, Mr. Bush —
who served as ambassador to Decr M. Needaa 1

€16
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The Tok Chamber of Commerce would like to take this opportunity to express
our support for Misslé Defense site to be situated here in Interior Alaska.
We are quite concerned that if said site is located in the lower-48, Alaska
and Hawaii are left unprotected, as we understand it. Given our natural
resources that could eventually be very important to the lower-48 if it

were to come to war, it seems to be the only reasonable site to pick.

We have been told that it will be very expensive, no matter the site, but
given the alternative, what choice is there than to build such a system,
there is nothing wrong with the old motto, even in this day and age, of
"BE PREPARED" !

Our membership of thirty-six local businesses strongly urge you to choose
Alaska as the site for this program.

Yours truly,

ok Chamber of Commerce

Dale H W
Presid

DHY /b
cc: file

the upgrades. Althcugh PAVE PAWS has been in operation 20
years, there has never been enough research on the effects
of the microwave radiation output on human health. As you
may or may not know, Cape Cod has a very thigh incidence of
cancer and has a growing population. In my view, a full
Environmental Impact Statement is a necessity. Please pass
this letter to anyone involved in the decision making
process for PAVE PAWS. Thenk you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Judith Schlebecker

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-065 P-W-066
P-W-065
P-W.066
i
TOK CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
*“‘Main Street Alaska®
November 8, 1999 November 9, 1999
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson
U.S. Amy Space and Missle Defense Command Dear Ms. Hudson et al:
P.O. Box 1500 .
Huntsville, Al. 35807-3801
REF: Nat'l. Missie Defense sites/Ak. Ft. Greely and/or Clear A.F.B. I am a concerned citizen of Sandwich, MA who would like to 1
. request a full, site-specific Environmental Impact
To Whom It May Concern: ; Statement for the existing PAVE PAWS at MMR, not limited tc

Exhibit 9.1.1-1: Reproductions of Written Comment Documents (Continued)




G.-6

1) The NMD system is not needed. There is no realistic threat. The attempt to create
fear and hysteria about “rogue” states attacking the U.S. is an empty effort to sell the
program to the public. No nation like North Korea or Iraq would attack the U.S. with
nuclear weapons knowing full well that the U.S. would overwhelmingly retaliate against
their nation.

2) NMD is not about defense. In fact, NMD is a Trojan horse, a way for the Pentagon
and aerospace industry to get permission to put weapons into space while making it look
like they are “defending” the American people. The U.S. Space Command, in their
Vision for 2020, clearly spells out the U.S. intention to “control and dominate” space. At
this very moment TRW, Boeing and Lockheed Martin are working on the space-based
laser which will be a follow-on technology to NMD giving the U.S. “offensive” weapons
in space. NMD is the foot in the door for a return to Star Wars.

3) NMD is a waste of money. The Pentagon has already wasted over $120 billion on
Star Wars development and the NMD program will only be more welfare for the
aerospace corporations. These hard eamed tax dollars of ours need to be used for other
human and environmental needs.

4) NMD won’t work. Anyone that truly wanted to attack the U.S. would find much
cheaper and more effective means of delivering ways of doing it. Suitcase or car bombs,

be creating a new arms race. We wonder if the U.S. is intentionally trying to create this
new instability as a rational for deployment of NMD. Either way, NMD deployment is
dangerous and insane.

{ can assure you that our organization will be working with groups and people all over the
world to ensure that we do not put weapons into space. NMD is just the first step ina
colossally evil plan to move the arms race into space. This must be resisted. We’ve seen
enough warfare on this earth. We do not need to extend this bad seed into space.

In peace,

Bruce K. Gagnon
Coordinator

COMMENT 5 COMMENT
NUMBER 3 NUMBER
P-W-067
GLOBAL NETWORK AGAINST
v P-W-067
WEAPONS & NUCLEAR POWER IN SpACE
cruise missiles and the like would not be deterred by NMD. Decoys on missiles or other
counter measures would make NMD useless.
5) NMD will violate international treaties. Russia is already strongly reacting to NMD
. by rightly claiming that deployment of the system will violate the 1972 ABM Treaty.
November 10, 1999 The United Nations passed a resolution on November 1, 1999 calling for the prevention
of an arms race in outer space. By a vote of 138-0 (with the U.S. and Israel abstaining)
. the U.N. clearly showed that international concern is mounting to keep space protected
gssjlii_;xjusis;; & Missile Defense Command from warfare. The U.N. Quter Space Treaty of 1967 outlaws the movement of war into
Attn: SMDC-EN-V i
E{(l)m?g;”l:?& 35807 6) NMD will help to increase space pollution. Just days ago NASA was forced to move 2
the international space station to a higher orbit in order to avoid being hit by a piece of
Dear Ms Hudson: space junk. If we allow the testing and deployment of space weapons systems we will
create massive amounts of space junk that will, in the words of Apollo astronaut Edgar
Our organization is writing in order to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Mitchell, “Make it impossible for us to get off the planet”. Space must be viewed as an
Statement tor the National Missile Defense (NMD) program. It is our understanding that environment that needs to be protected from excessive contamination. The Pentagon is
the Pentagon will be making a recommendation to the president prior to June 2000 on the soiling the nest.
early deployment question.
7) NMD is destabilizing. In recent days Russia has tested new missiles that they say 3
We have the following comments: they will deploy if NMD is approved. India, China and other powers have said they will
1 respond with new offensive systems if the U.S. moves forward with NMD. Thus, we will
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; 1
YES, 1 want to join the Global Network S .
1) Enclosed is § for membership in the Global Net- « East Bay Women for Peace (berkeley, Al
work. [Please pay what you can best afford within the * Florida Coalition for Peace & Justice >@Q—=WH é@@cAv:M >=&
sliging scale of $10-§100) Membership is open to both « Friedens- und Begegnungsstatte (autangen German]
organizations and individuals. « Global Peace Foundation Z — —v
3 Encosd 5 S__for e book,stcers orpcke e e L O uciear rower
[0 Please send me copies of this brochure and | will * Grandmothers for Peace International (€t Grove, CA}
help to distribute them. Enclosed is $ 10 help * Grandparents for Peace (St Augustinc, FL) —: m @ﬁ@
cover your costs * Great Neck SANEfPeace Action (v)
* Headingley & Kirkstall CND (Leeds, Englara)
Name + Helen Caldicott, M., Founding President PSR (austaial
. ‘national PF (Geneva, Switzerland}
¢ * lowans for Nuclear Safety (Cheroke, 1A}
* Jonah House {Baltimore. MD)
Address * Kalamazoo Area Coalition for Peace & Justice (v
) + Karl Grossman, Prof. of Jour Universty of New Yor
City + Leicester Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (England)
. * Long Island Alliance for Peaceful Alternatives (\)
State/Zip * MAMA TERRA/For Mother Earth (Buchrest, Romania)
Country * Maryland Safe Energy Coalition ( .
* Menwith Hill Women's Peace Camp {€ngland)
Phone * Metanoia Community (Jacksonille, FL}
* No Nukes Action Project (tos Angeles, CA}
E-mail * North Country Co: n for Justice & Peace (Sheffield, V1)
* Peace Action {Washington, DC)
Return to: Global Network Pl ST ) )
PO Bax 90083  Peace Resource Center of San Diego (ca)
Gainesville, FL 32607 * People’s Action for Clean Energy (Canton, €T)
imore, M)
2 Uapan)
AFFILIATES + Primghar Peace Links floa)
* Radiant Medicine Project (xingman, k)
R * Sisters of Mercy Social Justice Team (Bookyn Y
« Bangladesh Astronomical Society (Ohako} . wm_wrmm,w_mﬁ_ﬁw%_ﬂnﬁzmﬂ e
* Brevardians for Peace & Justice (Coco e
« Broward Citizens for Peace & Justice (foride) ouchstane Gallery [aendersonvile NQ
izen Sof New York, Y} * Ursulines of Tildonk for ,Vnmnn wﬂ._: e (NY)
las Experimentaciones Ambientales Pucrto * U5, - Vietnam Friendship Assaciation (san Franciso, GO
* US. Peace Council (New Haven, CT)
* Community Action Network Geatte, wa} N «q:,mnm; r:mvnwwn (Belmont, VT}
« Crow Indian Landowners Assoc * War & Peace Foundation (New York NY)
« Darmstadter Friedensforum (oa o &ﬂhﬂwza League (New York, N PO Box 90083 - Gainesville, FL 32607
oD 't Leader Green Party (canad . An Ao, M)
Dr. Joan Russow Nat! Leader Green Party (canads) b o et (352) 331-9274
* WILPF (NY Metro)
« Women Strike for Peace (Washington, 00 globenetRafn.org
« Yorkshire Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (eeds, ngland) 9
www.globenet.free-online.co.uk
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Space Nuclear Power and Propulsion
expanded use of nuclear power in space. Join us as we protest the key meeting of those working on the nuclear

This annual conference of Air Force, NASA, DOE, aerospace industry and nuclear academia promotes the
rocket 10 Mars; plutonium generators for NASA missions; and nuclear reactors for the Air Force's Star Wars
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spent on space weapons; an international organizing

Network; and a lobby day on space issues.

No BMD!
No Star Wars!
Peace in Space!

Organize an action in your community in solidarity with groups all over the world on this day of International
protest 1o stop the militarization of space. Hold your event at a military base; DOE laboratory; NASA facility;

U.S. Embassy; an aerospace industry corporation; or an academic institution that is working on military space.

Help us give voice to the growing global movement to keep space for peace. Working together it can be done!

T Please add my name to your mailing list for more information on these events.

Contact me, I'd like to help with organizing in my community.
O Enclosed is a donation toward your Peace in Space campaign.

8]

Address:

Name:

State/Zip:

City:

Nation:

E-mail:

Phone:

Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space
PO Box 90083 * Gainesville, FL 32607 * (352) 337-9274 * globenet@afn.org

www.globenet.free-online.co.uk/
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P-W-068

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

National Marine Fisheries Service

222 W. Tth Avenue, #43

-068

P-

Re: National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment

Anchorage, Alaska 99513-7577

November 10, 1999
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
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Environmental Impact Statement dated September 1999. The National Marine Fisheries Service

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the National M

, and the In-Flight

Alaska.
lines,

Interceptor Communications System (IFICS) Data Terminal as subelements

oject may occur in

nication

Battle Management, Command, Control, and Communications, which includes the Battle
Management, Command and Controf (VMC2), the commu

to limited strategic ballistic missile threats to the United States. The NMD system would consist
Ground-Based Interceptor (GBI)

The proposed NMD system would be a fixed, land-based detection system capable of responding
of five elements:

(NMEFS) are offering comments on the portions of the pr

Project Description

Upgraded Early Warning Radar (UEWR)

X-Band Radar (XBR)

Ed

Fort
and Eareckson

AS. The Alaska option would also include a fiber optic from Whittier or Seward out along the

Aleutian Islands to Eareckson AS (Shemya Island). In addition, a redundant fi

be required.

ber optic cable may

fish, anadromous fish, maringzes.

ne

luding mar

INg marine resources incl

Space-based detection system
Locations in Alaska that might be affected by the project include Clear Air Station (AS),

Greely, Yukon Training Area (Fort Wainwright), Eielson Air Force Base (AFB),

General Comments
NMEFS is responsible for livi

COMMENT
NUMBER

HISTORY

The Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in
Space (GN) was founded in 1992, The GN is govered by a
Board of Directors that is elected at its general membership
meetings.

Since its 1992 founding the GN has met each year in order
to bring together activists who are working on, or are inter-
ested in, space issues. It was the intention of the founders
to create an organization that would serve as a cle:
house for space issues and act as a spark to ignite pul
education and organizing in order to build an international
citizen’s movement. The 1997-99 Cance! Cassini Campaign
has been the most visible, successful effort by the GN.

Supported by active local affiliates, the GN is now ensuring
that the nuclearization and weaponization of space is being
debated worldwide. Membership in the GN is open to both
organizations and individuals. Donations to the GN are tax-
deductible

Past membership meetings of the GN have been held in
Washington, DC; Colorado; New Mexico; Florida; England;
and Germany.

CALENDAR

«  January 31, 2000 - Protest vigil at 17th Annual Sym-
posium on Space Nuclear Power & Propulsion in Albu-
querque, New Mexico.

«  April 14-17, 2000 - Star Wars Revisited: An Interna-
tiona! Conference on Preventing an Arms Roce in Space
in Washington, D.C. (Also to include protest, lobby day
and membership meeting.)

*  October 7, 2000 - internationat Doy of Protest to Stop
the Militarization of Space {local actions)

CONCERNS

The arms race is moving into space. The US Space Command
has publicly stated that it intends "to control space in order
to protect US interests and investments.”

During the Persian Gulf War the US became convinced that
whoever controls space will be able to project force “in
space, from space and into space.” As we have seen in lrag
and in the Balkans, by using current satellite technologies
the US is able to identify and target any “enemy” that it
wishes. Through this “control” the US intends to "dominate”
the Earth and beyond.

Domination
Present international space law speaks against the notion of
US space control. The Outer Space Treaty of 1967 affirms
“the peaceful purposes™ of outer space and forbids "weapons
of mass destruction” from being deployed in space

This same space law also declares that all interplanetary
bodies belong to the common good. As NASA lands on the
Moon and Mars, and explores other planetary bodies, they
are finding rich resources. The US is now creating ways to
circumvent international space law in order to “exploit”
these planetary bodies. -

Nuclear

The Columbus mythology is often invoked to describe our
"manifest destiny™ in space.

In order to ensure that the Pentagon maintains its current
space military superiority, Space Command is now develop-
ing new technologies Iike the Ballistic Missile Defense
(8MD) and Anti-Satellite weapons (ASATS).

Nuclear power becomes a key ingredient for space colo-
zation and domination. Nuclear power is seen by NASA as
a key power source for interplanetary missions. Nuclear
rockets are eavisioned for trips to Mars and nuclear pow-
ered mining colonies are planned for the Moon and Mars.
New discoveries in highly efficient solar cells for deep space
missions could replace nuclear power.

The Space Command sees nuclear power as the primary
source for the enormous amounts of energy that will be
required for space weapons.

Bad Seed

As we move into the 21st century, will we allow the US and
ather nations to carry the bad seed of war, greed, exploita-
tion and environmental contamination into space?

Now is our brief chance in history to organize a global call
to resist the nuclearization and weaponization of space. We
must make space for peace. Please join with us!

OBJECTIVES & DEMANDS

« Apply space technology o social and environmental
needs here on Earth

* Explore alternative technology paths for space power and
propulsion

* Solve problems on planet Earth instead of creating new
imbalances and conflicts in space

* Prevent confrontation; enhance international coopera-
tion in space

* Ban space weapens and space military installations by
national and international faws

« Avoid oversized, costly and risky space projects
* Ban the use of nuclear power in space

+ Encourage and foster global democratic debate about
space exploration and colonization

* Strengthen existing international space laws that call for
collective use of celestial bodies

Please circulate these objectives ond demands in your com-
munity and give us feedback about them.

RESOURCES

* Read Karl Grossman's book, The Wrong Stuff, that docu-
ments the NASA, DoE and DoD role in promoting the
nuclearization and weapanization of space. This book is a
“must” read for anyone interested in becoming more
knowledgeable about US plans for space. Send $13
(includes s/h) to GN, PO Box 90083, Gainesville, FL 32607.

« Get one of our new bumperstickers for your car. Order
either No Weapons in Space or Keep Space for Peace. Or
get both! Send $1 each plus a self-addressed stamped
envelope to the GN today. Get 12 for $10.

» Order one of our new Space Organizers’ Pockets and we
ill send you a complete set of Air Force documents, news
clips, and other useful articles that will help you 10 get
right to work in your community. Send $5 fincludes S/h) to
the GN

 We nave gathered extensive files on most key issues in
regard to the nuclearization and weaponization of space
Contact us if you need specific information about particu-
lar topics
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
mammals and Essential Fish Habitat (EFH).
Impacts to anadromous fish and EFH in freshwater streams can occur during spawning, avoiding trenching in beach fringes, intertidal, and sublittoral zones. The exact boring distance
incubation and juvenile life stages. Impacts during construction and operation of facilities, or would be determined by a site specific survey when final locations are determined.
installation of cable across streams can be caused by sedimentation of spawning grounds, removal
of riparian vegetation, filling wetlands, altering hydrology, hazardous waste, and stormwater In order to minimize impacts to stream and riparian areas, cable crossings across anadromous
input. streams should be directionally bored, with no surface disturbance within 100 feet of ordinary
high water on each side of the stream.
Impacts to marine fish and EFH could be caused by installation of the fiber optic cable. The
2,232 mile long cable installation has the potential to impact shellfish, finfish, nearshore and Page 3-49, Paragraph 4
offshore submerged aquatic vegetation, shellfish beds, and the benthic community. There is a Kelp and Eelgrass. Please add: Eelgrass beds also provide food and rearing habitat for juvenile 4
possibility of fishery gear (longline, pot, trawl, etc.) snagging the cable resulting in loss of gear or groundfish and salmon.
damage to the cable.
Page 3-79, Paragraph 3
Recommendations Add: Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) includes all life history stages of each managed species and
includes those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth
The Affected Environment section did not include anadromous and resident fish occurrence in the 1 to maturity.
site descriptions. This is needed to properly analyze impacts to fisheries from construction,
operation of facilities, installing cable and cumulative impacts. Please include complete Page 3-103, Paragraph 4
anadromous fish usage for inland sites in the Affected Environment section. The Environmental Please replace the paragraph with the following:
Consequences section should include potential impacts to anadromous fish and habitat and
avoidance or mitigation measures to avoid these impacts. There are five stocks of beluga whales in Alaska. Of these, four are western Bering Sea stocks
and one is the Cook Inlet stock. The Cook Inlet stock is distributed throughout upper Cook Inlet
To assist in our final review, please incorporate the Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) assessment 2 in the spring and summer and is thought to be distributed in lower Cook Inlet and the northern
(submitted to NMFS on May 25, 1999) in the final EIS. The EFH assessment section should be Gulf of Alaska during the fall and winter.
clearly labeled. Please expand the document to include potential affects to anadromous fish in
freshwater habitats, and mitigation measures, as noted in the above paragraph. The mitigation The Cook Inlet beluga whale stock is presently listed as a candidate species under the Endangered
section for marine waters should also be expanded before we make our final recommendations. Species Act (ESA). On March 3, 1999, NMFS was petitioned under the ESA to list the Cook
Inlet beluga whale stock as endangered. NMFS will issue an ESA determination by April 2000.
Preliminary bottom survey results and potential routes should be shared and discussed with 3 On October 19, 1999, NMFS proposed to designate the Cook Inlet beluga whale stock as

NMEFS and the North Pacific Fisheries M: Council. Pl it of the cable should avoid
to the greatest extent practicable, sensitive habitat areas such as submerged aquatic vegetation
and scaliop beds.

In order to determine what habitats the cable is crossing and assess the effect upon those habitats,
NMFS recommends the cable laying operating is filmed at the point of cable contact, or plow
insertion at the bottom substrate. In order to identify species of flora and/or fauna the camera
should record color pictures, have enough light to discern details, and be aimed so that items in
front of the plow can be identified. The video should be recorded with the time, depth and
location burned into a corner of the film. A copy of the video should be sent to NMFS. The
information will be useful in determining habitats affected and potential impacts for the second
redundant line, if installed.

Mitigation for fishing activities should include timing to avoid areas where fishing openers are
occurring. Coordination should be done with the North Pacific Fisheries Council.

In order to minimize impacts to nearshore habitat, cable landfalls should be directionally bored,

depleted under the Marine Mammal Protection Act. The four beluga whale stocks in the Bering
Sea are neither listed under the ESA nor being reviewed to be designated as a depleted,
threatened, or endangered species.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to working with you as the project
progresses. Please contact Daniel J. Vos of the NMFS staff at 907-271-5006 if you have any
questions.

Sincerely, (O

Jeanne L. Hanson

Fiéld Office Supervisor
Habitat Conservation Division

cc: USFWS, EPA, ADGC, ADFG, ADEC - Anchorage
ADEC, ADFG, USFWS - Fairbanks
Applicant
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P-W-069
P-W-069
Written Comment on the Draft Environmental ImpaCt Statement stability.” To date, Russia has opposed all changes to the ABM Treaty and declared that U.S. withdrawal
on National Missile Defense Deployment from it or insistence on changes would end the START process that is reducing strategic nuclear
November 12, 1999 arsenals. This would leave Russia with 6,000 warheads that could hit the United States, many ready for
launch within 15 minutes of a decision to attack. China already perceives that U.S. efforts to build a
President Clinton has announced he will decide whether to deploy a national missile defense in June or missile defense are intended to weaken the Chinese deterrent. China’s current arsenal is around 20 long-
July 2000. According to the President, that decision will be based on four factors: the readiness of the range, single warhead missiles. However, it is in a slow modernization program to build longer-range
technology, the impact on arms control and relations with Russia, the cost effectiveness, and the threat. missiles with multiple warheads. China would likely react to U.S. deployment of a missile defense by
On each of these counts, the case for deployment is weak at best. increasing the both the size of its arsenal and the pace of its improvements. Evidence of China’s
response to U.S. talk of abrogating the ABM Treaty is already developing, with Reuters reporting on
1. The technology is unproven, and cannot be shown to be reliable or effective by next summer’s 1 October 25 that China recently added $9.7 billion to its defense budget to improve its nuclear arsenal.

scheduled decision.

2. Unless Russia agrees to modify it, deployment would violate the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty,
a move that could unravel the entire nuclear non-proliferation regime and substantially increase the
nuclear threat to the United States.

3. The cost of the system is unclear and likely to spiral upwards far beyond the $10.5 billion the Clinton
Administration has budgeted over the next five years. The system cannot be shown to be effective and
reliable under the current budget and deployment schedule.

4. The low-risk threat cited as justification for deployment, particulary North Korea’s small and untested
long-range missile arsenal, does not warrant the damage U.S. missile defense deployment would wreak
on relations with Russia and China.

Each of these factors is reviewed below in more detail.

1. The readiness of the technology: Unproven by next summer, and by 2005

By next June, the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization will have conducted only three intercept tests
of the proposed national missile defense system. Nineteen such tests are scheduled before the first
limited system is scheduled to go online, in late 2005. The first intercept attempt, on October 2, hit its
target. However, this was only a test of the “kill vehicle,” the last component that destroys the incoming
warhead. The booster rocket, the radars, and the integrated management system were not tested. In fact,
only one of the first three tests will involve the complete system, and all three will use surrogate parts,
not the actual components.

So few tests cannot show the system to be reliable and effective by next summer’s scheduled
deployment decision. Even by 2005, when the system is scheduled to finish its initial deployment, the
additional tests cannot prove this highly complex system to be reliable against real-world threats. For
example, the Patriot, adopted from an anti-aircraft missile system, achieved a perfect test record, hitting
its target in all 17 of its intercept attempts. However, when used in the field during the Gulf War, it
failed dramatically.

2. The effect on arms control: Increasing nuclear dangers

The Clinton Administration is currently discussing with Russia modifications to the ABM Treaty that
would allow the U.S. to deploy a “limited™ national missile defense. Both Clinton Administration and
Russian officials have repeatedly stated that the ABM Treaty remains the “cornerstone of strategic

3. Cost Effectiveness: Unsubstantiated

In January 1999, the Clinton Administration added $6.6 billion for procurement to its five year plans for
national missile defense, creating a $10.5 billion total budget. However, most estimates expect even the
small initial system envisioned in that budget would cost far more. The General Accounting Office
estimated that it would cost $18 to $28 biilion to deploy a small system. This merely adds to the over
$60 billion spent since President Ronald Reagan launched his Strategic Defense Initiative in 1983,
money that has not lead to the deployment of a single effective system. It will take far more testing, and
substantially increased budgets, to deploy a system that can be shown to be reliable and effective.

4. The Threat: Does not warrant rushed early deployment

The proposed national missile defense system is being developed in an attempt to respond to the
potential threat from so-called rogue states, specifically North Korea, Iran, and Iraq. North Korea, which
has of these three by far the most advanced capability, recently agreed to halt its missile tlight test
program while negotiating with the United States. It has not tested a missile capable of hitting the United
States with a nuclear warhead.

On Iran, experts are divided on whether it will be able to field a missile that could threaten the U.S.
within the next decade. Iraq is under severe international sanctions that effectively hinder it from
developing any new missiles. Neither country would be able to field an intercontinental missile if the
decision to deploy is delayed until the missile defense technology is shown to be effective.

Conclusion

Postponing the decision to deploy a national missile defense is an extremely low-risk course of action.
Put simply, deploying a national missile defense MAY slightly reduce the low risk of a catastrophic
attack on the U.S. carried out by a very few nuclear-armed missiles. That is true IF it proves capable of
effectively intercepting incoming warheads. However, it WILL increase the risk of massive attack
carried out with hundreds or thousands of such missiles that will destroy the United States entirely, along
with much of the globe.

Position Support
The following organizations are strongly opposed to the proposed deployment of a national missile
defense and therefore submit these comments jointly.

Jeftrey R. Richardson
Executive Director
Alaska Center for the Environment

6.1-6
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Pamela Miller
Program Director
Alaska Community Action on Toxics

Jenefer Ellingston
Director
DC Statehood Green Party

Alice Slater
Executive Director
Global Resource Action Center for the Environment (GRACE)

John Burroughs
Executive Director
Lawyers’ Committee on Nuclear Policy

James E. Vann
Co-Chair of National Committee for [ndependent Political Action
Oakland Tenants Union

Kathy Thoenton, RSM
National Coordinator
NETWORK, A National Catholic Social Justice Lobby

Gordon Clark
Executive Director
Peace Action

Mavis Belisle
Director
The Peace Farm

Marion Hancock
Coordinator
The Peace Foundation, New Zealand

Carol Jahnkow
Executive Director
Peace Resource Center of San Diego

Robert K. Musil, Ph.D.
Executive Director
Physicians for Social Responsibility

Jonathan Parfrey
Executive Director
Physicians for Social Responsibility - Los Angeles

James K. Wyerman
Executive Director
20/20 Vision

Lee Vander Laan
Executive Director
Veterans for Peace

Jacquline Cabasso
Executive Director
Western States Legal Foundation

Susan Shaer
Executive Director
Women’s Action for New Directions

Megan Hutching
National Secretary
Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom, Aotearoa

Edith Vilistrigo
National Legislative Director
Women's Strike for Peace

For questions regarding this group statement, please contact Stephen Young of the Coalition 1o Reduce
Nuclear Dangers or Joan Wade of the Disarmament Clearinghouse .
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P-W-071
P-W-070
1y
St PC-EN-V fiafay November 8, 1999
TOoLlA  HYDSen
B ae T mues .
u® e ==y U.S. Amy Space and Missile Defense Command
Pe> 1500 PO Box 1500
_ = Huntsville, Al 35807

NTISVIAE A R

in3tt et Attn: Ms. Julia Hudson
35 3077- 383)
Dear Ms. Hudson,
HUDSeR At a recent meeting in Delta Junction your organization was seeking public imput mnto
! their draft environmental impact statement. I did not speak at that meeting but did submit a

LAM WelTING . To  yotE  wmy  @xTREME  DiscowTENT  WiTH e 1 written comment. It is my wish to expand on that comment. Please understand that this is my

PROPEED MSTVE pase w ALASER - BETTEE s [ O epimon :;haﬁel?dsg;ygziour governments placing issile defe ste the stte at Ft 1

‘T\s COL)STI-\)LT\O') 3 . ) . 1 a mlSSl € (¢’ ensg Sy. m on : E il

2T =0 D) ST Poriaes (S QwTE A Greely I do have grave concerns. Chief among them is your organizations continuing position
Sum oF  medEY uiieH cosn BE SpelT N Fan RETTER v AvYS that a prison re-use is compatible with also placing a missile defense base here. Were the projects
THAN  pERPETUATING  vip 6NE 3 PEAR AcCross THE  oLD. ten years apart they could be; possible. Coming as they will within two years of each other our 2
community cannot bear the influx of that number of pecple and their needs. The prison footprint
tains many of the recreational facilities that support the current base popuiation. Those
gsTiod T - 3 5 con Y ; s that support th pop ;
e CHE  INTE GRETY oF A Naviod A PLats A businesses may be duplicated downtown in time. That will not help the prison construction crews,

"Do AS SAY, NOT  AS « Do" RoLE 4y WeeLp, AS WEW AS DomESTIC
AFFAIRS,

THERE cEpms  -To BE  SomE  mMSUNDER STAUDING  OM  WHETWER
OR~ WNOT  THis wonEY e\ T  WouD  VIdLATE THE 472 AN
TREAT.  gWE RBemBARDEQ counTer6d Wt WEARORNS  op
DESTRICTIoN for.  FA@ LESS.

1 DEMAND, AS A CrTizEN ot ALAS‘{.‘\) TRAT Tre U,

EYAT  THE  STATE | TARWNG 54N
AND  PEaSorN c

PoLlUTIoN | CorpruPTioN, WEAPONS,

WYTH 1T You  anE Dewnde NS Coot>  HERE.

AND KEEP vour  miSSILE.  RASES  ouT!

Foe A FREE  Auaspa

RYAN  ScHUETZE

prison employees, or any of your people. While Delta has been a great place to live I do not fool
myself that we are short in some areas. They are:
1. Housing-even utilizing base housing with both projects there will sumply not be
enough housing.
2. Educational facilities-both projects will tax or over tax existing facilities.
3. Medical-we have a very small clinic here that handles local medical needs and needs
from as far away as Tok. Again a system that will be over taxed.
4. Recreational-Without the prison footprint our community boasts no theatre, bowling
alley, wood shop,or frame shop. We do have a very small workout salon and a library.

I realize that a decision will not be made on the finial deployment of this system until
next June/July. Tt would help our community greatly if you could do two things. One
would be to commit to building the missile site at Ft. Greely as soon as possible. The
other would be to immediately take the clear and reasonable position that a prison re-use
is just NOT compatible with the missile defense site. Our community is being torn apart
by divisive factions and uncertainty. Thank you for your attention.

18-6
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-072
P-W-072
A_I;ASI(A RAILROAD Richardson in Anchorage. We own and operate two deep water, ice free ports year
CORPORATION round in both Seward and Whittier.  Freight from the lower 48 states is transported via
rail barge from Seattle and Prince Rupert, B.C. and off-loaded at our port in Whittier.
. B u The Alaska Railroad has a long history of providing support to the Department of
Defense for military logistics. During WW II, the Department of Defense assumed
Executive Offices control and operation of the Alaska Railroad for the war effort.  The Railroad owns and
operates the major transportation corridor through the major population centers of
Alaska which extends from the Ports of Seward and Whittier in south central Alaska
November 10, 1999 through the city of Anchorage and the military bases of Eimendorf and Fort Richardson
. to the interior of the State connecting the military installations of Clear AFB, near
SMDC EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson | . . X . ; ’
0.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command Nenana and Fort Wainwright in Fairbanks and Eielson AFB in North Pole.
P.0. Box 1500
Huntsville, Alabama 35807-3801 Should the Department of Defense choose Fort Greely as a missile deployment site,
extension of the rail line from Eielson AFB to that site would be approximately 80 miles.
Dear Ms. Hudson: Extension of a rail line to Fort Greely would provide additional transportation options to
1 the military for movement of equipment and materials and ultimately enhance military

We wholeheartedly support the development of a national missile deployment system
for the United States and would welcome such a site within Alaska. Additionally, we at
the Alaska Railroad are prepared to provide whatever support we can to achieve this
goal.

The purpose of this letter is two fold. The first is to respond to the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) regarding the National Missile Defense Deployment and the
second is to provide background on the capabilities of the Alaska Railroad.

| would like to correct the record as it relates to Chapter 3.12, Transportation, in the draft
EIS. The map on page 3-351, Figure 3.12-1 does not show the Alaska Railroad rail
line extension from Fairbanks to Eielson AFB. The rail line was constructed in the
1940's for the specific purpose of providing logistical support of transporting materials
and equipment for that military installation. The Railroad has been providing the
transportation of coal for power generation and heat to Eielson AFB since the extension
of the line.

In the Conference Report for Appropriations for the Defense Department which was
passed by Congress this past October 1999 (copy attached), a provision was included
which directs the Corps of Engineers to study the feasibility of realigning that portion of
the rail line from Fairbanks to North Pole to improve the overall safety and efficiency of
the rail corridor. Should that rail realignment occur, it would eliminate 26 rail/highway
crossings.

As to the background of the Alaska Railroad, it was constructed by the U.S. Government
in the early 1900's and is now owned by the State of Alaska. It is operated as an
independent corporation, managed by a seven member Board of Directors, appointed by
the Governor of Alaska. We operate year round freight and passenger services and
have rail right of way onto the properties of Clear AFB, Fort Wainwright and Eielson AFB
within the interior of Alaska, in addition to rail access onto Elmendorf AFB and Fort

logistics. Refined fuel products from the Williams North Pole Refinery and military
equipment and materials could be shipped directly to the site via rail line.

Additionally, fiber optic cable traverses our entire rail corridor from Fairbanks to Seward
and connects with the submarine cable to the lower 48 states and the orient. Extension
of the fiber optic line along the rail route to a site at Fort Greely could also be
accomplished.

The Railroad continues to provide logistical support to the military on a routine basis by
moving equipment and materials for military exercises on a regular basis. In addition
we have been providing the transportation of coal to Clear AFB, Eielson AFB and Fort
Wainwright for a number of years.

Other benefits for a missile site in Alaska would improve the economic stability of some
of these smaller cities and spur resource development for those areas that have large
mineral deposits.

We appreciate the opportunity to respond and if additional information is required or you
have questions relating to the information | have provided on the Railroad, please do not
hesitate to contact me directly. | can be reached at 807/265-2403.

Sincerely,

Governor Bill Skéffield

President & Chief Executive Officer

Enclosure
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ARMS CONTROL PROGRAMS

The conferees have agreed to reduce funding for certain arms
control activities in the Army and the Air Force. If additional funds
prove necessary to meet emergent requirements stemming from
valid treaty obligations, the conferees expect the Department of De-
fenee to submit a reprogramming request subject to normal, prior
approval reprogramming procedures.

COMBATING TERRORISM

Within the operstion and mai appropriati the con-
ferees have pravided significant resources for the antiterroriam ac-
tivities of the Depariment. No later than June 30, 2000, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees a report which describes the use of all funds appropristed for
combating terroriam activities,

HOMESTEAD AIR FORCE BASE

It has been more than seven years since the devastation of
Homestead Air Force Base by Husricane Andrew. The region was
further impacted by the subsequent decision of the Base Eu:w:v
meunt and Closure Commission {o close and realign the installation
in 1993. This, coupled with the delay in economic redevelopment,
has created a d: i ic impact th h the local
area. Thia region is also experiencing extremely high unemploy-
‘ment rates far above the national average. The conferees recognize
these adverse economic conditions and urge the Air Force to expe-
ditiously 1 isil i studies prior to con-
veying certain real property parcels on the installation to facilitate
interim use activities that i—m benefit the local ecanomy.

DOD WORKER SAFETY BENHANCEMENT

‘The fe are d by the Depart, t'a poor record
on salety and worker incident rates relative to private industry and
other federal ien. A dingly, the confe direct the Depart-
meat to initiale programs funded from within existing Operation
and HMai at i d DOD facilitiea that em-
ploy alternative, private sector proven, models of safety to deter-
mine the best way to improve the Department’s record with respect
to injury incidence rates and asscciated costs,

RAILROAD BAFETY STUDY

The conferees direct the Corpe of Engineers to study the feasi-
bility of realigning the railroad tracks betw Fort Wainwright
and Eielson Air Force Base to improve the overall eafely and effi-
ciency of the line. The report should be provided to the Committees
on Appropriations na later than June 16, 2000.

SMALL BUSINESS ADVERTISING

d.moou?..mom::nnanwanu—wognnmﬁmﬂgkn:w::onaza?
ity d busi d busi and small busi-
nesses that design and place advertising and advertising cam-
paigns, which can sssiel the Department in its recruiting efforts

113

using print, electronic, and the radio media. The conferees believe
these firms cao provide valumble new insights and expertise to
gervice wide recruiting Edcm...:.:u. The conferees expect the Depart-
ment to increase the use of these qualified businesses in the initi-
ation, design and placement of its advertising in the print, radio
and electronic media.
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-073 P-W-074
P-W-073
. o P-W-074
Mike Milligan
TONY KNOWLES P.O. Box 110001
GOVERNOR Juneau. Alaska 99811-0001
(907) 465-3500
Fax (907) 465-3532
November 14,1999 s 5 =
Ms. Julia Hudson STATE OF ALASKA
SMDC-EN-V OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
U.S. ARMY Space and Missile ATl
Nefeasaed Command -
B.0. Rox 1500 November 15, 1999
Hrntsville, Alabhama 35307-3801
256-955-4R22 fax 955-5074
Re: Mational Missile Dafense Draft %IS
Dear Ms. Hudson, Ms. Julia Hudson SMDC - EN - V
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
As a resident of Kodiak, I'm concerned over the limited refarance 1 106 Wynn Drive
given to Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972 in the NMD DEIS. Huntsville, AL 35803
Baing on<e of the largest islands in the United States has meant .
that Kodiak has always had a maritime culture and economy. Varions Dear Ms. Hudson:
commercial fishing interests have had hoth positive and negative
impacts from commercial fishing in the Rusgsian Far East. This letter provides my comuments on the siting Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
. . for the proposed National Missile Defe NMD) System.
Positive impacts have been characterized by either purchases, prop TR B RV
(early 1980's} or access to Russian fishing grounds hy Kodiak B . R i . . . .
fishing vessels. These arrangements have been tenuous at best. [he citizens of the State of Alaska appreciated the public hearings you conducted in Fairbanks,
Delta Junction, Anderson, and Anchorage. Keeping Alaskans apprised of likely benefits—as
Nagative impacts although vari=d have mainly heen from Russian well as the environmental effects—of the NMD project will ensure a stronger final product and a
crab and salmon being dumped on Japanese markets that Xodiak is stronger project. Your DEIS illustrates the environmental "footprint" of this system will be
highly dependent on. o T ferd e .
minimal and primarily on existing military reservations.
Given the great discomfort *that the Russian government has been 2

expressing over the NMD impacts to the 1972 ARM, I think that it's

safe to say that the NMD can sasily have uneasurable negative impact .
on the Xodiak mconomy. Thase conld he aither from punitive policies

from the Russian government, or from unintentional impacts from
commerce going elsewhere. FCONOMIC IMPACTS TO COASTAL ALASKA NUE

TO RUSSIAN DISCOMFORT OVER THR 1972 ABM TREATY NRED TC RR ANDRRSSRT

YN THE DRAFT EIS.

I also fe=l that the strategic importance of Alaskan comminities
such as Xodiak, (which has a secondary antenna field for the
Western Pacific Theatre) goes up a notch or two with the dismantli
of the 13872 ABM Treaty. I wonld defer, at this time, to your
judgement as to whether or not the NMD WIS should address such
complicated issuses.

T must also convey to vou that the document is very readable, and
easy to use even for a layperson such as myself. I also appreciate
the speed with which the document was sent to me.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Sinc?l:%y,
M;Qe Millig

We recognize President Clinton will decide if and how to continue development and deployment
of the NMD system. His decision depends on the outcome of the Anti-Ballistic Missite (ABM)
Treaty negotiation, updated threat and vulnerability analysis, overall system cost, and
technological and operational test and evaluation results. A decision to continue deployment will
be accompanicd by a decision on where to site the NMD system—Alaska or North Dakota.
While strict ABM treaty compliance could eliminate Alaska as the deployment site for the time
being, we believe Alaska is the optimum location technically and is the only deployment site that
can protect all 50 states.

Once again, Alaska enthusiastically supports the construction of the project at any of the sites
under consideration. We offer full support for the existing infrastructure at Eielson AFB, Clear
Air Station, Ft. Greely, and Eareckson Air Station on Shemya [sland. In addition, I recognize the
benefits to both Alaska and the nation of collateral mission applications. Our location, coupled
with emerging technologies and commercial applications in imagery, satellite management,
launch, and telecommunications, creates the opportunity for Alaska to become a technological
hub of excellence for a fast-growing commercial sector.

I have taken several steps to ensure that Alaska is ready for the NMD mission. [ have directed
Alaska National Guard Adjutant General Oates to serve as our primary liaison with the
Department of Defense on this project. Since January of this year, the Alaska Department of
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
gTAT [E @ U‘ A &AS K A TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR
Ms. Julia Hudson SMDC - EN - V
November 15, 1999 OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Page 2
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
. DIVISION OF GOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION
Military and Veterans Affairs has substantially increased manpower investments in National ] a ] ‘
Missile Defense planning as well as coordination with state and federal agencies. 53,“,@?5#5?;; gﬁfrlg 2’?; OFFiCE 55”53?%@2’5 ¢ B fi’?it%#ﬁ?ﬁ”}i?ﬁﬂ?”siﬁéiig
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503-5930 JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-0030 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501-2343
Gencral Oates has assiened his Senior Army Adviso[’ Colonel Scott Marcy, to De lliS lead PH: (907) 269-7470/FAX: (907) 561-6134 PH: (907} 465-3562/FAX: (907} 465-3075 PH. (907) 271-4317/FAX: (907} 272-0690
= > Yo <
plaaner to integrate Department of Defense and U.S. Army National Missile Defense programs
for Alaska. This will help to maintain awareness for Alaska and to provide the Alaska
perspective on development, deployment, and operational matters.
Finally, I applaud your outreach effoqs and urge your co_minued dia%o'g,ue. I thank your NMD November 15, 1999
program office and the Corps of Engincers Alaska District for exercising Alaska preferences in
full force, and planning recent business opportunity fairs in Anchorage and Fairbanks. This
event gave potential Alaska contractors a chance to meet with the lead systems integrator and R
major contractors to look at the requirements and timelines to bid work. Ms. Julia Hudson SMDC_ - EN -V
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
T am enclosing technical comments from our state agencies for your use in developing a Final 106 Wynn Drive
National Environmental Policy Act document. Thank you again for this opportunity for Alaska Huntsville AL 35805
to comment. Please contact Project Analyst Rex Blazer of the Division of Governmental
Coordinatipn (907) 465‘-879} or Adjutant General Qates at (907) 428-6003, if we may be of any SUBJECT: STATE OF ALASKA TECHNICAL COMMENTS - NATIONAL
further assistance as this project develops. MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEM DEPLOYMENT DRAET
Sincerely ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
/4\/4 Dear Ms. Hudson:
Tony, wles The Office of the Governor, Division of Governmental Coordination (DGC) is currently
Govertor coordinating the State's review of your Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
- potential future deployment of a National Missile Defense System (NMD) in Alaska.
nclosure
cc: The Honorable Ted Stevens, U.S. Senate On January 15, 1999, we submitted scoping comments to you which included information
The Honorable Frank Murkf;wski, U.S. Senate on potential State of Alaska permitting requirements for the NMD system. We wish to
The Honorable Don Young, U.S. House of Representatives reiterate the information in that letter and incorporate it by reference herein.
Michele Brown, Commissioner, Department of Environmental Conservation
Adjutant General Phillip E. Oates, Department of Military and Veterans Affairs Except for a brief statement in Appendix G (Consistency Determination required by 1

Joseph Perkins, Commissioner, Dept of Transportation and Public Facilities

Frank Rue, Commissioner, Department of Fish and Game

Deborah Sedwick, Commissioner, Dept of Community and Economic Development
John Shively, Commissioner, Department of Natural Resources

01-A35LH

ACMP), the DEIS does not include a section regarding permits required by State
agencies. In the FEIS, we suggest the use of a table or figure that depicts the types of
State of Alaska permits needed by agency and the project timetable for the activity to
which the authorization applies.

In addition, DGC has developed the following additional technical clarifications and
comments based on comments from various State agencies as indicated:

& ormtad on ey
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NMD DEIS 2 November 15, 1999
NMD DEIS 3 November 15, 1999
Alaska Coastal Management Program/Coastal Zone Management Act 2 remote data terminal sites, fiber optic communications/data cables, and possibly, gravel
sources for site and access route construction, have not yet been determined by DOD.
Activities and associated State approvals for sites within Alaska's coastal zone would also Any O_f the-se facilities _propose-d to be located on state land would e DNR
be reviewed according to state procedures for consistency with the Coastal Zone authorization. In scoping, we informed you that DNR would process rights-of-way,
Management Act/Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP). In particular, NMD leases, or materials sale contracts, as applicable, for these various activities. To clarify
elements at Eareckson Air Station on Shemya Island, and the location of redundant fiber- the information provided in the scoping letier, please note the following information:
optic cable lines -- both on- and off-shore within the coastal zone -- will require separate . . .
consistency review coordinated through this office. We are working with your office to Materials contracts would be processed for gravel sites. Rights-of-way wouldbe
determine whether sufficient information for these consistency reviews will be available processefi when DOD requires a right to. cross state land but a full ov'vnersh!p LSS -
to include full documentation in the final NEPA document, or in a subsequent stand-alone the land is not necessary. When somethu}g — than a revocab‘le RJght—ot—W'ay DERRis
document. We anticipate conducting those reviews as more site-specific information needed, DNR would process a lease application from DOD to dispose of state interest to
R DOD. While both Rights-of-Way and lease disposals are subject to public notice,
comment and review, a disposal would require a more specific determination process.
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 3 DOD may wish to consider this when evaluating sites for ancillary facilities, land
management interests, and permitting/construction schedules.
To reiterate scoping comments, the following DEC authorizations may be required: . . L
Additionally, any proposed use of state water will require either a Temporary Water Use
1. Coordination in any contaminated site clean-up Permit or a Water Right depending on the volume and duration of the proposed water use.
2. Air Quality construction permit
3. Air Quality operating permits Storm Water General Permit .
4. Engineered plans must be reviewed and approved for waste water disposal system Alaska Department of Fish and Game
5. Dewatering of the site during construction requires authorization under a statewide . 3 L . ) .
general permit 1. If additional fiber optic cable line is necessary on the mainland of Alaska, Fish Habitat 5
6. Disposal of solid waste (municipal, industrial, construction or demolition) may Per.mlts from the Alaska Department of Fish and Gan}e (D}TG) may tfe resqu{red. & .
require either a general or site specific permit review of the proposed route of that aspect of the project will determine if Fish Habitat
7. Engineered plans must be reviewed and approved for drinking water systems Permits are needed. Directional drilling may be requested if the proposed route involves
8. Food service permit crossing anadromous fish streams.
9. Installation of underground fuel storage tanks requires Department notification, . . .
registration, and installation by a certified tank installer 2. In Section 3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. 3.4.1 Alaska installations. 3.4.1.1 6
10. An oil discharge contingency plan (AS 46.04.030) and proof of financial Clear AS - Biological Resources. Wildlife. The ADF&G would like to see the following
responsibility (AS 46.04.040) is required for storage of more than 10,000 barrels sentence added and noted in this section: The Nenana River, which runs the entire length
11. An oil storage facility of more than 10,000 barrels is required to meet federal SPCC of the western boundary of Clear AS, is a designated anadromous fish streams Chinook
requirements Chum, and Coho salmon, as well as many species of resident fish us,e this waterway.
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 4 3. Subsistence: The ADF&G Subsistence Division generally concurs with this DEIS 7

The DEIS confirms that the major NMD facility sites are all on federal land and do not
require land leases from the State. Siting of ancillary and support activities, including

assessment that the project will not significantly impact subsistence uses in the affected
geographic areas. The Division recommends that Department of Defense work with the
division to fully inform affected subsistence communities- on an ongoing basis - about
activities associated with this project that might occur nearby, or in areas communities
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NMD DEIS 4 November 15, 1999

use for harvesting resources. We also recommend that the descriptive sections on
subsistence in Volume I be rewritten to more accurately portray historic subsistence
patterns among the interior Athabaskans along the middle and lower Tanana River.
Specifically, DFG recommends the following clarifications for the Subsistence Section of
the DEIS:

Volume I

Page 3-427, Subsistence 2nd paragraph: In order to be factually accurate, the second
sentence should be rewritten to read, "However, in 1989, the Alaska Supreme Court ruled
that the rural preference in state statute was unconstitutional." The fourth sentence should
specify that subsistence hunting on federal public lands under the federal subsistence
regulations is permitted in the two places noted.

Pages 3-427 to 3-428, Subsistence Areas: This brief section should be more specific in

order to accurately portray the historical subsistence economies of Athabaskan Indians

who resided near what is now the Clear Air Station, Eielson Air Force Base, the Yukon
Training Area, and Fort Greely.

Page 3-429, Eielson AFB: The meaning of the first sentence of this section is unclear.
What was eliminated by historic development in the region? Did you mean development
of the Chena Band or of its historic range? This statement also appears in Section 3.16.5,
Yukon Training Area. Also, to whom are the fishing, hunting, and trapping permits
issued that are listed in the second paragraph?

Page 3-430, Fort Greely: If "the native village of Dot Lake" is going to be described, first
paragraph on this page should also acknowledge the other Dot Lake community that
consists primarily of non-Native households living nearby along the Alaska Highway.

The final sentence of the third paragraph states that "employment opportunities in and
around the Fort Greely area seems to infer that "those communities" have little
dependence on subsistence harvesting. To which communities is reference being made?

Volume 2
Sections 4.2.15,4.3.1.14,4.3.3. 11. and 4.3.4.15. Environmental Consequences:
Subsistence.

Some reviewers might question whether mere reference to ANILCA Section 8§10
evaluations for the same or similar geographic locations in other military EIS documents
is sufficient, or if more detailed analyses should be presented in this plan.

10

1

12

13

NMD DEIS 5 November 15, 1999

Section 4.2.15.4 mistakenly refers to Dry Creek as a "native village."

Thank you for the opportunity to comment at this point in the NEPA process. We look
forward to working with you on a successful FEIS and associated reviews for the NMD
project. If there is any assistance you require as you pursue siting considerations in
Alaska for the NMD system, or if you have any questions regarding our comments, please
contact me at 907-465-8791.

Sincerely,

723?« / >
Rex Blazer

Project Analyst

enclosure

cc: Distribution

14

Exhibit 9.1.1-1: Reproductions of Written Comment Documents (Continued)




88-6

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-075
icen, sUlarusues, NUVS1Be9D 1uLus, Caye aie
A
NMD DEIS 6 November 15, 1999
INSTITUTE FOR ENERGY AND
ENVIRONMENTAL
DISTRIBUTION RESEARCH
Patty Bielawski DNR-Assistant to Commissioner
Ken Taylor DFG -Director, Habitat Division
Mary Siroky DEC -Div. Statewide Public Service (Anchorage) Sent by fax to:
Becky Beck DCED- Assistant to Commissioner Ms. Julia Hudson
Lamar Cotten AIDA U.S. Amuy Space and Missile Defense Command W-
o ) P e P-W-076
Mike Downing DOT-Director, Design and Engineering Services P[([)n-BS::?S!SO B
Col. Scott Marcy DMVA-AANG Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
Loren Baxter USACE Programs and Project Mgt. Division PO
Pat Galvin DGC Fax: 256-955-5074
Sally Gibert DGC
Tom Moyer Fairbanks Office of the Governor Comments of the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research on the Draft
John Katz Washington, D.C. Office of the Governor Environmental Impact Statement (EXS) on National Missile Defense Dcployment,
David Ramseur Office of the Governor U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command, September 1999
November 15, 1999
Arjun Makhijani’
The Institute for Energy and Environmental Research is submitting these comments on
the Draft NMD EIS in order to ensure that all relevant and significant cnvironmental
considerations are taken into account in the EIS process. Discussion of altematives to
NMD deployment here is intended to further that goal. It does not imply endorsement of
or opposition to any particular approach to reducing the risks arising from weapons of
mass destruction.
Overall recommendations regarding process
1

The Draft EIS is fundamentally incomplete in a number of ways, including a lack of
context for assessing the envi 1 of a decision to deploy National
Missile Defenses (NMD). The best way to address this problem is to shelve the Draft

EIS untit a Programmatic EIS (PEIS) is prepared. This PEIS should consider the range of
programmatic altermatives to the overall question of how to protect the United States

from the harm that could be caused by use of one of more weapons of mass destruction
(WMD). The 1994 PEIS on Ballistic Missile Defense does not address this fundamental
question.! A decision whether to deploy NMD should be made only in the context of the

” Arjun Makhijani is president of the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research in Takoma Park,
Maryland,

! Bailistic Missile Defense Final P, Envil I Impuct St . Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization, October 1994, This PEIS considered anly various approaches to BMD and did not consider
the environmental impact of the varicus BMD and non-BMD approaches to addressing risks of WMD., Nor
did it consider possible deployment of BMD and increase of risks from non-missiie modes of delivery of
WMD

P P —
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various meuns of risk reduction and the interaction betwcen the risks of WMD use if the
United Stales makes a decision to deploy NMD.

If a PEITS is not done, then the comments made here should, at a minimum be
incorporated into this LIS process. Since this Draft EIS is so fundamentally incomplete,
it would be preferable to discard it and begin over. This new draft should include
alternatives to NMD EIS as well as cnvironmental and health risks that have not been
considered in the current Drafl EIS. Since soveral crucial altematives and many
important risks have not been discussed, the present Draft EIS cannot be modificd to
produce a Final ETS and ROD in which the public had a reasonable chance of reviewing
the relevant alternatives, risks, and impacts.

Detailed Comments and Recommendations
1. The Draft NMD EIS is premature

This Draft EIS is pre-mature because it must first be preceded by a PEIS on WMD risks
and various approaches to addressing them. The Drafl EIS on NMD deployment cannot
properly address the environmental impacts outside of that framework. Even a small
increase in the probability of an attack using weapons of mass destruction by non-missile
means of delivery resulting from NMD deployment could cause a huge increase in the
estimate of potential damage and hence risk to the United States. Therefore, an NMD
EIS cannot properly assess the environmental consequences of a decision to deploy NMD
outside that context. A PEIS on ways to address risks from weapons of mass destruction
is thercfore needed. (We call this WMD PEIS for short in these comments.) The WMD
PEIS would address the relative impact of and interactions between various ways of
addressing WMD risks.

Many different increases in risk of devastation by wegpons of mass destruction need to be
analyzed before the specific issues in the Draft EIS become relevant. For instance, lhcA
deployment of NMD may make it more likely that a potential aggressor might use a ship
or truck for an attack. The National Intclligence Council considers this type of attack to
be less difficult than one using missiles:

“Although non-missite means of delivering WMD do not provide the same
prestige or degree of delerrence and coercive diplomacy associated with an
1CBM, such options are of significant concern. Countries or non-stale actors
could pursue non-missile delivery options, most of which:

“Are less expensive than developing and producing ICBMs.

“Can be covertly developed and employed; the source of the wespon could be
masked in an attempt to evade retaliation.

““Probably would be morc reliable than ICBMy that have not completed rigorous
testing and validation programs.

**Probably would be more accurate than emerging 1ICBMs over the next 15 years.
“Probably would be more effective for disseminating biological warfare sgent
than a ballistic missile.

Nov-15-88 16:28; Page 3

3012703028; Nov-15-39 16:29; Page 4/9

“Would avoid missile detenses.

“Th.e tequiremenis for missile delivery of WMD impose additional, stringent
design requirements on the alrcady difficult technical problem ol designing such
weapons. For example, initial indigenous nuclear weapon designs are likely to be
too large and heavy for 2 mudest-sized ballistic missilc but still suitable for
delivery by ship, truck, or ¢cven sirplane. Furthermore, a country (or non-state
actor) is likely to have only u few nuclear weapons, at least during the next |5
years. Reliability of delivery would be a critical factor; covert delivery methods
could offer reliability advantages over a missile, Not only would a country want
the warhead to reach its target, it would wani to avoid an accident with 2 WMD
warhead at the missile-launch area. On the other hand, a ship sailing into a porl
could provide secure delivery to limited locations, and 2 nuclear detonation,
either in the ship or on the dock, could achieve the intended purpose. An
airplane, either manned or unmanned, could also deliver a nuclear weapon before
any local inspection, and perhaps betore lunding. Finally, a nuclear weapon
might also be smuggled across a border or brought ashore covertly.”?

Since deployment of « NMD, should it be workable or considered to be workable, would
make alternative non-missile means of delivery more attractive to a potential aggressor, it
is necessary to consider the interaction between the various threats and hence the range of
risks to the environment posed by NMD deployment. Moreover, the 1994 PEIS is clearly
insufficient, given the rapid evolution of the mternational situation since that lime in
respect to several countries of interest. A WMD PEIS is needed in order to realistically
assess the risks and bencefits of a decision to deploy NMD within the ncxt several months
or years.

The National Intelligence Council’s asscssment that pursuit of ballistic missiles in
prefercncc to non-missile means of delivery may be influenced by considerations like
“prestige” and “coercive diplomacy” rather than sctual effectiveness and reliability of
delivery of a weapon should be 2 central factor in the analysis of NMD deployment.
NMD deployment may cause a shift of resources to non-missile means of delivery, which
would make a potential aggressor’s dclivery systems more likely lo succeed, at least in
the next | § years. Hence, the likelihood of an attack as well as the probability of its
technical success in actually delivering a nuclear weapon may be significantly increased
by a decision to deploy a NMD system. The environmental impacts corresponding to this
differential risk must be evaluated.

As a second example, there ure sufficient grounds 1o believe that a NMD is may create a
new arms race with China and/or Russia (see Section 5 below on US strategic posture
and the NMD). Such 4 response from China and/or Russia may in turn trigger a counter
response from the United States. Therefore, a static assessment of 2 NMD deployment of
the type carried out in the Draft EIS is clearly insufficient to characterize the
environmental risks both from added production and deployment as well as from
increased risk of possible use arising trom increasing tensions. A WMD PEIS that

* National Intelligence Council, Forcign Missile Developments and the Ballistic Missile Threat to the
United States Through 20/ 5, Scptember 1999. Wcb address:
hitp:/iwww.cia.gov/cin/publications/nic/nic39ms] html#rtoc1 2
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IEER; 3012703029 Nov-15-88 18:28;

evaluates the net changes in vulnerability of the US public to harm as a result of 2
_decision to deploy NMD is needed. Specifically, the risks to the United States posed by
increasing Russian-Chinese military cooperation precipitated by a decision to deploy
NMD should be analyzed.

Three categories of potential harm need to be examined in 2 WMD PEIS:

s the environmental impacts on the Unitcd States arising from the production and
testmg aspects of a renewed arms race with Russia and/or China that may be triggered
by a NMD deployment;

¢ the net change in risk of a nuclear war by accident or miscalculation arising from
tresponscs lo a US NMD deployment (including possible cancellation of arms
reduction programs and other US-Russian and US-Chincse cooperation and possible
increases in Ruasian-Chincse cooperation);

= the net change in threats between differcnt categorivs of weapons of mass destruction
and different means of their delivery as a result of a decision to deploy NMD.

Recommendation: The Draft EIS should be shelved as premature until a thorough WMD
PEIS is completed. Such a PEIS should assess the various threats of weapons of mass
destruction faced by the United States and the potential various alternative preventive,
defensive, and risk reduction responses that are possible. A WMD PEIS should also
consider the effect of one type of action on other risks. In view of the inleruction
belween threats, risks, and the measures of defense that might be taken, EIS's in specific
areas should be undertaken only when a WMD PEIS is compliete and a Record of
Decision on the WMD PEIS has been published. If a WMD PEIS is not done, 4 new
Draft EIS that includes the various critical environmental risks discussed above (and
below) should be prepared for public comment.

2. The Draft EIS does not consider the plausible alternatives to NMD deployment

The Draft EIS considers only NMD deployment and a “no action™ alternative. This docs
not represent the full range of altcrnatives of dealing with WMD threats from states or
nomn-state parties that now have few (if any) such weapons and are the main announced
reasons for NMD depioyment. The NATO-Yugoslavia conflict of 1999 showed that it is
possible to destroy a large range of targets with non-nuclear precision-guided munitions.
This Draft EIS has not considered whether this alternative would be more or less harmful
than NMD deployment. Of course, this alternative would carry its own risks, such as
those arising from dispersal of nuclcar, biological, or chemical agents, if attempts werc
made to destroy manufacturing facilitics ot the weapons themselves (as distinct from the
dclivery systems).

Another alternative to NMD deployment is the intensification of preventive diplomacy
through implementation of existing treaties, notably the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty. Arlicle VI of the NPT, us interpreted by the World Court, requires the nuclear

Page 5/9

3012703029; Nov-15-89 16:30; Page &/8

weapons states to negotiate and carry out complete nucicar disarmament in all its aspects.
Some of those aspects would be:

= extensive and intensive verification, including internalionally mandated inspections
of sites suspected of manufacturing weapons of mass destruction or their delivery
systems;

® actions to destroy WMD, including systems for their delivery, such as those
undertaken during the 1991-98 United Nations inspections of Iraq.

Global cooperation on a process of complete nuclear disarmament would make cheating
and evasion much more difficult, reducing risks of attack and the consequences should
one be carried out. It would deepen international cooperation to detect cheating and to
find and destroy WMD syslems made or deployed in violation of international
agreements. For instance, implementation of complete nuclear disermament, required by
Article V1 of the NPT, could be completed within a 15-year period. While there are also
other possible routes to nuclear disarmament, a 15-year disarmament scenario would be a
useful frame-of-reference for analyzing plausible alternatives to NMD deployment, given
the National Intelligence Council’s analysis of missile and non-missile threats quoted
above. A disarmament approach would allow more intensive and thorough use of
multilateral means ol prevention and of destruction of clandestine WMD siocks (as was
demonstrated during the 1991-98 UN inspections of Iraq).

Moreover, given the likely adverse reaction of Russia and/or China and possibly other
powers, a US decision to deploy NMD is likely to result in making nuclear disarmament
impossible for the forcseeable future, Hence, the nuctear disarmament alternative and the
NMD deployment alternative may be mulually exclusive and must both be considered in
any reasonable environroental evaluation of risk.

A third allemative to NMD deployment would bc to strengthen safeguards in the absence
of a specific path to nuclear disarmament. For instance, this could involve safeguards
agreements and procedures outside of the framework of the NPT but inside that of the
UN Security Council. The United Nations inspections and destruction WMD stocks in
Iraq during 1991-98 and the US agreement with North Korea illustrate this alternative,
The relative efficiency and environmental impact of this approach to safeguards
compared to a disarmament approach should be assessed.

Recommendation:

At least three alternatives to an effectiveness of NMD deployment in protecting the
health of the US public and the environment should be assessed in the EIS and compared
for their overall environmental impact with NMD deployment and the no-action
alternative. They are:

= unilateral or multilateral use of non-nuclear precision guided munitions for
destruction of delivery systemns of weapons of mass destruction and/or the weapons
themselves);
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=  preventive measures, riotably implementation of universal disarmament for weapons
of mass destruction, accompanied by a regime of inspections and multilateral actions
for destruction of stocks of WMD and their delivery systems.

» strengthened safeguards, inspection and destruction of clandestine WMD stocks
outside of the context of nuclear disarmament,

3. The Draft EIS docs not consider the potential Impact of NMD deployment on the
US-North Korean agreement

The US-North Korean agreement currently being implemented puts restraints on North
Korcan missile development and prohibits North: Korean nuclear weapons development.
It provides for on-site inspections. This sgreement has the support of other regional
powers, including China. The impact of NMD deployment on the North Korean
agreement should be assessed in the EIS. Specifically, the assessment should include the
increase in risk from further indigenous North Korean missile development and from
possible Chinese assistance to North Korea due to breakdown of US-Chinese
cooperation.

Recommendation:

The EIS should fully evaluate the potenlial increasc in risk from North Korean missiles
resulting (rom NMD deployment and the potentiat effect of that increase on the size and
scope of the NMD systemn.

4. The Draft EIS does not consider the environmental impact of NMD deployment
relative to political-legal timing of the decision

The environmental unpact and risks of a US decision to deploy NMD are likely to
depend greatly on the timing of that decision. The various timing possibilitics in relation
to US treaty abligations are:

= Before or after agreement with Russia on changes to the Anti-Ballistic Missile
(ABM) Trcaty

« Before or after ugreement with European NATO allies about NMD deployment.

e Before or after implementation of the nuclear disarmament clause of the NPT which
requires complete nuclear disarmarnent.

The most severe increascs in the risk of nuclear wer, as well as impacts of a new arms
race, are likely to be incurred if there is a deployment prior to agreement with Russia
regarding the modification of thc ABM Treaty. These increases in risk would not only
come from Russian or Chinese responses, but could also involve a range of Curopean
actions. For instance, il is possible that Germany might decide to acquire nuclear
weapons capability due (o the lower relative security for Burope implied by an NMD

cen; 30127030293 NOV-15-99 16:30;

protection .foF the US only. This possibility is implicd in a recent statement by German
Forcign Minister Joschka Fischer, According to the Washington Post:

“* “There is no doubt that this [NMD deployment by the United States | would lcad
to split security standards within the NATO alliance,” said German Forcign
Minster Joschka Fischer during a trip to Washington Lhis week. ‘I sce lots of
problems developing in this respect, which we must discuss calmly and
reasonably with our American friends.’

“Fischer said that Germany's commitment to be nonnuclear *was always based
on our trust that the United States would pretect our interests, that the United
States, as the leading nuclear power, would guaruntee some sort of order.” A
drive by the Unitcd States to build its own defense, he said, would erode that
confidence by etfectively putting European cities at greater risk of nuclear
missile attack than those in America ™

The EIS musl evaluate two diffcrent possible cnvironmental impacts of a US decision to
deploy NMD as regards 1 European response:

e impacts of an expanded deployment that would meet European concerns of the type
expressed by Mr. Fischer, including the possible Russian and Chinese responses to
such an expanded deployment;

* impacts of actions, such as repatriation of US nuclear bontbs now based in Europe
and development of nuclear weapons capability by Germany, in case a US decision to
deploy is made without satistying the concems of all its major NATO allies.

Recommendation:

The alternatives examined the EIS should include altemnative timing scenarios for a
decisian to deploy NMD. The EIS should then examine the risks and environmental
impacts that might arise from each one of these alternative timings.

5. The Draft EIS does not consider the impact of NMD deployment on US Strategic
Posture

The United States strategic posture includes the option of using nuclear weapons first.
The current US stratepic arsenal as presently configured is capable of a counterforce
attack. Much of it can be launched within a few minutes of the order to do so. A first-
strike counterforce atlack would have a greater possibility of success, and would be
viewed as having a greater possibility of success, if the attacker possessed an NMD
system to destroy the rust of the adversary’s missiles after launch. Since the effectiveness
of NMD syslems increases as the number of an adversary’s nuelear missiles and
warheads decreases, potential adversaries are likely to consider NMD deployment as an

* William Drozdiak, “Pussible 11.S. Missile Shield Alarms Europe,” Wushington Post, Nav, 6, 1999, pp. Al
and A22

Page 8/9
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Recommendation

Given the problems in developrment recently cited by the Pentagon’s independent panel®
as well as by many other analysts,” the large differential environmental and risk impact of
the timing of a decision to deploy in relation to various degrees of technical maturity of
the program should be carefully analyzed in the Draft EIS.

* Bradley Graham , “Panel Fanlis Antimissile Program on Many Fronts: 'High-Risk’ of Failure Remains,
Experts Report,” Wuchington Post, November 14, 1999, p. Al

* Sce for instance David Wright, T on the Technical Readiness of A { Missile Defe

Befare the US Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Washington, DC, May 4, 1999, For text sec Union
of Concerned Scicntists web page at http://www ucsusa.org/arms/index.htm)

Given that consideration and comparison of reasonable alternatives constitutes the very
heart of the EIS process, the faiture of this DEIS to consider any ~ much less “all reasonable” --
alternatives for meeting the purpose and need for the proposed action must be considered a
crippling deficiency that must remedied. This failure is all the more apparent given that the
broad stated purpose of the National Missile Defense Program — “defense of the United States
against a threat of a limited strategic ballistic missile attack from a rogue nation — could
reasonably be accomplished by deployment of a variety of defense technologies in a variety of
system configurations, ranging from cooperative monitoring to ensure non-deployment of a

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
. IEER; 3012703029; Nov-15-98 18:31; page 9/9 P-W-076
TNATURAT P-W-076
RFsOURCES ]
NSE
offensive weapon so long as there is not complete and verified nuclear disarmament or at ((?(L)IL'LA\-::I,
least complete and verified removal of al} warheads from their delivery systems. November 15, 1999
The risks of an arms race in the context of NMD deployment depends on the strategic COMMENTS OF THE NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL ON
posture of the United Stales and the verifiability of that posture by other nuclear weapons DOD’S NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE DEPLOYMENT DRAFT
states. For instance, if all nuclear weapons were de-alerted by removing the warheuds ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
from their delivery systems and storing them under multilateral monitoring, the risks of
deplomem would be different than those technically inherent in a first strike or launch The draft environmental impact statement (“DEIS™) for National Missile Defense
on warning posture. Deployment suffers from a number of critical deficiencies. First, and foremost, the DEIS fails to
. evaluate all reasonable alternatives for the “defense of the United States against a threat of a
Recommendation: limited strategic ballistic missile attack from a rogue nation.” Second, while the DEIS provides a
. L. i compendium of potential impacts at various sites, it fails to include a comparative analysis of the
;I;:,ifi ls::::s-z\rﬁtl::i:l;:os:ffl;f:o‘rl:;;Sl'leoc?t?ad:t};ltiyo?xzpl?e:::::1:;:::::I;;Z:rr?;:;cnt enviromental impact's at each siFe to enable a reasoned assessment of vyhich siting choices will
or a posture in which complete verificd multilateral de-alerting has been carried out by e ﬂ:e least envnr’(’)mnen_tal lmpacts“for the prop’?sed Lt Th1r§ s the Depmment Cii
3 \ , Defense (“Department”) has improperly “segmented” environmental review of the National
removing all warheads from their delivery systems. Missile Defense (“NMD”) program by relying on several individual environmental assessments
6. The Draft EIS does not consider the timing of the NMD deployment decision in (L e.valuating the program in a single, comprehensive envimnm;nlal ;nalysis. F°f’"h’
relation to technical maturity of the system the DEIS fails to assess adequately the egv1ronmer{ta1‘ impacts of ?otentlal ?cc1dent sgengnos at
any of the proposed sites, such as explosion of a missile or an accident during the laying of fiber
The NMD system is currently under development, For instance, actual tests of the optic cable in prot'ected Alaslfan wilderness areas. Each of these deficiencies mu§t be corrected
booster and kill vehicle together are not due to take place until about 2003. The Dratt before 2 final environmental impact statement for the NMD program can be published.
EIS acknowledges that technical maturity will be a factor in decision-making. But it does . X . i Lo X .
ot take into account the fact that a decision to deploy prematurely could have far _ NRDC is a national non- profit membership environmental organization with offices in
different environmental impacts than a decision to deploy a systcm that has been Washmgto‘n, D.C., New York‘ leyz San Franctsc? and‘L‘o-s A.ngeles. NRDC lfas a natlonwtd?
thoroughly tested, In the former casc, there may be increased risks from: mer.nbershlp ofovex-' 400,000 m.dw1>duals. NRDC’s acnv!tles include maintaining and enhancing
environmental quality and monitoring federal agency actions to ensure that federal statutes
e larger environmental impacts from testing and production and possibly deployment f:na.cted t9 protect human health and the environment are fu%ly and properly implemented. Since
activities, sincc manufactured or deployed devices may have to be discarded or its inception in 1970, NRDC has sought to improve the environmental, health, and safety
modified: conditions at and surrounding Department of Defense sites and nuclear facilities operated by the
« potentially larger risks of altack hy both missile and non-missile means; Dgpartmem of Ene‘rg)f (“DOE™) fmd commercial nuc_lear facilities licensed by the Nuclear
o all the arms race penalties and other political and military risks discussed above Regulatory Commission and their predecessor agencies.
without the anticipated benefits claimed for the NMD. . .
I The DEIS Does Not Evaluate All Reasonable Alternatives for the NMD Program 1
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potential threat, to preemptive military action with conventional weapons to destroy it early
before it can threaten the territory of the United States, to various approaches to preventing the
use of such weapons against the United States once they have been acquired by a hostile power.
Indeed, the term “rogue state” is so vague, and so obviously subject to change over time, that it
scarcely bounds the threat to which the proposed NMD deployment must respond, and it cries
out for more precise definition.

For example, one way of defending the United States against the threat of a “limited
strategic ballistic missile attack from a rogue nation” would be to ensure that the United States
retains, and if necessary further refines, its capacity to deter such attacks through a credible
capability for devastating and commensurate retaliation. Indeed, this is how U.S. defense against
such threats has been managed successfully for 50 years, thereby avoiding the financial costs,
political tensions, and environmental burdens of deploying anti-ballistic missile systems. The
DEIS provides neither evidence of prior consideration, nor any justification for the elimination,
of this alternative, which by dint of its demonstrated and long standing success, cannot be
excluded a priori. (The required analysis of such a “reasonable alternative” to the proposed
action is not and cannot be subsumed under the heading of the “No Action Alternative,” which is
a distinct regulatory requirement created for the purpose of establishing an environmental
baseline from which to assess the impacts of the proposed action, and all reasonable alternatives
that could accomplish the agency’s stated purpose and need for action.)

Another reasonable alternative for “defense of the United States against a threat of limited
strategic ballistic missile attack from a rogue nation” would be to attack such missiles early, in
their boost phase, before the upper stage booster burns out, rather than in mid-course, when the
warheads have separated from their booster vehicles and become much harder to track and
intercept, as described in the DEIS proposed action for NMD deployment. Not only would such
an alternative system cost less and be rhore effective against a wider range of limited strategic
ballistic missile threats, but it would entail far fewer environmental impacts on the territory of
the United States, and quite possibly fewer environmental impacts overall, due to the mobile
basing of a large fraction of the system at sea.

The “hit-to-kill” NMD system described in the Proposed Action would have:

® no capability against small multiple warheads carrying biological or chemical agents
released on ascent, or against a nuclear weapon in a large enclosing balloon;

e 1o capability to discriminate reliably a nuclear warhead encased in a small reflective
balloon from perhaps as many as 10 empty small balloons;

* no capability to identify or intercept short-range ballistic missiles launched from ships near
U.S. shores; .

® o capability to intercept short-range cruise missiles carrying NBC warheads launched
from ships near U.S. shores.

A sea-/foreign-based boost phase anti-missile system has significant military and
environmental advantages over the mid-course hit-to-kill NMD system proposed as the sole
“reasonable alternative™ in the DEIS. A boost phase system is not vulnerable to the simple

countermeasures outlined above. The "interceptor hit precision required is 10 times to 100 times
less demanding than hitting a warhead.”' The target in boost phase is killed if it is hit almost
anywhere, Kill assessment is also easier because the missile is still boosting and its plume
readily visible to existing Defense Support Program satellites and the other sensors. The sensors
required for target homing are much simpler - operating in the shortwave or visible - rather than
longwave infrared part of the spectrum. And the system would not require the powerful new X-
Band radar and upgrades to other early warning radars, with their disruptive and potentially
harmful electromagnetic emissions, nor incur the significant environmental impacts from
deployment of up to 200 Ground Based Interceptors, and from building and linking (via new
buried fiber optic cable lines) some 14 or more [FICS data terminal sites with a new Battle
Management and Control (BMC2) Center. Moreover, in the event of conflict, potential enemy
attacks on the system would not be directed at the continental United States, limiting the damage
to the human and natural environment of the United States,

The proponents of such a limited, short-range boost-phase system directed against small
foreign ballistic missile threats have briefed the responsible authorities of the Department of
Defense and the military services and cognizant Congressional committees. Thus, there can be
no legitimate claim that the Department has not already been made aware of the existence of
such a reasonable alternative. For example, the renowned defense scientist and inventor Dr. .
Richard L. Garwin, IBM Fellow Emeritus and recipient of the Department of Energy’s Enrico
Fermi Prize, propesed consideration of a boost-phase alternative in a presentation to the Senior
Advisory Panel of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization in February 1999, in testimony to
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on May 4, 1999, and in a talk illustrated by view
graphs to the Army Space & Missile Defense Conference on August 26, 1999. The proposal was
also the subject of a two-hour luncheon presentation by Dr. Garwin and Dr. Ted Postal of MIT,
hosted by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace; attended by some 40 national
security experts on October 12, 1999. As of this writing, the proposal has become widely known
among hundreds if not thousands of experts in the national security and ballistic missile defense
communities, and is being widely discussed as an alternative to the NMD system configuration
proposed for deployment in this DEIS.

Accordingly, a Final EIS on NMD Deployment should not be issued until the Department
has (1) considered a broad range of alternatives for mounting a defense of the United States
against a threat of a limited strategic ballistic missile attack from a rogue nation; (2) documented
this consideration by briefly explaining its reasons for not carrying forward with alternatives that
were excluded from detailed environmental review; and (3) analyzed in detail the prospective
environmental impacts of all reasonable alternatives for meeting the agency’s stated purpose and
need for action in a manner that allows agency deeision makers, other federal agencies, the
Congress, state and local governments, and the public to compare meaningfully the site specific,
aggregate, and cumulative environmental impacts of these alternatives.

' “EXPERTS PROPOSE U.S.-RUSSIAN BOOST-PHASE MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEM,” by Michael C. Sirak,
Inside the Army, October 11, 1999, Vol. 11, No. 40. .
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IL. The DEIS Fails to Provide Meaningful Comparisons-Between the Prospective I The DEIS Improperly Segments the Various Elements of the NMD Program 6
Environmental Impacts of Reasonable Alternative Configurations for Ground-
Based NMD System Deployment, and Therefore Fails to Identlfy the System The DEIS notes that it is tiered from the Ballistic Missile Defense Final Programmatic
Configuration(s) with the Least Environmental Impacts. EIS (1994); however, in the absence of a supplemental EIS, the 1994 Programmatic EIS is
» outdated because of subsequent major changes in the NMD, program. The Department alse
The DEIS generally analyzes the various environmental, socioeconomic, and cultural acknowledges that a number of other environmental assessments have been conducted as part of
resource issues for each land area under consideration for deployment of 100 Ground-Based the NMD program, which include the following: (1) Overview Environmental Assessment for
Interceptors (“GBI™), a Battle Management, Command and Control Center (“BMC2™), and an X- the Space Based Infrared System (19?6); 2) Vthe. Environmental Assessment for the Integration,
Band radar installation. However, the DEIS fails (1) to provide any kind of useful comparative 2 Assembly, Test, and Checkaut of National Missile Defense Components at Redstone Arsenal,
assessment of the relative environmental strengths or weaknesses of these sites to support their Gl Fl‘99,9); (3) Environmental Assessglent . BOOS[CIA Venf"lcatlon Test at Vandenberg
. A . .. . . . X . AFB, California (1999); (4) Record of Environmental Consideration for Infrastructure
assigned functions with minimal environmental impacts; (2) to identify, much less analyze, the 3 A e L
. . . L s . .Modemization and Test Facilities Construction in Support of NMD GBI Booster
aggregate and cumulative environmental impacts arising from the siting and operation of 14 or Verificat] y . :
: T o - . . . erification/Integrated Flight Test at Meck Island (1999); and (5) the Environmental Assessment
more In-flight Interceptor Communication System (“IFICS”) Data Terminals; (3) to identify for Additional Facilities at the National Missile Defense Ground-Based Int Devel
. . . i eiense Uroun asea Ln erceptor CVE. opmem
ade‘quately the impacts from the land withdrawals and routing of thousands of kllomelers ofﬁb.er and Integration Laboratory, Huntsville, Alabama (1999). All but one of these environmental
f)ptlcvcablt.:; and (4 to COmparc the full range of reasonablev deployment configurations to permit assessments was completed in the last year, and each is inextricably associated with the NMD
identification of those with the least environmental impacts. In other words, the DEIS does not program and the administration’s decision on whether to deploy an NMD system.
do what an EIS is required to do by law: provide meaningful and timely input into the .
government’s decision-making process such that the agency proposing the action can identify In the absence of an updated Programmatic EIS, each of these environmental assessments
alternatives for achieving its mission that minimize harmful impacts on the human environment. should have been incorporated into the NMD EIS. Otherwise, as acknowledged by established
NEPA case law, decisions regarding NMD deployment cannot be based on an accurate and
Except for general air quality data, very little hard data are provided in the DEIS that 4 complete understanding of the full range of connected and cumulative environmental impacts
would permit this type of relative assessment. Most impacts are described in a narrative form, that are associated with the broader NMD program. For example, deployment of the full $8
which makes such relative assessments very cumbersome, and the one tabulation of impacts billion constellation of’ SBIRS satellites -- an intrinsic component of any NMD system seeking
provided, Table 2.7, is largely-narrative in structure as well. The DEIS should contain tables that to track dispersed warheads in space for midcourse intercept -~ entails numerous space launches
describe the differént environmental impacts in quantitative terms, including effects on air which have a discernible degrading effect on the earth’s protective ozone layer. The 1994
quality, acreage and types of wetlands impacted, area of land that will be disturbed, impacts on Programmatic EIS, which explored the environmental impacts of various alternative concepts
local population, number and populations of endangered or threatened species potentially then proposed for research and development, is not an adequate document under which t tier
affected, number of historic sites altered, quantity of hazardous materials and solid wastes that any of these environmental analyses, as the objectives, structure, and data available on the NMD
will be stored and/or disposed of at the site, water resource demands, and major risks and critical program have fundamentally changed since the carly 1990s. In attempting to overcome the
groups associated with each facility. This individual site data must then be assembled into - - deficiencies of the existing Programmatic EIS, the Depariment has structured the DIES to .
various technically and fiscally achievable (and therefore “reasonable”) system deployment function both as an EIS, in evaluatm'g specific site-level impacts, and as a broader progra.t.nmatxc
configurations to identify the environmentally preferable deployment alternatives. assessment of the NMD program, with respect, for example, to what ground-bases are going to
. be utilized. The end result is a study that does neither adequately.
Without more quantitative comparative information, the DEIS represents little more than 5

a partial compendium of information on the potential impacts at the individual sites that provides
little means to evaluate the relative merits of one ground deployment plan over another. In
addition, the Department must be careful to ensure that it is using a proper baseline for its no-
action alternative. Because a number of the deployment sites being considered are either
partially decommissioned or being considered for decommissioning, the status quo may not be
the appropriate measure for the no-action alternative, as “no action” could mean closure and
restoration 1o a “green fields” condition, not continuance of current activities.

The Department’s division and separate assessment of different elements of the NMD
program are arbitrary at best; for example, the Department completely omits any assessment of
the impacts from the maintenance of the GBIs. Established case law precludes such segmenting
of government actions. When evaluating the impacts of a government program, all reasonably
foreseeable environmental impacts must be evaluated together to enable the decision-maker to
assess fully the impacts of the proposed government actioti. The Department’s segmented
approach to evaluating the environmental impacts of the NMD program is therefore contrary to
established law and impedes proper environmental review of the different elements of the NMD
program.
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~ascadia wildland jec
‘ cascadca wudlands project o4
The Department has also segmented its analysis of the NMD program at a more general
level. Under current plans, the deployment considered in the DEIS is just the first stage of a
three-part program that would substantially enlarge the number of sites, supporting
infrastructure, radar installations, and missiles. In addition to incorporating the current program
elements omitted from the DEIS, the Department must include “all reasonabty foreseeable”
impacts from the full three-stage NMD program that it is contemplating. Since the bases used Nov.9, 1999
un@e{ the Pr(')posed initial phase qf the NMI? Program4w1ll necessarily 1nﬂueqce deployment i Ms. Julia Hudson
decisions in its later stages, and vice vers, itis cssenua! that the Dt.:partment 11.1c1ude an a.n.aly'ms U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
of all stages of the NMD program in the DEIS. Otherwise, the environmental impacts analysis Attn: SMDC-EN-V
will be arbitrarily foreshortened and potentially important impacts will be omitted. POE 1500
| Huntsville, Alabama 35807-3801
IIl. The DEIS Fails to Consider the Impacts of Potential Accidents at NMD Facilities 7 Ms. Hudson: o
The NMD program necessarily involves working with and managing thousands of Ehe Egllmﬂi?g are the comments of the Cascadia Wildlands Project
pounds of hazardous and explosive materials. Each missile will contain 28,000-42,500 pounds =¥ e National Missile Devense beployment DEIS:
of solid fuel and 20-35 pounds of highly-explosive and chemically toxic liquid propellant. The -
NMD facilities will also require use of other hazardous materials ranging from jet fuel to 1. The “Decision to be made” is inappropriatly linked with
solvents to large battery arrays: The environmental risks from these activities could be severe slagg‘?d lmp%rem;nge_xtlon measures. The DEIS addresses two possible
X it . . . .. eclSlons; Wo Action and Action. Yet in reality “action” could
uire disrupting and workin, ; . Yy ou
becguse several of thg ground ba'ses being considered vf/ogld req isrupting ing in potentially mean any number of things. Thore aie ae 1enws o ve
environmentally sensitive areas in some of the most pristine and ecologically valuable wildemess different possible locations being considered for the various
regions remaining in the United States, including the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge. elements of the system. Any one, or combination of ones could be
sgb]ectsd to implementation measures. There are literally
) . . o thousands of possible combinations of actj
u 1be 1 ions. It would be
'The Depa{tmepl‘, despl'te the hazardous nature of the mater}als and equipment it wil completely unreasonable for this BIS to attempt to meaningfully
managing and maintaining, fails to evaluate adequately the potential impacts from accidents that evaluate every possible combination of locations and elemants.
could occur at the bases being considered or during transport of missiles to them, which could be .
significant given that there will be about 50 initial flights and 20 flights annually for maintenance - Analysis of the consequences of major federal actions must be 1
3 . q B 0 d accomplished before the action is implemented. Post Hoc
purposes. While the Department provides some generic estimates of environmental releases an. compliance with NEPA is unlawful. Siores Club v T T v
the likelihood of certain accidents, such as an accident during transportation of the GBIs, no site- 1989, 716 F.Supp. 1289, - Jan, D. -
level data on the impacts of a major accident — particularly ecological — are included in the DEIS. . ) . )
This oversight is of particular significant because the ground-bases being considered are located iiqiiiemii?s.orfl altirnitl"e — se]:ectecfil ;hat will not meet NEPA's
: N % N " > N ent or actual constructicn of the system, because no
in profoundly different local environments, which raise fundamentally dlfferem environmental NEPA decision has been made for that project. It w'ould only have
risks. begn gec;.ded to decide upon one of a thousand alternatives. Using
this EIS to support any actual censtruction work would be in
It is therefore essential that the Department provide direct and systematic estimates of the viclation of NEPA in a number of ways.
environmental e'ffects ofa_ major re.lease into the environment (?f hazardogs matenal§ (_such as jet For inst:_ance, the EIS could not possibly have evaluated the 2
fuel), an explosion of a missile during transport, and an explosion of a missile once it is cumulative consequences of the action. The cumulative effects of
transferred to an NMD site. All other reasonably foreseeable accident scenarios must also be major federal actions must be considered to meet NEPA's
analyzed at a site-specific level. Without more detailed assessments, the EIS provides little besis igguészﬁ::: . th:2c1t1;:1§ 1:ii3éc é é%‘éé t: OOEFRf 1508.7. The DEIS does
for the Department to distinguish between the sites it is considering, thereby largely eliminating Radars at Earickson AS and Cavalier AS. a‘r::g ég;t:gﬁgieigga:g Fe
the utility of the DEIS in informing the Department’s decision-making process. : Greely and Grand Forks Airforce Base. Construction could not
begin at any of those sites until their environmental coseguences
{é) ‘D had been thoroughly evaluated.
3 L an? 2. Elements of this system that should have been evaluated in this 3

David E. Adelman
Project Attorney

Christopher E. Paine
Senior Research Associate

EIS are not. Section 1.6 of the DEIS states that site-specific
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daz . . - o li‘g“'d“f"‘“‘é"; the USFWS and Air Force. This project is inconsistent with the
Early Warning Radar, and Fiber Optic cables wi (D G . purposes of the wildlife Refuge and Wilderness, and should be
later date. Those are connected actions, and must be evaluated in rejected on those grounds.
the same document.
similarly, any additional infrastructure needs (power plants, 10. DEIS §3.4.1.2 puts the ROI on Shemya Island at 30 acres. 1
wells, septic systems, etc.) must be considered before a decision Where did that figure come from? The actual ROI is much larger
can be made. when effects of EMR, and the area’s importance to migratory birds
Missile constuction is a direct result of this decision, and are censidered.
t efa must be considered in this EIS. R X i
e e 11. I am concerned about this project-s impact on Sea Lions, in 12
particular critical habitat and haulouts.
3. There is substantial controversy within the scientific 4 12. If the north shore of Shemya island is important for birds, 13
community as to whether the proposed system will actually meet the why is the XBR located there?
program objectives. The potential for starting and arms race, for
instance, 1s a signifiecant environmental consequence of 13. If EMR levels in the vicinity of the XBR are unsafe for 14
deployment. These substantive objections and concerns must be humans, wouldn’t they have some sort of effect on wildlife as
disclosed, and their merits evaluated. well? If geese are resting there, might they run a risk of cell-
damage?
4. This EIS fails to evaluate a range of alternatives. There is 5
conly one action alternative, which pre-determines the outcome of 14. What would happen to a bird if it was directly struck by the 15
this analysis. “No-action” wouldn’t meet the purpose and need, radaxr beam?
herefore couln‘t be osen based on this EIS. .
S ST Eaes 15. Please discuss the long-term effects that EMR might have on 16
5. Exactly what deployment entails is entirely too unclear. 6 wildlife on Shemya island.
Virtually every aspect of the project is still in the development
scage. fhe GsT's -final deploynent facility requiremencs may 1310w geowing srace foroas, mer ee e, OB Sice at e Greely "
‘ ; X= the site visit during Ju 98 correct Are wildlife surveys
design remains tenuous. Plans remain in a state of refinement and similarly confused agout {he vegetation at the site? Y
change. This DEIS was largely obsolete long before this comment
deadline. In short, the DEIS (despite a noble effort) fails to 17. Do the maps of vegetation reflect human disturbance in the 18
disclose the nature of the proposed action. Decision-makers area? Please provide more comprehensive maps in the final EIS.
holding this document would be uninformed as to what it is they . . ) 19
are deciding, and therefore could not possibly take a “hard look” 18. wWhat is the dlfferencg between the effects of the “no-action”
at environmental consequences. alpernatlvg, and the description of the existing environment.
This organization seems redundant to me, and makes the EIS much
5. Decommissioning and Disposal plans must be evaluated before 7 more difficult to read and understand.
a decision to deploy. Certainly it is reasonably forseeable that 19 Please dj g . )
2P0 : . iscuss the impact generated by changes in air 20
someday those missiles will have to come out of the ground and go guality, not just a list of numbers. Small effecte are still
somewhere else. The effects of decommissioning must be evaluated effects, and should not be dismissed.
just like other effects of construction.
) ) ) ) ] 20. What are "ocqassional maintenance activities”_(DEIS @ 4-109). 21
7. The “No-Action” alternative is not meaningfully considered. 8 How occassional will they be, what would they consist of, and what
It is not acceptable toc bias the NEDA process by failing to look risks and effects might be associated with them?
at all avialable alternatives.
What would be the effects of continued testing and facility 2l. The 600 acre ROI for GBI deployment is incorrect, because 22
RaD? What elements would continue to be developed, and what kind nany environmental effects will spill out onto surrounding land.
of gains could we expect might be made? Things like sound and light and water and air don't respect
boundaries, and neither do pesticides or hazardous chemicals.
8. ALl of the proposed cites in Alaska have immense value for 9 EU£;;§r§§§§,t;s§£§§§§€ﬁilgg"e?ge-h:bltat has an effect for guite
wildlife and ecological health. please protect them from harm. orest.
) ) . ) 22. The northern goshawk is not a migr t bird.
9. Shemya island is a terrible alternative for the X-~Band Radar 10 g migratory bird 23
gie_tgatt;s Yiéue iﬁr)wildlife, and location (surrounded by 23. The effects of security lighting on critters has not be 24
514! =] Wi, 2Iness).

There are at least 10 Threatened or
Endangered species in the area, all of which could be adversely
affected by deployment, in violation of the ESA.

Furthermore, it would appear in violation of the MOA between
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auequately addressed. Especially in the all-dark winter in
Alaska, the effects of a huge lighted area can be substantial.

24. Please provide citations to relevant scientific studies in
support of your assertions regarding impacts (or lack thereof).
The gquality of information presented is of supreme importance in
an EIS. Merely repeating certain phrases pro forma does not
constitute a “hard look.”

25. The analysis of cumulative effects throughout the document is
inadequate. I believe that the language of NEPA is very clear on
what is meant by this term. Please obey the relevent statutes and
regulations in the FEIS.

26. The impacts of noise and human disturbance on wildlife is not
adequately addressed.

27. An indirect effect of deployment in several locations would
be displacement of training exercises to other loctjions. This
impact must be evaluated.

28. Road-building is known to have all kinds of negative impacts
on wildlife and soils. Why are these issues ignored?

29. Why are soil surveys not yet completed? It is imperative
that all the necessary surveys (wildlife, soils, water, etc.}) be
done in advance in order to meaningfully inform the decision-
maker .

30. What would be the impact of a major earthquake on the system
elements?

31. It is not enough to promise to obey federal, state and local
regulations in dealing with hazardous materials. The purpose of

an EIS is to inform the decision-maker, not make promises not to

engage in illegal activity. One would hope that obeying the law

goes without saying.

32. How effective would hazardous materials and waste cleanup and
mitigation measures be?

33. I am concerned that the effects of an accident involv;ng
hazardous materials is inevitable, and that it will pose dire
threats to the environment.

34. Would herbicides be used?

35. What would be the effect of a forest fire on the GBI? How
certain are you that you could fight back a blaze that was
threatening the system.

36. What would be the effect of an aircraft accident on the GBI
unit?

37. This proposal stresses the public infrastructure through
increased traffic, water use and disposal, garbage, and electrical
power demands. Please evaluate the effects, including the
cumulative effect of this project when added to increased uses

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34
35

36

37

FAX NO. : Apr. 30 1993 05:02AM
among other sectors of the population.

38. This project ‘has adverse impacts on subsistence resources.
The DEIS doesn’t seem to take these impacts seriously. Please do
a better job in the FEIS.

In conclusion, it appears that the BMDO has chosen to circumvent
the evalugtlon of environmental impacts required by federal law.
The DEIS is a confusing document, thick on words but thin on
substance. An EIS niust be a substantive document. NEPA is not an
annoying formality but a critical part of how decisions are made.

T hope to see a good-faith effort in the future.

Thank you for thoughtfully considering these comments.

Gabriel Scott

Alaska Representative
Cascadia Wildlands Project

Fs
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Commentor:

Name: /é"ébf / /{/4,/74’&
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson 7

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address: -
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Please place form in the drop
box or mail to:

City, State: _. -

Zip Code:

Alaska.

We fee! that Fort Greely, chosen for BRAC realignment by July 13, 2001 would benefit not only
the national defense because of it’s location but, also the City of Delta Junction would benefit
tremendousty from the economic support. Delta Junction is facing a 70% reduction in
employment opportunities with the realignment of Ft. Greely.

The City of Delta Junction has had a mutually beneficial 50 year relationship with the Department
of Defense and we would like to see this relationship continue into the 21% Century.

—

Pete Hallgren
Dept. Manager
HLRAAC

COMMENT COMMENT

NUMBER NUMBER

P-W-078 P-W-079

P-W-.079
P-W-078
Comment Sheet
for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Thank you for attending this pubfic hearing. Our purpose for haosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment p.raft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clanf(eq
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EiS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1998,
Date: /'/ﬂ/q ?
_Z Wdﬂ/ — Department of Economic Development
are ~ D . Ecrom
%0?,{ M / M o m/ Implementing Local Redevelopment Authority Advisory Committee
) . 1
SMDC-EN-V
%Z Ms. Juiie Hudson
M } W 77, 2L gz U.S. Army Space & Missile Defense Command
7 P £.0. Box 1500
M' /Z I A o gooct Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
j /\/\‘{ﬂ %

%@" L ﬁ_w Dear Ms. Hudson,
M 228 _,%2@ «Z% We would fike to express our support for the National Missile Defense System at Ft. Greely 1
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P-W-080 P-W-081
P-W-080
. P-w-081
Comment Sheet
for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment , W/ n aq
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) , ‘ A1EBANES
US RERY Sface + Misse Leknse Omma
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to M[) - E _Z
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft 6 < w
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified /MS J'(,{/L,A %(,dgﬁt]
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999. }0& ﬂ@( /SOO

Fundsuelle, Alubtiam 353013901
Date:_ Apv. /0 29§ : ﬂw{s

£2.Col Lehaer gare excellent Qreééﬂfa,fdw‘a)tﬂq 1 Aﬁ ) NS Sfﬂ”l ! )

_ZW&{SI nf /Qh koo o T hefieve hu Agﬁ/wm will da Fy dﬁdﬂ%ﬂ m M‘A@”yj M 6iféké3f I(Zﬁ:/& T o 056

—S—ZM;—AA«L—MMMZLM—MML-A&@_W r s : : /W/W Alsship yoe speiite

hy C ongress. However [pokivg ot tus Big Pcture — Ls }”&ﬂﬁs@{; Sy gﬂ%@/? /’Vf@ﬂﬁ'//

; , N il ' efinel a porhly ‘sxdes
7'71: rL:fM«si <5%5\7L€’/1¢| necessary ac voable :u,/j//‘ Lo freey OL‘b \_g‘y 7 s v D b

n Fne wiost cost-eiticionfonmannr S Locm agt convimel /LU& A/U@d + @Cﬂéﬁﬁ) e QLK’M a/a@
o an e _ .y AEMS ,eﬁf;as i preposil @Makﬁdo

-A——ﬂmd&l—ﬁmedﬁﬁ’”A&L—mw@ dety; ¢ ; Lpert a }OL(

. o . . ‘ sove | Seckely
Potent thyeats navoly ngn-lond based, nm foreign frzached Threte . /{%4//%/
T feed we ar tackimg a new problevs with old Fhonk, g v old saluhions, )

Please place form in the drop Commentor:

box or mail to: 5 [QG)U K)AB‘OU

Name: AH ng ﬁHGM,{m
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson /
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:

PO Box 1500 b . Ron 64%0/0
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 City, State: ’ ’

Zip Code:

Thamni you for e opportum 'ty fo Comment,

Sencerely
. Lo ’

66-6
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The Town of Sandwich Board of Health voted unanimously at their November 08, 1999
meeting to request the United States Air Force file a site specific environmental impact
statement for the Cape Cod PAVE PAWS Facility, Flat Rock Hill Road, Bourne,
Massachusetts on the Massachusetts Military Reservation. Specifically, this request is for
the proposed modemnization of the facility.

The Board bases this request on public health and environmental concerns associated with
the facility in the interest of providing the citizens of the Cape and the surrounding
communities the most accurate information about PAVE PAWS. The Board believes the
environmental impact statement must clarify health and environmental impacts associated
with the operation of the facility.

The Board recognizes the importance Cape Cod PAVE PAWS is for national defense
purposgs, but wants to ensure that the health and safety of local residents is also
protected.

//mey

Kathleen Nickerson Hardy
kdw
ce: Ballistic Missile Defense Organization

U. S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
Federal and State Legislative Delegation

Massachusetts Department of Public Health

(bh-Itrs.wps/ppaws.wps)

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-082
P-W-082
November 09, 1999
TOWN OF SANDWICH F. Whitten Peters
THE OLDEST TOWN ON CAPE COD BOARD OF H LTH ?ecregary ofthe Air Force
age 2
TELEPHONE: (508) 888-4200 16 JAN SEBASTIAN DRIVE - BOX 8 -
FACSIMILE: (508) 833-0018 SANDWICH., MASSACHUSETTS 02563
O Thank you for your consideration of this request.
Very truly yours,
F. Whitten Peters /
Secretary of the Air Force MW
Pentagon Building R{ dH. L Chai A/7
Room 4E871 c/har — man
Washington, DC 20330
vi V W D
A )(éﬂdaa %g Vel
Dear Secretary Peters: Sandra Lee Tompkins 14
1
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P-w-083

P-W-083

Missile meeting distracted with decoys

Instead, imagine
an honest chat
about real issues

Teachers who cover propa-
ganda techniques could not have
found a better field trip for the
class than the carefully designed
“public meeting” on a proposed
missile defense system hosted by
the Pentagon and its defense con-
tractors at the Carlson Center re-
cently.

Remember when a public
meeting meant someone got up
and explained what the project
was all about, and members of
the community could step up to
the mike and express their views?
Well, the format is much more
controlled today. It's called an
“open house.” Promotional ex-
hibits are scattered around a
large room, and people drift from
one to the other chatting one-on-
one with a proponent of the
project. But comments for the re-
cord must be put in writing.

This means there’s no oppor-
tunity for the group to hear oppo-
nents of the project. Even if every
one of your fellow citizens pre-
sent opposed the project, how
would you know? The only record
is the written comments, and
they are held by the proponents.
Typically, those comments are re-
leased months later—in sum-
mary language written by the
propenents—and buried in a fat
environmental study. Pretty
slick.

Another crafty technique evi-
dent at the Pentagon’s open

Dan
O'Neilt

house was the device of limiting
the debate to a narrow and rela-
tively inconsequential set of is-
sues. The pros and cons of the
antiballistic missile project
(ABM) were not presented to the
public at the Carlson Center, and
our views on it were not solicited.
Instead, an earnest colonel told
us that it would be a great help if
we’d comment on some environ-
mental questions. Questions like:
Would 150 new jobs in your area
be a good thing? Would you
prefer good or bad air quality? Do
you think we should install cul-
verts across our driveways?

Let’s imagine, for 2 moment,
that the military was interested
in our ideas on the important
questions, that it held a real town
meeting, and that an absolutely
truthful colonel took public com-
ments and questions from the
floor. Here's how it might go:

PUBLIC: Can you say a little
about the history of the ABM
idea?

COLONEL: Certainly. It was
promoted in 1960 by the father of
the H-bomb, Edward Teller. At
the time, Teller was also pro-
posing to excavate an instant
harbor in Alaska by detonating a
string of nuclear bombs. His
ABM idea was to launch nuclear-
tipped rockets that would explade

in the vicinity of incoming mis-
siles and knock them out. Scien-
tists called the idea costly and
ineffective. But we built one such
ABM facility anyway. In North
Dakota. It protected only a bat-
tery of our own ICBMs. It was
finished in 1975, at a cost of $7
billion, and scrapped the next
year. Congress determined its up-
keep was a waste of money.

PUBLIC: Didn't the Star Wars
program come next?

COLONEL: Exactly. The
Strategic Defense Initiative, or
Star Wars, was the most expen-
sive military program in the his-
tory of the world. By far. Tens of
billions were spent on little more
than the hope of a laser missile
defense system. Weapons scien-
tists cailed it 2 “fraud” and “im-
possible to accomplish.” Defense
contractors thought it was the
next best thing to printing your
own money. Needless to say, the
system does not exist.

PUBLIC: So now you guys are
back pushing a scaled-down ver-
sion?

COLONEL: Correct.

PUBLIC: Wil this one work?

COLONEL: Not really, no.
You see, there are easier ways for
an Iran or a Libya to attack the
U.S. than to try to build ICBMs.
They could smuggle a bomb
across one of our borders. Or
bring one into a city's harbor on
board a ship. Or launch a short-
range missile from a ship off-
shore. If they did build an ICBM,
they could build ones that release
multiple decoys, thereby reducing
our chances of hitting the actual
warhead (assuming that we

figure out how to hit one at all—
our last nine tests have failed).
And remember, the missile de-
fense system we are proposing
would only build 20 interceptors.
So, for $10 billion (our eritics say
much more) we would not be
buying any real security.

PUBLIC: Tell me again why
we should do this.

COLONEL: It will deliver
mega-dollar hardware and con-
struction contracts to the home
states of some pretty influential
senators.

PUBLIC: Like Alaska?

COLONEL: Affirmative. Sen.
Ted Stevens says he doesn’t care
where the ABM is based, just so
long as it can defend all 50 states.
Well, North Korea is just 2,000
miles from Attu Island at the end
of the Aleutian chain. North Da-
kota is nearly 4,000 miles from
Attu. So even if North Dakota
could launch an interceptor at
the same instant that North
Korea launched an ICBM toward
Attu, the Korean missile would
get ‘there first. Sen. Stevens has
got this figured.

PUBLIC: OK, I see what’s in
it for the politicians and the re-
cipients of pork. But what’s in it
for you?

COLONEL: A $600,000 salary
at one of the missile defense con-
tractors after I retire from gov-
ernment service.

PUBLIC: [s there anything we
can do about this?

COLONEL: Yes sir. You can
insli)st on culverts.

umns appear biweekly on the Opinion
P 7. JEC 98 -
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' Taz ties and Loony Tunes

Stevens’ missile
system impugned
by experience

A recent news item says that

Sen. Ted Stevens wears his Taz
tie when he plans to lose his
temper on the Senate floor. He
wears his Incredible Hulk tie
when he aims to throw his con-
siderable weight around Con-
gress. So, one imagines he was
wearing his Porky the Pig tie the
other day when he visited Fort
Greely and declared the obsolete
military post a perfect place to
base a bazillion-dollar national
missile defense system,
i That’s because pork is what
¢ this fantastically expensive
. project is all about. The idea,
which has been around in one
form or another since the 1950s,
is to build an anti-missile system
that can shoot down an incoming
intercontinental ballistic missile
by actually hitting it mid-flight
with one of our missiles. Each
would be traveling at something
like 20,000 miles per hour.

If, at first blush, this sounds
like a bit of a technical challenge,
then you must be paying atten-
tion. In the 16 times the system
. has been tested, it has failed 14

times. And congressional investi-

gators discovered, in the two
cases where the interceptor actu-
ally hit its target (in 1984 and
© 1891), that “the tests had quietly
¢ been made less challenging and
- that some results had been exag-
- gerated,” according to The New

York Times. :

And if you suspect that at-

4 tempting to deploy such a system
is likely to end up costing hun-
¢ dreds of billions of dollars, your
' suspicions are supported by re-

cent history. Over the last 40
i years the U.S. government has
“spent 108 billion inflation-ad-
justed dollars on various anti-bal-
: listic missile schemes, including
; Ronald Reagan’s .Strategic De
! fense Initiative, or Star Wars,
i Yet, for all that enormous expen-
; diture, no ‘workable system has
4 been produced.

 According to Sen. Stevens,

i

Dan
O'Neill

theon Company, builder of the
Patriot and a bidder on the cur-
rent national missile defense
project, said, “In Saudi Arabia,
just under 90 percent of Scud
missile engagements resulted in
destruction of the Scud warhead .
. .In Israel, about half of Scud en-
by Patriots resulted in

bowever, “We have the tech-
nology for national missile de-
fense now. It's integration of that
technology that is a challenge.”
Well, yes, in the sense that we
have the technology to shoot a
moving mosquito with a .30-06
caliber from a mile away. We can
detect the bug at one end, and we
can shoot the rifle at the other
end, it's just the integration of
those two things that’s “a chal-
lenge.”

Even if the senator had a good
record with respect to technical
matters (one remembers his
claims about harnessing domestic
electrical power from the aurora),
a little skepticism can be a
healthy thing. For example, when
the military put on its national
missile defense presentation at
the Carlson Center last De-
cember, it featured a video loop
showing the fantastic success of
the Patriot missile during the
Gulf War. Spectacular footage
that we all remember from its re-
peated use on network news pro-
grams showed the Patriot
streaking into the night sky over
Israel and the subsequent explo-
sion as it rammed into an in-
coming Iraqi Scud missile. |

“Fantastic” is the right word.
An honest look at the history
yields a different story, as
Christopher Cerf and Victor Na-
vasky catalogue in their enter-
taining book ‘““The Experts
Speak.” In January 1991 Gen.
Norman Schwarzkopf, then com-
mander of allied forces in the
Gulf, declared, “The Patriot’s
success, of course, is known to ev-
eryone. It's 100 percent. So far,
of 33 Scuds engaged, there have
been 33 destroyed.”

In February, President Bush
said, “42 Scuds engaged, 41 in-
tercepted. Thank God for the Pa-
triot missile!” And in April, the
official statement of the Ray-

confirmed destruction of the
Scud.”

But when the U.S. General Ac-
counting Office looked into the
evidence the next year, it found
strong evidence for only 9 per-
cent of Patriot engagements re-
sulting in Scud kills. While
according to the chief of staff. of
the Israeli Defense Force, “only
one Scud missile exploded as a
consequence of a Patriot explo-
sion."”

Of course, these later reports
were not featured on network
news. The impression left with
anyone watching coverage of the
Gulf war was that the huge sums
our government heaped on de-

. fense contractors for anti-missile

technology was money well spent.
Today, the current crop of pro-
moters rely on our ignorarce of
the technical failure of this tech-
nology. And remember, there is a
quantum leap in difficulty from
building a theater-range inter-
ceptor like the Patriot to a na-
tional missile defense system
capable of taking out high-alti-
tude, 20,000-mile-per-hour inter-
continental ballistic missiles.

Besides all that, even if the
technology should be developed
to a 100 percent degree of reli-
ability, it is an easy matter for an
aggressor country to add multiple
“bomblets” or decoys to its mis-
siles. It’s a technically easy way
to overwhelm a system like the
national missile defense proposal,
which will deploy only about 20
interceptor missiles.

Besides the military-industrial
complex, about the only one
cheering this Loony Tune boon-
doggle is the little fellow on Ted’s
tie who, at this point in the car-
toon would say, “Abbada-abbada,
that’s all folks.”

Dan O'Neilt of Fairbanks is an inde-
pendent researcher and writer. He is
author of “The Firecracker Boys.” His col
umns appear bi-weekly on the Opinion
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Missiles provide pork, not defense

Imagine a political issue that
could unite liberals and conserva-
tives at the grass-roots level, One
where they could stand in opposi-
tion to spend-happy politicians of
both parties, a lazy media and de-
fense contractors that bilk the
taxpayers for $500 screwdrivers.
That issue is at hand, and it is
the so-called National Missile De-
fense program, which may be

ased in Alaska.

Presently, this fantastically
expensive proposal is sailing
through the Congress, aided by
the turn-around endorsement. of
Bill Clinton (who, need we point
out, couldn’t stand firmly on
principle if his vertebrae were
surgically fused and his knees in-
Jjected with epoxy).

Here in Alaska, the Republi-
can-run Legislature, while righ-
teously slashing state spending,
is as eager as ever to grovel
shamelessly for wasteful federal
spending—so long as it occurs in
Alaska. Include in this lineup a
Democratic governor who ‘“en-
thusiastically” supports the

ondoggle. Even the former
head of the local environmental
center is working within a state
agency to grease the deal,

For its part, the Alaska press
gives us repeated page one news
stories tracking the progress of
our anticipated construction job
windfall, but fails in nearly every
instance to lay out the case
against the scheme, or to quote

any of the vast majority of ex-
perts who oppose it. (Since I
wrote those words the News-
Miner has run a page one story
covering opposition views.)

What, exactly, is wrong with a
national missile defense system,
and why should conservatives
join liberals in opposing it? How
much time have you got?

Let’s look at the money. Fiscal
responsibility, we'll recall, is a
hailmark of conservative ide-
ology. Since the late 1950s we
have spent $108 billion inflation-
adjusted dollars on various ef-
forts to build a system intended
to protect the nation from attack
by incoming missiles. Taxpayers
have shelled out most of that—
$67 billion—in the years since
Ronald Reagan’s famous 1983
Star Wars speech calling for a
space-based weapon that would
shield us from ICBMs. I don't
know of a plainer way to say this.
It has been the most expensive
military project in the history of
the world, and it has failed to de-
liver. Sixteen years and $67 bil-
lion later, there is no such
weapon.

Please, read for yourself the
thoughtful review articles in the
Bulletin of thé Atomic Scientists
(March, May, September, No-
vember, 1998). It's a very read-

able journal available at both
local libraries. Learn about the
ways that a missile defense
system can destabilize our rela-
tions with the Russians, the rela-

tively easy ways an attacker
could use decoys to outmaneuver
a defensive system, the more
fruitful program already negoti-
ated to destroy and de-alert Rus-
sian missiles, the inexpensive and
more promising diplomatic op-
tions. But for now, let's just take
a quick look at the issue of tech-
nical feasibility.

To evaluate the technical ob-
stacles to building a workable na-
tional defense system, the
Pentagon selected its own panel
composed of missile defense ad-
vocates, mainly retired military
brass. They looked at all of our
medium range missile defense
systems under development.
These have a tenth the range of
ICBMs, but even so, the Army’s
system, the most advanced under
development, has failed in four of
four interceptor attempts. The
Navy's program: four failures in
four attempts. In all, of 14 at-
tempts to hit high-altitude tar-
gets, 12 failed. There have been
zero tests of a system with inter-
continental range. This panel—
the Pentagon’s own panel—called
the current program “a rush to
failure.”

The General Accounting Office
looked into the program, too. It
noted that plans call for de-
ploying the system after only a
single full-fledged flight test that
integrates the space-based sen-
sors, the radar and the inter-
ceptor missile. The GAO calls
this test plan “anemic” and says
the program involves “high tech-
nical risk” due to the hurry-up
pace of deployment. The Penta-
gon's director of operational test

and evaluation warned Congre:
the program was filled with tecl
nical risks and that a rush to d
ploy means basic testing wou'
have to occur afer productic
began.

Conservatives like to think -
themselves as straight-thinkin
no-nonsense, both-feet-on-th
ground types who aren’t going 1
be taken in by some fuzz
headed, pie-in-the-sky goven
ment program, especially if it
got a gigantic price tag. Well,
don't know how it can be pi
more concretely: The technolog
we are committing to depk
within three years at a cost
tens of billions of dollars does n.
exist.

If we were talking about a ne
method to teach kids to read at
cost of $50 million, conservativi
would scream all the way to the
talk shows. But if politicial
want to spend a thousand tim
that amount in committing to
weapons system that has nevi
been tested, they shrug, “Just 1
sure to waste some of that doug
in my state.”

1 have been hoping, perha;
naively, that these -facts mig
resonate with fiscal conserv
tives. But politicians like the id
of dispensing jobs and contrac
around the country. And conse
vative constituents are just :
happy as anybody else
abandon principle for a chance
slurp at the public trough.
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Here comes the Pentago?

Conservatives
can walk the talk
at missile hearings

Ten months ago a team of
Pentagon officers landed in Fair-
banks and set up a glitzy display
at the Carlson Center unveiling
the national missile defense
system to be based either in
Alaska or North Dakota ‘There
was a video showing-or rather,
purporting to show-Patriot inter-
ceptors shooting down Seud mis-
siles during the Gulf War.
(Actually, the Patriot kill rate
was a spectacular faifure; some
say 0-for<44.} There were fancy
display boards with glossy photos
and charts, all tended by well-
spoken ‘majors and colonels who
touted this latest version of Star
Wars. There were even fighter
jocks, decked out in flight suits,
slouching casually at tables. God
knows why. Antiballistic missiles
are not exactly flown by pilots. .

Whateyér was the cost.was of
transporting all this promotional
apparatis up“from - the Ballistic’
Missile Defense Office in Hunts- >
ville,- Alabama, it was borne by -

ings. And this time, [ am assured,
citizens will be able to step up to
the mike and offer their views. It
will be a chance for the highly
vocal fiscal conservatives in this
town to walk their talk. .
Of course, Pentagaon
spokesmen, not critics, will give

from the National Missile De-
fense Team: “Mr. O'Neill implied
that the proponents would hold
the public comments and not
make them available for public

the introductory remarks. They
will promote the national missile
defense system, presenting -the
technology in the best possible
ljghL You can bet dollars’ to

review. That is simply not true.
All comments will be part of a
published document available to
the public in August.”

He was referring to the draft
environmental impact . study,
which actually came out in Sep-
tember. I just received a copy.
Digging through the thousand-or-
so pages, I couldn’t find the
public comments. Only a single
paragraph of summary language
drafted by the proponents. I
called the contact person and
asked where the public comments
could ‘be found. “We just keep
them on file for our own re-
cords,” she said. “Those will not
be’ published.” When I read to
her the lieutenant colonel's em-

the ‘taxpayers. Curious how, . “phatic assertion that they would

when the country is engaged in a
controversial debate on a public
issue, one of the opposing groups
(here, . the sdefense . contractors
and the Pentagon) is given all the .
resources of the federal govern-

be published, she said, -“Well,
‘he’sretired.” .

‘"Besides public testimony, a
draft EIS normally contains, as
evidence of public sentiment,

‘ment—a largs aff Bf traineq ~:0Ples of relevint op-ed pieces

public relations specialists; pro-
Foggionall Piriastudt o

_video and print maferials; free air
transportation and expenses;
even “top gun” pilots to use as
props_ at public meetings—while

- the other side is Teft to shift for -

itself.

"After "the  Carlson “ Center ;"
meeting, 1 wrote a column
faulting the Pentagon for rigging
the presentation and allowing no
opportunity for any opp of

from the affected region’s news-
papers. There were six such edit-
‘orials in the News-Miner alone in
the interval between the Carlson
Center meeting and the release of
the EIS. All contained evidence
and reasoning that suggested the
National Missile Defense pro-
gram was a high-cost scheme
likely to deliver very little secu-
rity. Even the News-Miner ran
an  editorial - entitled, “Uncon-
vinced.” It said, “Under the best

the project to be heard by the
gathered citizens. People could
submit written comments. But
those are typically held by the
Pentagon, [ said, and only re-
leased months later, in summary
language drafted by the propo-
nents and buried in a fat environ-
mental study.

These words drew a sharp re-
sponse from a lieutenant colonel

of cir a limited mis-
sile defense system would seem
to have limited value. It's hard to
detect the sense in spending un-
told billions upon it.” None of
these editorials appeared in the

Now, the missile defense folks
are packing up the display boards
and the videos and preparing to
return to Alaska in a few weeks
for a second round of public hear-

ghuuts that they ‘will igiiore
the technical failures of the et
program to date, downplayé’i_:h'é
costs, shine on the damage it will

do to arms control efforts, and £
on. And they will try, as they'did
before, to limit comments fo'the

po-
tential environmental impaét o
digging holes for missile silos at
already-contaminated - Fort
Greely or at Clear. What we have
hoped to do is have an honest dis-
cussion about the technical feasi-
bility of the system; -abor .
costs; about its destabilizin,
fect; about its potential
kindle a nuclear arms
about what, if any securit
would be buying for the
mous expenditure of tax dollars.
Because the Pentagon has not
entered into a discussion on these
issues with Alaskans;'a’debatd’
being organized by the’ Uniw
sity of Alaska’ Fairbanks, Tenfa:
tively scheduled for Friday, Oct.
-29, it will coincide with the next -
round of public hearings (Fair-,;
banks on Nov. 1, Andersor on
Nov. 2, Delta onNov. "3,%An-"
chorage on Nov. 4). While the
university awaits the Pentagon’s_
reply to the invitation, an expért”
who opposes the missile defen

2

AWACS and the Strategic De-
fense Initiative. If the Pentagon
refuses to send a representative,
says Whitmore, he’ll argue their
position, as well as his own. . -
Mark your calendars. This

author of “The Frecracker Boy.” His cok
umns appear biweekdy on the Opinion

z “L%,’zm Moo

Military budget puffed by pork

Alaska missiles
part of problem—
see it all at forum

A little statistic in Harper's
magazine proves we do indeed
live in interesting times: it will
cost 1,500 times more money to
build the new F-22 jet fighter
than it would cost to upgrade the
F-15 to twice the F-22's effective-
ness.

Why on earth, you ask, would
we do something like that. Wel},
why are we building a new heki-
copter carrier ‘ship at a cost of
$1.5 billion' when the Navy says it
has plenty of those ships already,
can refurbish the existing ones
and doesn't want more? Why are
we going to build a half-dozen C-
130 cargo planes at a cost of $400
million when the Air Force says
that it already has 682 of those
planes, at least 50 more than it
says it needs? A

Because, whether they knew it
or not, the Navy certainly did
need the helicopter carrier ship.
At least, that's what Senate Ma-
jority Leader Trent Lott, R-Miss.,
decided. It is to be built at Ingalls
Shipyard in Pascagoula, Miss.
Pascagoula ‘is Lott’s home town.
He can see the shipyard from his

,house. i oals
4X.And the C-130s that the Air
‘Force doesn’t want? Newt Gin-
.grich; R-Ga., the former speaker
of the house, insisted that the Air
Force was mistaken, They really
needed more, not fewer, C-130s.
They ‘are to be built in his home
district, Cobb County, Ga., where
per capita military spending has
reached $6,600. (And we thought
the permanent fund dividend was
a bonanza.)

Now we bring the story home,
to a project that makes Lott and
Gingrich’s theft look like purse
snatching. Any idea why the
country is embarking on a na-

i
. 1
on state government. And we fre- |
quently heard the assertion that
Alaska spends more per capita on |
government than any other state, *
T doubt that’s true. But, for argy-
ment’s sake, let's suppose it is 80,
My question is, will the samie’
voices be raised and the same ’
fiscal logic be applied now to fed- %
eral ding? ;

tional missile defense program

that has a price tag in the tens of
billions, that the technical ex-

perts say will not work, and that

has a good chance of throwing.
the nuclear powers of the world

back into an arms race just when

we were reducing the global nu-

clear threat?

Well, the prime mover behind
the National Missile Defense
system is the powerful chairman
of the Senate Appropriations
Committee. And, by a strange co-
incidence, the missiles are to be
based in his home state. Yes, Ted
Stevens will bring some construc-
tion jobs-to Alaska, if this boon-
doggle goes through. Some of us
will get union-scale jobs digging
the holes and pouring the con-
crete. Once the facility is built,
other Alaskans may be hired on
to sweep up and what not.

But the megabucks will head
south to defense contractors in

the states, like Boeing and Lock-" 1,

heed-Martin, who will build the
hardware and write the comp

Will the folks who comy
Alaska’s spending to that of other’
states now take a look at our
tion's military spending relative
to that of other na'.iops? Qur;;

as the military spending of %
la‘}]rg:f the other nations of the
world combined. Think’ 4
that for a minute. It's 17 times &
more than the combined defense 7.
expenditures of our six mosf
likely adversaries.
Can we agree that a little

:

programs. By another strange co-
incid defense

¢ are prominent donors to Ted Ste-
vens' personal political action
committee. In fact—and this is
really some coincidence—
according to news reports, the
treasurer of Stevens’ Northern
Lights PAC, is Richard Ladd, a
registered lobbyist for such de-
fense contractors as Boeing and
Lockheed-Martin. I mean, is it a
small world or what?

This leads me to a question.
Last month the talk of Alaska
centered on a proposal to spend
some permanent fund earnings

the Geophysical Institute’s an
torium. Note that this time and -
place is a change from previous
plans. - L vaf’

A weapons expert named Don
Whitmore who has worked on
Minuteman ICBMs and Star
Wars systems will argue'tha
NMD . is fatally flawed. vPré-
senting the position of the Pen- |
tagon will be Lt. Col. Ridmrd_ T
Lehner from the Ballistic Missile
Defense Office. Do come. San

Dan O'Neill of Fairbanks is an inde-
pendent ressarcher and writer. He is the |
authos of “The Firecracker " His col-
umns appear bi-weekly on Opinion
Pge 2 FICT I
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. "priation to accelerate action on
\ development, 5T 3 ballisfic misgjle
 defense ystom Jor the United

! States.

 lieves that the United States
" 'meeds a ballistic misaile defense
! system to shoot down missiles

“_. ,Zm:%@:mmacum remain about U.S. missile defense m%mﬁmiw

The discussion of a ballistic Ono of these six sites would be  cility are the same as the four the Union of Concerned mﬁm:
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mn_mszmﬁ sees :mco:m_ B_mm__m n_m*m:mm system as a B_mﬂmx

A funny thing happened to Donald Whitmore
back in the 1960s. He was doing a study for Boe-
ing of where to send manned bombers to escape
the fallout from a limited nuclear attack by the
Soviet Union. As he traced wind patterns and
radiation drift, he saw woamnE..w besides safe
Emnmm for bomibers,

“I could see it in
terms of ‘People are
going to die. Lots of
people,] " he - said:
“That's when I started '
tracking the arms race
and started to study nu-
clear arms control.” "

‘Whitmore is a short,

gray-haired man with ¥

the face of a 17th-cen- E
tury Anglican bishop and a head full of dis-
turbing information. He is in Alaska to talk
about the national missile defense system that
might be located here. Until now, discussion

of the system in Alaska has focused on one
thing: $10 billion, the estimated cost of build-

ing it Thisis porkona Ec:E.:m:ﬁE scale, and
everybody in Alaska wants te go to the luau. -

The national missile defense system is the
latest attempt by Republican rocket rattlers to
substitute technology for diplomacy as a way
of protecting the United States from nuclear at-
tack. The pretext is that so-called rogue nations
— North Korea, Iran, Iraq — are developing
ballistic missiles that could be used against the
United States. Republican politicians love the

issue because it gives them a way to sit tall in .

the saddle and gun down Democrats with virile
sound bites. Rather than have that fight, the
Democrats have decided to support the nation-
al missile defense system as well.

‘Whitmore is not a politician. He got a de-
gree in physics from the University of Wash-
EmB: in 1955 and went right to work for Boe-
ing. He spent 32 years there working on na-
tional defense projects. His study of nuclear
warfare convinced him that arms control is a
better protection than technology. He retired
from Boeing in 1987, “eatly so [ could become
a nuclear activist,” ‘and has taken upon him-

self the role of debunker in the national mis-
sile defense debate. Why?

“When you ask the short question ‘Why
wouldn’t we want to defend ourselves against
a n:mmbm threat,! the answer is a long an-
swer,” Whitmore said. “And you can't do it
with sound bites.”

Put simply, g:nnoam s arguments mmuEma
the national missile defense system are these. It
won't work. Even if it could be made to work, it
couldn’t be depended upon to work every time,
abig flaw when failure means the destruction of
a major American city. Even if it could be made
to work every time, it would eliminate only a

tiny part of the threat against the United States, '

and the least likely part at that. It would inter-
cept only a limited number of warheads from
ICBMs. It wouldn't work against an allout.
ICBM attack by a major power, or cruise mis-
siles, short- and medium-range. missiles, and’
any of an array of covert or terrorist acts.

“P'm afraid that Umou—mcﬁnn—::w it will take |

care of the problem,” cS._H._oqm muE. “The erec-

seek real ngnmonoa against a real threat.”
Building the system will take money that"
could be used to lessen other, more likely:
threats, Whitmore said. Building it would alsd’
threaten a number of treaties intended to:
lessen the number -of nuclear weapons u:a.
prevent their spread. That’s & pretty highs
price to pay for a limited, unreliable.system.2
‘Whitmore makes a compelling case. Stili;?
it's an odd hobby for a 67-year-old grandfa-:
ther. Why does he do this? In part, he says, it’s*
because he wants to remove the threat of nu-:
clear war for his five children and 10 grand-s ¥
children. But he has a scientist’s answer too.":
“When I was getting into this in the Gmom.
it was just terribly irrational that we were in;
this miclear mess, and it was rational to gets
out of it. And it just bothered me that we imnm
_um_:m so irrational.” o

Q Mike Doogan’s opinion column appears each Tuesday, .
Friday and Sunday. His telephone number is uuqhawo
and his e-mail address ls mdoogan@adn.com.
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Hm missile m&msmm system justified for national Security?

THE LOCAL SUPPORT
for a missle defense system
seems to be largely founded on
the belief that spending billions
of dollars would be the ideal
thing for Alaska’s economy.

Bus the old campaign mantra
of “Jobs! Jobs! Jobst arises
from what should be a secondary
issue..

Few people in Alaska seem to
be giving serious consideration
to the primary issues, which are
whether the system is justified
for our national security and
shether it will work.

Those in the Alaska political
and business establishments
who are_clamoring for missile
defense because i will create
jobs in Alaska have a responsi- .
bility to examine this from a

We are so quick to plead for
more federal money that the es-
sential questions don't get asked
or answered.

Surely the defense of our na-
tion deserves to be examined in
detail and treated as something

1 How to respond to ttack egic threat as ballistic missil Dermot Cole Is n News-Miner cok-
prucid BE_EE suother big fod:  He was referring to North trouble of adding a large when the identty of the fer foat must be coumioned by Umniw fie can be mached m
o on project. Korea, meglecting to consider * number of decoys to the misslles _rorist nation i not 0 easy to e _spending billons on harciware, ~ _%GmWTercom of €575,

We ought to know what level
of security we would be buying
with the billions of dollars a de-
fense system would cost.

The system envisioned by the
Clinton administration, the Pen-
tagon and Congress is supposed
to provide protection from a
“limited ballistic missile = at-
tack.”

This means that by definition
the system would provide no
protection from the greatest bal-
listic missile threat to our nation
today, which is that posed by
Russia, where there are thou-
sands of nuelear ballistic mis-
siles.

There can be no argument
that the Russian nuclear stock-
pile will remain a grave threat to
the world for years to come.

Last ‘week, Republican’ Rep.

Benjamin Gilman of New York

‘made the absurd claim that “for
the first time in our history, we
are within missile range of an
arguably irrational rogue re-
gime.”

that for much of the OeE War,
the Soviet Union was an wnw__
ably irrational rogue regime.”
Because the cost of designing
2 missile defense system to deal
with Russian weapons would
bankrupt the nation, our leaders
have chosen to narrowly define
the threat to what some defense
industry officials say is a more
manageable level. ~ Redefining

the threat in this manner cre-

ates an illusion.

The system under discussion
would be designed to fend off a
small number of missiles
launched against the United
States. Critics say, however, that
any nation that goes to the
trouble of building a ballistic
missile would also go to the

5o the warheads would be impos-
sible to shoot down.

. The experts say North Korea
is proceeding with ballistic mis-
sile development, but it is not
clear where that effort should be
placed on the list of strategic
threats to the United States.

Proponents of the missile de-
fense system say that North
Korea and other nations want
ballistic missiles and other
weapons of mass destruction be-
cause it would give them more
prominerice on the world stage.

The question that I keep
asking myself is why would a na-
tion, even_one controlled by
madmen, decide to attack the
United States with the only
weapon that can be traced back
to its sourve before it even
reaches its target?

If North Korea launches &
ballistic missile at the United
States, there will be no doubt
about the origins of the attack
or the overwhelming US. re-
sponse.

tablish is a far more complicated
question for the United States.
The powerful radar system at
Clear Air Station in Alaska is
one of several missile tracking

devices used by the United.

States to wateh for ballistic mis-
siles launched against us.

The system st Clear, which
was placed in operation in 1961,
grew out of a Cold War belief
that the best defense against nu-
clear attack was to have a good
offense at the ready. The Clear
radar is designed to give the
Pentagon and the president 15
minutes warning of a ballistic
missile attack

During the Cold War, the
knowledge that we would have
15 minutes to launch a counter-
attack was considered to be a
nuclear deterrent. Mutually As-
sured Destruction, or MAD, was
the governing philosophy.

Our nation no longer actively
promotes MAD, but defense con-
tractors, Pentagon planners and
many political leaders are still
choosing to define the top atrat-

There are many other
threats, which could include
bombs in suitcases, acts of sab-
otage and the launch of cruise
missiles, that will be entirely im-
mune fo a missile defense
system.

With or without a missile de-
fense system, we will remain
vulnerable to terrorists and ter-
roristic nations.

Don . Whitmore, . a retired
weapons expert who spoke in
Fairbanks Tuesday, said the
range of threats to our nation is

“terrible” and. that the missile
defense system would give a
false sense of security. He said
we need to do more to prevent
problems from occurring rather
than having blind faith that ex-
pensive technology will meE us
from harm.

“My problem is that the illu-
sion of a shield will kill any in-
centive to get real protection,”
he said.
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Unconvinced

Even if it bécomes possible'to shoot enemy missiles
from the sky, the reasoning used to justify construction
of a system fo do it still seems subject to many ques-
tions,

Years of research may have improved the technical
feasibility, but years of debate haven't appeared to im-
prove the reasoning.

Under the best of circumstances, a limited missile
défense system would seem to have limited value. It's
hard to detect the sense in spending untold billions
wpondt . -

There are two essential argumenls for building’a
missile defense system.

W To protect us from rogue nations that might try to
btackmail our country into some palicy change or con-
cession by pointing a few nuclear missiles our direc-
tion.

& To protect us from terrorists who might attempt the
same strategy.

First, consider this. The governments of even rogue
nations -dre led by Teal people. They're presumably .
people with an interest in living, and living well. They
might even be interested in the lives and well-being of
their people on some level. Launching a nuclear or bio-
logical weapon against the United States would be com-
pletely contradictory to thase interests. In fact, it would
be-total, instant suicide. We'd obliterate them. If the
leaders somehow escaped their country before it was
destroyed, their lives wouldn't be worth living. We'd
hunt them down. The imagined threat from such quar-
ters isn't credible.

The second justification—to protect us [rom terror-
ists—is equally flawed, but for other reasans. Obviously
a terrorist beni ofi martyrdom does not care about his
own life or those around him: And even a terrorist not
interested In martyrdom may figure he can hide well
enough to -bscape fetribution. So what would dis-
courage him from launching a missite at us? Just a few
things—money and the existence of a much easier al-
ternative. It would take millions . upon millions to
taunch a missile. Why would a terrorist, even a rich ter-
rorist, spend such money when he could simply deliver
the goads with a little budget-conscious smuggling?

Ah, but what about a combination of the two above-
mentioned threats? What about‘a rich, psychopathic,
suicidal leader of a rogue natian who simply wants to
guarantee a dublous place in history by iobbing a mis-
sile into a U.S. city before he dies?

Sure, it could happen, However, as soon as we built a
defense system to stop the psychopaih’s missile, he
would turn to the smuggling aption and save a bundle
. of money, time and risk in the process. Our country will
 have spent billions upon a missile defense system for a

i minuscule improvement in our security.

! The potential for annoying our Russian neighbors
and feasibility problems are important additional argu-
fents agalnst the deployment ofa missile defense
system, but they are secondary and potentially solvable.
We'll find out later this year whether our latest high-
tech bullet can hit an incoming high-tech bullet. Past
success has been marginal. And even if we can hit a
Single Incoming Tissile, we still face another chal-
lenge—getting our missile to find the right incoming
butfet among splintering dechys.

Nevertheless, progress on those fronts won't change
" the underlying problem that a threat from a smuggled
homb seems far greater than that from a missile. And
that renders an expenditure of biltions on a missile de-
fense system hard to Justify, even in a state that stands
to rake in several of those billions.

e ———e——
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Comment Sheet
for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to

give you an opgortunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft

EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified

in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your are addressed in

the Final EIS, your comments must begpost-marked by November 15, 199
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Please place form in the drop Commentor:

box or mail to: — 5
Name: @/YICW C/)/( NQEr—
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson ™

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address:
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 City, State:

Zip Code:
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P-W-085
November 14, 1999
Comment Sheet
US Army Space and Missile Defense Command
Attention: SMDC-EN-V (Ms. Julia Hudson) ) o for the
PO Box 1500 National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 5
umsve Draft Environmental Impact Statement (E1S)
To Whom It May Coencern:
. Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
The letter is to officially comment on the Drat Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the National 1

Missile Defense Deployment (September 1999).

I"ll be brief. There are unexplained elevated rates of cancers on Cape Cod. There is ample evidence in peer-
reviewed press that electromagnetic radiation is associated with changes in human tissue at the cellular
level, which are not measured by the [EEE thermally-based standard employed to characterize hazard to
human or animal health. The precautionary principie is being urged in all industrial facilities of Cape Cod
where hazardous emissions are potentially viable, and upgrades and additions are proposed.

The EIS prepared for the Cape Cod PAVE PAWS facility more than twenty years ago foretold of all sorts
of problems, yet by the time it was written, the facility was virtually in place, To date, Cape Codders have
not had ample time to assess PAVE PAWS’ contribution to the regional cancer dilemma. An extension of
the comment period for this EIS is warranted. Public hearings ought to be held to hear from and educate the
pubtic.

Additionally, [ call for the preparation of a full site-specific EIS to be prepared for the Cape Cod PAVE
PAWS site and the proposed computer facility upgrade proposed.

[ moved my family here 7 years ago. At that time, my wife asked me whether we were safe from the
emissions of the PAVE PAWS radar facility, not more than a mile due west of my house. I put a lot of
effort into trying to find out the answer. I visited the site, [ researched the literature to the best of my
ability, I found the old EIS and read it, and I’ve attended a talk given by the PAVE PAWS public affairs
attache. [ tried to assuage her fears, but to date, [ cannot tell her for sure whether the fears of the old EIS
were unfounded. Indeed, § cannot find anyonc in the military or civilian community who really knows
whether the facility is safe. A full EIS should be mandated for this site’s upgrade to its computing facilities
and indeed any extension to its purported 20-year mission, which by my calculation is over.

rward to your response.
Qm&g‘ y

Peter Schlcsmger

give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure tha are addressed in

the Final EIS, your comments must be ost-marked by November 15, 1999.
Date: /I/OWY]AC/“ C/J /992
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Please place form in the drop
box or mait to:

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
PO Box 1500

Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Commentor:

Name:

Street Address:

City, State:

Zip Code:
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November 14, 1999

Richard and Sharon Judge

U.S. Army Space and Missite Defense Command
Attn: SMDC-EN-V (Ms. Julia Hudson)

£.0. Box 1500

Huntsville, Alabama 35807-3801

RE: COMMENTS ON THE NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENS‘E DEPLOYMENT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS)

Dear U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command:

Please include the following written comments and attached letters in the Final Envnronmental Impact Statement for
the National Missile Defense Deployment, in addition to our verbal testimony given at the NMD public hearing at
the Days Inn, Arlington, Virginia on November 9, 1999,

EQUEST FOR 30-DAY EXTENSION OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD )
&'egre formally requesting a 30-day extension of the public cornmem_;zenod_for the Draft EIS for the Nahonalh .,
Missile Defense Deployment. The public on Cape Cod was never notified ot_thc relsasg of the DEIS. AlthougEl ;,
DEIS focuses primarily on sites in N. Dakota and Alaska, there are some sections specific to the PAVE PAWS Early
Warming Radar on Cape Cod. A press release was sent out from the Joint Program Office (JPO) on the »
Massachusetts Military Reservation (MMR), on November 8, 1999, to the selectmen representatives of the Senior
Management Board only (see attached press release).

We were given the wrong internet address by the BMDO public affair_s represcnta_tive‘ at PAVE PAWS. When we
finally got the correct internet address for the BMDO, we had great difftculty f\awganng to thg Draft EIS screen.
When calling the U.S. Space and Missile Defense Command, it was difficult for Cape Cod citizens to get a live
person in order to request a copy of the DEIS.

THE EIS PROCESS IS DEFICIENT )
We believe the EIS process is deficient in regards to the proposed upgrades to the _PAVE PAWS Ea‘rly Warning
Radar on Cape Cod as the public cannot fully participate in the EIS process. Section ES.1 .5_ regarding t_h'e scoping
process states that, "A total of seven public scoping meetings n Deccmber‘1998 were }\eld in communities )
perceived to be affected by the NMD program.” It is unacceptable that no formal scoping meetings, on the public
record, were held for the Cape Cod community.

The Air Force and BMDO were well aware of the opposition to the continued operation of the PAVE PAWS on
Cape Cod. The meeting on February 16, 1999 at the Sandwich Hi_gh School, h_osted by the Massachusetts )
Department of Public Health, was heavily attended by representatives of the Air Force and JPO on MMR. It is
important to note that all were monitors and none represented the PAVE PAWS facility. We are aware of at least
one conference call and one meeting this summer where officials from the JPO on MMR met up at the Pentagon to
discuss PAVE PAWS and community issues.

Despite the fact that Cape Cod citizens are calling for PAVE PAWS to be decommissioned and movgd to an
unpopulated site, (as was the case with the PAVE PAWS in Texas this past yeqr), BMDO :epresgntanves from the
Pentagon chose to announce the proposed upgrades to PAVE PAWS atan "1pv1ta[lon only" meeting on September
21, 1999, at the JPO on MMR. It is unacceptable that the public is being left out of the process.

Although we have been told that a supplement to the DEIS is being prepared for the proposed upgrades to PAVE
PAWS on MMR, this falls far short of what the people of Cape Cod expect and deserve. A supplement is not
adequate. Last week, the Sandwich Board of Selectmen and Board of Health, at their regularly scheduted meetings,
voted unanimously to send a letter to Secretary of the Air Force, F. Whitten Peters, requesting that a tull, site-
specific Environmental Impact Statement be prepared for the existing PAVE PAWS facility on Cape Cod;
including, but not limited to upgrades proposed by both the Air Force and the BMDO. No changes should be made
to the existing PAVE PAWS facility, or the approximately 87 acre PAVE PAWS site on MMR until a tull site-
specific EIS, as desribed above, is completed. This will ensure that the public can fully participate in the decision
making process in a legal and meaningful way. Ultimately, it must be up to the citizens of Cape Cod to decide what
level of risk is acceptable to the population and environment.

BRIEF HISTORY

Twenty years ago when PAVE PAWS went online, the Cape Cod community was told it would be a “short term use
of the environment” and would operate for 10-20 years. Residents did not find out about PAVE PAWS until
construction was underway. Residents filed a lawsuit forcing the Air Force to prepare an EIS. This document is
outdated, is incomplete and unconvincing. The Air Force conceded that the tong term chronic effects of exposure to
pulse modulated microwave radiation were unknown at that time. Several urgent requests were documented in the
EIS;

1. That there be continuous Cape-wide monitoring of radiation levels;

2. That an epidemiological study begin from the moment the power was turned on at PAVE PAWS;

3. That the public be notified if there was ever an upgrade at PAVE PAWS.

I'wenty years later, none of these things have been done despite the fact that Cape Cod has some of the highest rates
of cancer in the state and other potentially related health issues that remain unexplained. Any future "study" of
PAVE PAWS must be retrospective.

THE DRAFT EIS IS DEFICIENT:

The DEIS did not evaluate all community and environmental issues involved with the existing Early Warning Radar
on Cape Cod or the upgrades proposed by the BMDO. Both the No-Action and the Proposed Action Alternatives
would result in the continued operation of the PAVE PAWS on Cape Cod. ES.1.3 states, "If the initial decision
made is not to deploy, the NMD program would use the time to enhance the existing technologies of the various
system elements. The NMD program would also have the option to add new elements if and as they are developed
For the potential sites. For the potential sites being considered for NMD deployment, the No-Action Alternative
would be a continuation of activities currently occurring or planned at those locations."

The fact that the footprint and maximum power output will not change does not adequately address all community
and environmentat concerns. There are not enough details regarding the hardware and software modifications
(which would effect the bear/radiation characteristics) and certain interior changes that are proposed. Section 2.2.5
states, "The specific modifications to the radars are still under development. Once the details of the radar upgrades
are defined, separate site-specific environmental analysis, as required, would be performed.” What type of
environmental analysis would be done, and required by who? The facility has been upgraded in the past without
adequate environmental review. There are not enough details about proposed power plant modifications, fiber optic
cable modifications and the role PAVE PAWS would play in the NMD Testing, Training and Exercise Capability.
The PAVE PAWS on Cape Cod should go through its own full, site-specific EIS process discussed above, so that
the public can participate fully in the decision making process in a legal and meaningful way.

The DEIS is vague about supplemental site-specific environmental analyis for NMD efements whose sites have not
been identified yet (i.e. [FICS, X-BR, FIBER OPTIC CABLE LINE). ES.1.5. states, "In addition, as the operational
requirements are refined, other regions may be identified. Since specific sites have not been identified, a general
programmatic description of the types of impacts that could be expected from deployment are inctuded within this
EIS. Once specific sites are identified, supplemental site-specific environmental analysis, as required, would be
performed based on the initial analysis in this EIS." Our question is; What type of environmental analysis and
required by who? The public cannot fully participate in the EIS because the programmatic information is not
adequate to the public process. A supplemental DEIS should be prepared for the IFICS data terminals, the X-Band
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the PAVE PAWS located in a densely populated area on Cape Cod, are not addressed in this DEIS.

ES. 1.6.2.4 states, "Deployment of the XBR would not result in any risk to human health. Electromagnetic radiation
levels would be below prescribed health based standards at the 150 meter controlled boundary for the site." "The
exposure limits established by ANSI/IEEE C95.1 are used to ensure that the public will not be impacted by EMR
emitted by the XBR." This rationale will not hold up for the PAVE PAWS radar located in a densely populated areal
on Cape Cod. The ANSI/IEEE C95.1 standard does not adequately address the long term effects of chronic
exposure to PAVE PAWS-type emissions. Recent peer-reviewed scientific studies have shown adverse effects at
levels well below the current safety standard.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment

Sincerely,

o za”
Sharon Judge
Spokesperson

C?'ZCM aly
{/_; e
“Richard I

Selectman, T@wn of Sandwich, Massachusetts
Senior Management Board, Massachusetts Military Reservation

iop to Decommission PAVE PAWS

FAX 508-888-8655

November 5, 1999

F. Whitten Peters
Secretary of the Air Force
Pentagon Building

Rocm 4E871
Washington, DC 20330

Re: Request for Environmental impact Statement for Cape Cod PAVE PAWS
Dear Secretary Peters:

The Town of Sandwich Board of Selectmen voted unanimcusly at its November
4, 1999 meeting to request that the United States Air Force file a full, site specific
Environrnertal Impact Statement for the Cape Cod PAVE PAWS facility on the
Massachusetts Military Reservation. This request is fcr the complete existing facility,
not just the technical upgrades being proposed by the Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization.

The Selectmen and many local residents are concerned about several issues at
the facility, particularly how normal operations affect public health and safety. In the
interest of providing citizens with the most accurate information about FAVE PAWS, the
Board believes an Environmental Impact Statement will he'p clarify exactly how the
facility operates and address the public's concemns. The Board recognizes the
importance of Cape Cod PAVE PAWS for national defense purposes, but wants to
ensure that the health and safety of local residents are alsc protected.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely yours,

George HYDunhar
Town Administrator

cc:  Ballistic Missile Defense Organization
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
Federal and State Legislative Delegation
Massachusetts Department of Public Health
Board of Health
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TOWN OF SANDWICH

THE OLDEST TOWN ON CAPE COD

TELEPHONE: (SO8) 888-4200
FACSIMILE: (508) 833-C018

BOARD OF HEALTH

16 JAN SEBASTIAN ORIVE - BOX 8
SANDWICH. MASSACHUSETTS 02563

November 09, 1999

F. Whitten Peters
Secretary of the Air Foree
Pentagon Building

Room 4E871
Washington, DC 20330

RE: Request for Environmental Impact Statement for Cape Cod PAVE PAWS

Dear Secretary Peters:

The Town of Sandwich Board ot Health voted unanimously at their November 08, 1999
meeting to request the United States Air Force file a site specific environmental impact
statement for the Cape Cod PAVE PAWS Facility, Flat Rock Hill Road, Bourne,
Massachusetts on the Massachusetts Military Reservation. Specifically, this request is for
the proposed modemization of the facility.

The Board bases this request on public health and environmental concerns associated with
the facility in the interest of providing the citizens of the Cape and the surrounding
communities the most accurate information about PAVE PAWS. The Board believes the
environmental impact statement must clarify health and environmental impacts associated
with the operation of the facility.

The Board recognizes the importance Cape Cod PAVE PAWS is for national defense
purposes, but wants to ensure that the health and safety of local residents is also
protected.

November 09, 1999

F. Whitten Peters
Secretary of the Air Force
Page 2

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Very truly yours,

5 C/‘
Xé*@/(« e /77//)//%

Sandra Lee Tompkins

athleen Nickerson Hardy

kdw

ce: Ballistic Missile Defense Organization
U. S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
Federal and State Legislative Delegation

Massachusetts Department of Public Health

(bh-ltrs. wps/ppaws.wps)
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Comment Sheet Comment Sheet
for the for the
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (E/S)
Thank you for attendilng this public heari_ng. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999. the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
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Comment Sheet
for the November 1999 R
National Missile Defense (NMD} Dep/o yment An Interfaith Educational Legislative Network for Alaskans who care about Peace, Justice & Creation
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (E1S) S . S
2 Missile Defense Going Ballistic or Berserk?
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to i . .
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft Now that the majority leadership in the Clinton would give the green light to 1

EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in

the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999,

Date: /Z /2 /?

‘E/pﬁlﬁe See /477/6‘7/7?0) Apconens -

79’/517 Dedence (:Dfﬁ 7.

O~ PAGE ffﬂzf/f

2F Iidedeaden? Ppe ) T Cowrrics S

Nowe e r /7,?/4»

Please place form in the drop Commentor:

box or mail to:
Name: [{/¢,
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson 7
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address: ¢
PO Box 1500

Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 City, State:

Zip Code:

United States Senate has humiliated the
USA by voting down ratification of the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, it is time
to explore the real motive behind the
negative votes (including those of Alaska's
Senators Ted Stevens and Frank
Murkowski).

The persistent desire to punish President
Clinton may have made the negative votes
easier, of course, as commentators have
noted.

A more powerful motive behinid the rejec-
tion of the treaty may have been provided
by the vested interests behind the Ballis-
tic Missile Defense Organization.

This Defense Department organization,
which is planning for a National Missile
Defense system, would funnel billions of
tax dollars to giant corporations into the
next century.

Al that NMD construction money, of
course, is like a giant pork roast set before
hungry dog mushers!

1t is especially attractive when our local
newspapers carry headlines such as:

Impact Statement Sees Few Problems
From Missile Site and Greely Location
Would Employ Hundreds! (Daily News-
Miner, 9/30/99)

The Clinton Administration plans to make
a decision next summer on whether or not
to deploy the NMD system. The first site
would likely be in Alaska. Eventual de-
ployment would probably be expanded to
North Dakota and include 200 or more
interceptors.

Questions to be answered before President
I

deployment of this system are:

* What is the threat?

* What would be the cost?

* What would be the impact on US. -
Russian nuclear arms reductions?

* Would the system really work?

So far the suggested answer to the first
question is that the threat might be from
arogue state like North Korea, Iran or Iraq.

The GAO estimated last year that NMD
proposals at that time would cost from
$18.4 billion to $28.3 billion. The Brookings
Institute has estimated that the US has
spent over $120 billion on all forms of
missile defense work since the 1950s (and
what real defense has resulted so far?).

Such a system as NMD is not permitted by
the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty and
it could hinder progress on START III
strategic nuclear arms reductions.

When it comes to answering the question
about the feasibility of such a system, the
proof would be in the pudding. In other
words, the workability of NMD could only
be determined by exhaustive testing. A
related question would be: Could the NMD
be fooled or made inoperable by inexpen-
sive methods by any theoretical enemy?

Here is where we need an expert to helpin
determining if building such a system
would really contribute to our national
defense...or whether it would be just an-
other pork barrel boondoggle, like the
science fiction proposal Dr. Edward Teller
tried to sell us in the SDI (Star Wars)
proposal many years ago.

For this reason, Donald C. Whitmore has
been invited to come to Alaska.
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1. Circulate the Jubilee 2000 petition.
Get it and other resources from:

Jubilee 2000/USA, 222 E. Capitol St. NE,
Washington, DC 20003-1036; 202-783-
3566; Fax: 202-546-4468; Email:
coord@j2000usa.org; Web site:
www.j2000usa.org

2. Contact Stevens, Murkowski, Young.
Letters:

The Honorable Ted Stevens

The Honorable Frank Murkowski

United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510

(or www.senate.gov/)

The Honorable Don Young
House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515
{or www.house.gov/)

Suggested message:

Tam concerned about the burden of debt on
many poor countries around the world.
Unpayable foreign debt causes misery and
poverty which grow from year to year.
Many nations of Africa spend four times as
much on debt repayment as on health care.

A youth group might create a visual image
of some kind to draw attention to the
campaign. Example: A chain made of strips
of paper with written hopes/prayers for
all who suffer from the burden of debt. It
could be used in a display, procession,
skit, etc. There may be exchange students
from Africa or other poor countries who
could share their experiences.

Alaska IMPACT ks an inlerfailh educalional legistative network for
Alaskans who care about peace, justice and crealion. It was

4. Make Symbolic Lapel Pins available.
Ifyou have not kept the news release from
the National Council of Churches/Church
World Service, here is the information on
how to secure the pins:

Lapel chains can be ordered for $2.50 each
(bulk discounts available}, from Church
World Service, 28606 Phillips Street, Box
968, Elkhart, IN 46515. Orders of $10 or
more can be phoned in to 800-297-1516,
ext. 222. Ordering information is also
available through the CWS Web site at

Since 1 Is a 501(c)(4) comoration and may giva lestimony as
appropriate, gits (o Alaska IMPACT ara nottax deductivie. Publica-

cutrent slatus of issues called UPDATE, and ACTION alarts mailed

$20 per year

Member Organizations:

The
Alaska Synod of the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America
Cential Alaska Friends Conlerence
Chena Ridge Friends Meating
Episcopal Diocess of Alaska
Presdytery ol Yukon
The Richard R. Gay Trust

Executive Director
Rev. Richard K. Heacock Jr.
Board of Directors

Chalr: Anne Wenrick, Episcopal

I support the Jubilee 2000 2
which proposes cancellation of the unpay-
able debt of the poorest countries by the
Yyear 2000, with a special concern for sub-
Saharan Africa. This would provide a fresh
 start to those in deep debt as a one-time
event, associated with the new millenium
without setting a precedent for repeated
cancellation of debts.

Turge you io take action to cancel the debt
of the poorest countries, and give Africa the
chance to invest in its people. Please keep
me advised as to your efforts on this
important issue.

Sincerely,
(your name)

3. Your Congregation or Group:

Gather signatures on the . Jubilee 2000
petition. Tell the story briefly of this
effort in 2 Minute for Mission.

Use resources (above} for a Sunday School
class or Discussion Group. For example:
Implications for the Biblical theme of
Jubilee for us today.

Secratacy-Treasurer: Elsine Ponchione, Quaker
o

Ed Davis, Quaker
Rev. James N. Hunter II, Episcopal
Marianne Mills, United Methodist
Edward R. Niewohner, Evangelical Lutheran

Advisory Board Members

AL Rev. Mark MacDonald, Bishop
Episcopal Diocess of Alasia
‘Rev.David Dobler, Executive
Yukon Presbytery, UPC-USA
Or. Lany Jorgensen, Bishop
Evangaical Lutheran Church n America
Superintendents
Alaska Missionary Conlersnce,

The United Methodist Church

3012 Riverview Drive
Fairbanks, Alaska 99709

Fax/Tel: (907) 474-0700

akimpact@mosquitonet.com
N

p:i

www.churchworldservice.org

What a joyful thing to be able to join
hands with people who care around the
world and:

Proclaim

Jubilee
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-089
P-W-089
GLOBAL RESOURCE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT NMD is a complete waste of valuable taxpayer money. Already, the Pentagon has
wasted over 3120 billion on Star Wars development and the NMD program, which
will serve to pump up aerospace corporations, and detract resources from other more
crucial social development issucs.
Helaine Lemer November 14, 1999 NMD wiil violate international treaties, and will harm U.S. foreign relations. Russia
Alce Statar is already reacting strongly to NMD by rightly claiming that deployment of the
President system will violate the 1972 ABM Treaty. The United Nations passed a resolution
Ms Julia Hudson on November 1, 1999 calling for the prevention of an arms race in outer space,
Project Directors U.S. Army Space & Missile Defense Command resulting in a vote of 138-0 (with the U.S. and [srael abstaining). This ¢learly shows
David Brubaker GIITB RIS NG that international concern is mounting to keep space protected from warfarc. The
LT [t U.N. Outer Space Treaty of 1967 also outlaws th Ewar into sp:
Huntsville, Al. 35807 N pace lreaty o also outlaws the movement ot war 1nto space.
/;Z:fzzmmmee Dear Ms Hudson: NMD will increase space pollution. Recently, NASA was forced to move the
Barbara Bergman S international space station to a higher orbit in order to avoid being hit by a piece of
Selma Brackman Our organization is writing in order to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact . . .
Kim Brizzolara Statement for the National Missile Defense (NMD) program. We understand that the sguce]unk. It W_e allow the testing ““Fi depl()yme_m (.’f space weapons systems we
Jacqueline Cabasso Pentagon will be making a recommendation to the president prior to June 2000 on will create massive amounts of space junk that will, in the words of Apollo astronaut
ﬂi’ﬁ;féﬁﬁiﬁf. the early deployment question. Edgar Mitchell, "make it impossible for us to get off the planet”. We cannot and
Mark Dowie ) } must not do what we have already done to the earth — make it the victim of our evil,
E;yyz I?)l;cn:uar; We have the following comments: ‘ polluting ways.
Sary Ferdman The NMD system is in fact quite unnecessary, as “‘rogue” states do not realistically 1

Shirley Fingerhood
Hamilton Fish

Kart Grossman
Hazet Henderson
Walter isard

Michio Kaku

Inge Kaut

Patti Kenner

David Krieger
Gloria Lawrence
Sidney Lerner
Leonard Marks
Ann Markusen
Myron Mehiman
Myriam Miedzian
James Parks Morton
Menroe Price
Douglas Roche
Stanley Sheinbaum
Henry Spira (1827-1998)
Emily Squires
Theodore B. Taylor
Grace Thorpe
William J. Weida
Stanley Weithorn
Alan Woltz

pose a threat to the U.S., particularly in the light of their knowledge that the U.S. is
capable of overwhelming retaliation. This is merely a tactic to sell the program to
the public. In any case, enemies of the U.S. could find much cheaper and more
effective means of delivering ways of doing harm, including the use of suitcase or
car bombs, cruise missiles and the like, which are undeterred by NMD. Decoys on
missiles or other counter measures would make NMD useless.

On the other hand, NMD is creating an arms race in the world. Russia has tested
new missiles that they say they will deploy if NMD is approved. India, China and
other powers have said they will respond with new offensive systems if the U.S.
moves forward with NMD. It seems worth questioning whether this instability,
created by the U.S. itself, will be used as its rationale for the deployment of NMD.

The NMD is more about U.S. intentions to “control and dominate" space, rather than
defence. It offers the U.S. an excellent opportunity to put their deadly weapons in
nuclear space. This is clearly spelled out by the U.S. Space Command, in their
Vision for 2020. At this very moment, TRW, Boeing and Lockheed Martin are
working on the space-based laser which will be a follow-on technology to NMD
giving the U.S. "offensive" weapons in space. NMD is the foot in the door for a
return to Star Wars,

Please refrain from moving the arms race into space. This will achieve nothing but
worldwide harm.

Sincerely,

/] /
N/
_/td//u(/‘vi- |
Alice Slater
President
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P-W-105 P-W-106
P-W-105
P-W-106
Comment Sheet o
. UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROT
for the = §' e .% NMENT/ ECTION AGENCY
., g ¢ 999 18™ STREET - SUITE 500
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment % S TREET - SulTE &
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EISF http:iiwww.epa.goviregion08
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting this meeting is to November 15, 1999
give you an opportunity to comment on issues analyzed in the NMD Deployment Draft
EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified Ref:  8EPR-EP
in the Final EIS for MMD deployment. Tao ensure that your comments are addressed in
the Final £IS, your comments must be post-marked by Noverrber 15, 1999, Ms. Julia Hudson
SMDC-EN-V
- U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
Date: /=102 P.0. Box 1500
> A Lo Huntsville, Alabama 35807-3801
&Lr( [ TARSS }—\“:dJ (3% N
— R o L A Re:  National Missile Defense Deployment (NMD)
U o wiechs ,\,?3 oo Rerma\C O He 1 DEIS Review No. 990345
Mg, 10 \\(}‘Qﬁ‘ﬂ = :D-\/'(‘Qﬁffa Reinoo ﬁs\éf (c),&é .
= J Dear Ms. Hudson:
b Al cba Ol Al den v b
T3 - o s e a3 '\ 26 7L A . . .
e [N Ve, ¢ o b i b I In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act
\“,’ \c J%‘ *f/‘)\; b P (' F\K%L\ < \( - E(' e CoANSD (ﬂ‘,(,)\ (NEPA? and Section 309 of the C'lean Air Act, the Regions VIII and X of the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Enviro ! Impact Si (DEIS) for the
T CC'&/ - /’/,.M / 7-//,, il ﬂ’/{/ {)(/ 1 \),,(, /< f‘:\(u(\fu( ‘kk v National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment, dated September 1999. We offer the following
ﬂ concerns and comments for your consideration as you complete the Final Environmental Impact
O(]\f ,z L/ // ]1 'f(p LT r&)fl 7[, v ) gc (ﬁon& - Statement (FEIS). EPA's main concerns from reviewing the DEIS are increasing protection of
human health and minimizing impacts to wetlands and other sensitive ecosystems. Our
_ﬁ//%; A‘-\ NP< QA,J /))L/C /VI/’/)( wy ﬁ{ he Oﬂj }(///0 ' comments are listed below.
/4L: // A olc 71/ N 5 FAZE L;N/ ~ /\I\ HSR=Y) ‘(’O < OQSZ /7(@7 The NMD system consists of five major land based facilities which will be constructed in
North Dakota and/or Alaska. The five components listed below are analyzed in the EIS with five
th_jt[f i {fD)U 1818 é oS ) [/ ) b\ bl 5 ﬂ dz!() q \Cv(/a \}F T@ k{ potential locations in Alaska and six potential locations and North Dakota. The space based
{\ detection system and upgrading of the early warning radar systems are not included in the DEIS.
)
P”[ A le C are) ( (f’b Q & (‘C Als gre fff %EECT\ + Ground-based interceptor (GBI) with up to 100 missile silos in one launch facility in North
Dakota or Alaska, or 100 each in both ND and AK, including support and processing
Please place form in the drop Commentor: facilities.
box or mail to: [/) [ . «  Battle Management Command and Control (BMC2)
Name: E_L‘Q l‘}\ any < +  Inflight Interceptor Communications System (IFICS): approximately 14 sites (new sites
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Hudson possibly), transmitters and receivers, and electrical equipment.
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command | Street Address: - X-Band Radar (XBR), radar antenna
) Box' 1500 »  Fiber-Optics Cable
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 City, State:
Zip Code: General Comments
1. The decisions that will be based on the EIS need to be clarified. Pages es-6 and 1-2 identify 1

the decision as only whether or not to deploy the NMD system. However, the EIS is written
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Biological Resources
to analyze the various potential locations where the system may be deployed. It appears ] . o ) B
from the contents of the EIS that the Army Space and Missile Defense Command will also 4. For wetlands in North Dakota, all of the possible missile and control sites are at existing
be deciding where to locate the main units for the NMD system. The FEIS should more fully ml}lt%lry facilities that have experienced wgtland disturbance in the past. Thg DEIS {dentlﬁes
describe the decisions that are going to be made and identify who will be making those existing wctland_s (most are consu‘ucted ditches or ponds) and says that their loss will be
decisions mitigated but fails to provide details. The EIS states that, when final site selections are made,
’ a 404 permit for the wetlands will be sought and will include development of a mitigation
We are concerned with the rather cursory treatment of cumulative effects in the DEIS. The 2 Elan G ,ﬂ"aton?e 1?;);:)6\/[: i \Zg reco;nmer;d glgisthe pot enltlall mltl'ga.tlon e RS O
NEPA regulations define a cumulative impact as the “impact on the environment which . xe;ut_lveh rRe:j - )B S ;esse 1? theﬂ e palrtlc; arly, Wl.tbhm the context of recent
results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and do‘? s inthe Red River Basin. Some of the flooding has been attributed to extensive wetland
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal} or ramnage.
s ions” 7). Additi PA o
pefs?n u ndex;take[shs?§h fother tz}ctlgnsan(;(l)SC:]liS[l ngoz)“h?i?“\l;?i:“’)’l ’Z;}:; rljf}{:ec 1 “accurate The wetland mitigation ratio discussion should also address the time between wetland
Tegn gttx‘ons § lale» nat in Z[(;I?Fl;nl?oo (b)), As presentl E ?{ ‘K EIS d ot indicate destruction and the creation of a fully functioning replacement wetland, and the possibility
e s (Se? 1)) As presently writien, the foes that mitigation may not be completely successful necessitating additional mitigation needs.
that the requisite technical analyses needed to determine potential cumulative impacts have A . - ” o
) - The mitigation plan should incorporate provisions for protecting created and existing
been conducted. Consequently, any conclusions related to the significance (or lack there;f) wetlands from increased storm water run off both during construction and after construction
of cumulative effects remain undefined, which is inconsistent with underlying premise o ’ ; 5
! . . ; Measures to manage storm water should consider both th tity and quality of th t;
NEPA (see 40 CFR 1502.16 and 1502.24). At a minimum, we believe that the following eas & | © quantity and quality of the water
five basic components of a cumulative effects analysis should be included in the EIS: 5. Regarding the potential wetlands impacts associated with sites in Alaska: 4
a. Idenn.ﬁ4cat10n of resources that are expected to be cumulatively 1mp§cted. X Should the Army choose to locate a GBI facility in Alaska we recommend that the Fort
b. Definition of the appropriate spatial and temporal scales for evaluating cumulative Greely site be used because there would be 10 impacts to wetlands
impacts. Different resources will likely require evaluation using differing spatial and ’
temporal scales. . . Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management
¢. Identification of all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions that contribute to
cumulative effects on a resource of concern. . 6. The final EIS should take into consideration the ongoing investigation of known and/or 5
d. Identification of appropriate benchmark/baseline conditions for each resource of concern. potential releases of hazardous substances under CERCLA/SARA authorities at the SRMSC,
e. Identification of technically defensible thresholds to define the significance of impacts. RSL No. 1-4, and Cavalier Air Station. The findings of the ongoing CERCLA Preliminary
In the absence of specific thresholds, the EIS should describe whether or not a resource is Assessment and Site Investigation should be considered in developing plans for these
significantly affected, and how that determination was made. facilities.
We also recommend that the Army consult Considering Cumulative I:][fe cts under the 7. 1t should be noted that EPA Region 8 has determined that previous environmental
National Environmental Policy Act developed by the Council on Environmental Quality investigations discussed under the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) sections on pages
(CEQ), as it provides a good framework for developing cumulative effects analyses in .the 3-214, and 3-210 are incomplete and have not followed the CERCLA assessment process.
context of NEPA. This publication can be downloaded from the CEQ’s web site, and is
located at hitp://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/nepanet.htm. Health and Safet
We recommend that the EIS provide more specific descriptions/discussions of the mitigation 3 8. Several of the GBI locations (Clear Air Station-Site A, Grand Forks AFB and Missile Site 6
measures to be applied should the NMD system be deployed. As presently written, the EIS Radar) have insufficient buffers to protect human health from the liquid propellents
presents vague descriptions of what might be done to mitigate impacts. An understanding of discharges. We recommend that those sites be avoided unless additional mitigation measures
the mitigation measures that would be applied is necessary to provide the public and the can be implemented to protect human health in the unlikely event that the liquid propellents
decision maker with the information to understand that all practicable means would be taken pollutants are discharged.
to “restore and enhance the quality of the human environment and avoid or minimize any
possible adverse effects upon the human environment (40 CFR 1500.2(f))”. Deferring the 9. For electromagnetic radiation, EPA has indicated to the FCC that levels less than or equal to 7

identification of mitigation measures to permitting processes is inconsistent with the
disclosure requirements of NEPA.

| mwatt/em?2 are appropriate safety levels for the general population from non-ionizing

[}
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radiation emitting devices. These levels are 5-10 times less than those proposed by IEEE,
National Council Radiation Protection, and the Army's EIS. Since the proposed levels are for
acute heating (microwave) effects and not for chronic biological effects, EPA's (now FCC’s
exposure limits at 47 CFR 1.1310) propesed levels should be utilized at the property
fenceling to ensure adequate present and future health protection to the general public. We
recommend that the fenceline be moved back to achieve the proposed level.

It is difficult to determine the magnitude of risk to human health and wildlife from the X-
Band Radar facility. It is apparent from section 2.2.42 on page 2-16 that the X-Band Radar
will not operate all the time. However, there is no information on the duration of electro-
magnetic radiation from the X-Band Radar. For example, are operations expected to be only
1to 2 times a year for 15 minutes or is it more likely that the facility will operate for 24 hours
a day, several days a month throughout the year, A discussion of how often the X-Band
Radar will be operating during a normal year should be added to Section 4.3.4.7. -- Health
and Safety.

. Table 3 8-1 on page 3-224, appears to have inaccuracies in the column labeled "Power

Density" (the 10 should be a 1).  We also recommend including the FCC criteria for
protecting human health from electro-magnetic radiation of | milliwatts per square
centimeters for frequencies between 1500-100,000 megahertz.

Water Resources

12,

The DEIS describes developing storm water pollution prevention plans for construction. We
recommend that these plans be expanded to include sediment and other pollutants control
measures throughout operations. Storm water control measures can include detention areas
such as constructed wetlands or ponds for runoff from.those facilities with large amount of
impervious area. Storm water detention areas are particular important for facilities located
in the Red River Basin.

. The final EIS should also explain how the generic design of the Interceptor Silo will protect

ground water, Will any of pollutants from the missile silos drain into ground water? For
example page 2-6, last paragraph, discusses the monitoring system that will be installed on
the GBI canisters to determine if leakage is excessive. The FEIS should describe the impacts
to ground water for both “acceptable” and “unacceptable” levels of leakage or spills

Based on the procedures EPA uses to evaluate the potential effects of proposed actions

and the adequacy of the information in the DEIS, the environmental analysis for the National
Missile Defense Deployment will be listed in the Federal Register in the category EC-2. This
means that the review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to
fully protect the environment, and the DEIS does not contain sufficient information to thoroughly
assess environmental impacts that should be avoided to fully protect the environment. Enclosed is
a summary of EPA’s rating definitions.

10

1

We appreciate your interest in our comments. Please contact Dana Allen at

(303) 312-6870 or Bill Ryan at (206) 553-8561 if you have any questions about these comments.

Sincerely, ,

e
] A/
Cynthia Cody

Chief, NEPA Unit
Office of Ecosystems Protection
and Remediation

Enclosure
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EPA EIS RATINGS

Section 309 of the Clean Air Act requires the EPA to review and comment in writing on

environmental impact statements (EIS). It is EPA’s policy to rate draft EIS summarizing EPA’s level

of concernrand-follow-up-with-the lead-agency—The-ating-is-in-two-parts=The firstletters-are-the -— —1

rating of the environmental impact of the action (Ratings: LO, EC, EO or EU). The second part of
the rating is the adequacy of the information in the EIS document (Ratings: 1, 2 or 3).

SUMMARY OF EIS RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTION *

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO--Lack of Objections

The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental 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 minor changes to the proposal.

EC--Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect
the environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application
of situation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the
lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EO--Environmental Objections

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to
provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial
changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the
no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these
impacts.

EU--Environmentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that
they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA
intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts
are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1 -- Adequate
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred
alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further
analysis or data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying
language or information.

Category 2 -- Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts
that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified
new reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft

information, data; analyses,.or discussion:should be included in the final EIS— -~ ——

EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional

Category 3 -- Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental
impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that
are outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed 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 state. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the
purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made
available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential
significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the
Environment.
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. . P-W-107
United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Washington, D.C. 20240

In Reply Refer To:

ER 99/0914 DEC 2 1999

Ms. Julia Hudson

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
Attn: SMDC-EN-V

P.O. Box 1500

Huntsville, Alabama 35807-3801

Dear Ms. Hudson:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the National Missile Defense Deployment (NMDD) and offers the following comments.

General Comments

The American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) was removed from the list of
threatened and endangered species on August 25, 1999. The NMDD Draft EIS needs to be
revised to reflect this change in status. Due to its recent recovery from endangered status, the
American peregrine falcon will be monitored on a regular basis for the next decade. If survey
data indicate a reversal in recovery, the American peregrine falcon could be emergency-listed at
any time. The Department’s U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) recommends applicants and
agencies avoid impacts to peregrine falcons to assure the survival of a healthy long-term
population.

We recommend the following changes in the structure of and general approach to be taken in
the Fiial EIS:

1. The document needs to include more basic information about the proposed action in the
alternatives section. Information on area of disturbance (acres) and the character of disturbance
(clearing, paving, etc.) would be helpful earlier in the document. Information on the size of the
proposed developments is currently found only in the environmental consequences section.

2. A second Draft EIS or supplemental document should be published once a preferred
alternative is identified. Evaluation of the proposed action is difficult when a preferred
alternative and site locations for elements of the project (In-Flight Interceptor Communications
System Data Terminals) have not been identified.

P-W-107

3. National Environmental Policy Act regulations direct agencies to “rigorously explore and
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives” (40 CFR 1502.14). The Draft EIS does not
provide a complete array of reasonable alternatives. The document essentially provides “no
build” and “build” alternatives. It is likely there are other alternatives that could address the
purpose and need as described in the Draft EIS. Alternatives to the NMDD need to be explored
in the document.

Specific Comments

Alaska Elements

The Draft EIS estimates deployment of the Ground-Based Interceptor and the Battle
Management Command and Control (BMC2) components in the interior of Alaska will require
approximately 600 acres of land. Although the majority of the three potential sites selected in
the interior of Alaska would consist of upland habitats, approximately 142 acres of wetlands
couid be impacted at Clear Air Station and 113 acres of wetlands would be impacted at the
Yukon Training Area, Eielson Air Force Base. Fort Greely is the only proposed site that does
not include wetlands.

Although the habitats on Clear Air Station and the Yukon Training Area are not considered “high
value” as fish and wildlife habitat and are abundant throughout the interior of Alaska, such areas
do have value as habitat, particularly for several State “Species of Special Concern.” The olive-
sided flycatcher (Contopus borealis), gray-cheeked thrush (Catharus minimus), Townsend’s
warbler (Dendroica townsends), and the blackpoll warbler (Dendroica striata) are designated by
the Alaska Department of Fish and Game as Species of Special Concern. A Species of Special
Concern is defined as any species or subspecies of fish and wildlife native to the State of Alaska
which has declined in abundance or is vulnerable to a significant decline due to low numbers,
restricted distribution, dependence on limited habitat resources, or sensitivity to environmental
disturbance. The gray-cheeked thrush and the blackpoll warbler prefer shrub habitats, whereas
the olive-sided flycatcher and the Townsend’s warbler prefer forest habitats. All of the species
have been observed on the Yukon Training Area and most have been observed on Clear Air
Station and Fort Greely.

We believe construction of the NMDD on any of the three sites in the interior of Alaska would
have unavoidable impacts to wildlife, largely through the loss of habitat, increased traffic and
other human activity, and the impacts associated with gravel mining, which will be needed in
large quantities for construction, If 2 “build” alternative is selected, the impacts associated with
each of the Alaska sites needs to be analyzed more carefully. To the degree possible, the
development of the system should strive to minimize environmental impacts, including impacts
to fish and wildlife. To this end, we recommend wetland loss be avoided and construction occur
as much as possible on previously disturbed sites. Based on our preliminary assessment, we

Exhibit 9.1.1-1: Reproductions of Written Comment Documents (Continued)




8¢l-6

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-108
P-W-
3 ‘W-108
believe the Fort Greely site, if developed, would result in the fewest impacts to wildlife. Much Comment Sheet
of the proposed Fort Greely site has been previously disturbed, and,as mentioned above, the site for the
does not include wetlands. ? ioci]
National Missile Defense (NMD) Deployment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
North Dakota Elements
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose for hosting thi ing
Under the proposed action, construction activities associated with the Ordinance Training-5 7 give you an opportunity to comment on isgues an‘;ly;ed in the Nh/;DgDe;IDSIon;:n?::ngfax
(OT-5) area alternative could cause impacts to approximately 20 acres of wetlands. We would EIS. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified
prefer an alternative that does not include wetlands, but offers the Department of Defense (DOD) in the Final EIS for NMD deployment. To ensure that your comments are addressed in
technical assistance to mitigate these impacts and reminds DOD that a Section 404 permit from the Final EIS, your comments must be post-marked by November 15, 1999.
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers may be required if you propose to drain or place fill-material
into these wetlands. \
Date: Do \ } ‘Ciq (7
The project’s fiber optic cable line could pose the most significant impact to biological resources 8 !
in North Dakota. The document states (page es-25) that “. . . minimal impact to vegetation, Slhow's® Tibev optic pefeusn las be (o i SW 1

wildlife, threatened and endangered species are anticipated from the fiber optic cable
deployment.” In northeastern North Dakota, some of the only remaining wildlife habitat is found
along the roadways where the cable would be placed. Page 3-121 states that “. . . wildli