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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 

�� Alaska Resource Library and Information Services, Anchorage  

�� Alaska State Library, Anchorage  

�� Anderson School Library, Anderson 

�� Delta Junction Library, Delta Junction 

�� Fairbanks North Star Borough Public Library, Fairbanks 

�� University of Alaska, Alaska Consortium Library, Anchorage 

�� University of Alaska, Fairbanks, Elmer E. Rasmuson Library, 
Fairbanks 

�� A. Holmes Johnson Memorial Library, Kodiak 

North Dakota 

�� Cavalier County Library, Langdon 
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�� Cavalier Public Library, Cavalier 

�� Grand Forks Library, Grand Forks 

�� North Dakota State University Libraries, Fargo 

�� 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 

�� Paid advertisements placed in local newspapers  

�� 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 10th 
Avenue, Langdon, North Dakota  

October 26 6:00–8:00 p.m. 156 

Civic Auditorium, 615 1st Avenue 
North, Grand Forks, North Dakota 

October 27 6:00–8:00 p.m. 39 

Carlson Community Activity 
Center, 2010 2nd Avenue,  
Fairbanks, Alaska 

November 1 6:00–9:00 p.m. 128 

Anderson School, 116 West 1st 
Street, Anderson, Alaska 

November 2 7:00–9:00 p.m. 61 

Delta High School, School Road, 
Delta Junction, Alaska 

November 3 6:00–8:00 p.m. 200 

West Coast International Inn, 
3333 West International Airport 
Road Anchorage, Alaska 

November 4 6:00–8:00 p.m. 71 

Days Inn, 2000 Jefferson Davis 
Highway, Arlington, Virginia 

November 9 6:00–8:00 p.m. 24 

 

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 
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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: 

�� Mr. Lewis Michaelson—Introduction 

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

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

�� Public Comment Session 

�� 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-001 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 
  9.1.1.1 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 
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 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  
   – Cavalier Rural Electric Cooperative 

P-W-004 

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  
   – North Star Borough Economic Development Commission 

P-W-016 

Don Gray P-W-017 

Bonnie Williams  
   – North Star Borough Assembly 

P-W-018 

Seth Yerrington P-W-019 

Brad White P-W-020 

Jeff Cook P-W-021 

Richard Napoleone 
   – Mayor of Anderson 

P-W-022 

Scott Miller P-W-023 

Alfred Preston P-W-024 

Donna Gardino P-W-025 

Diana Farrar P-W-026 

Rick Johnson  
   – Delta Junction City Council  

P-W-027 

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 
   – Mayor Delta Junction 

P-W-038 

Dennis Schlotfeldt 
   – Denali Transportation, Inc. 

P-W-039 

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 
   – Minnkota Power Cooperative, Inc. 

P-W-047 

Donna J. Gardino P-W-048 

Dan Beck - Delta/Greely Schools P-W-049 

Robert L. Bright 
   – Community and Economic Development City of Valdez, Alaska 

P-W-050 

James Manitakos Jr. 
   – SRI International 

P-W-051 

Paul Knopp 
   – Deltana Community Corporation 

P-W-052 

Duane L. Otto 
   – Cavalier Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

P-W-053 

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 



Chapter 9—Public Review Comments and Responses 
 

 

9-8 NMD Deployment Final EIS  

 

Table 9.1.1–1:  Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Documents) 
(Continued) 

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number 

Francis J. Schwindt 
   – North Dakota Department of Health, Environmental Health Section 

P-W-058 

Scott Vaughn P-W-059 

Jeffery J. Creamer P-W-060 

George H. Dufman 
   – Town of Sandwich 

P-W-061 

Michael Jones P-W-062 

Janmarie Amend P-W-063 

Kirk Hage P-W-064 

Dale H. Young, Jr. 
   – Tok Chamber of Commerce 

P-W-065 

Judith Schlebecker P-W-066 

Bruce K. Gagnon 
   – Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space 

P-W-067 

Jeanne L. Hanson 
   – National Marine Fisheries Service 

P-W-068 

Physicians for Social Responsibility P-W-069 

Ryan Schuetze P-W-070 

Diana Farrar P-W-071 

Bill Sheffield 
   – Alaska Railroad Corporation 

P-W-072 

Mike Milligan P-W-073 

Governor Tony Knowles 
   –State of Alaska 

P-W-074 

Arjun Makhijani 
   – Institute for Energy and Environmental Research 

P-W-075 

Christopher Paine, David Adelman  
   – Natural Resources Defense Council 

P-W-076 

Gabriel Scott 
   – Cascadia Wildlands Project 

P-W-077 

Charley Walton P-W-078 

Pete Hallgren 
   – City of Delta Junction 

P-W-079 

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 
   – Town of Sandwich, Board of Health 

P-W-082 

Dan O’Neill 
   – Fairbanks Daily News-Miner 

P-W-083 

Peter Schlesinger P-W-084 

Richard and Sharon Judge 
   – Selectman, Town of Sandwich 
   –  Cape Cod Coalition To Decommission PAVE PAWS 

P-W-085 

Tape P-W-086 

Miriam Paguin P-W-087 

Richard Heacock  
   – Alaska IMPACT 

P-W-088 

Alice Slater  
   – Global Resource Action Center for the Environment 

P-W-089 

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  
   – U.S. EPA 

P-W-106 

William R. Taylor  
   – U.S. Department of the Interior 

P-W-107 

William Theuer P-W-108 

Richard Hugus P-W-109 

Anthony Verderese P-W-110 
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Barbara J. 
Warner 

P-W-001.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted.   

Larry Petri P-W-002.1 Program 2.0 In the event the NMD system is deployed, the system could remain operational as long as a threat exists to the United States 
from ballistic missiles.  Construction of the system would take approximately 5 years. 

N/A P-W-003.1 Program 2.0 The NMD system is not related to the Minuteman missiles being dismantled as part of the realignment at Grand Forks AFB. 

Duane Otto – 
Cavalier Rural 
Electric 
Cooperative 

P-W-004.1 Utilities 4.3.1.11 Comment noted.  The analysis conducted for the EIS determined that power to the sites in North Dakota is adequate for the 
NMD system. 

Senator Kent 
Conrad 

P-W-005.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-W-005.2 Program 1.0 For planning purposes the EIS analyzes the option of NMD deployment at two GBI sites, one site in Alaska and one site in 
North Dakota. 

Representative 
Earl Pomeroy 

P-W-006.1 Biological, 
Geology and Soils, 
Health and Safety 

4.3.1.2, 
4.3.1.4, 
4.3.1.6, 
4.3.4.3, 
4.3.4.5, 
4.3.4.7 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-006.2 Program 2.0 For planning purposes the EIS analyzes the option of NMD deployment at two GBI sites, one site in Alaska and one site in 
North Dakota. 

Representative 
Robert 
Nowatzki 

P-W-007 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Senator Kent 
Conrad 

P-W-008.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-W-008.2 Alternatives 2.0 For planning purposes the EIS analyzes the option of NMD deployment at two GBI sites, one site in Alaska and one site in 
North Dakota. 

Kathryn Becker P-W-009.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Hal Gershman P-W-010.1 All All Comment noted. 

 P-W-010.2 Alternatives 2.0 For planning purposes the EIS analyzes the option of NMD deployment at two GBI sites, one site in Alaska and one site in 
North Dakota. 

Andy Warwick P-W-011.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 It was determined that the existing socioeconomic infrastructure (housing, schools, hospitals) in Alaska is adequate to support 
the NMD system.  The NMD system would provide an economic benefit to the surrounding communities. 

Rick Solie P-W-012.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted.  
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Carolyn Gray P-W-013.1 Program 1.0 The effects of the cold on the NMD system will be part of the design process. 

 P-W-013.2 Geology and Soils 4.3.1.4 The EIS addresses the potential for earthquakes in the State of Alaska.  The NMD facilities will be designed taking in to 
account the potential for earthquakes. 

Gary 
Hutchinson 

P-W-014.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

David Williams P-W-015.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Wally Powers 
– North Star 
Borough 
Economic 
Development 
Commission 

P-W-016.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.19 Analysis in the EIS shows that the NMD system would provide a beneficial economic impact to the Fort Greely area if selected 
as a GBI site.  In addition, the analysis within the EIS has determined that the proposed prison at Fort Greely would be 
compatible with the NMD system. 

 P-W-016.2 Socioeconomics 4.3.19 Comment noted. 

 P-W-016.3 Socioeconomics 4.3.19 The socioeconomics section of the EIS provides the analysis of the economic benefit to the State of Alaska from the potential 
deployment of the NMD system. 

Don Gray P-W-017.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.19 The socioeconomics section of the EIS provides the analysis of the economic benefit to the State of Alaska from the potential 
deployment of the NMD system.  This analysis includes expenditures in the State of Alaska from both construction and 
operation. 

Bonnie 
Williams – 
North Star 
Borough 
Assembly 

P-W-018.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Seth 
Yerrington 

P-W-019.1 Transportation 4.3.1.10 Comment noted. 

Brad White P-W-020.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 The socioeconomics section of the EIS provides the analysis of the economic benefit to the State of Alaska from the potential 
deployment of the NMD system.  This analysis includes expenditures in the State of Alaska from both construction and 
operation. 

Jeff Cook P-W-021.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

 P-W-021.2 Utilities 4.3.1.11 Comment noted. 

 P-W-021.3 Transportation 4.3.1.10 Comment noted. 

 P-W-021.4 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Richard 
Napoleone – 
Mayor of 
Anderson 

P-W-022.1 Geology and Soils 3.6, 4.3.1.4 Comment noted.  
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 P-W-022.2 Biological 
Resources, Water 
Resources, Air 
Quality 

4.3.1.1, 
4.3.1.2, 
4.3.1.12 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-022.3 Transportation 3.12, 
4.3.1.10 

The transportation infrastructure around Clear AFS is addressed in the EIS.  There are no plans to increase the length of the 
runway at Clear Airport as part of the NMD program. 

 P-W-022.4 Socioeconomics 3.11, 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Scott Miller P-W-023.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Alfred Preston P-W-024.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Donna Gardino P-W-025.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Diana Farrar P-W-026.1 Land Use 4.3.1.7 The analysis within the EIS has determined that the proposed prison is compatible with potential deployment of the NMD 
system at Fort Greely. 

 P-W-026.2 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Potential cumulative impacts to the socioeconomic environment with both the proposed prison and NMD deployment were 
analyzed within the EIS.  Results of the analysis determined that the existing socioeconomic infrastructure is adequate for both 
the prison and the NMD system.  

Rick Johnson 
– Delta 
Junction City 
Council  

P-W-027.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Julie Welch P-W-028.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Russell Bowdre P-W-029.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

D. Darla P-W-030.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

P.R. Miller P-W-031.1 Socioeconomics 3.11 The census data is the official government source for population data.  In addition, the census provides a consistent approach 
to the environmental analysis between the different locations under study.  The Southeast Fairbanks Census Area includes Big 
Delta, Delta Junction, Fort Greely, and the areas immediately surrounding these communities likely to be affected by NMD 
deployment.  Minimal socioeconomic impact would be expected outside this census area. 

 P-W-031.2 Program 1.0  Comment noted. 

 P-W-031.3 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 The projected expenditures of the NMD system in the State of Alaska are addressed in the socioeconomics section.   

 P-W-031.4 N/A N/A Comment noted. 

Soren Wuerth P-W-032.1 Public 
Participation 

9.0 The Draft EIS was provided to those requesting copies during the scoping process.  The initial scoping process was announced 
by local media (newspapers and television) as well as ads being placed in the local newspapers.  The public hearings were 
announced similar to that of the public scoping meetings. 

 P-W-032.2 Public 
Participation 

9.0 The Draft EIS was provided to those requesting copies during the scoping process.  In addition, copies of the Draft EIS could 
have been requested at the public hearings and would be sent out within a few days.  The Executive Summary of the Draft EIS 
was available upon request at the public hearings. 
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 P-W-032.3 Public 
Participation 

9.0 Comment noted. 

 P-W-032.4 Public 
Participation 

9.0 The public hearing process for the NMD Draft EIS followed the National Environmental Policy Act guidelines. 

Senator Loren 
Leman 

P-W-033.1 Biological 
Resources 

4.3.1.2 Comment noted. 

 P-W-033.2 Health and Safety 4.3.1.6 Comment noted. 

 P-W-033.3 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

 P-W-033.4 Noise, Cultural 
Resources 

4.3.1.3, 
4.3.1.8 

Noise and cultural resources were analyzed within the EIS and no significant issues were identified.  The archaeological survey 
completed at Fort Greely determined that no archaeological resources exist within the potential NMD deployment area. 

 P-W-033.5 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

N/A P-W-034.1 Public 
Participation 

9.0 The results of the Draft EIS were provided to local, state, and Federal government agencies as well as Native American 
organizations as part of the government to government coordination. 

 P-W-034.2 Program 1.0 Issues related to the location of the threat are outside the scope of this EIS.  Sites analyzed in Alaska provide for maximum 
system performance. 

 P-W-034.3 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-W-034.4 Subsistence  4.3.1.14 Potential impacts to subsistence resources and uses were addressed in the EIS.  It was determined that no significant impact 
would occur to subsistence from potential NMD deployment in Alaska. 

 P-W-034.5 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 Potential impacts from hazardous materials use and the generation of hazardous waste from the NMD system were analyzed 
within the EIS.  No impacts from the use of hazardous materials or the generation of hazardous waste were noted at any 
deployment location. 

 P-W-34.6 Health and Safety 4.3.1.6 Potential impacts from accidental releases of hazardous materials from the NMD system were analyzed within the EIS.  As 
noted in the EIS, the probability of an accident is remote.  If an accident were to occur there would be little risk to the public.  

Senator Tim 
Kelly 

P-W-035.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Fred Wood P-W-036.1 Land Use 4.3.1.7 Comment noted. 

Richard Judge 
– Selectman, 
Town of 
Sandwich 

P-W-037.1 Scope of the EIS 1.6, Appendix 
H 

A Supplement to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS analyzed the potential NMD upgrades to the PAVE PAWS radars.  The Air 
Force has announced that they will prepare an EIS analyzing the modernization, maintenance, and sustainment of operations of 
the PAVE PAWS radars. 
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Roy Gilbertson 
– Mayor Delta 
Junction 

P-W-038.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Dennis 
Schlotfeldt 
– Denali 
Transportation, 
Inc. 

P-W-039.1 Transportation 4.3.1.10 Comment noted. 

Sid Childens P-W-040.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Daniel H. 
Dinwoodie 

P-W-041.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-W-041.2 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

John Lyle P-W-042.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Sue Walker P-W-043.1 Scope of the EIS 1.6 The IFICS Data Terminal design and performance regions are still under study; therefore, the locations have not been finalized.  
As stated in the Draft EIS, once the design and locations have been determined the appropriate National Environmental Policy 
Act documentation will be completed.  The Draft EIS does provide a programmatic analysis of the potential impacts from an 
IFICS Data Terminal to provide the decisionmaker with enough information on the potential impacts from deployment.  

 P-W-043.2 Scope of the EIS 1.6 As indicated in the EIS, the interceptors would only be launched from the GBI site in defense of the nation in the event of a 
ballistic missile attack. The environmental impacts of wartime operations are highly speculative and are not susceptible to 
meaningful analysis in an EIS.  Such an analysis also would have no decisional significance given the obvious catastrophic 
impacts of a ballistic missile attack involving nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons. 

 P-W-043.3 Biological 
Resources 

4.3.1.2 Potential impacts to wetlands were analyzed in the EIS.  The NMD program will coordinate any potential impacts to wetlands 
with the appropriate regulatory agency prior to the start of construction.  If required, potential impacts to any wetlands would 
be mitigated as required by the appropriate state and Federal agencies.  The EIS does discuss the potential mitigation 
measures. 

 P-W-043.4 Health and Safety 4.3.4.7 The potential impact of electromagnetic radiation has been analyzed in the Draft EIS.  The analysis is based on the American 
National Standards Institute/Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers standards.  The exposure limits established by the 
American National Standards Institute/Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers are a consensus safety standard 
developed by representatives of physicians, scientific communities, industry, Government Agencies, and the public.  Potential 
exposure to electromagnetic radiation from the XBR would be below the American National Standards Institute/Institute of 
Electrical and Electronics Engineers guidelines. 

 P-W-043.5 Subsistence 4.3.5 As analyzed in the Draft EIS, the potential impact to subsistence harvesters from laying the fiber optic cable would be short-
term and only occur during the initial cable laying process.  Prior to the fiber optic cable laying process, the NMD program 
would work with the local community to avoid potential conflicts. 
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 P-W-043.6 Scope of the EIS 1.6, Appendix 
H 

A Supplement to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS analyzed the potential NMD upgrades to the PAVE PAWS radars.  The Air 
Force has announced that they will prepare an EIS analyzing the modernization, maintenance, and sustainment of operations of 
the PAVE PAWS radars. 

 P-W-043.7 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Gilbert 
McIntyre 

P-W-044.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Ross Coen P-W-045.1 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5, 
4.3.4.6 

Potential impacts to hazardous materials use and hazardous waste generation have been analyzed in the EIS.  Appropriate 
plans would be in place to minimize any potential release of these substances into the environment.  In addition, all appropriate 
Federal, state, and local regulations would be followed. 

 P-W-045.2 Program 1.0  The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-W-045.3 Public 
Participation 

9.0 Comment noted. 

Michael N. 
Friborg 

P-W-046.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

David Loer 
– Minnkota 
Power 
Cooperative, 
Inc. 

P-W- 47.1 Utilities 4.3.1.11, 
4.3.4.12 

Comment noted. 

Donna J. 
Gardino 

P-W-048.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Potential cumulative impacts to the socioeconomic environment with both the proposed prison and NMD deployment were 
analyzed within the EIS.  Results of the analysis determined that the existing socioeconomic infrastructure is adequate for both 
the prison and the NMD system.  Total employment numbers if both were implemented would be lower than when Fort Greely 
was fully operational. 

 P-W-048.2 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Dan Beck - 
Delta/Greely 
Schools 

P-W-049.1 Utilities 4.3.1.11 Comment noted.  The utilities at Fort Greely are adequate for the proposed NMD program. 

 P-W-049.2 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted.   
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Robert L. 
Bright 
– Community 
and Economic 
Development 
City of Valdez, 
Alaska 

P-W-050.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

James 
Manitakos Jr. 
– SRI 
International 

P-W-051.1 Health and Safety 4.3.4.7 The updated standard will be referenced in the next version of the EIS, but this does not change the analysis because the 
thresholds identified did not change from the 1992 version to the 1999 version of the American National Standards 
Institute/Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers C95.1. 

 P-W-051.2 Health and Safety 4.3.4.7 The XBR does not operate at 8,000 MHz.  The maximum permissible exposure was based upon the operating frequencies of 
the XBR.  Also, as the frequency decreases, the averaging time for exposure increases.  Simulations have been performed for 
other standards, even standards down to 1 mW/cm2 over 30 minutes, and in all cases the XBR has not exceeded the American 
National Standards Institute/Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers standards outside of 150 meters. 

 P-W-051.3 Health and Safety 4.3.4.7 The Draft EIS considers the worst case thresholds for both controlled and uncontrolled environments.  The thresholds 
identified were more stringent for the uncontrolled environment, and they were applied in the analysis.  In addition, the 
appropriate safety measures (e.g., software controls, keep out areas) would be in place in the controlled environment to 
ensure worker exposure is below prescribed safety standards.  

 

 P-W-051.4 Health and Safety 4.3.4.7 The XBR does not exceed the peak-power maximum permissible exposure of 100kV/m at any time.  This will be incorporated 
into the next version of the EIS. 

 

 P-W-051.5 Health and Safety 4.3.4.7 The exposure calculation for multiple sources is as follows: 

∑ (df * Ei
2)/ MPEi

2 ≤1 

where, df = duty factor 

            E = electric field strength (V/m) 

            MPE = maximum permissible exposure (V/m) 

The environmental transmitters around the XBR do not significantly contribute to the exposure calculations for multiple 
sources.  Therefore, the cumulative environment will not exceed the American National Standards Institute/Institute of 
Electrical and Electronics Engineers thresholds based upon the recommendation of the American National Standards 
Institute/Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers C95.1 1999 Annex D. 
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Paul Knopp 
– Deltana 
Community 
Corporation 

P-W-052.1 Health and 
Safety, Land Use, 
Socioeconomic, 
Biological 
Resources 

4.3.1.2, 
4.3.1.6, 
4.3.1.7, 
4.3.1.9 

Comment noted. 

Duane L. Otto 
– Cavalier 
Rural Electric 
Cooperative, 
Inc. 

P-W-053.1 Utilities 4.3.1.11, 
4.3.1.12 

Comment noted. 

Senator Robin 
Taylor 

P-W-054.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-W-054.2 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

 P-W-054.3 Program 2.0 For planning purposes the EIS analyzes the option of NMD deployment at two GBI sites, one site in Alaska and one site in 
North Dakota. 

 P-W-054.4 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Senator Loren 
Leman 

P-W-055   See responses to written comments P-W-033. 

Karen Button P-W-056.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-W-056.2 Environment 3.0, 4.0 A description of the existing environment and potential impacts to that environment from deployment of the NMD system is 
provided in the EIS. 

 P-W-056.3 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including existing 
site contamination that may be affected from NMD deployment.  Other military site contamination and required remediation 
are outside the scope of this EIS. 

Robert H. Tilly, 
P.E. 

P-W-057.1 Geology and Soils, 
Transportation, 
Water Resources, 
Utilities, 
Socioeconomic 

4.3.1.4, 
4.1.3.9, 
4.3.1.10, 
4.3.1.11, 
4.3.1.12 

Comment noted. 
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Francis J. 
Schwindt 
– North 
Dakota 
Department of 
Health, 
Environmental 
Health Section 

P-W-058.1 Air Quality 3.2 Text of the EIS has been revised to incorporate comment. 

 P-W-058.2 Air Quality 3.2 Text of the EIS has been revised to incorporate comment. 

Scott Vaughn P-W-059.1 Program 2.0 For planning purposes the EIS analyzes the option of NMD deployment at two GBI sites, one site in Alaska and one site in 
North Dakota. 

Jeffery J. 
Creamer 

P-W-060.1 Program, 
Socioeconomics 

1.0, 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

George H. 
Dufman 
– Town of 
Sandwich 

P-W-061.1 Scope of the EIS 1.6, Appendix 
H 

A Supplement to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS analyzed the potential NMD upgrades to the PAVE PAWS radars.  The Air 
Force has announced that they will prepare an EIS analyzing the modernization, maintenance, and sustainment of operations of 
the PAVE PAWS radars. 

Michael Jones P-W-062.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-W-062.2 Alternatives 2.5 NMD architecture has evolved since 1992. Section 2.5 addresses why only sites in Alaska and North Dakota were considered 
as potential deployment locations.  The performance region for NMD GBI deployment was the northern half of Alaska; no other 
sites outside this region would meet all of the necessary system performance criteria, and therefore were not considered 
except for sites in North Dakota.  Sites in North Dakota were selected based on their location within the 1972 ABM Treaty 
Deployment Area.  This EIS includes analysis of the proposed NMD system.  If other system requirements are defined that 
require expansion of the NMD system to other locations, then additional environmental analysis will be prepared as required. 

 P-W-062.3 Health and Safety 4.3.16 The potential for an aircraft to have an accident during GBI transportation is no greater than any other commercial or military 
aircraft flight; therefore, the potential for an accident is considered remote. 

 P-W-062.4 Health and Safety 4.3.16 The figures containing the general locations of the potential GBI sites include the area necessary for the missile silos and the 
explosive safety quantity distances.  The silos would be located on each installation so that the explosive distances would be 
contained within the base boundary except for Missile Site Radar in North Dakota, which does not have enough land to contain 
these safety distances.  However, existing safety easements at this site provide the required safety distances for NMD.  No 
rail or major transportation corridors are within any safety distances.  Appropriate Department of Defense safety criteria will be 
followed for on-base structures that may fall within the safety area.  Figure 2.2.1-1 shows the basic GBI site layout including 
explosive safety quantity distances.  This entire area should be contained within the 600-acre site depicted on the site location 
figures. 

 P-W-062.5 Health and Safety 4.3.16 See response to written comment P-W-062.4.  Figure 2.4.1-5 has been revised to show the base boundary.   

Janmarie 
Amend 

P-W-063.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 
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Kirk Hage P-W-064.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Dale H. Young, 
Jr. 
– Tok 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

P-W-065.1 Program 1.0 For planning purposes the EIS analyzes the option of NMD deployment at two GBI sites, one site in Alaska and one site in 
North Dakota. 

Judith 
Schlebecker 

P-W-066.1 Program 1.0 A Supplement to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS analyzed the potential NMD upgrades to the PAVE PAWS radars.  The Air 
Force has announced that they will prepare an EIS analyzing the modernization, maintenance, and sustainment of operations of 
the PAVE PAWS radars. 

Bruce K. 
Gagnon 
– Global 
Network 
Against 
Weapons & 
Nuclear Power 
in Space 

P-W-067.1 Program 1.0  The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-W-067.2 Program 1.0 Operation of the NMD system during wartime which could cause space debris is outside the scope of this EIS. 

 P-W-067.3 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Jeanne L. 
Hanson 
– National 
Marine 
Fisheries 
Service 

P-W-068.1 Biological 
Resources 

3.4, 4.3.1.2, 
4.3.5.1 

The text has been revised to include anadromous and resident fish occurrence at inland sites in the site description and the 
potential impacts to these species from NMD deployment.  

 P-W-068.2 Biological 
Resources 

4.3.5.1 The text has been revised to include a separate discussion of potential impacts to Essential Fish Habitat. The section has been 
expanded to include a discussion of anadromous fish in freshwater habitat, and appropriate potential mitigation measures have 
been added. 

 P-W-068.3 Biological 
Resources 

4.3.5.1 The text has been revised to include the potential mitigation measures to the proposed fiber optic cable and other potential 
cable routes.  

 P-W-068.4 Biological 
Resources 

3.4 Text has been revised to include recommended changes to the affected environment site descriptions. 

Physicians for 
Social 
Responsibility 

P-W-069.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Ryan Schuetze P-W-070.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 
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Diana Farrar P-W-071.1 Land Use 4.3.1.7 The analysis within the EIS determined that the proposed prison is compatible with potential deployment of the NMD system 
at Fort Greely. 

 P-W-071.2 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Potential cumulative impacts to the socioeconomic environment with both the proposed prison and NMD deployment were 
analyzed within the EIS.  Results of the analysis determined that the existing socioeconomic infrastructure is adequate for both 
the prison and the NMD system.  

Bill Sheffield – 
Alaska Railroad 
Corporation 

P-W-072.1 Transportation 3.12 Figure has been revised to include the rail line from Fairbanks to Eielson AFB. 

Mike Milligan P-W-073.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-W-073.2 Program 1.0 Potential economic impacts from Russian foreign policy are too speculative to permit realistic analysis in this EIS. 

Tony Knowles 
– Office of the 
Governor, 
Alaska 

P-W-074.1 Permits Appendix I Text has been revised to include a list of potential permits; however, it is too early in the planning process to put a project 
timetable to the permit process.  The NMD Site Activation Group, along with the Alaska Corps of Engineers, is establishing 
permit requirements and timetables for the permit process as construction planning becomes more defined. 

 P-W-074.2 Coastal 
Consistency 
Determination 

Appendix G The coastal consistency determination provided in appendix G is programmatic for the proposed fiber optic cable line.  Once 
the exact alignment is determined a formal determination will be submitted.  The coastal consistency determination for XBR 
activities proposed on Eareckson AS (Shemya Island) in appendix G is based on site-specific information and is the formal 
determination provided for review.  As stated in appendix G, the proposed activities on Eareckson AS have been determined to 
be consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the Alaska Coastal Management Program. 

 P-W-074.3 Permits Appendix I Text has been revised to include provided permits. 

 P-W-074.4 Geology and Soils, 
Land Use 

4.3.1.4, 
4.3.1.7 

The Draft EIS notes that purchase of state-owned gravel resources would require a materials sale contract.  The text has been 
revised in the Land Use section to include the potential need for Right-of-Way entry requirements from the State of Alaska. 

 P-W-074.5 Biological 
Resources 

4.3.5.1 The text of the EIS has been revised to include the potential need for a Fish Habitat Permit from the Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game. 

 P-W-074.6 Biological 
Resources 

3.4.1.1 The text of the EIS has been revised as recommended. 

 P-W-074.7 Subsistence 3.16, 4.2.15, 
4.3.1.14 

The NMD program has and will continue to coordinate with affected subsistence communities on proposed activities.  The EIS 
text has been revised to include more information on the historic subsistence patterns among the interior Athapaskans. 

 P-W-074.8 Subsistence 3.16 The text of the EIS has been revised as recommended. 

 P-W-074.9 Subsistence 3.16 The text of the EIS has been revised to include more information on the native Athapaskans in the areas around Clear AFS, 
Fort Greely, Eielson AFB, and the Yukon Training Area. 

 P-W-074.10 Subsistence 3.16 The text of the EIS has been revised to better clarify the information in the subsistence discussion of Eielson AFB and the 
Yukon Training Area. Also, the text was clarified to show that recreational users were the primary people to whom the 
hunting, trapping, and fishing permits were issued. 

 P-W-074.11 Subsistence 3.16 The text of the EIS has been revised to include the native and non-native community of Dot Lake. 



Table 9.1.1-2: Responses to Written Comments (Continued) 

 

9
-1

4
1

Commentor 
and Affiliation 

Comment 
Number 

Resource Area Section  RESPONSE 

 P-W-074.12 Subsistence 3.16 This sentence was slightly altered and moved to the middle of the next paragraph where its context seemed more appropriate. 

 P-W-074.13 Subsistence 4.2.15, 
4.3.4.15, 
4.3.1.14 

The analysis conducted in the EIS was not entirely based on evaluations conducted in other military EIS documents. It only 
served as a baseline to which more analysis was conducted. The text has been revised to better reflect this analysis which 
goes beyond the information from the other military EIS documents. 

 P-W-074.14 Subsistence 4.2.15.4 The text of the EIS has been revised to correct the mistake. 

Arjun 
Makhijani – 
Institute for 
Energy and 
Environmental 
Research 

P-W-075-1 Scope of the EIS 1.6 Comment noted.  The range of alternatives considered in the EIS is appropriate in light of the Ballistic Missile Defense 
Organization’s statutorily-based objective to be ready to support the potential deployment of a land-based NMD system.  An 
environmental analysis of matters such as the risks from weapons of mass destruction or approaches such as preemptive 
strikes on weapons of mass destruction facilities, increased international cooperation, or enhanced inspection regimes would 
be inherently speculative and unmanageable.  Likewise, an environmental analysis of hypothetical impacts that an NMD 
deployment may have on U.S. relations with other nations or on the U.S. strategic posture is similarly impracticable and is 
outside the scope of the National Environmental Policy Act.  Finally, as indicated in the EIS, assessment of the potential threat 
and technical maturity of the NMD elements will be factors considered in a decision whether to deploy the system.   

 

Christopher 
Paine, David 
Adelman – 
Natural 
Resources 
Defense 
Council 

P-W-076.1 Alternatives 2.0 The range of alternatives considered in the EIS is appropriate in light of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization’s statutorily-
based objective to be ready to support the potential deployment of a land-based NMD system.  An environmental analysis of 
matters such as cooperative monitoring, preemptive strikes, or massive retaliation would be inherently speculative and 
unmanageable.  Analysis of a hypothetical boost phase system is likewise impracticable given current limitations of that 
technology. 
 

 P-W-076.2 Comparative 
Analysis 

2.0 Table 2.7-1 sets out a summary of potential impacts and mitigations associated with the alternative sites.  This is done in a 
side-by-side narrative tabular format to facilitate ease of comparison by the casual reader.  However, as noted in chapter 4, 
the majority of impacts are associated with construction related to deployment of the NMD system, with relatively few 
impacts related to operation.  In addition, these impacts are quite similar for most of the candidate sites, which does not 
provide clear environmental distinctions between the sites for most resource areas. 

 P-W-076.3 Cumulative 
Impacts 

4.0 Since the IFICS Data Terminals are geographically separated from each other, often by thousands of miles, no cumulative 
impacts are anticipated from siting of the IFICS Data Terminals themselves.  While some new fiber optic cable will need to be 
laid over land, in most cases this will involve at most several kilometers of new cable lines to hook into the extensive existing 
fiber optic cable network in the United States.  Chapters 3 and 4 include discussions, to extent possible, of areas in which 
new fiber optic lines may be installed, including extensive discussions of the potential ocean cable route to Shemya.  Where 
possible, new cable lines would be routed using existing easements.  New easements or rights-of-way would be obtained 
where necessary. 
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 P-W-076.4 Environmental 
Consequences 

4.0 Where it was considered useful, quantitative information was included in table 2.7-1.  However, a conscious effort has been 
made in this EIS not to include excessive numerical information where statistics and figures are not as effective in conveying 
the environmental impacts as a descriptive narrative.  For resource areas such as air, noise, socioeconomics, and 
transportation, where quantitative information is more meaningful, it is included in the text and tables in chapters 3 and 4.  
Information in the EIS was organized to correspond to the anticipated decisionmaking process, in that it allows consideration 
of the full array of alternative sites for each system element rather than being limited to a series of artificially constructed 
element configurations.  The large geographical separation between major system elements, moreover, removes or reduces the 
potential for cumulative impacts from the existence of the separate elements. 
 

 P-W-076.5 No-Action 
Alternative 

2.0, 4.2 Potential cumulative impacts from the dismantlement or destruction of the Stanley R. Mickelsen SAFEGUARD Complex in 
North Dakota are addressed in chapter 4 of the EIS. Available information as to the uses of bases that will be decommissioned 
in whole or in part as a result of the Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) process is also included, along with available 
information concerning the reduction of personnel and disposition of facilities and real estate.  The military departments, 
however, conduct separate National Environmental Policy Act analysis in support of their individual BRAC actions.  
 

 P-W-076.6 Scope of the EIS 1.6 The Ballistic Missile Defense Organization completes National Environmental Policy Act documentation at appropriate times to 
support decisionmaking milestones for its programs.  A summary of existing National Environmental Policy Act documents 
relating to the NMD program activities are included in section 1.6 of the Draft EIS.  The 1999 documents noted in the 
comment were prepared in support of approved and currently ongoing NMD research and development activities such as 
rocket booster testing and ground based interceptor design.  This EIS is being prepared to support potential deployment of the 
actual system to operational locations, which is distinct from research and development and which is still pending decision.     
 

While the Space Based Infrared System (SBIRS) would support NMD once it is deployed, it is an Air Force program, and its 
primary functionality is unrelated to NMD.  For this reason, the Air Force is preparing separate National Environmental Policy 
Act documentation, as referenced in this EIS. 
 

Routine GBI maintenance and operations are discussed in chapter 4 of the EIS.  Major missile maintenance activities would 
take place at an offsite integration facility.  Since this facility would be geographically removed from the deployment site, the 
probability of any cumulative impacts is considered remote. 

 P-W-076.7 Health and Safety 4.3.1.6 Accidents, either during transportation or at a deployed site, would not be expected to have significantly different 
environmental effects from site to site.  In addition, most activities would occur on military installations, where air traffic and 
management of explosives occur on a regular basis.  The Department of Defense routinely transports missiles and other 
explosives and has an excellent safety record.  A catastrophic accident of the kind described is extremely remote and is 
adequately described in section 4.3.1.6. of the Draft EIS.  The ground based interceptor missiles would not be deployed within 
the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge, since the candidate GBI sites are in the Alaska interior at Clear AFS, Fort Greely, 
and the Yukon Training Area near Eielson AFB. 

Gabriel Scott 
– Cascadia 
Wildlands 
Project 

P-W-077.1 Alternatives  2.0 As indicated in the EIS, the decision to be made is whether to deploy the NMD system and if a deployment decision is made 
where to deploy.  The EIS analyzes various alternative locations for the NMD elements.  
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 P-W-077.2 Cumulative 
Impacts 

4.0 Only one radar would be deployed for NMD in either Alaska or North Dakota.  Additionally, given the geographic separation 
distance between Alaska and North Dakota, no cumulative impacts to the environment in either region would occur from 
deployment in either state.  Where there was the potential for multiple NMD elements to be deployed in the same geographic 
region, cumulative impacts were analyzed in the EIS. 

 P-W-077.3 Scope of this EIS 1.6 Environmental analysis on the Upgraded Early Warning Radars has been included in the Final EIS.  The location of the fiber 
optic cable has not been finalized.  The EIS does include a programmatic analysis of the potential environmental impacts from 
laying the fiber optic cable.  As noted in the EIS few environmental impacts would be expected from the fiber optic cable.  
Required infrastructure at the deployment sites was noted in the EIS and analyzed.  The requirements for missile production 
and other facilities have not been finalized.  The appropriate environmental analysis for activities at these facilities will be 
performed, as required.  Since these locations would not occur within the same geographic region as the deployment sites, no 
cumulative impacts would occur. 

 P-W-077.4 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-W-077.5 Alternatives 2.0 The EIS analyzes the potential impacts of both the No-action Alternative and the Proposed Action, which is to deploy a 
ground-based NMD system.  The Proposed Action includes multiple alternatives to select from for each NMD element. The 
decision to select the No-action Alternative or Proposed Action would be based on the factors noted in the above response. 

 P-W-077.6 Project 
Description 

2.0 The EIS analyzes the current information for NMD deployment.  If any significant changes to the program are made, the 
appropriate environmental documentation will be prepared, as required. 

 P-W-077.7 Decommissioning 
and Disposal 

4.4 The EIS provides a programmatic analysis of the potential impacts of decommissioning and disposal of the NMD system.  
Since disposal of the system may not occur for many years there may be advancements in disposal technology or changes in 
environmental regulations that can not be analyzed today.  If the system is built and a disposal decision is made the 
appropriate environmental documentation will be performed, as required.  Disposal of the system will follow all pertinent 
environmental regulations.  NMD is developing pollution prevention plans to minimize the hazardous materials used in system 
deployment.   

 P-W-077.8 Program 1.0 Continued testing of the NMD system under the No-Action Alternative has been addressed in the 1994 Ballistic Missile 
Defense Programmatic EIS.  In addition, other National Environmental Policy Act documentation analyzing NMD testing is 
summarized in section 1.6.1 of this EIS. 

 P-W-077.9 Biological 
Resources 

4.3.1.2, 
4.3.4.3 

Potential impacts to biological resources from NMD deployment were analyzed in the EIS. 

 P-W-077.10 Alternatives, Land 
Use 

2.0, 3.9.1.2, 
4.3.4.8 

Shemya Island was selected as an alternative because it maximized system performance and had already been developed by 
the military.  As noted in the EIS few environmental impacts would occur from deployment of the XBR at Sheyma Island.  In 
addition, NMD has been coordinating with the NMFS and the USFWS on potential impacts to threatened and endangered 
species.  No impacts to threatened or endangered species were identified.  As analyzed in the EIS, the NMD program would be 
consistent with a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the USFWS and the Air Force for operation of Sheyma 
Island.  Consistent with the existence and operation of the defense facilities, the use of the lands by the Air Force shall be in 
accordance with the use of the island as a national wildlife refuge according to the MOU.  The Air Force is authorized use of 
the island in the interest of national defense.  The NMD program is consulting with the USFWS.  

 P-W-077.11 Biological 
Resources 

3.4.1.2 The text has been revised to more clearly state that 30 acres of land would be disturbed.  In addition, the text has been 
revised to more adequately describe the region of influence. 
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 P-W-077.12 Biological 
Resources 

4.3.4.3.1 The EIS analyzes the potential impacts to threatened and endangered species that may occur on Shemya Island and the 
surrounding waters.  No impacts to any listed species were noted from construction or operation of the XBR. 

 P-W-077.13 Biological 
Resources 

4.3.4.3.1 Potential sites on Sheyma Island were reviewed.  Because of various facilities, operational, and environmental constraints the 
only viable location was the one analyzed in the EIS.  Analysis has indicated that minimal impact to bird species would occur 
from deployment of the XBR. 

 P-W-077.14 Biological 
Resources 

4.3.4.3.1 The potential impacts to bird species were analyzed in the EIS.  The results of the analysis determined that there would be no 
bird or wildlife mortality as a result of the XBR.  Potential impacts were compared to the existing COBRA DANE radar currently 
operating on Eareckson AS.  The COBRA DANE radar operates in a frequency with a greater potential to harm wildlife, yet the 
USFWS has not noted any wildlife mortality as a result of its operation; therefore, no impacts to wildlife would be expected 
from the XBR. 

 P-W-077.15 Biological 
Resources 

4.3.4.3.1 As noted above, no bird mortality is expected from operation of the XBR.  For a bird or other wildlife to be affected, they 
would have to be in the main beam for prolonged periods of time.  Since the main beam is not stationary and in continuous 
motion, and birds would also be in motion, it is unlikely that a bird would be in the main beam for long periods of time.  In 
addition, the main beam would not be pointed toward the ground, so no wildlife on the ground would be impacted by the main 
beam. 

 P-W-077.16 Biological 
Resources 

4.3.4.3.1 As noted in the EIS, no short or long-term effects to wildlife would be expected from operation of the XBR. 

 P-W-077.17 Biological 
Resources 

3.4.1.4 Text of the EIS has been revised for clarity regarding the June 1999 wildfire.    

 P-W-077.18 Biological 
Resources 

3.4.1.4 The vegetation figures represent the predominant vegetation types found within the installations and do not reflect, in general, 
human disturbance, which is discussed in the text where applicable. 

 P-W-077.19 No-Action 
Alternative 

4.2 The No-action Alternative for each potential NMD deployment location analyzes the environmental impacts of continued 
operation at the site and any potential future planned projects or activities independent of the Proposed Action.  The affected 
environment provides a description of the past and current conditions of the environment at each potential location.  

 P-W-077.20 Air Quality 4.3.1.1, 
4.3.4.1 

Potential impacts to air quality were noted in the EIS for each deployment location.  As stated in the EIS, there would be no 
change to the current attainment status at any of the locations.  In addition, no state or federal regulatory standards would be 
exceeded.  

 P-W-077.21 Biological 
Resources 

4.3.1.2 The EIS text has been revised to provide a description of maintenance activities.  These activities are associated with the 
upkeep of facilities that would be required of any building and grounds (e.g., painting, mowing, building repair). 

 P-W-077.22 Environmental 
Resources 

3.0, 4.0 The text of the EIS has been revised to better describe the ROI that is analyzed in the resource sections.  

 P-W-077.23 Biological 
Resources 

3.4.1.4 The text of the EIS has been revised to say “migratory and resident birds.”  

 P-W-077.24 Biological 
Resources 

4.3.1.2 Effects of security lighting are expected to be minimal as analyzed in the EIS.  Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, and other applicable agencies on this and other concerns is ongoing to 
identify appropriate mitigation measures to minimize any impacts. 

 P-W-077.25 Environmental 
Resources 

3.0. 4.0 Chapter 7.0 provides a detailed list of all references used in this EIS. 
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 P-W-077.26 Environmental 
Consequences 

4.0 Cumulative impacts were addressed in this EIS in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act. Additional 
information has been added to those areas where cumulative impacts could be expected from past historical, current, and 
future activities.  For NMD deployment these areas could include wetlands, wildlife habitat, and water resources.  No impacts 
to the other resource areas would be expected that could result in short or long-term cumulative impacts. 

 P-W-077.27 Biological 
Resources 

4.3.1.2, 
4.3.4.3 

Potential impacts of noise and human disturbance on wildlife were addressed in the EIS. Consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, and other applicable agencies on this and other concerns is ongoing 
to identify appropriate mitigation measures to minimize any impacts. 

 P-W-077.28 Cumulative 
Impacts 

4.0 The EIS analyzes the potential cumulative impacts of current and planned activities at all of the proposed NMD locations.  
None of the deployment locations would require the displacement of training activities to other locations that are not currently 
used for military training. 

 P-W-077.29 Biological 
Resources, 
Geology and Soils 

4.3.1.2, 
4.3.1.4 

The EIS analyzes all known potential ground-disturbing activities including proposed roads. 

 P-W-077.30 Geology and Soils 3.6 Detailed soil surveys were not available for all sites; however, other sources such as environmental management plans, 
biological surveys, and remediation activities were used to detail soil conditions at each site.   

 P-W-077.31 Geology and Soils 4.3.1.4 The EIS addresses the potential for earthquakes at the potential deployment locations. Facilities would be designed taking into 
account the potential for earthquakes. 

 P-W-077.32 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5, 
4.3.4.6 

The EIS analyzes the use of hazardous materials and the generation of hazardous waste at all potential NMD deployment 
locations.  The use and generation of these materials would be in compliance with appropriate regulations, therefore avoiding 
potential impacts from use and generation of these materials.  In addition, potential credible accident scenarios are addressed 
in the health and safety section of the EIS. 

 P-W-077.33 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5, 
4.3.4.6 

As noted in the EIS, the appropriate spill response plans would be developed to address any potential accidental release of 
hazardous materials or waste to the environment.  Following the response plans would minimize impacts to the environment.  
Any spills that would occur would be remediated.  

 P-W-077.34 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5, 
4.3.4.6 

Herbicides would be used for ground maintenance activities.  The types of pesticides as defined by the U.S. EPA include 
insecticides, herbicides, rodenticides, fungicides, nematicides, fumigants, and antimicrobials as well as some disinfectants;  
therefore, the EIS text addressing pesticides also includes the use of herbicides. 

 P-W-077.35 Health and Safety 4.3.1.6 The EIS analyzed the potential for fires to affect the GBI deployment locations in those areas where there is a high potential.  
As noted in the EIS the Bureau of Land Management fire protection status levels around Fort Greely and the Yukon Training 
Area would be revised to ensure adequate fire protection of the GBI site.  In addition, the appropriate firebreaks would be 
provided around the facilities. 

 P-W-077.36 Health and Safety 4.3.1.6 As noted in the EIS, the potential of an aircraft accident is considered remote. In addition, the probability of an accident to 
occur so that the aircraft would land on the missile field is very low. Therefore, this scenario is not considered in the EIS. 

 P-W-077.37 Utilities 4.3.1.11, 
4.3.4.12 

The potential cumulative impact to utility usage on the military installation and in the surrounding communities was analyzed in 
the EIS.  No cumulative utility impacts were noted.   
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 P-W-077.38 Subsistence 4.3.4.15, 
4.3.1.14 

Potential impacts to subsistence resources were analyzed in the EIS and no impacts were noted.  Review and comment to the 
subsistence section were provided by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Subsistence Division (P-W-074).  Although 
they generally concurred with our findings, they did provide recommended changes to the subsistence resource section.  The 
text of the EIS has been revised to reflect these changes. 

Charley Walton P-W-078.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Pete Hallgren – 
Department of 
Economic 
Development, 
Delta Junction 

P-W-079.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted.  

Anne Hanley P-W-080.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Ron Rafson P-W-081.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Richard H. 
Loring, Sandra 
Lee Tompkins, 
Kathleen 
Nickerson 
Hardy 
– Town of 
Sandwich, 
Board of 
Health 

P-W-082.1 Scope of the EIS 1.6 A Supplement to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS analyzed the potential NMD upgrades to the PAVE PAWS radars.  The Air 
Force has announced that they will prepare an EIS analyzing the modernization, maintenance, and sustainment of operations of 
the PAVE PAWS radars. 

Dan O’Neill 
– Fairbanks 
Daily News-
Miner 

P-W-083 Public 
Participation 

9.0 Comment noted. Comments provided during the scoping period are used to identify the significant environmental issues related 
to a proposed action to assist in focusing the EIS.  The National Environmental Policy Act does not require the publication of 
comments made during the scoping process.  Draft EISs prepared for Federal agencies do not typically included the publication 
of comments made during the scoping process. All comments formally submitted during the Draft EIS review process will be 
included in the Final EIS. 

Peter 
Schlesinger 

P-W-084 Scope of the EIS 1.6 A Supplement to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS analyzed the potential NMD upgrades to the PAVE PAWS radars.  The Air 
Force has announced that they will prepare an EIS analyzing the modernization, maintenance, and sustainment of operations of 
the PAVE PAWS radars. 
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Richard and 
Sharon Judge 
– Selectman, 
Town of 
Sandwich and 
Spokesperson, 
Cape Cod 
Coalition to 
Decommission 
PAVE PAWS, 
respectively 

P-W-085.1 Public 
Participation 

9.0 The public review period on the Draft EIS was extended to January 19, 2000. 

 P-W-085.2 Scope of the EIS 1.6 A Supplement to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS analyzed the potential NMD upgrades to the PAVE PAWS radars.  The Air 
Force has announced that they will prepare an EIS analyzing the modernization, maintenance, and sustainment of operations of 
the PAVE PAWS radars. 

 P-W-085.3 Scope of the EIS 1.6 The IFICS Data Terminal design and performance regions are still under study; therefore, the locations have not been finalized 
along with the fiber optic cable line.  As stated in the Draft EIS, once the design and locations have been determined the 
appropriate National Environmental Policy Act documentation will be completed.  The Draft EIS does provide a programmatic 
analysis of the potential impacts from an IFICS Data Terminal and the fiber optic cable to provide the decisionmaker with 
enough information on the potential impacts from deployment. Potential XBR deployment locations are analyzed in the EIS. 

 P-W-085.4 Scope of the EIS 1.6 A Supplement to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS analyzed the potential NMD upgrades to the PAVE PAWS radars.  The Air 
Force has announced that they will prepare an EIS analyzing the modernization, maintenance, and sustainment of operations of 
the PAVE PAWS radars. 

Tape P-W-086.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Miriam Paguin P-W-087.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Richard 
Heacock – 
Alaska 
IMPACT 

P-W-088.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted.  

Alice Slater – 
Global 
Resource 
Action Center 
for the 
Environment 

P-W-089.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system.  Effects of missile 
intercepts and associated debris during time of war is outside the scope of this EIS. 
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Kerynn Fisher 

Celia Hunter 

Sean McGuire 

Clinton Li… 
(unreadable) 

Kevin Maxwell 

Bill Fuller 

Sally Andersen 

Leila Ryterski 

Amy Marsh 

Paul Greli 

Laurel Drews 

Nancy Fresco 

Gerry Wood 

Stu Pecler 

P-W-090.1 

P-W-091.1 

P-W-092.1 

P-W-093.1 

 

P-W-094.1 

P-W-095.1 

P-W-096.1 

P-W-097.1 

P-W-098.1 

P-W-099.1 

P-W-100.1 

P-W-0101.1 

P-W-102.1 

P-W-103.1 

Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Larry Landry P-W-104.1 Scope of the EIS 1.0 As indicated in the EIS, the interceptors would only be launched from the GBI site in defense of the nation in the event of a 
ballistic missile attack. The environmental impacts of wartime operations are highly speculative and are not susceptible to 
meaningful analysis in an EIS.  Such an analysis also would have no decisional significance given the obvious catastrophic 
impacts of a ballistic missile attack involving nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons. 

Bob Dubois P-W-105.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Cynthia Cody 
– U.S. EPA 

P-W-106.1 Decision to Be 
Made 

1.4 As stated in section 1.4, the decision to be made is whether to deploy an NMD system.  If the decision is to deploy, this 
decision would also include the selection of deployment sites from among the alternatives considered in this EIS (see 
table 1.4-1).  The text of section 1.4 has been revised to state that the decision to made includes the selection of the sites 
analyzed in this EIS.  The Department of Defense will forward its recommendations for NMD deployment to the administration 
who will make the ultimate decision regarding NMD deployment.     

 P-W-106.2 Cumulative 
Impacts 

4.0 Additional information has been added to those areas where cumulative impacts could be expected from past historical, 
current, and future activities.  For NMD deployment these areas could include wetlands, wildlife habitat, and water resources.  
No impacts to the other resource areas would be expected that could result in short or long-term cumulative impacts.  

 P-W-106.3 Mitigation 
Measures 

4.0 The text has been revised where appropriate to include more detailed information on mitigation measures.  Specifically, more 
detailed potential wetland mitigation measures have been provided.  However, until the deployment sites are selected, the site 
design completed, and the permitting process is initiated with the appropriate agencies, the specific mitigation measures and 
ratio of any replacement wetlands, if required, can not be determined.  

 P-W-106.4 Biological 
Resources 

4.3.1.2 Comment noted. 
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 P-W-106.5 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS contains the latest information regarding potential hazardous substance sites located at all potential NMD deployment 
locations.  Since many of the investigations/remediations are in progress, the actual stage of remediation when construction 
starts can not be determined. As stated in the EIS, once sites have been selected and prior to construction, the NMD program 
will coordinate with the appropriate installation personnel to determine the status of any on-going investigation/remediation 
that could be impacted by NMD activities.  Potential impacts to ongoing investigation/remediation would be minimized.   

 P-W-106.6 Health and Safety 4.3.1.6 As stated in the EIS, with all of the multiple safeguards in place and previous Department of Defense experience in handling 
liquid propellants, the potential for a mishap is remote; however, to provide the decisionmaker with sufficient information to 
evaluate each location a potential catastrophic (and unlikely) event of an instantaneous spill of one of the propellants was 
analyzed to evaluate the magnitude of the potential consequences. For this event to happen, it would require a penetration 
(e.g., by a forklift or sharp object) of outer canister which the booster is placed, the booster casing, and then the propellant 
tank during shipping or transferring.  The text of the EIS has been revised to reflect this fact.  Once in the silo, this event 
should not occur. The only liquid propellant that could exceed established safety standards if a leak were to occur was 
nitrogen tetroxide (table 4.3.1.6-1).  Even in this case, most public exposure could be mildly irritating to the eyes and nose and 
include coughing.  As part of standard operating procedures, safety response plans will be written, including evacuation plans 
before deployment.  Given the remote potential for a mishap and the safety plans that will be in place, no mitigation would be 
required.   

 P-W-106.7 Health and Safety 4.3.4.7 Initial analysis evaluated both the American National Standards Institute/Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers 
standard of 6.33 milliwatts per square meter over a 9.5-minute period and the Federal Communication Commission standard of 
1 milliwatt per square centimeter over a 30-minute period.  The results of this analysis indicated the American National 
Standards Institute/Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers standard was more stringent because of the shorter 
averaging time, and therefore, it was used in the analysis.  The evaluation indicated that the electromagnetic radiation from 
the proposed XBR would also be below the Federal Communication Commission standard at the 150-meter controlled area 
boundary.  The analysis indicated that at the 150-meter controlled area boundary the levels would be 0.8 milliwatts per square 
centimeter averaged over 30 minutes.  The text of the EIS has been revised to include this information.    

 P-W-106.8 Health and Safety 4.3.4.7 The actual amount of time the XBR will operate has not been determined; however, it is expected with collateral missions such 
as tracking space debris and assisting in Space Shuttle flights, the XBR will operate much of the time.  The text has been 
revised to include this information.  Analysis within the EIS assumes the XBR is operating.  As shown in the analysis with the 
XBR operating there would be no impacts to human health or the environment and no cumulative impacts from continued 
operation. 

 P-W-106.9 Health and Safety 3.8 The information in table 3.8-1 is from the American National Standards Institute/Institute of Electrical and Electronics 
Engineers Table 2-Maximum Permissible Exposure for Uncontrolled Environments in section 4.1.2.  The number “10” in the 
table is correct.  Additionally, the XBR does not operate in the 15,000 to 300,000 megahertz range for which the correction is 
noted and therefore would not affect the analysis. 

 P-W-106.10 Water Resources 4.3.1.12, 
4.3.4.13 

The Draft EIS currently states that “Following construction, the current Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would 
be amended to define the methods and procedures for controlling the discharge of pollutants in the storm water runoff from 
the NMD facilities and would include Best Management Practices that would be implemented for the NMD facilities.”  Your 
example control measures will be added to the text of the document. 

 P-W-106.11 Water Resources 2.2.1.2 The text in section 2.2.1.2, page 2-6, will be modified to indicate that the monitoring system will detect leakage.  There is no 
“acceptable level” of leakage.  As indicated on page 2-8, in the description of the GBI at the deployment site, “At all times 
there would be a system monitoring the liquid propellants on the GBI for potential leaks.  Any leaks detected would be 
remediated quickly.” 
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William R. 
Taylor – U.S. 
Department of 
the Interior 

P-W-107.1 Biological 
Resources 

3.4 The text of the EIS has been updated to note the change in status of the American peregrine falcon.  As noted in the EIS, no 
impacts to American peregrine falcon would occur from NMD deployment. 

 P-W-107.2 Project 
Description 

2.0 The Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives in section 2.0 of the EIS provides details of the proposed NMD system 
including proposed buildings and the approximate square footage and figures showing a basic design layout.  For example, 
table 2.2.1-1 provides the proposed GBI facilities, approximately square footage, and the activities expected in each facility.  
In addition, figure 2.2.1-1 provides a conceptual layout of the GBI site including roads and parking areas around buildings.  
This detail is provided for each NMD element analyzed in the EIS.  These basic designs would be applied to any deployment 
location. 

 P-W-107.3 Alternatives 2.0 The NMD program will identify a Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS.  For those elements addressed programmatically, such 
as the In-Flight Communications System Data Terminals, site specific environmental documentation will be prepared once final 
designs and alternative locations have been identified. 

 P-W-107.4 Alternatives 2.0 As indicated in the EIS, the decision to be made is whether to deploy the NMD system and if a deployment decision is made 
where to deploy.  The EIS analyzes various alternative locations for the NMD elements.  

 P-W-107.5 Biological 
Resources 

3.4, 4.2.3 The text of the EIS has been revised to include those state species of special concern identified and potential environmental 
impacts to those species.  It is not anticipated that the NMD program would result in significant impacts to these species. 

 P-W-107.6 Biological 
Resources 

4.2.3 The text of the EIS has been revised to include more impact analysis to biological resources, including the development of 
potential wetland mitigations to minimize impacts. However, until the deployment sites are selected, the site design 
completed, and the permitting process is initiated with the appropriate agencies, the specific mitigation measures and ratio of 
any replacement wetlands, if required, can not be determined. 

 P-W-107.7 Biological 
Resources 

4.2.3 Comment noted.  The EIS states that prior to construction the appropriate wetland permits would be obtained.  Additional 
potential wetland mitigation measures have been added to the Final EIS. 

 P-W-107.8 Biological 
Resources 

3.4, 4.3.5.2 Text of the EIS has been revised to include more detail and impact analysis on wildlife habitat and wetlands found along the 
roadways in North Dakota where the fiber optic cable could be placed.  Once the final route is establish, there would be 
additional consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to mitigate any potential impacts.   

William Theuer P-W-108.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Richard Hugus P-W-109.1 Scope of the EIS 1.6,  
Appendix H 

A Supplement to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS analyzed the potential NMD upgrades to the PAVE PAWS radars.  The Air 
Force has announced that they will prepare an EIS analyzing the modernization, maintenance, and sustainment of operations of 
the PAVE PAWS radars. 

Anthony 
Verderese 

P-W-110.1 Scope of the EIS 1.6,  
Appendix H 

A Supplement to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS analyzed the potential NMD upgrades to the PAVE PAWS radars.  The Air 
Force has announced that they will prepare an EIS analyzing the modernization, maintenance, and sustainment of operations of 
the PAVE PAWS radars. 

 



Chapter 9—Public Review Comments and Responses 
 
 

 

 NMD Deployment Final EIS 9-151 

 

9.1.2 E-MAIL COMMENT DOCUMENTS—NMD DEPLOYMENT DRAFT 
EIS 

Individuals who commented on the Draft EIS in e-mail form are listed in 
table 9.1.2-1 along with their respective commentor ID number.  This 
number can be used to find the e-mail document that was submitted and 
to locate the corresponding table on which responses to each comment 
are provided.   

9.1.2.1 E-Mail Comments   

Exhibit 9.1.2-1 presents reproductions of the e-mail 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.  

9.1.2.2  Response to E-Mail Comments 

Table 9.1.2-2 presents the responses to substantive comments to the 
Draft EIS that were received in e-mail form.  Responses to specific 
comments can be found by locating the corresponding commentor ID 
number and sequential comment number identifiers. 

Table 9.1.2–1:  Public Comments on the Draft EIS (E-Mail Documents) 

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number 

Matthew Freeman  
   – Federal Aviation Administration 

P-E-001 

Robert Meyer P-E-002 
Karen Button P-E-003 
Soren Wuerth P-E-004 
Mr. and Mrs. Emanuel Karr P-E-005 
Pamela Miller  
   – Alaska Community Action on Toxins 

P-E-006 

Pamela Miller  
   – Alaska Community Action on Toxins 

P-E-007 

Rion Schmidt P-E-008 
Virginia Kilgore P-E-009 
Dave Knight  
   – Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament 

P-E-010 

Annie O’Reilly P-E-011 
June Rusten P-E-012 
Fern Katz P-E-013 
Kay Stoner P-E-014 
Tamara Wolske P-E-015 
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Table 9.1.2–1:  Public Comments on the Draft EIS (E-Mail Documents)  
(Continued) 

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number 

Marilyn Gayle Hoff P-E-016 
Dr. Sara Luther P-E-017 
Pam Bruce P-E-018 
Pam Bruce P-E-019 
Barbara Green P-E-020 
Joseph Bruce P-E-021 
Peter Schlesinger P-E-022 
Richard and Sharon Judge  
   – Selectman, Town of Sandwich and Spokesperson, Cape Cod Coalition  
      to Decommission PAVE PAWS, respectively 

P-E-023 

Leah Penniman P-E-024 
Patricia Wulp P-E-025 
Patricia Bracey P-E-026 
Audrey Jordan Barnard P-E-027 
Tanja Winter P-E-028 
Stanley Jacobs P-E-029 
Terri Middleton P-E-030 
Joseph Rueter P-E-031 
Ann Heidenreich P-E-032 
Justin Mason P-E-033 
Hatton Greer P-E-034 
Sandra and Steve Arnold-Ganey P-E-035 
Trang Duong P-E-036 
Kim O’Connor P-E-037 
Joanna Reichhold P-E-038 
Cammisa Ray P-E-039 
David Katz P-E-040 
Karen Button P-E-041 
Mark Luttrell P-E-042 
Margaret Weitzmann P-E-043 
Shaunti Kiehl P-E-044 
N/A P-E-045 
Geoff Holland  
   – Director, Institute for Global Futures Research 

P-E-046 

Dr. David Klein  P-E-047 
James Welch  
   – Deputy Chief, Fairbanks Police 

P-E-048 
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Nancy Booth P-E-049 
Paul Kirsch P-E-050 
Valerie Heinonen  
   – Corporate Responsibility Representative 

P-E-051 

Nick Drake P-E-052 
Holly Gwinn Graham P-E-053 
Carah Ong  
   – Coordinator, Abolition 2000 Nuclear Age Peace Foundation 

P-E-054 

Leila Ryterski P-E-055 
Carah Ong  
   – Coordinator, Abolition 2000 Nuclear Age Peace Foundation 

P-E-056 

Alan Seegert P-E-057 
Michael-Pierre Giraud P-E-058 
Mary Saunders P-E-059 
Stuart Paulson P-E-060 
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Matthew Freeman – 
Federal Aviation 
Administration 

P-E-001.1 Socioeconomic 4.3.1.9 A detailed description of the proposed jobs related to NMD deployment is provided in the socioeconomics section of the 
EIS.  The geographical distribution of the potential jobs would be near the deployment site or surrounding area. 

 P-E-001.2 Airspace 4.3.4.2 Text has been revised to the Airport Facility section of  Supplement Alaska. 

 P-E-001.3 Airspace 4.3.4.2 The mitigation measure of installing an airport surveillance radar is not required to operate the XBR; however, it can be 
implemented to reduce any potential airspace conflicts.  The implementation of this mitigation at Eareckson AS would 
not use the existing system but would require the installation of a new airport surveillance radar. 

 P-E-001.4 Proposed Action 2.0 Current plans for the airfield at Fort Greely may include the upgrade to the runway as analyzed in the EIS.  The airfield is 
currently owned and operated by the U.S. Army, which has authority on the future use at this site.  The NMD program 
could utilize the airfield as either a military or civilian use facility.  The only known use of the airfield is for proposed 
NMD activities which is analyzed in the EIS and would not preclude future use of the runway.  NMD has no plans for 
civilian use of the airfield or for civilian refueling facilities and civilian passenger accommodations.  

Robert Meyer P-E-002.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-E-002.2 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Karen Button P-E-003.1 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including 
existing site contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination 
investigations and required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

 P-E-003.2 Subsistence 4.3.1.14, 
4.3.4.15 

Comment noted.  Potential impacts to subsistence uses from NMD deployment are analyzed in the EIS.   

 P-E-003.3 Socioeconomic 4.3.1.9 The employment and project expenditures for NMD deployment in the State of Alaska are analyzed in the 
socioeconomics section. 

 P-E-003.4 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Soren Wuerth P-E-004.1 Public 
Participation 

9.0 The Draft EIS was provided to those requesting copies during the scoping process.  The initial scoping process was 
announced by local media (newspapers and television) as well as ads being placed in the local newspapers.  The public 
hearings were announced similar to that of the public scoping meetings.  Copies of the Draft EIS could have been 
requested at the public hearings and would be sent out within a few days.  The Executive Summary of the Draft EIS was 
available upon request at the public hearings.  The public hearing process for the NMD Draft EIS followed the National 
Environmental Policy Act guidelines.  The public comment period for the EIS was extended to January 15, 2000. 

 P-E-004.2 Socioeconomic 4.3.1.9 The employment and project expenditures for NMD deployment in the State of Alaska are analyzed in the 
socioeconomics section. 

 P-E-004.3 Health and Safety 4.3.1.6, 
4.3.4.7 

There are no electromagnetic issues associated with GBI deployment.  Potential electromagnetic radiation from the 
proposed XBR is analyzed in the EIS. 

 P-E-004.4 Air Quality 4.3.1.1, 
4.3.4.1 

There will be no flight testing of the GBI from the deployment site.  Potential impacts to air quality from construction and 
operation of the NMD system at each deployment location are analyzed in the EIS. 
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 P-E-004.5 Mitigation 4.0 Mitigation measures to minimize, reduce, rectify, or compensate for environmental impacts will be selected as part of the 
decisionmaking process and will be included in the Record of Decision.  Once the mitigation measures are selected, 
appropriate funding will be allocated. 

 P-E-004.6 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including 
existing site contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination 
investigations and required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

 P-E-004.7 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Mr. and Mrs. Emanuel 
Karr 

P-E-005.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Pamela Miller – Alaska 
Community Action on 
Toxins 

P-E-006.1 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including 
existing site contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination 
investigations and required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

 P-E-006.2 Environmental 
Consequences 

4.0 Comment noted. 

 P-E-006.3 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Pamela Miller – Alaska 
Community Action on 
Toxins 

P-E-007.1 Public 
Participation 

9.0 Comment noted. 

 P-E-007.2 Program  1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Rion Schmidt P-E-008.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-E-008.2 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Virginia Kilgore P-E-009.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Dave Knight – Campaign 
for Nuclear Disarmament 

P-E-010.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Annie O’Reilly P-E-011.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

June Rusten P-E-012.1-3 Program 1.0 See response to written comment P-W-067. 

Fern Katz P-E-013.1-3 Program 1.0 See response to written comment P-W-067. 



Table 9.1.2-2: Responses to E-Mail Comments (Continued) 

 

9
-2

0
3

Commentor and 
Affiliation 

Comment 
Number 

Resource Area Section RESPONSE 

Kay Stoner P-E-014.1-3 Program 1.0 See response to written comment P-W-067. 

Tamara Wolske P-E-015.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Marilyn Gayle Hoff P-E-016.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Dr. Sara Luther P-E-017.1-3 Program 1.0 See response to written comment P-W-067. 

Pam Bruce P-E-018.1 

P-E-019.1 

Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including 
existing site contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination 
investigations and required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

Barbara Green P-E-020.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Joseph Bruce P-E-021.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Peter Schlesinger P-E-022.1 Scope of the EIS 1.6, 
Appendix 
H 

A Supplement to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS analyzed the potential NMD upgrades to the PAVE PAWS radars.  The 
Air Force has announced that they will prepare an EIS analyzing the modernization, maintenance, and sustainment of 
operations of the PAVE PAWS radars. 

Richard and Sharon Judge 
– Selectman, Town of 
Sandwich and 
Spokesperson, Cape Cod 
Coalition to 
Decommission PAVE 
PAWS, respectively 

P-E-023.1 Public 
Participation 

9.0 The public review period on the Draft EIS was extended to January 19, 2000. 

 P-E-023.2 Scope of the EIS 1.6, 
Appendix 
H 

A Supplement to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS analyzed the potential NMD upgrades to the PAVE PAWS radars.  The 
Air Force has announced that they will prepare an EIS analyzing the modernization, maintenance, and sustainment of 
operations of the PAVE PAWS radars. 

 P-E-023.3 Scope of the EIS 1.6 The IFICS Data Terminal design and performance regions are still under study; therefore, the locations have not been 
finalized along with the fiber optic cable line.  As stated in the Draft EIS, once the design and locations have been 
determined the appropriate National Environmental Policy Act documentation will be completed.  The Draft EIS does 
provide a programmatic analysis of the potential impacts from an IFICS Data Terminal and the fiber optic cable to provide 
the decisionmaker with enough information on the potential impacts from deployment. Potential XBR deployment 
locations are analyzed in the EIS. 

 P-E-023.4 Scope of the EIS 1.6, 
Appendix 
H 

A Supplement to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS analyzed the potential NMD upgrades to the PAVE PAWS radars.  The 
Air Force has announced that they will prepare an EIS analyzing the modernization, maintenance, and sustainment of 
operations of the PAVE PAWS radars. 

Leah Penniman P-E-024.1-3 Program 1.0 See response to written comment P-W-067. 
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Patricia Wulp P-E-025.1 Environmental 
Consequences 

4.0 The EIS analyzes potential impacts from construction and operation of a ground-based NMD system.  In addition, there 
would be no flight testing from the deployment site. Operation of the NMD system during wartime which would cause 
space debris is outside the scope of this EIS. 

 P-E-025.2 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Patricia Bracey P-E-026.1 Alternatives 2.0 The NMD system analyzed in this EIS is a defensive ground-based system and does not involve the use of space-based 
weapons. 

 P-E-026.2 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-E-026.3 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Audrey Jordan Barnard P-E-027.1-3 Program 1.0 See response to written comment P-W-067. 

Tanja Winter P-E-028.1-3 Program 1.0 See response to written comment P-W-067. 

Stanley Jacobs P-E-029.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Terri Middleton P-E-030.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Joseph Rueter P-E-031.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-E-031.2 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including 
existing site contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination 
investigations and required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

Ann Heidenreich P-E-032.1-3 Program 1.0 See response to written comment P-W-067. 

Justin Mason P-E-033.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Hatton Greer P-E-034.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Sandra and Steve Arnold-
Ganey 

P-E-035.1 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including 
existing site contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination 
investigations and required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

Trang Duong P-E-036.1 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including 
existing site contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination 
investigations and required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 
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 P-E-036.2 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-E-036.3 Environmental 
Consequences 

4.0 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to the environment including environmental justices, subsistence, and cultural 
resources that look at impacts to indigenous people. 

Kim O’Connor P-E-037.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Joanna Reichhold P-E-038.1 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including 
existing site contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination 
investigations and required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

 P-E-038.2 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

 P-E-038.3 Subsistence 4.3.1.14, 
4.3.4.5, 
4.3.5.1 

Potential impacts to subsistence users from NMD deployment in Alaska were analyzed in the EIS. 

 P-E-038.4 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Cammisa Ray P-E-039.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

David Katz P-E-040.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. Operation of the 
NMD system during wartime which would cause space debris is outside the scope of this EIS. 

Karen Button P-E-041.1 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including 
existing site contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination 
investigations and required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

 P-E-041.2 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Mark Luttrell P-E-042.1 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including 
existing site contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination 
investigations and required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

Margaret Weitzmann P-E-043.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Shaunti Kiehl P-E-044.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

N/A P-E-045.1 Alternatives 2.0 Comment noted. 
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Commentor and 
Affiliation 

Comment 
Number 

Resource Area Section RESPONSE 

Geoff Holland – Director, 
Institute for Global 
Futures Research 

P-E-046.1-3 Program 1.0 See response to written comment P-W-067. 

Dr. David Klein  P-E-047.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

James Welch – Deputy 
Chief, Fairbanks Police 

P-E-048.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Nancy Booth P-E-049.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Paul Kirsch P-E-050.1-3 Program 1.0  See response to written comment P-W-067. 

Valerie Heinonen – 
Corporate Responsibility 
Representative 

P-E-051.1-3 Program 1.0 See response to written comment P-W-067. 

Nick Drake P-E-052.1-3 Program 1.0 See response to written comment P-W-067. 

Holly Gwinn Graham P-E-053.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Carah Ong – Coordinator, 
Abolition 2000 Nuclear 
Age Peace Foundation 

P-E-054.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system.  Also see 
written comment P-W-067. 

Leila Ryterski P-E-055.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Carah Ong – Coordinator, 
Abolition 2000 Nuclear 
Age Peace Foundation 

P-E-056 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system.  Also see 
written comment P-W-067. 

Alan Seegert P-E-057.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Michael-Pierre Giraud P-E-058.1 N/A N/A Comment noted. 

Mary Saunders P-E-059.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-E-059.2 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Stuart Paulson P-E-60.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and 
other factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 
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9.1.3 TRANSCRIPT COMMENT DOCUMENTS—NMD DEPLOYMENT 
DRAFT EIS 

Individuals who commented on the Draft EIS at one of the seven public 
hearings are listed in table 9.1.3-1 along with their respective 
commentor ID number.  This number can be used to find the transcript 
document and each speaker’s comments and to locate the corresponding 
table on which responses to each comment are provided. 

9.1.3.1 Transcript Comments   

Exhibit 9.1.3-1 presents reproductions of the transcript 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.  

9.1.3.2 Response to Transcript Comments 

Table 9.1.3-2 presents the responses to substantive comments to the 
Draft EIS that were received in transcript form.  Responses to specific 
comments can be found by locating the corresponding commentor ID 
number and sequential comment number identifiers. 

Table 9.1.3–1:  Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Transcript Documents) 

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number 

Langdon, North Dakota, October 26, 1999  

Shawn Ferguson  
   – Senator Conrad’s Office 

P-T-001 

Kevin Carvell  
   – Senator Dorgan’s Office 

P-T-002 

Joan Carlson  
   – Congressman Pomeroy’s Office 

P-T-003 

Carol Goodman  
   – Economic Development Office 

P-T-004 

R.G. Killcrece P-T-005 

Grand Forks, North Dakota, October 27, 1999  

Don Larsen P-T-006 

Patricia Owens  
   – Mayor of Grand Forks 

P-T-007 

Bob Gustafson  
   – Grand Forks Chamber of Commerce 

P-T-008 

Shawn Ferguson  
   – Senator Conrad’s Office 

P-T-009 
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Table 9.1.3–1:  Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Transcript Documents) 
(Continued) 

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number 

Kevin Carvell  
   – Senator Dorgan’s Office 

P-T-010 

Joan Carlson  
   – Congressman Pomeroy’s Office 

P-T-011 

Kirk Smith P-T-012 

Rich Becker P-T-013 

Fairbanks, Alaska, November 1, 1999  

Harry Lord P-T-014 

Althea St. Martin  
   – Senator Murkowski’s Office  

P-T-015 

Tom Moyer  
   – Governor Knowles’ Office 

P-T-016 

Mayor Jim Hayes  
   – City of Fairbanks 

P-T-017 

John Poirrier  
   – Mayor of North Pole Office 

P-T-018 

Pete Hallgren  
   – Fort Greely Re-Use Authority 

P-T-019 

Tim Sharp  
   – Fairbanks Building and Construction Trades Council 

P-T-020 

Jim Sampson P-T-021 

Rick Solie  
   – Fairbanks Memorial Hospital and Denali Center 

P-T-022 

Dean Owen  
   – Alaska Department of Transportation 

P-T-023 

Jim Romersberger  
   – Alaska Department of Transportation 

P-T-024 

Dan O’Neil P-T-025 

Frank Biondi  
   – PTI Communications 

P-T-026 

Cynthia Henry  
   – Fairbanks North Star Borough School Board 

P-T-027 

Don Whitmore P-T-028 

Roger Burggraf P-T-029 

Wally Powers  
   – Fairbanks North Star Borough Economic Development Commission 

P-T-030 
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Table 9.1.3–1:  Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Transcript Documents) 
(Continued) 

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number 

Frank Williams – University of Alaska, Fairbanks P-T-031 

Mike Stredry  
   – Alaska Trail Association 

P-T-032 

John S. Brown  
   – Fairbanks Central Labor Council 

P-T-033 

Rhonda Curwen-Boyles  
   – Greater Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce 

P-T-034 

Randy Griffin P-T-035 

Bill Brophy  
   – Fairbanks Industrial Development Corporation 

P-T-036 

Hank Bartos P-T-037 

Gabriel Scott  
   – Cascadia Wildlands Project 

P-T-038 

Steven Haagenson  
   – Golden Valley Electric Association 

P-T-039 

Frank Chapados P-T-040 

Dave Williams P-T-041 

James Messer  
   – Military Affairs Committee 

P-T-042 

Mark A. Ames P-T-043 

Johne Binkley  
   – Alaska Railroad Corporation 

P-T-044 

Nadine Hargsheimer  
   – Fairbanks North Star Borough Mayor’s Office 

P-T-045 

Bill Connor P-T-046 

Chick Wallace P-T-047 

Bert Bell P-T-048 

Sean McGuire P-T-049 

Anita Rose P-T-050 

Rudy Vetter P-T-051 

David Carlstrom  
   – Fairbanks International Airport 

P-T-052 

Margaret Durst P-T-053 

Sid Michaels  
   – Denali Borough 

P-T-054 
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Table 9.1.3–1:  Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Transcript Documents) 
(Continued) 

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number 

Anderson, Alaska, November 2, 1999  

Bob Murray P-T-055 

Mayor Bob Knight  
   – City of Nenana 

P-T-056 

Jean Murray P-T-057 

Milton Haken  
   – City of Nenana Police Department 

P-T-058 

Frank Hollis P-T-059 

Steve Denton  
   – Usibelli Coal Mine, Inc. 

P-T-060 

Delta Junction, Alaska, November 3, 1999  

Pete Hallgren  
   – Fort Greely Re-Use Authority 

P-T-061 

Susan C. Kemp  
   – Delta Junction City Council 

P-T-062 

Rick Johnson  
   – Delta Junction City Council 

P-T-063 

Dan Beck  
   – Delta/Greely School System  

P-T-064 

K. Kirk P-T-065 

Claire Wingfield  
   – Delta Chamber of Commerce 

P-T-066 

Nat Good – Delta Junction City Council P-T-067 

David Duhram  
   – National Bank of Alaska, Big Valley Community Corporation 

P-T-068 

Paul Knopp  
   – Deltana Community Corporation 

P-T-069 

Patrick C. Saylor P-T-070 

Dwight D. Nissen  
   – Golden Valley Electric Association 

P-T-071 

Matt Freeman  
   – Federal Aviation Administration 

P-T-072 

Donna Gardino  P-T-073 

Anchorage, Alaska, November 4, 1999  

Senator Robin Taylor P-T-074 

Pamela Miller  
   – Alaska Community Action on Toxics 

P-T-075 

Karen Button P-T-076 
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Table 9.1.3–1:  Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Transcript Documents) 
(Continued) 

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number 

Senator Loren Leman P-T-077 

Don Whitmore P-T-078 

Mike O’Callaghan P-T-079 

Rion Schmidt P-T-080 

Soren Wuerth P-T-081 

Carl Wassilie P-T-082 

Todd Brown P-T-083 

Arlington, Virginia, November, 9, 1999  

Thomas Maher P-T-084 

Stephen Young P-T-085 

Sharon Judge P-T-086 

Richard Judge P-T-087 

 

 



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

2

1 P U B L I C H E A R I N G

2

3 LEWIS MICHAELSON: Good evening

4 ladies and gentleman. Thank you for coming

5 tonight. This is the public hearing on the

6 draft environmental impact statement, or EIS,

7 for the deployment of the National Missile

8 Defense, or NMD system. I am Lewis

9 Michaelson, and I will be the hearing

10 moderator for tonight's meeting.

11 This hearing is being held in

12 accordance with the provisions of the National

13 Environmental Policy Act and regulations.

14 This act requires federal agencies to analyze

15 the potential environmental impacts of certain

16 proposed actions and alternatives, and to

17 consider the findings of those analyses in

18 deciding how to proceed.

19 The purpose of tonight's hearing is

20 to receive your comments and suggestions on

21 the Draft EIS. Those of you who have not had

22 an opportunity to review the Draft EIS may

23 want to read the summary of the major findings

24 available in the handout at the door. Those

25 findings will also be addressed by panel
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11 --------------------------------------------------------------

12 Transcript of Verbal Comments
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13 October 26, 1999
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14

15
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17
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19

20

21

22

23

24

25 Taken By: Julie K. Kohler, Court Reporter
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3

1 members in their presentations.

2 Let's look at the agenda for

3 tonight. Hopefully you all had the

4 opportunity to talk to the many knowledgeable

5 experts and program officials who were

6 staffing the exhibits during the past hour.

7 After I finish this introduction Colonel Larry

8 Bramlitt will describe the proposed action for

9 NMD deployment. Colonel Bramlitt is assistant

10 to the program director for the NMD program,

11 and he is representing the NMD program

12 office.

13 Next Mr. David Hasley will brief you

14 on the environmental impact analysis process

15 and summarize the results reported in the

16 Draft EIS. Mr. Hasley is the program's EIS

17 team leader for the U.S. Army Space and

18 Missile Defense Command.

19 The last item on the agenda, though,

20 is the most important. The comment period is

21 your opportunity to provide information and

22 make statements for the record. This input

23 ensures that the decision makers can benefit

24 from your knowledge of the local area, and any

25 adverse environmental effects that you think

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
100 N. 3RD, STE. 270, GRAND FORKS, ND 58203 (701)775-4092

4

1 may result from the proposed action or

2 alternatives.

3 Keep in mind that the EIS is

4 intended to ensure that future decision makers

5 will be fully informed about the environmental

6 impacts associated with the various

7 alternatives, before they decide on a course

8 of action. Consequently, comments tonight on

9 issues unrelated to the EIS are beyond the

10 scope of this hearing.

11 To comment verbally tonight, please

12 fill out a verbal comment card available at

13 the registration table, and turn it in. After

14 the presentations we will take a short recess

15 to collect any remaining cards, and then I

16 will start calling on speakers in the

17 following order: I will recognize the elected

18 officials first, and then I will call members

19 of the public in the order in which the cards

20 were handed in.

21 If you don't feel comfortable

22 standing up here and making a comment, you

23 have until November 15th of this year to

24 submit a written statement for consideration

25 in the Final EIS. The address shown on the

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
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5

1 slide is also available on the handout and on

2 the written comment sheets you received when

3 you entered the hall. Keep in mind that

4 written comments are given the same

5 consideration as verbal comments are given

6 tonight.

7 We want to make sure that all those

8 who wish to speak have a fair chance to be

9 heard. For that reason we have a stenographer

10 here to my left, who will be making a verbatim

11 record of everything that is said tonight.

12 The verbatim record will become part of the

13 Final EIS. We will also be videotaping the

14 public hearing to document your input.

15 To ensure that we get an accurate

16 record of what is said, please help me enforce

17 the following ground rules:

18 First, please speak only after I

19 recognize you, and please address your remarks

20 to me. If you have a written statement, you

21 may turn it in at the registration table, or

22 you may read it out loud, or do both.

23 Second, please speak clearly and

24 slowly into the microphone, starting with your

25 name and any organization that you represent.

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
100 N. 3RD, STE. 270, GRAND FORKS, ND 58203 (701)775-4092

6

1 Each person will be recognized for

2 four minutes. And this time limited includes

3 public officials, spokespersons, and private

4 individuals.

5 Please honor any requests that I

6 make for you to stop speaking if you reach the

7 four minute time limit.

8 Please do not talk when someone else

9 is speaking so we can make sure that we can

10 hear them.

11 Kindly refrain from smoking in this

12 room.

13 And that's the dos and don'ts. With

14 that, it's my pleasure to introduce Colonel

15 Bramlitt, who will describe the NMD program.

16

17 COLONEL LARRY BRAMLITT: Good

18 evening. I'm Colonel Larry Bramlitt. I'm

19 with the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization

20 out of Washington D.C., and it's a pleasure to

21 be out of Washington to talk to real people

22 for a change. I am also the assistant to the

23 program manager for the NMD program.

24 The Ballistic Missile Defense

25 Organization is the agency responsible for

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
100 N. 3RD, STE. 270, GRAND FORKS, ND 58203 (701)775-4092
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1 developing and deploying the National Defense

2 System. In the following charts I will review

3 the threat that is driving the development of

4 the NMD system, and provide an overview of the

5 program and how it works, and address the

6 decisions to be made.

7 The National Missile Defense System

8 is being developed to protect the United

9 States from ballistic missile attacks. The

10 emerging threats, as depicted on this chart,

11 are driving a Congressional desire that a

12 viable National Missile Defense System be

13 prepared for deployment as soon as

14 technologically feasible. The current program

15 guidance is to develop, demonstrate and deploy

16 a system to defend the United States against a

17 limited strategic ballistic missile threat by

18 a rogue nation.

19 The reason we need such a system is

20 the proliferation of weapons of mass

21 destruction and technology of long-range

22 ballistic missiles is increasing the threat to

23 our national security. The NMD system would

24 be a land-based, nonnuclear missile defense

25 system, capable of responding to limited

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
100 N. 3RD, STE. 270, GRAND FORKS, ND 58203 (701)775-4092
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1 ballistic missile threats to the United

2 States. The development and testing effort

3 for the NMD program is to be consistent with

4 the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty; however,

5 deployment of this system may require treaty

6 modifications.

7 The NMD system would consist of the

8 elements shown on these slides. These

9 elements are the Ground-Based Interceptor,

10 which is the weapon of the system; the Battle

11 Management Command and Control, which is the

12 central communication and control point, and

13 the brains of the system; and the In-Flight

14 Interceptor Communications System Data

15 Terminal, which transmits in-flight commands

16 to the Ground-Based Interceptors while in

17 flight; the X-Band Radar, which assists with

18 tracking the incoming missile; and finally our

19 existing early warning system to assist in

20 early warning of radars and satellites.

21 In a simplified form, this is how

22 the system works: when a ballistic missile is

23 launched, satellites in space would detect the

24 launch and provide information to the system.

25 We have a launch, the satellites

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
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9
-2

1
5 Exhibit 9.1.3-1: Reproductions of Transcript Comment Documents (Continued)



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

9

1 have picked up, the satellites in space would

2 detect the launch and provide information to

3 the system. On the ground the existing early

4 warning radars, and the X-Band Radar, would

5 detect and track the incoming ballistic

6 missile and provide specific locations to the

7 Battle Management Command and Control. This

8 information gives the people controlling the

9 system the ability to launch the Ground-Based

10 Interceptor to destroy the incoming ballistic

11 missile in outer space.

12 And now I will provide a little more

13 detail on each of these Elements.

14 The weapon of the system is the

15 Ground-Based Interceptor, which would remain

16 in an underground silo until launch. It is

17 important to note that launches from these

18 sites would occur only in defense of the

19 United States from a ballistic missile

20 attack. There would be no flight testing of

21 the missiles from the NMD deployment site.

22 The Ground-Based Interceptor is a

23 long range, high velocity missile consisting

24 of three solid propellant boosters and a kill

25 vehicle. The kill vehicle is the payload on

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
100 N. 3RD, STE. 270, GRAND FORKS, ND 58203 (701)775-4092
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1 the missile that will collide with the

2 incoming ballistic missile. When the

3 Ground-Based Interceptor is launched it sends

4 the kill vehicle out into outer space, where

5 it will find and destroy the incoming

6 ballistic missile by colliding with it.

7 Under the proposed action, 100

8 Ground-Based Interceptor silos could be

9 located at one deployment base in Alaska or in

10 North Dakota, or 100 silos could be located at

11 one site in Alaska, and one site in North

12 Dakota, for a total of 200 silos.

13 The Battle Management Command and

14 Control is the brains of the NMD system. In

15 the event of a launch against the United

16 States, the NMD system would be controlled

17 through the Battle Management Command and

18 Control element. The Battle Management

19 Command and Control facility would likely be

20 located at the Ground-Based Interceptor site.

21 The In-Flight Interceptor

22 Communication System, or IFICS, would be the

23 ground stations that provide communications

24 links between the in-flight Ground-Based

25 Interceptor and the Battle Management Command

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
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1 and Control.

2 An IFICS Data terminal site would

3 consist of a radio transmitter/receiver and

4 would require about one acre of land,

5 including the perimeter fence. Approximately

6 14 IFICS data terminals could be required for

7 the NMD system.

8 At this time I would like to note

9 that we're still developing the operational

10 requirements for the IFICS Data Terminal. As

11 such, the specific locations where it could be

12 deployed have not yet been determined, and are

13 currently under study.

14 The regions under study include

15 Alaska and North Dakota. In addition, as the

16 operational requirements are refined, other

17 regions may be identified.

18 When possible the IFICS Data

19 Terminal would be located on or near existing

20 Department of Defense installations. The

21 types of environmental impacts associated with

22 the IFICS Data Terminal, therefore, are

23 addressed in general terms rather than a

24 site-specific manner within the Draft EIS.

25 The X-Band Radar is a ground-based

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
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12

1 radar that is capable of long-range detection

2 and tracking of incoming ballistic missiles.

3 The X-Band Radar site would include a radar

4 and associated support facilities. At this

5 time it is anticipated that only one X-Band

6 Radar in Alaska or North Dakota would be

7 deployed for the initial NMD system.

8 The United States has an existing

9 early warning system that can detect incoming

10 ballistic missiles. This program consists of

11 early warning radars and satellites. The NMD

12 program would make use of this system to

13 assist in the detection of tracking incoming

14 ballistic missiles.

15 The early warning system is in the

16 process of being upgraded by adding new

17 software and hardware modifications to the

18 existing early warning radars. And new

19 satellites. The upgrades to the early warning

20 radars in the United States would occur at

21 Beale Air Force Base, California; Cape Cod Air

22 Station, Massachusetts; and Clear Air Station,

23 Alaska.

24 Modifications to these radars would

25 not increase the current power levels. These

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
100 N. 3RD, STE. 270, GRAND FORKS, ND 58203 (701)775-4092

9
-2

1
7 Exhibit 9.1.3-1: Reproductions of Transcript Comment Documents (Continued)



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

13

1 modifications are being addressed in a

2 supplement to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS.

3 The new early warning detection satellites are

4 part of an Air Force upgrade to the existing

5 system and would occur regardless of whether

6 NMD is deployed.

7 Any deployment of the NMD system may

8 require the use of existing fiber optic lines,

9 power lines, or other utilities. Some of

10 these lines require modifications.

11 Furthermore, the deployment of elements to

12 some locations may require the acquisition of

13 new right-of-ways, and installation of new

14 utility and fiber optic cable.

15 Potential fiber optic cable

16 locations include North Dakota, the interior

17 of Alaska, and the oceanic fiber optic cable

18 along the Aleutian Islands. At this time the

19 exact alignment of the fiber optic cables are

20 under study and have not been identified for

21 every site. Therefore, this element a

22 addressed programmatically within the Draft

23 EIS.

24 For the EIS two alternatives were

25 considered. The No-action Alternative and the

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
100 N. 3RD, STE. 270, GRAND FORKS, ND 58203 (701)775-4092
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1 Proposed Action. For the No-action

2 Alternative, the decision would be made not to

3 deploy, in which case the NMD program would

4 continue to develop and test the system. For

5 the potential sites being considered for the

6 NMD deployment, the No-action Alternative

7 would be a continuation of the activities

8 currently occurring or planned at those

9 locations.

10 Under the Proposed Action

11 alternative, NMD elements, and element

12 locations would be selected from the range of

13 locations studied in the EIS. The potential

14 deployment locations for the NMD system are

15 being considered in both Alaska and North

16 Dakota.

17 The North Dakota sites are those

18 that fall within the existing deployment area

19 under the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.

20 The Alaska sites fall within the geographical

21 area that maximizes NMD system performance.

22 For the Ground-Based Interceptor and

23 Battle Management Command and Control, one

24 site could be selected in Alaska or North

25 Dakota; or one site could be selected in
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100 N. 3RD, STE. 270, GRAND FORKS, ND 58203 (701)775-4092

9
-2

1
8

Exhibit 9.1.3-1: Reproductions of Transcript Comment Documents (Continued)



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

15

1 Alaska, and one site in North Dakota. For the

2 X-Band Radar, one site would be selected from

3 the alternatives identified in Alaska and

4 North Dakota.

5 Please note, as discussed earlier,

6 that we are still in the process of

7 identifying sites for the IFICS Data

8 Terminal. Once those sites have been

9 identified, we will conduct additional

10 environmental analysis, as appropriate.

11 This side shows the potential

12 deployment locations in Alaska. These sites

13 include Clear Air Station, Fort Greely, and

14 the Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area, along

15 with Eielson Air Force Base, as potential

16 deployment alternatives for the Ground-Based

17 Interceptor and Battle Management Command and

18 Control. Eareckson Air Station in the Western

19 Aleutian Islands is the only potential

20 location for an X-Band Radar in Alaska.

21 This slide shows the potential

22 deployment locations under consideration in

23 North Dakota. These sites include Grand Forks

24 Air Force Base and the Missile Site Radar in

25 Nekoma as potential deployment alternatives
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1 for the Ground-Based Interceptor and the

2 Battle Management Command and Control. For

3 the X-Band Radar, the deployment alternatives

4 include Cavalier Air Station, the Missile Site

5 Radar, and Remote Sprint Launch Sites 1, 2 and

6 4.

7 The NMD decision remains whether to

8 deploy the system or not. A decision to

9 deploy the NMD system would include the

10 selections of deployment sites from among the

11 alternative locations considered in the EIS

12 and discussed earlier. The program is

13 scheduled for a deployment rating next

14 summer.

15 We have conducted three successful

16 flight tests, which have demonstrated the kill

17 vehicle's ability to detect and destroy an

18 incoming warhead. During the next six months

19 two system tests are scheduled to help assess

20 the system's technical maturity and design.

21 A decision to deploy will be based

22 on the analysis of the ballistic missile

23 threat to the United States, technical

24 readiness of the NMD system for deployment,

25 projected cost to build and operate the NMD
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1 system, arms control objectives, and other

2 factors including potential environmental

3 impacts of deploying and operating the NMD

4 system. The EIS will provide the United

5 States government with the information

6 necessary to properly account for to the

7 environmental impacts. At this time a

8 deployment decision is not anticipated before

9 June of 2000.

10 This concludes my part of the

11 presentation. And I will turn the meeting

12 over to David Hasley, who will discuss the

13 environmental impact analysis process and the

14 potential environmental impacts that could

15 occur from the NMD deployment.

16

17 DAVID HASLEY: Thank you, Colonel

18 Bramlitt.

19 Good evening. I am David Hasley I'm

20 with the U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense

21 Command. We are located in Huntsville,

22 Alabama. And our organization is responsible

23 for conducting the environmental impact

24 analysis process for deployment of NMD system,

25 on behalf of the Ballistic Missile Defense
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1 Organization.

2 Tonight I will present the schedule

3 for the environmental impact analysis process,

4 and show how you, the public, can follow in

5 this process. I will also discuss the scope

6 of the study and present the results of the

7 environmental impact study.

8 The National Environmental Policy

9 Act, or NEPA, as it's known, requires that the

10 federal agencies consider the environmental

11 consequences of their proposed action in their

12 decision making process. The deployment of

13 the NMD system is an action that does falls

14 under NEPA; and therefore, we have prepared a

15 Draft Environmental Impact Study, or EIS, as

16 it's known, to analyze the potential

17 environmental consequences of this action.

18 NEPA also requires that the

19 public be included in this decision making

20 process. Therefore, we held scoping meetings

21 back in December of last year, to present to

22 you the NMD program, and also to receive your

23 input on the scope of issues to be addressed

24 in the EIS, and to identify other alternatives

25 and issues related to deploying the NMD
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1 system.

2 In accordance with NEPA, your input

3 helped guide us in the preparation of the

4 Draft EIS. The Draft EIS was then made

5 available to the public on 1 October of this

6 year, for public and agency review, and

7 comment to everyone included on the mailing

8 list which is located in Volume 2 of the Draft

9 EIS. The public hearing this evening is a

10 formal meeting where we present to you the

11 results contained in the Draft EIS, and most

12 importantly, to receive your comments on the

13 document.

14 In addition to tonight's hearing

15 written comments on the Draft EIS will

16 continue to be accepted at the address shown

17 on this slide, until November 15th. After the

18 comment period is over we will consider all

19 comments, both written and verbal, and perform

20 additional analysis or revise the EIS where

21 necessary. Again, as in the scoping process,

22 equal consideration will be given to all

23 comments, whether they are presented here

24 tonight or mailed to us.

25 Once the public review process is
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1 complete we will prepare the Final EIS, which

2 is scheduled for completion in May of next

3 year, and we will mail it to all of those on

4 the original distribution list for the Draft

5 EIS. If you are not already on our mailing

6 list you can request a copy by writing to the

7 address given in the handout, or by filling

8 out a card at the registration desk, or by the

9 e-mail address provided in the handout. The

10 Final EIS will include all comments received

11 during this public review period and also

12 response to those comments.

13 If appropriate we will have to group

14 those comments into categories, and we will

15 respond accordingly. All comments received

16 will be printed in their entirety in the Final

17 EIS.

18 The EIS will then serve as input for

19 the Record of Decision. The Record of

20 Decision which will document the decision

21 which is made. And as you just heard from

22 Colonel Bramlitt, consideration of issues

23 besides those addressed in the EIS will also

24 enter into the final decision of whether to

25 deploy the NMD system.
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1 Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS is where

2 we describe the potential environmental

3 impacts that may occur to the affected

4 environment as a result of implementing the

5 Proposed Action or alternatives as described

6 earlier. The effects of each alternative is

7 compared to the existing conditions in that

8 location. Chapter 4 also includes suggested

9 mitigations where potential impacts have been

10 identified. Mitigation measures are methods

11 for reducing or minimizing potential impacts.

12 For the Draft EIS the environment

13 was analyzed in terms of 15 resource areas, as

14 shown on this slide. For the environmental

15 resources at each location we developed a

16 region of influence that defined the area

17 under study. Each resource area was addressed

18 at each location, unless it was determined,

19 through initial analysis, that the proposed

20 activities would not result in environmental

21 impact to that resource.

22 To summarize the results of the

23 Draft EIS I will now provide an overview of

24 the potential impacts that may result from the

25 deployment of the NMD system.
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1 The Draft EIS evaluated potential

2 impacts during both the construction as well

3 as the operational phases of the NMD program.

4 The environmental areas we identified with the

5 potential for impacts were airspace associated

6 with electromagnetic interference from the

7 X-Band Radar, wetlands at sites in both Alaska

8 as well as North Dakota, health and safety

9 related to electromagnetic radiation from the

10 X-Band Radar, and socioeconomic benefits at

11 all sites from NMD deployment activities.

12 This slide shows the results of our

13 analysis of the airspace and biological

14 resource areas. For the airspace resource

15 area we have been coordinating with the

16 Federal Aviation Administration regarding the

17 airspace requirements for the X-Band Radar.

18 Our analysis shows that there is the potential

19 to impact aircraft with electronic avionics

20 out to approximately 4.2 mile area from the

21 radar site. A high energy radiation area

22 notice will be published on the appropriate

23 aeronautical charts to inform pilots of the

24 potential electromagnetic interference to

25 certain types of aircraft. Deployment of the

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
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1 X-Band Radar would not require, however, any

2 restricted airspace near the radar.

3 At sites shown in this slide show,

4 there is the potential to impact wetlands

5 during the construction period. At both Clear

6 Air Station and Yukon Training Area in Alaska

7 these wetlands do not contain critical habitat

8 for vegetation or wildlife according to the

9 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Standard

10 construction techniques, such as avoidance and

11 soil stabilization would be used to reduce the

12 potential impacts to all wetlands areas.

13 Consultation will be conducted with

14 regulatory agencies and appropriate permits

15 will be obtained prior to the construction

16 affecting any of the wetlands. Under the

17 Proposed Action no adverse impact would be

18 expected to vegetation, wildlife, or threaten

19 or endangered species at any of the deployment

20 alternatives.

21 For the health and safety resource

22 area, first we analyzed the potential risk

23 from electromagnetic radiation from the X-Band

24 Radar on human health and safety. The results

25 of our analysis have shown that exposure

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
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1 levels outside of the boundary of the site

2 would be below the established public exposure

3 guidelines; therefore, there would be no

4 impact to human health from operation of the

5 X-Band Radar. This analysis was based on

6 studies that we performed and data also

7 collected from a similar existing prototype

8 X-Band Radar, which is currently in operation

9 at an Army Range in the Pacific Ocean.

10 Second, publishing of the high

11 energy radiation area notice on the

12 appropriate aeronautical chart would inform

13 pilots of the electromagnetic interference

14 hazard to certain types of aircraft. In

15 addition, no commercial airline routes would

16 be impacted by operation of the X-Band Radar.

17 Overall, no impacts to the public would occur

18 due to electromagnetic radiation exposure.

19 Next, potential socioeconomic

20 impacts would occur to the region surrounding

21 the Ground-Based Interceptor deployment

22 alternatives, during both the construction as

23 well as operational phases of deployment. As

24 shown on this slide, it is expected that

25 construction would take approximately 5 years
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1 to complete, and generate between 150 to 310

2 million dollars in local expenditures during

3 that time. In addition, construction of the

4 system would employ between 250 and 325

5 personnel, depending upon the side selected.

6 After construction operation of the

7 site would require between 250 to 360

8 personnel. The operational personnel would

9 generate approximately 7 to 10 million dollars

10 of direct income per year.

11 As with the Ground-Base Interceptor

12 site, it is expected that deployment of the

13 X-Band Radar would also provide an economic

14 benefit to the area around the deployment

15 site, except for at Eareckson Air Station in

16 Alaska. Since Eareckson Air Station is a

17 self-contained island in the Aleutian Islands

18 operated by the Air Force, construction and

19 operation at this site would not provide a

20 direct economic benefit to the surrounding

21 area.

22 However, at the North Dakota

23 deployment alternatives it is expected that

24 construction of the X-Band Radar would take

25 approximately 3 years to complete, and
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1 generate between 24 to 36 million dollars in

2 local expenditures during that time. In

3 addition, construction of the system would

4 employ approximately 125 personnel.

5 After construction, operation of the

6 site would require approximately 105

7 personnel. These operational personnel would

8 generate approximately 2.7 million dollars in

9 direct income per year.

10 To support the proposed X-Band Radar

11 at Eareckson Air Station in Alaska fiber optic

12 cable line could be required along the

13 Aleutian Islands. Within our Draft EIS we

14 studied a potential fiber optic cable route

15 from Whittier or Seward to the Eareckson Air

16 Station; however, the final alignment of the

17 route will not be determined until an

18 additional seafloor survey is conducted.

19 Once this survey is complete, and

20 the alignment finalized, we will consult with

21 the appropriate regulatory agencies and

22 prepare the necessary environmental

23 documentation to adequately address the

24 potential environmental impacts. Our initial

25 analysis has shown that most impacts would be
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1 associate with biological resources and

2 subsistence uses. Most impacts, to biological

3 resources would be short-term during the cable

4 laying process. No long-term impacts would be

5 expected.

6 Once the cable is placed on the

7 ocean floor no further impact should occur.

8 Laying the fiber optic cable may also result

9 in some short-term subsistence impacts by

10 displacing resources. This may cause

11 subsistence harvesters to travel greater

12 distances, thereby increasing their costs.

13 However, once the cable is laid there should

14 be no long-term impacts to these cables.

15 Other NMD elements which are

16 currently under development include the

17 In-Flight Interceptor Communications system,

18 or IFICS, the overland fiber optic cable

19 required to connect the NMD elements, and also

20 upgrade existing early warning radars used to

21 assist in tracking incoming ballistic

22 missiles.

23 As previously discussed, the

24 operational requirements for the IFICS Data

25 Terminals are still being identified, so the
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1 specific deployment locations have not yet

2 been determined. Regions that are currently

3 under study include Alaska and North Dakota.

4 And in addition, as the operational

5 requirements are refined, other regions may be

6 identified.

7 Overall, however, it is not expected

8 that deployment of an IFICS Data Terminal

9 would result in any significant impacts to the

10 environment. A general programmatic

11 environmental analysis is provided within the

12 Draft EIS to cover this. Once the final sites

13 have been selected, appropriate environmental

14 analysis will be conducted at that time.

15 The NMD system would also require

16 the installation of some new fiber optic cable

17 over land. Currently the location of the

18 fiber optic cable line are still under study,

19 but locations, once again, are being

20 considered in interior Alaska and North

21 Dakota.

22 The cable would be laid similar to

23 any other commercial fiber optic cable and

24 would follow existing utility corridors where

25 provided. In addition, existing commercial
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1 fiber optic cable lines would be used where

2 possible. The main environmental impacts of

3 installing the fiber optic cable line in

4 interior Alaska and North Dakota would be the

5 biological resources, cultural resources,

6 geology and soils, as well as the water

7 resources. Once the specific fiber optic

8 cable alignments are identified, appropriate

9 site specific environmental analysis would be

10 conducted.

11 And finally, for the Upgraded Early

12 Warning Radar, we have just developed the

13 initial proposed hardware and software

14 upgrades to these existing sites. As a

15 result, we are in the process of preparing a

16 supplement to our Draft Deployment EIS, which

17 is analyzing the potential effects of the

18 proposed upgrades. We will release this

19 supplement in the affected communities and

20 hold public hearings there also to go over the

21 results of our analysis. This supplement,

22 along with the public comments received at

23 those hearings will be included within the

24 Final Deployment EIS.

25 In closing, I would like you to keep
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1 in mind that the study is in a draft stage,

2 and that our goal is to provide decision

3 makers with accurate information on the

4 environmental consequences of this proposed

5 action. And to do this, that's why we are

6 here tonight asking for your comments on the

7 Draft document. And those comments, along

8 with other input, will be used throughout the

9 decision making process.

10 Thank you. And I'll now turn it

11 back to Lewis.

12 LEWIS MICHAELSON: Thank you, Mr.

13 Hasley.

14 We need just five minutes to collect

15 all the remaining speaker registration cards.

16 If you have not yet filled one out, they are

17 available at the registration table. We are

18 going to arrange the podium for you to be able

19 to speak, so if you'll just bear with us for

20 five minutes we'll be ready to start.

21 (Whereupon, a brief recess was

22 taken.)

23 LEWIS MICHAELSON: Okay, we're ready

24 to start. You can take your seats.

25 Thank you.
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1 Before we proceed, may I remind you

2 of a couple of points. Again, please limit

3 your comments to four minutes, so that

4 everyone can be heard. And also, please state

5 your name clearly, so that we can get the

6 statement on the record, as well.

7 And please remember that no decision

8 is being made tonight. The main purpose for

9 the government representatives being here

10 tonight is to learn of your concerns and

11 suggestions firsthand.

12 To help you know when your four

13 minutes is up, I have a very simple way of

14 doing that, which is when there is one minute

15 left I'll put up my index finger, like that

16 (indicating) which will allow you to find a

17 nice comfortable place to end your comments.

18 At the end of four minutes I will put up a

19 closed hand, meaning it's time to wrap up.

20 Our first five speakers, -- I'll

21 also mention to you that again written

22 comments are given the same consideration as

23 the oral comments, so if you are one of those

24 people that does not feel comfortable speaking

25 in public, please don't let that keep you from
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1 writing your comments on a written form.

2 The order in which I will be calling

3 people, just so you will to be ready to come

4 up to the microphone, is Shawn Ferguson, Kevin

5 Carvell, Joan Carlson, Carol Goodman, and --

6 you'll have to excuse me if I mispronounce

7 this gentleman's name, R.G. Killcrece.

8 And just so you know, so you don't

9 have the same problem that Colonel Bramlitt

10 had, it's the black microphone that you will

11 be talking into. I don't want to confuse

12 people.

13 Mr. Ferguson, Shawn Ferguson.

14

15 SHAWN FERGUSON: My name is Shawn

16 Ferguson with Senator Kent Conrad's office.

17 Pardon me, I have a cold, so --

18 From Senator Conrad: I regret that

19 the Senate's schedule does not permit me to

20 attend this evening's hearing in person. I

21 have asked my staff to read this statement

22 expressing my strong support for deployment of

23 National Missile Defense, NMD, in North

24 Dakota.

25 Earlier today in Washington I met
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1 with the director of the Ballistic Missile

2 Defense Organization, BMDO, Lieutenant General

3 Ron Kadish, to communicate again my belief

4 that we need to be prepared before we are

5 surprised by the rogue state ICBM threat, such

6 as from North Korea, Iran and Iraq.

7 I have been pleased to organize

8 visits to Washington by North Dakota community

9 leaders in recent weeks, and would like to

10 thank each of you here this evening for taking

11 the time to inform the BMDO representatives of

12 your support for NMD. Community support is an

13 important part of the equation.

14 North Dakota also brings vital

15 assets to the table. We are the only treaty

16 compliant deployment site under the current

17 ABM Treaty. Here in northeastern North Dakota

18 we have existing infrastructure and active Air

19 Force installations that can help support the

20 NMD system. North Dakota also offers

21 excellent over-the-pole protection against

22 missile attack, which is why our state hosted

23 the Safeguard ABM system in the 1970s. North

24 Dakota has experience with missile defense and

25 would welcome NMD deployment. Finally the
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1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement has found

2 no major concerns with deploying NMD in the

3 flickertail state.

4 Despite these assets, North Dakota

5 faces an uphill fight for NMD. The ABM Treaty

6 is under fire. And because a North Dakota

7 site cannot reliably defend the western ends

8 of the Aleutian and Hawaiian Island chains

9 against attack from nearby North Korea, the

10 Administration has proposed a single site in

11 Alaska. The State Department has said that

12 negotiations with Moscow regarding a second

13 site will be left to a later date.

14 As I recently told the President and

15 his National Security Advisor, Sandy Berger, a

16 single site in Alaska is simply not adequate

17 to meet our nation's NMD needs. We need sites

18 in both Alaska and North Dakota. We should be

19 talking with the Russians at the outset about

20 the changes to the treaty necessary for two

21 sites.

22 Based on briefings I received, it is

23 reasonable to expect that the ICBM threat will

24 evolve during the coming decade to render a

25 single site in Alaska incapable of providing
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1 reliable defensive coverage for all 50

2 states. In the event of a rogue state attack

3 on our country involving more than half-dozen

4 warheads, or use of moderately sophisticated

5 warhead technology, I am informed that the

6 United States could be adequately defended

7 only with sites in both Alaska and North

8 Dakota.

9 As I discussed with General Kadish

10 today, a single site in Alaska also could not

11 provide the shoot-look-shoot capability

12 provided by a North Dakota site, in the event

13 of a strike against Washington D.C. from the

14 Middle East. Unfortunately in this growing --

15 this is a growing danger. The National

16 Intelligence Estimate released about the CIA

17 on September 9th indicated that it was

18 entirely possible that Iran or Iraq can have

19 ICBMs capable of hitting the United States by

20 the end of the coming decade.

21 I'll have this placed in the record,

22 the rest of it.

23 LEWIS MICHAELSON: Again, it's a

24 very detailed comment, and we'll appreciate

25 those comments.
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1 SHAWN FERGUSON: We'll just turn

2 those in to you.

3 LEWIS MICHAELSON: Thank you very

4 much.

5

6 KEVIN CARVELL: I'm Kevin Carvell,

7 district director for Senator Byron Dorgan.

8 And the Senator asked me to read this

9 statement on his behalf this evening.

10 As the Department of Defense

11 conducts the final phase of its Environmental

12 Impact Statement to support the construction

13 of a limited National Missile Defense system,

14 I want to point out the advantages there are

15 to locating the system in North Dakota.

16 First, North Dakota is the only site

17 currently under consideration that is allowed

18 under the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.

19 The Russian government has steadfastly refused

20 to consider major changes to that treaty.

21 Building an NMD system in Alaska in violation

22 of the treaty could destroyed the framework of

23 arms control and underpins our security

24 relationship with Russia. Russia would almost

25 certainly reject further reductions in its
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1 strategic forces and might well decide to

2 expand its nuclear arsenal. The slight

3 advantage that an Alaskan site might offer in

4 defending remote parts of Alaska and Hawaii

5 against a primitive North Korean missile is

6 far outweighed by the danger of reigniting a

7 nuclear arms race, with the only nation that

8 can still threaten us with thousands of

9 nuclear warheads.

10 Secondly, while a North Dakota site

11 may not address a North Korean threat as well

12 as an Alaskan site, a North Dakota site is

13 better situated to meet other threats such as

14 the threat from Iran or Iraq. A limited

15 National Missile Defense system should be

16 situated to provide the best protection for

17 the entire country from a wide range of rogue

18 threats, not just from North Korea, a country

19 that many believe is on the verge of collapse.

20 Third, by building in North Dakota

21 the Department of Defense can save hundreds of

22 millions of dollars that it can used for other

23 high priority requirements. The Draft

24 Environmental Impact Statement clearly shows

25 that a North Dakota site offers considerable
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1 construction savings. For example,

2 construction of the Ground Base Interceptor

3 site in Alaska would cost more than 600

4 million dollars, while construction in North

5 Dakota would cost only 312 million dollars. A

6 savings of about half.

7 Most importantly, the people of

8 North Dakota have a long tradition of

9 supporting this nation's military. No state

10 has better community-military relations.

11 North Dakota communities helped win the cold

12 war. Now North Dakotans are willing and

13 capable of helping to preserve the peace.

14 LEWIS MICHAELSON: Joan Carlson?

15

16 JOAN CARLSON: I'm Joan Carlson,

17 eastern field director for Congressman Earl

18 Pomeroy. He's asked me to give this

19 statement.

20 Colonel Bramlitt and distinquished

21 officers from the Ballistic Missile Defense

22 Organization, welcome to North Dakota. We

23 appreciate your being here today to hear our

24 testimony on the draft environmental impact

25 statement, in preparation for the deployment
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1 of a National Missile Defense system. You

2 have an incredibly important task, and we

3 thank you for this opportunity to participate

4 in the process.

5 Before I discuss the environmental

6 impacts of NMD deployment in North Dakota, I

7 would like to say a word about the level of

8 support in this community for the United

9 States military. Northeastern North Dakota

10 has a proud history of hosting missions that

11 are essential to our nation's security. From

12 the air refueling wing and the former

13 Minuteman missiles at Grand Forks Air Force

14 Base, to the Cavalier Air Station, to the ABM

15 site at Nekoma, northeastern North Dakota has

16 always welcomed the military with open arms.

17 We are here this evening to say that we want

18 to be your host for a National Missile Defense

19 system.

20 With respect to the environmental

21 analysis, the draft environmental impact

22 statement rightly concludes that there are no

23 significant hurdles to overcome with respect

24 to the deployment in North Dakota. As the

25 report states, NMD deployment in North Dakota
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1 would have no impact on threatened or

2 endangered species. Likewise, once

3 construction of the NMD system is complete

4 there should be little soil erosion from

5 operation of the site.

6 Regarding health and safety, the

7 report notes that in the unlikely event of a

8 mishap, the danger to health and safety is

9 greater in North Dakota than Alaska, because

10 the North Dakota site, although sparsely

11 populated, is more densely populated than

12 Alaska. It should be noted, however, that the

13 absolute threat of health and safety to NMD

14 deployment in North Dakota is extremely low.

15 As you further evaluate where to

16 deploy a National Missile Defense system, the

17 question of coverage must be considered. A

18 single-site NMD system deployed in North

19 Dakota provides coverage of all 50 states

20 against a North Korean missile attack, with

21 the exception of the western most uninhabited

22 islands of Hawaii, and the far western reaches

23 of the Aleutian Islands of Alaska.

24 Importantly a North Dakota site

25 provides enhanced shoot-look-shoot capability
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1 for the entire continental United States, with

2 the possible exception of the Pacific

3 Northwest. Meaning that we can fire an

4 interceptor, see if it hits the target, and

5 then fire another interceptor, if necessary.

6 Alaska, on the other hand, provides

7 shoot-look-shoot capability only against U.S.

8 territory west of the Mississippi River,

9 leaving salvo coverage of the densely

10 populated eastern United States.

11 In sum, if only one site is chosen

12 the level of coverage favors North Dakota. In

13 the alternative, a two-site architecture of

14 North Dakota and Alaska would provide far

15 better coverage than either site alone.

16 In summary I want to thank you

17 again for taking the time to come to North

18 Dakota.

19 LEWIS MICHAELSON: Carol Goodman?

20

21 CAROL GOODMAN: Once again, the

22 communities of northeastern North Dakota

23 welcome the opportunity to participate in the

24 Environmental Impact Study process currently

25 being conducted by the Ballistic Missile
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1 Defense Organization. Consideration of a

2 National Missile Defense proposal is a very

3 serious undertaking for the United States.

4 In addition, providing community

5 support for an NMD system is an awesome

6 responsibility. However, we all know that the

7 North Dakota citizens have always been

8 supportive of efforts to guard and protect our

9 country, and the return of a missile defense

10 system to this area would be no exception.

11 The communities of northeastern

12 North Dakota have followed the development of

13 National Missile Defense from a very unique

14 historical perspective, having been the site

15 of the safeguard anti-ballistic missiles

16 system in the early '70s. The Stanley R.

17 Mikkelsen complex remains the only site

18 allowed under the ABM Treaty between the

19 United States and the former Soviet Union.

20 In the process leading up to a

21 readiness review and perhaps subsequent

22 decisions next summer whether or not to deploy

23 NMD, we urge that careful consideration be

24 given to the following points:

25 Number one, the support for National
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1 Missile Defense that exists on a regional and

2 state level, as well in the leadership of our

3 elected delegation in Washington D.C.

4 Number two, the developed community

5 infrastructure found throughout the region.

6 Number three, the national

7 atmosphere and debate that is concerned about

8 the United States' ability to defend itself

9 against rogue aggressive nations.

10 Number four, North Dakota's

11 strategic location that allows adequate

12 defense of our nation's capitol and the more

13 populated regions of our country.

14 And number five, the amendment

15 brought forward by North Dakota Senator Kent

16 Conrad that directs Congress to study the

17 advantages of deploying two sites for National

18 Missile Defense, and the congressional support

19 that exists for that amendment.

20 Throughout the EIS process,

21 including data collection and the public

22 hearing meetings held last December and

23 tonight, we trust that we have significantly

24 demonstrated that our communities, our

25 position, is to support National Missile
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1 Defense once again. Thank you.

2 LEWIS MICHAELSON: R. G. Killcrece?

3

4 R. G. KILLCRECE: My name is Russell

5 George Killcrece. I live here in Langdon.

6 I'm honored to be living in the state. I

7 think its a great state, and I love it with

8 all my heart.

9 But I must bring to the attention of

10 the good people of this town, I served as a

11 Marine. I was aboard a battleship. We were

12 headed for Japan. We were 68 miles off that

13 coast when the captain of our ship said:

14 boys, take a look off the wake of the stern.

15 And then we did a 180. And when we made that

16 180 we could look over the stern, and we saw

17 that mushroom 38,000 feet in the air. And I

18 said: my God, they must have blew all the

19 islands apart over there.

20 We arrived in Hawaii. We were

21 treated well by the people. I thought about

22 that bomb. How devastating. It's a machine

23 of war. It does terrible things. And I also

24 found out, in my mind and heart, it would be a

25 deterrent to any more wars that are fought.
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1 And over the years past, and what

2 have you, where all of the sudden, Ronald

3 Reagan was president, Richard Alan was one of

4 his cabinet members, I heard Reagan announce

5 he was going to pull the troups out of

6 Europe. He was going to bring the missiles

7 home. And that scared me.

8 I wrote Richard Alan a letter, and I

9 said: when you talk to the good president,

10 will you remind him to keep those missiles

11 remaining. Keep our troops there. Because a

12 thousand tanks can blow across Europe and

13 Russia, as well as China, and take over the

14 world with their super power, destroy American

15 as they planned, to put us under a communistic

16 indoctrinated state.

17 Well, I gave my reasons on how could

18 Germany, France, England build a million man

19 army, each country, to defend themselves.

20 Where are they going to get all of this money

21 for arms. But we have to support them.

22 Terrible ordeal if we leave them without

23 appropriate dollars. And through that, Mr.

24 Reagan left them there, because I expressed to

25 him very deeply about that, through Mr.
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1 Richard Alan.

2 Well, you know, a few months later

3 Margaret Thatcher, then prime minister of

4 England, got on the BBC and announced we have

5 40 years of peace, that was in 1980, since

6 World War II. If we leave them there, our

7 troops, we'll have another 40 years of peace.

8 It's been 55 years now. There has

9 been rumors of wars, many wars, but a lot in

10 countries, small ones. But only one thing, we

11 wouldn't drop an atomic bomb, trying to

12 overthrow the government. But as along as we

13 keep those missiles, the SBIs that I asked

14 Reagan to fight for, get the money to build,

15 we can destroy them.

16 My children had a cartoon showing

17 Mr. Reagan shining like a batman in the sky

18 and an atomic bomb coming over. And when it

19 saw Mr. Reagan's face in the sky, that bomb,

20 it said: Oh no, Mr. President, we didn't come

21 here to murder. And all of a sudden it drops

22 into the Atlantic, and says kill, kill dead,

23 dead. And through that my son and my two

24 daughters and I got a beautiful letter from

25 Mr. Reagan thanking us for their interest and
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1 love for their country.

2 But anyhow, we must have that to

3 defend ourselves, this missile, and protect

4 our good citizens of the United States. We

5 are not here to kill our citizens, we are here

6 to protect them.

7 LEWIS MICHAELSON: That actually

8 exhausts of all of the cards that were turned

9 in for people who wanted to speak tonight. If

10 anyone else has anything that they wanted to

11 say tonight, this is your chance.

12 Is there anyone else that would like

13 to take this opportunity to speak tonight? If

14 so please, approach the microphone.

15 This is the first time I've been to

16 a public hearing with all of the, correct me

17 if I'm wrong, congressional representatives

18 had someone come to speak, so --

19 If not, we thank you very much for

20 coming tonight. I do want to remind you,

21 again, that written comments are very much

22 appreciated. If you want to take the time to

23 please take one home, you can always mail it

24 in by November 15th.

25 Colonel Bramlitt, is there anything
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1 that you would like to say?

2 If not, just thanks, thanks to

3 everyone for coming tonight. We're

4 adjourned.

5 (Whereupon, the meeting was

6 adjourned at 8:00 o'clock p.m.)

7

8

9
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13

14

15
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1 REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

2

3

4 I, Julie K. Kohler, a general shorthand

5 (stenograph) reporter, 100 North Third Street,

6 Suite 270, Grand Forks, North Dakota, do

7 hereby certify that the foregoing 48 pages of

8 typewritten material constitutes a full, true

9 and correct transcript of my original

10 stenograph notes, as they purport to contain,

11 of the transcript of the proceedings reported

12 by me at the time and place hereinbefore

13 mentioned.

14

15

16

17

18

19 Julie K. Kohler

20

21

22 Dated this day of ,

23 1999.

24

25
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1

2

3

4

5
BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION

6 PUBLIC MEETING
ON THE

7 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR

8 NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE DEPLOYMENT

9

10

11 --------------------------------------------------------------

12 Transcript of Verbal Comments
and Public Hearing

13 October 27, 1999
6:00 - 8:00 p.m.

14

15

16

17
At: Civic Auditorium

18 Grand Forks, North Dakota

19

20

21

22

23

24

25 Taken By: Julie K. Kohler, Court Reporter
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1 COMMENTS MADE PRIOR TO START OF PUBLIC HEARING

2

3

4 DONALD LARSEN, GRAND FORKS, NORTH

5 DAKOTA:

6 My name is Don Larsen. I'm a

7 resident of Grand Forks. I've been an active

8 supporter of the Grand Forks Air Force Base

9 and military in this community for 40 years.

10 I just came back last evening from

11 briefings in Washington D.C. on the missile

12 defense program that is being considered. We

13 have some concerns. Those concerns came out

14 of the briefings.

15 Our major concern is the

16 consideration of Alaska for a site. We

17 believe that the missile, the ABM Treaty would

18 be violated in that process.

19 One of the briefings that we were in

20 told us that they have been to Russia, which

21 we were aware of, and have proposed

22 substituting Alaska for Grand Forks. And

23 that's of a major concern to us.

24 We believe that Grand Forks should

25 be retained as the site, as it was in the ABM
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1 Treaty. If there is a second site necessary,

2 then they should negotiate for a second site,

3 with Alaska being the second site.

4 The community of Grand Forks is very

5 receptive to the military, works well together

6 with them. The concerns that the military has

7 right now with retention and recruitment, we

8 believe quality of life is a major issue. And

9 I believe that Grand Forks offers a quality of

10 life for the spouses and dependents of the

11 military people assigned here.

12 Let me see, should I add more to

13 that?

14 Our understanding is that the

15 National Security Council is in negotiations

16 with Russia right now, looking for amendments

17 to the ABM Treaty, in order to facilitate

18 Alaska as a site. We would like, and we

19 understand also that at this point that's the

20 only negotiations, and that they intend to go

21 back later to negotiate a possible second

22 site. We would hope that if it's determined

23 that Alaska needs to be the site, that they

24 would do negotiations for both sites at the

25 same time, feeling that a second round would
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1 be very difficult.

2 We are also concerned about, or I'm

3 concerned about the coverage that Alaska

4 provides. We understand that North Dakota

5 excludes a peninsula in Hawaii and a peninsula

6 in Alaska, that is uninhabited, for coverage

7 from North Dakota.

8 We also understand that if the site

9 is put in Alaska it's going to remove the

10 shoot-look-shoot capability of the whole East

11 Coast. And we believe the population of the

12 East Coast versus the unpopulated areas of

13 Hawaii and Alaska need to be considered. So

14 we would hope that when the decisions are

15 being made that those things are taken into

16 consideration.

17

18 MAYOR PATRICIA A. OWENS, CITY OF

19 GRAND FORKS, NORTH DAKOTA:

20 Welcome to the City of Grand Forks,

21 North Dakota. The City is pleased to host

22 another important step in the process to

23 determine whether or not to deploy a National

24 Missile Defense System.

25
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1 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW

2

3 The Draft Environmental Impact Statement

4 (DEIS) concisely defines the environmental

5 impacts and the mitigation steps associated

6 with a National Missile Defense System. The

7 DEIS shows the environmental impacts are

8 neutral when it comes to choosing a site in

9 North Dakota or a site in Alaska. Neither

10 site is environmentally superior in

11 relationship to each other.

12

13 CITY OF GRAND FORKS PREFERRED SINGLE SITE

14 NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEM LOCATION

15

16 The City of Grand Forks recommends the

17 selection of Grand Forks Air Force Base (Grand

18 Forks AFB) as the location for a single site

19 National Missile Defense System.

20

21 Grand Forks AFB is the only

22 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM Treaty)

23 compliant site. Selection of Grand Forks AFB

24 avoids a time consuming negotiation with the

25 government of Russia to amend the ABM Treaty
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6

1 to use a second site.

2

3 Grand Forks AFB and its mission(s) have a

4 strong base of support in the community and

5 the surrounding area. Community support,

6 starting with the construction of Grand Forks

7 AFB, has been constant. This support was

8 recognized by Air Mobility Command when it

9 awarded the Grand Forks Chamber of Commerce

10 the annual Abilene Award for outstanding

11 community support.

12

13 TWO SITE NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEM.

14

15 The City of Grand Forks recognizes the

16 need for National Missile Defense System,

17 which provides protection for all 50 states

18 from rogue state missile(s). The best form of

19 protection for all 50 states is provided by a

20 shoot-look-shoot system. The shoot-look-shoot

21 system provides two shots at each incoming

22 rogue state missile(s).

23

24 A single National Missile Defense System

25 based in Alaska does not provide
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1 shoot-look-shoot coverage to states located

2 east of the Mississippi River for rogue state

3 missile(s) launched from Africa or the Middle

4 East. A Grand Forks AFB National Missile

5 Defense System site does provide

6 shoot-look-shoot coverage for the states east

7 of the Mississippi River, as well as the

8 western states of the continental United

9 States.

10

11 The City of Grand Forks recommends the

12 Government of the United States adopt, as

13 national policy, a shoot-look-shoot National

14 Missile Defense System which provides coverage

15 for all fifty states.

16

17 The City of Grand Forks further

18 recommends the Government of the United

19 States, if it elects to deploy a National

20 Missile Defense System, build sites in Alaska

21 and at Grand Forks AFB simultaneously.

22

23

24

25
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1 BOB GUSTAFSON, GRAND FORKS CHAMBER

2 OF COMMERCE, GRAND FORKS, NORTH DAKOTA:

3

4 WHEREAS, the Grand Forks Chamber of

5 Commerce represents 925 businesses and

6 organizations which employ more than 20,000

7 employees in the Grand Forks region, and

8

9 WHEREAS, for five decades the City of

10 Grand Forks, surrounding communities and our

11 regional chambers of commerce have been long

12 standing advocates for maintaining a strong

13 national defense and in having the military as

14 a part of our community, and

15

16 WHEREAS, ongoing facility improvements

17 and future military construction already

18 approved by Congress for Grand Forks Air Force

19 Base will enhance the quality of life for

20 military members and their families well into

21 the 21st century, thus making the

22 infrastructure at Grand Forks Air Force Base

23 highly conducive to supporting a National

24 Missile Defense initiative here, and

25
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1 WHEREAS, nations of the former Soviet

2 Union have experienced continuous political

3 upheaval in the past decade, possess large

4 numbers of nuclear equipped missiles, the

5 threat of unauthorized or accidental attack

6 against the population of the nation's

7 contiguous 48 states exists and Grand Forks

8 Air Force Base is excellently located to

9 defend the preponderance of this nation's

10 population, and

11

12 WHEREAS, as a result of recent technology

13 thefts by China and technology advances by

14 North Korea and Iran, the nation needs to be

15 prepared before we are surprised by the threat

16 of a rogue state, and

17

18 WHEREAS, an attack involving more than a

19 half-dozen warheads, or use of moderately

20 sophisticated re-entry vehicle technology the

21 U.S. could adequately defend itself with two

22 sites, including Grand Forks, and

23

24 WHEREAS, a second site greatly enhances

25 system effectiveness and survivability and a

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
100 N. 3RD, STE. 270, GRAND FORKS, ND 58203 (701)775-4092

10

1 North Dakota installation, situated in a

2 geologically stable region at the center of

3 the continent, would be less vulnerable to

4 attack or earthquake and would provide

5 valuable economies of scale and growth

6 potential to meet what is becoming a rapidly

7 evolving ICBM threat to our country, and

8

9 WHEREAS, this organization has submitted

10 correspondence to the NMD Joint Program Office

11 of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization,

12 as part of its scoping meeting on December 2,

13 1998 in Grand Forks for the Environmental

14 Impact Statement for deployment of an NMD

15 system at Grand Forks Air Force Base.

16

17 WHEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Grand

18 Forks Chamber of Commerce lends its full

19 support to the National Missile Defense

20 program and urges the Congress to give full

21 consideration to the region of northeastern

22 North Dakota, including Grand Forks Air Force

23 Base, as a second site to ensure defensive

24 coverage, survivability, and economies of

25 scale for the nation in deterring the threat
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1 of an ICBM strike from a foreign nation.

2 Signed Robert Peabody, Chair Elect, Grand

3 Forks Chamber of Commerce; and Mark

4 Krauseneck, President, Grand Forks Regional

5 Economic Development Corporation

6

7

8
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1 P U B L I C H E A R I N G

2

3 LEWIS MICHAELSON: Good evening

4 ladies and gentlemen. Thank you for coming

5 tonight. This is the public hearing on the

6 Draft Environmental Impact Statement, or EIS,

7 for the deployment of the National Missile

8 Defense, or NMD system. I am Lewis

9 Michaelson, and I will be the hearing

10 moderator for tonight's meeting.

11 This hearing is being held in

12 accordance with the provisions of the National

13 Environmental Policy Act and implementing

14 regulations. The act requires federal

15 agencies to analyze the potential

16 environmental impacts of certain proposed

17 actions and alternatives, and to consider the

18 findings of those analyses in how to proceed.

19 The purpose of tonight's hearing is

20 to receive your comments and suggestions on

21 the Draft EIS. Those of who you have not had

22 an opportunity to review the Draft EIS may

23 want to read the summary of the major findings

24 in the handout available at the door. Those

25 findings will also be addressed by panel
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1 members in their presentations tonight.

2 Let's look at the agenda for

3 tonight. Hopefully you all had the

4 opportunity to listen, like most of you did,

5 and talk to the many knowledgeable experts and

6 program officials who were staffing the

7 exhibits during the past hour.

8 After I finish my introduction

9 Colonel Larry Bramlitt will describe the

10 proposed action for NMD deployment. Colonel

11 Bramlitt is the assistant to the Program

12 Director for the NMD program, and he is

13 representing the NMD program office.

14 Next, Mr. David Hasley will brief

15 you on the environmental impact analysis

16 process and summarize the results reported in

17 the Draft EIS. Mr. Hasley is the program's

18 EIS team leader for the U.S. Army Space and

19 Missile Defense Command.

20 The last item on the agenda,

21 however, is the most important. The comment

22 period is your opportunity to provide

23 information and to make statements for the

24 record. This input ensures that the decision

25 makers can benefit from your knowledge of the
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1 local area and any adverse environmental

2 effects you think may result from the proposed

3 action or alternatives.

4 Keep in mind that the EIS is

5 intended to ensure that future decision makers

6 will be fully informed about the environmental

7 impacts associated with the various

8 alternatives before they decide on a course of

9 action. Consequently, comments tonight on

10 issues unrelated to the EIS are beyond the

11 scope of this hearing.

12 To comment verbally tonight please

13 fill out a verbal comment card available at

14 the registration table, and turn it in. After

15 the presentations we will take a short recess

16 to collect any remaining cards and put the

17 podium into place. Then I will start calling

18 on the speakers in the following order: I

19 will recognize elected officials first, and

20 then I will call on members of the public, in

21 the order in which the cards were handed in.

22 If you don't feel comfortable

23 standing up here tonight and making a

24 statement, you have until November 15th of

25 this year to submit a written statement for
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1 consideration in the Final EIS. The address

2 shown on this slide is also in the handout

3 that you received, and on the written comment

4 sheets. Keep in mind that written comments

5 are given the same consideration as verbal

6 comments offered here tonight.

7 We want to make sure that all who

8 wish to speak have a fair chance to be heard.

9 We have a stenographer seated to my right who

10 will be making a verbatim record of everything

11 that is said, and that record will become a

12 part of the Final EIS. We will also be

13 videotaping the public hearing tonight to

14 document your input.

15 To ensure that we get an accurate

16 record of what is said, please help me enforce

17 the following ground rules:

18 First, please speak only after I

19 recognize you, and address your remarks to

20 me. If you have a written statement you may

21 turn it in at the registration table, read it

22 out loud, or both, within the time limit.

23 Second, please speak clearly and

24 slowly into the microphone, starting with your

25 name and the organization that you represent.
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1 Third, each person will be

2 recognized for four minutes. This time limit

3 includes public officials, spokespersons, and

4 private individuals.

5 Please honor any requests that I

6 make for you to stop speaking after you reach

7 the four minute time limit.

8 Of course do not speak when another

9 person is speaking.

10 And finally, kindly refrain from

11 smoking in this room.

12 It is now my pleasure to introduce

13 Colonel Bramlitt, who will describe the NMD

14 program.

15

16 COLONEL LARRY BRAMLITT: Hi, I'm

17 Colonel Larry Bramlitt. First of all, I would

18 like to thank you for taking time out of your

19 day to come talk to us. This is the

20 environmental process, and please excuse me,

21 but this program is better on your eyes.

22 Because until I started working, I didn't need

23 glasses. Doesn't have anything to do with

24 age.

25 I'm from the Ballistic Missile
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1 Defense Organization, and that is the agency

2 responsible for the development and deploying

3 this system. In the following charts I will

4 review the threat that is driving the

5 development of the system, provide an overview

6 of the program, and address the decision to be

7 made.

8 The National Missile Defense System

9 is being developed to protect the United

10 States from ballistic missile attacks. The

11 events depicted on these charts are driving a

12 congressional desire for a viable National

13 Missile Defense deployment as soon as

14 technologically feasible.

15 The reason that we need such a

16 system is the proliferation of weapons of mass

17 destruction and long-range missile technology

18 has increased a threat to our national

19 security. Our current program guidance is to

20 develop, demonstrate, and if directed, deploy

21 a system to defend the United States against a

22 limited strategic ballistic missile threat.

23 The NMD system would be a land

24 based, nonnuclear missile defense system. The

25 development and testing effort for the program
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1 is to be consistent with the Anti-Ballistic

2 Missile Treaty. However, deployment of the

3 system may require treaty modifications.

4 The NMD system would consist of the

5 elements shown on this slide. These elements

6 are the Ground-Based Interceptor, which is the

7 weapon of the system; the Battle Management

8 Command and Control, the central communication

9 and control point; the In-Flight Interceptor

10 Communications System Data Terminal, which

11 transmits commands to the Ground-Based

12 Interceptor while it's in flight; the X-Band

13 Radar, which tracks the incoming missile; and

14 finally our existing early warning system of

15 radars and satellites.

16 In simplified form, this is how the

17 system works. When a ballistic missile is

18 launched, satellites in space would detect the

19 launch and provide warning. On the ground,

20 the existing early warning radars and the

21 X-Band Radar would detect and track the

22 incoming missile, and provide its specific

23 locations to the Battle Management Command and

24 Control. With this information the people

25 controlling the system is able to launch the
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1 Ground-Based Interceptor to destroy the

2 incoming target in outer space.

3 Now I will provide a little more

4 detail on each of the elements.

5 The weapon of the system is the

6 Ground-Based Interceptor, which would remain

7 in an underground silo until launch. It is

8 important to note that launches from these

9 sites would occur only in defense of the

10 United States. There would be no flight

11 testing of the missiles from their deployment

12 site.

13 The Ground-Based Interceptor is a

14 long range, high velocity missile consisting

15 of three solid propellant boosters and a kill

16 vehicle. The kill vehicle is the payload on

17 the missile. When the Ground-Base Interceptor

18 is launched it sends the kill vehicle into

19 outer space, where it will find, maneuver, and

20 collide with the incoming re-entry level.

21 100 Ground-Base Interceptors could

22 be located at one deployment base in Alaska or

23 in North Dakota. Or 100 silos could be

24 located at one site in Alaska and one site in

25 North Dakota, for a total of 200 silos.
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1 The Battle Management Command and

2 Control is the brains behind the system. In

3 the event of a launch against the United

4 States the NMD system would be controlled

5 through the Battle Management Command Control

6 elements. The Battle Management Command

7 Control facility would likely be located at

8 the Ground-Base Interceptor site.

9 The In-Flight Interceptor

10 Communications System, or IFICS Data Terminal,

11 would be a ground station that provides

12 communications links between the In-Flight

13 Ground-Base Interceptor and the Battle

14 Management Command and Control. The IFICS

15 Data Terminal would consist of a radio

16 transmitter/receiver, and would require about

17 one acre of land, including the perimeter

18 fence. Approximately 14 IFICS Data Terminals

19 could be required for the program.

20 At this time I would like to note

21 that we are still developing the operational

22 requirements for the IFICS Data Terminal. As

23 such, the specific locations where they could

24 be deployed have not yet been determined and

25 are currently under study. The regions under
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1 study include Alaska and North Dakota.

2 However, the operational requirements, as they

3 are refined, may require other regions to be

4 identified. The types of environmental

5 impacts associated with the IFICS Data

6 Terminal, therefore, are addressed in general

7 terms, rather than a specific site manner

8 within the Draft EIS.

9 The X-Band Radar is a ground-base

10 radar that is capable of long-range detection

11 and tracking incoming ballistic missiles. The

12 X-Band Radar site would include a radar in

13 associated support facilities. At this time

14 it is anticipated that only one X-Band Radar

15 in Alaska or North Dakota would be deployed

16 for the initial NMD system.

17 The United States has an existing

18 early warning system that can detect incoming

19 missiles. This system consists of early

20 warning radars, as well as satellites. The

21 NMD system plans to make use of this system

22 assist in the detection of the incoming

23 missiles.

24 The early warning system is in the

25 process of being upgraded by adding new
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1 satellites and software and hardware

2 modifications to the existing radars.

3 Upgrades to the radars in the United States

4 would occur at Beale Air Force Base,

5 California; Cape Cod Air Station,

6 Massachusetts; and Clear Air Station in

7 Alaska. Modifications of these radars would

8 not increase its current power levels and will

9 be addressed in a supplement to the NMD

10 Deployment Draft EIS. The new early warning

11 detection satellites are part of an Air Force

12 upgrade to the existing system, and they would

13 occur regardless of whether NMD is deployed or

14 not.

15 Any deployment of the system may

16 require use of existing fiber optic lines,

17 power lines, and other utilities. Some of

18 these lines may require modifications.

19 Furthermore, deployment of elements to some

20 locations may require the acquisition of new

21 rights-of-way, and the installation of new

22 utility and fiber optic cable.

23 Potential new fiber optic cable

24 locations include North Dakota, the interior

25 of Alaska, and an oceanic fiber optic cable
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1 along the Aleutian Islands. At this time the

2 exact alignment of the fiber optic cable lines

3 are under study and have not been identified

4 for every site. Therefore, this element is

5 addressed programmatically within the Draft

6 EIS.

7 For the EIS two alternatives were

8 considered. The No-action Alternative and the

9 Proposed Action. For the No-action

10 Alternative, the decision would be not to

11 deploy, in which case we would continue to

12 develop and test the system.

13 For the potential sites being

14 considered for deployment, the No-action

15 Alternative would be a continuation of

16 activities currently ongoing or planned for

17 those locations. Under the Proposed Action

18 alternative, NMD elements and element

19 locations would be selected from the range of

20 locations studied in the EIS.

21 Potential deployment locations are

22 being consideration in both Alaska and North

23 Dakota. The North Dakota sites are those that

24 fall within the existing deployment are under

25 the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. The
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1 Alaska sites fall within the geographical area

2 that maximizes the NMD system performance.

3 This slide shows the potential

4 deployment locations for Alaska. These sites

5 include Clear Air Station, Fort Greely, and

6 the Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area, along

7 with Eielson Air Force Base, as potential

8 deployment alternatives for the Ground-Based

9 Interceptor and Battle Management Command and

10 Control. Eareckson Air Station in the Western

11 Aleutians is the only potential location for

12 an X-Band Radar in Alaska.

13 This slide shows the potential

14 deployment locations under consideration in

15 North Dakota. These sites include the Grand

16 Forks Air Force Base and the Missile Site

17 Radar in Nekoma as potential deployment

18 alternatives for the Ground-Base Interceptor

19 and the Battle Management Command and Control

20 facility. For the X-Band Radar, the

21 deployment alternatives include the Cavalier

22 Air Station, the Missile Site Radar, and

23 Remote Sprint Launch Sites 1, 2 and 4, in

24 northeast North Dakota.

25 The NMD program decision to be made
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1 is whether to deploy a system. A decision to

2 deploy an NMD system would include the

3 selection of deployment sites from among the

4 alternative locations considered in this EIS

5 and which we discussed. The program is

6 scheduled for a deployment readiness review

7 next summer.

8 We have conducted three successful

9 flight tests, which have demonstrated the kill

10 vehicle's ability to detect and destroy an

11 incoming warhead. During the next six months

12 two system tests are scheduled to help assess

13 the system's technical maturity and design.

14 A decision to deploy will be based

15 on the analysis of the ballistic missile

16 threat, the technical readiness of the system

17 for deployment, the projected cost, arms

18 control objectives, and other factors,

19 including potential environmental impacts of

20 deploying and operating the NMD.

21 The EIS will provide the U.S.

22 government with the information necessary to

23 properly account for the environmental

24 impact. At this time a deployment decision is

25 not anticipated before June of 2000.
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1 This concludes my part of the

2 presentation. I will now turn the meeting

3 over to Mr. David Hasley, who will discuss the

4 environmental impact analysis process, and the

5 potential environmental impacts that could

6 occur from the NMD deployment.

7

8 DAVID HASLEY: Thank you, Colonel

9 Bramlitt.

10 Good evening, I am David Hasley with

11 the U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense

12 Command. We're in Huntsville, Alabama. And

13 our organization is conducting environmental

14 impact analysis process for deployment of the

15 NMD system, on behalf of the Ballistic Missile

16 Defense Organization.

17 Tonight I will present a schedule

18 for this environmental impact analysis

19 process, and show you how the public is

20 involved in the process. I will also discuss

21 the scope of the study and present the results

22 of the environmental analysis.

23 The National Environmental Policy

24 Act, or NEPA as it's known, requires that

25 federal agencies consider the environmental
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1 consequences of their proposed actions in

2 their decision making process. The deployment

3 of the NMD system is an action that falls

4 under NEPA, and we have therefore prepared a

5 Draft Environmental Impact Statement, or EIS,

6 to analyze the potential environmental

7 consequences of this action.

8 NEPA also requires that the public

9 be included in the decision making process.

10 Therefore, we held scoping meetings back in

11 December of last year to present to you the

12 NMD program, and receive your input on the

13 scope of issues to be addressed in the EIS.

14 In accordance with NEPA, your input

15 helped guide us in the preparation of the

16 Draft EIS. The Draft EIS was then made

17 available on 1 October of this year for public

18 and agency review and comment. This public

19 hearing this evening is a formal meeting where

20 we present the results contained in the Draft

21 EIS, and most importantly, receive your

22 comments on the document.

23 In addition to tonight's hearing,

24 written comments on the Draft EIS will

25 continue to be accepted at the address shown
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1 on this slide until 15 November of this year.

2 After the comment period is over we will

3 consider all comments, both written as well as

4 verbal, and perform additional analysis or

5 revise the EIS where necessarily. Again, as

6 in the scoping process, equal consideration

7 will be given to all comments, whether they

8 are presented here tonight or mailed to us.

9 Once the public review process is

10 complete we will prepare the Final EIS, which

11 is currently scheduled for completion in May

12 of next year. The Final EIS will include all

13 comments received during the public review

14 period and also our response to those

15 comments.

16 The EIS will serve as input for the

17 Record of Decision, which will document the

18 decision made on this proposal. And as you

19 heard from Colonel Bramlitt, consideration of

20 issues, besides those addressed in the EIS,

21 will also enter into the final decision of

22 whether to deploy the NMD system.

23 Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS is where

24 we describe the potential environmental

25 impacts that may occur to the affected
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1 environment as a result of implementing the

2 Proposed Action, or alternatives which were

3 described earlier. The affects of each

4 alternative are compared to the existing

5 conditions at each location.

6 Chapter 4 also includes suggested

7 mitigations where potential impacts have been

8 identified. Mitigation measures are methods

9 for reducing and minimizing potential

10 impacts.

11 For the Draft EIS the environment

12 was analyzed in terms of 15 different resource

13 areas, as shown on this slide. Each resource

14 area was addressed at each location, unless it

15 was determined through initial analysis that

16 the proposed activities would not result in an

17 environmental impact to that resource.

18 To summarize the results of the

19 Draft EIS, I will now provide an overview of

20 the potential impacts that may result from the

21 deployment of the NMD system.

22 The Draft EIS evaluated potential

23 impacts during both the construction, as well

24 as the operation phases of the NMD program.

25 We identified several areas with the potential
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1 for impacts, including airspace, wetlands,

2 health and safety, and socioeconomic benefits,

3 at all sites from the NMD employment

4 activities.

5 This slide shows the results of our

6 analysis of the airspace and biological

7 resource areas. Our analysis shows that there

8 is the potential to impact aircraft with

9 certain electric avionics. However,

10 Deployment of the X-Band Radar would not

11 require any restricted airspace around the

12 radar. Instead a high energy radiation area

13 notice would be published on the appropriate

14 aeronautical charts.

15 At sites shown in this slide there

16 is a potential to impact wetlands during the

17 construction period. However, standard

18 construction techniques such as avoidance and

19 soil stabilization would be used to reduced

20 potential impacts to all wetland areas.

21 Consultation will be conducted with regulatory

22 agencies, and appropriate permits will be

23 obtained prior to construction affecting the

24 wetlands. Under the Proposed Action no

25 adverse impacts would be expected to
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1 vegetation, wildlife, or threatened or

2 endangered species at any of the deployment

3 alternatives.

4 For the health and safety resource

5 area, first we analyzed the potential risk of

6 an electromagnetic radiation from the X-Band

7 Radar on human health and safety. The results

8 of our analysis have shown that exposure

9 levels outside of the boundary of the site

10 would be below established public exposure

11 guidelines.

12 Second, publishing of the high

13 energy radiation area notice on the

14 appropriate aeronautical charts would inform

15 pilots of the potential interference hazard to

16 certain types of aircraft. Overall, no

17 impacts to the public would occur due to

18 electromagnetic radiation exposure.

19 Potential beneficial socioeconomic

20 impacts would occur to the regions surrounding

21 the Ground-Base Interceptor deployment

22 alternatives, during both the construction, as

23 well as operational phases of deployment. As

24 shown on this slide, it is expected that

25 construction would take approximately 5 years

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
100 N. 3RD, STE. 270, GRAND FORKS, ND 58203 (701)775-4092

32

1 to complete, and generate between 150 to 310

2 million dollars in local expenditures during

3 that time. In addition, construction of the

4 system would employ between 250 and 325

5 personnel, depending on the site selected.

6 After construction, operation of the

7 site would require between 250 to 360

8 personnel. These operational personnel would

9 generate approximately 7 to 10 million dollars

10 in direct income per year.

11 As with the Ground-Base Interceptor

12 site, it is expected that deployment of the

13 X-Band Radar would also provide an economic

14 benefit to the area around the deployment

15 site, except for Eareckson Air Station in

16 Alaska. Since Eareckson Air Station is a

17 self-contained island in the Aleutian Islands

18 operated by the Air Force, construction and

19 operation at this site would not provide an

20 economic benefit to the surrounding area.

21 However, at the North Dakota

22 deployment alternatives, it is expected that

23 construction of the X-Band Radar would take

24 approximately 3 years to complete and generate

25 between 24 to 36 million dollars in local
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1 expenditures during that time. In addition,

2 construction of the system would employ

3 approximately 125 personnel.

4 After construction, operation of the

5 site would require approximately 105

6 personnel. The operational personnel would

7 generate approximately 2.7 million dollars in

8 direct income per year.

9 To support the proposed X-Band Radar

10 at Eareckson a fiber optic cable would be

11 required along the Aleutian Islands. Within

12 our Draft EIS we studied a potential fiber

13 optic cable route from Whittier or Seward to

14 Eareckson Air Station. Our initial analysis

15 has shown that most impacts would be

16 associated with biological resources and

17 subsistence uses. While there would be short

18 term impacts to these resources, once the

19 cable is laid there should be no long term

20 impacts involved.

21 Other NMD elements under development

22 include the In-Flight Interceptor

23 Communications System Data Terminals, which we

24 mentioned earlier, the overland fiber optic

25 capable required to connect the various NMD
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1 elements, as well as upgrades to existing

2 early warning radars used to assist in

3 tracking the incoming ballistic missiles.

4 Specific deployment locations for

5 IFICS have not yet been determined. However,

6 it is not expected that deployment of an IFICS

7 Data Terminal would result in any significant

8 impacts to the environment.

9 While existing commercial fiber

10 optic cable lines would be used where

11 possible, the NMD system would require

12 installation of some new fiber optic capable

13 on land. Once the specific fiber optic cable

14 alignments are identified, the appropriate

15 site specific environmental analysis will be

16 conducted.

17 For the Upgraded Early Warning

18 Radar, we have just developed the initial

19 proposed hardware and software upgrades to

20 these existing sites in Massachusetts, Alaska,

21 and California. As a result we're in the

22 process of preparing a supplement to our Draft

23 Deployment EIS, analyzing the potential

24 effects of the proposed upgrades.

25 We will release this supplement in
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1 the affected communities and hold public

2 hearings to go over the results of our

3 analysis. This supplement, along with the

4 public comments received at the hearings, will

5 be included within this Final Deployment EIS.

6 In closing, please keep in mind that

7 the study is in the draft stage. And our goal

8 is to provide the decision makers with

9 accurate information, such that the

10 environmental consequences of this proposal

11 can be considered. To do this, we're here

12 tonight asking for your comments on the

13 proposed -- on the Draft EIS. And this

14 information will be used to support the

15 overall decision making process.

16 I would like to turn now back to

17 Lewis for continuation of the hearing.

18

19 LEWIS MICHAELSON: Thank you, Mr.

20 Hasley. We are going to take a short five

21 minute recess now, to collect any remaining

22 speaker cards and position the podium for you

23 to speak. So if you will be patient with us

24 for five minutes, we will be ready to go

25 then.
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1 If you have not already filled out a

2 card, and intend to speak, if you will fill

3 one of those out, and then we'll put you on

4 the list of people to speak tonight. Thank

5 you.

6 (Whereupon, a brief recess was

7 taken.)

8 LEWIS MICHAELSON: Okay, we're ready

9 to get started again. Thank you for your

10 patience.

11 Before we proceed, let me remind of

12 a couple of points. Again, if you would

13 please limit your comments to four minutes.

14 And also, please state your name clearly,

15 before you make a statement for the record.

16 And again, written comments are

17 given the same consideration as oral

18 comments. So if you are not inclined to speak

19 in a public setting, please provide your

20 written comments to us instead.

21 And please remember that no decision

22 is being made tonight. The main purpose for

23 the governmental representatives being here is

24 to learn of your concerns and suggestions

25 firsthand.
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1 We will now begin the comment

2 period. To indicate when your four minutes is

3 up, I have a very simple way of indicating

4 times, to make it easier for you. When you

5 have one minute left I'll put my index finger

6 up like this (indicating), and you can find a

7 comfortable place to wrap up your comments.

8 When your four minutes is up I'll put up my

9 closed hand, like this (indicating).

10 Our first five speakers, in order,

11 actually six now, will be Shawn Ferguson,

12 Kevin Carvell, Joan Carlson, Kirk Smith, Rich

13 Becker and Jerry Waletzko. Would you please

14 come up one at a time.

15 Mr. Ferguson, good to see you

16 again.

17 SHAWN FERGUSON: Good evening. My

18 name is Shawn Ferguson. I'm with Senator

19 Conrad's office. In case I don't finish with

20 all of this tonight, I will be submitting this

21 into the record, so it will make it.

22 From Senator Conrad: I regret that

23 the senate schedule does not permit me to

24 attend this evening's hearing in person. I

25 have asked my staff to read this statement
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1 expressing my strong support for deployment of

2 National Missile Defense, NMD, in North

3 Dakota.

4 Yesterday in Washington, the North

5 Dakota Congressional delegation, and community

6 leaders from Grand Forks, met with Director of

7 the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, or

8 BMDO, Lieutenant General Ron Kadish, and the

9 former BMDO director, General Lester Lyles,

10 now Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force.

11 During this meeting I communicated again my

12 belief that we need to be prepared before we

13 are surprised by the rogue state ICBM threat,

14 such as from North Korea, Iran and Iraq.

15 I have been please to organize

16 visits to Washington by several groups of

17 North Dakota community leaders, and I would

18 like to thank each of you here this evening

19 for taking the time to inform the BMDO

20 representatives of your support for NMD.

21 Community support is an important part of the

22 equation.

23 North Dakota also brings other vital

24 assets to the table. We are the only treaty

25 compliant deployment site under the ABM
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1 Treaty. Here in northeastern North Dakota we

2 have existing infrastructure and active Air

3 Force installations, including Grand Forks Air

4 Force Base, that can help support the NMD

5 system.

6 Despite these assets, North Dakota

7 faces an uphill fight on NMD. The ABM Treaty

8 is under fire. And because a North Dakota

9 site cannot reliably defend the western ends

10 of the Aleutian and Hawaiian Island chains

11 against attack from nearby North Korea, the

12 Administration has proposed a single site in

13 Alaska.

14 As I recently told the President,

15 and his National Security Adviser, a single

16 site in Alaska is simply not adequate to meet

17 our nation's NMD needs. For three reasons,

18 defensive coverage, survivability, in

19 economies of scale, I believe it would be in

20 our nation's best interest to pursue an

21 initial NMD development at two sites, North

22 Dakota and Alaska.

23 At the very least, ABM Treaty

24 negotiations ought to be delayed until the

25 advantages of two sites have been carefully
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1 studied in accordance with my amendment to the

2 fiscal year 2000 defense authorization bill.

3 This amendment was recently signed into law.

4 Deploying NMD in Alaska may well be

5 necessary to counter the emerging North Korean

6 Missile threat to that state. However, having

7 studied this issue in depth throughout my

8 career in the senate, it is my conviction that

9 a single site in Alaska is simply not adequate

10 to defend our country against the full range

11 of threats it likely will face in the coming

12 decade.

13 I would again like to thank all of

14 those in attendance for being here tonight,

15 and BMDO personnel for visiting our state

16 again. I will continue to fight for NMD and

17 for North Dakota, and our nation in the

18 senate, and would urge community members to

19 contact me with their comments and suggestions

20 on this important matter.

21 Again, thank you for allowing me to

22 share with you my support for NMD. Kent

23 Conrad.

24 LEWIS MICHAELSON: Thank you very

25 much.
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1 Kevin Carvell?

2

3 KEVIN CARVELL: Good evening. I'm

4 Kevin Carvell. I'm district director for

5 Senator Byron Dorgan. And the Senator asked

6 me to read this statement for him this

7 evening.

8 As the Department of Defense

9 conducts the final phase of its Environmental

10 Impact Statement to support the construction

11 of a limited National Missile Defense system,

12 I want to point out the advantages there are

13 to locating the system in North Dakota.

14 First, North Dakota has the only

15 site currently under consideration that is

16 allowed under had 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile

17 Treaty. The Russian government has

18 steadfastly refused to consider major changes

19 to the ABM Treaty. Building an NMD system in

20 Alaska in violation of the treaty could

21 destroyed the framework of arms control that

22 underpins our security relationship with

23 Russia. Russia would almost certainly reject

24 further reductions in its strategic forces and

25 might well decide to expand its nuclear

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
100 N. 3RD, STE. 270, GRAND FORKS, ND 58203 (701)775-4092

42

1 arsenal. The slight advantage that an Alaskan

2 site might offer in defending remote parts of

3 Alaska and Hawaii against a primitive North

4 Korean missile is far outweighed by the danger

5 of reigniting a nuclear arms race with the

6 only nation that can still threaten us with

7 thousands of nuclear warheads.

8 Secondly, while a North Dakota site

9 may not address a North Korean threat as well

10 as an Alaskan site, a North Dakota site is

11 better situated to meet other threats, such as

12 the threat from Iran or Iraq. A limited

13 National Missile Defense system should be

14 situated to provide the best protection for

15 the entire country from a wide range of rogue

16 threats, not just from North Korea, a country

17 that many believe is on the verge of collapse.

18 Third, by building in North Dakota

19 the Department of Defense can save hundreds

20 are millions of dollars that it can use for

21 other high priority requirements. The Draft

22 Environmental Impact Statement clearly shows

23 that a North Dakota site offers considerable

24 construction savings.

25 For example, construction of the
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1 ground-based interceptor site in Alaska would

2 cost more than 600 million, while construction

3 at a site in North Dakota would cost only 312

4 million. A savings of about half.

5 Most importantly, the people of

6 North Dakota have a long tradition of

7 supporting this nation's military. No state

8 has better a community-military relations.

9 North Dakota communities helped win the cold

10 war. Now North Dakotans are willing and

11 capable of helping to preserve the peace.

12 LEWIS MICHAELSON: Joan Carlson?

13

14 JOAN CARLSON: My name is Joan

15 Carlson. I'm the eastern field director for

16 Congressman Pomeroy. He asked me to read this

17 statement tonight.

18 Colonel Bramlitt and distinquished

19 officers from the Ballistic Missile Defense

20 Organization, welcome to North Dakota. We

21 appreciate your being here today to hear our

22 testimony on the Draft Environmental Impact

23 statement in preparation for the development

24 of a National Missile Defense system. You

25 have an incredibly important task, and we
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1 thank you for this opportunity to participate

2 in the process.

3 Before I discuss the environmental

4 impacts of NMD deployment in North Dakota, I

5 would like to say a word about the level of

6 support in this community for the United

7 States military. Northeastern North Dakota

8 has a proud history of hosting missions that

9 are essential to our national security. From

10 the air refueling wing and the former

11 Minuteman missiles at Grand Forks Air Force

12 Base, to the Cavalier Air Station, to the ABM

13 site at Nekoma, northeastern North Dakota has

14 always welcomed the military with open arms.

15 We are here this evening to say that we want

16 to be your host for a National Missile Defense

17 system.

18 With respect to the environmental

19 analysis, the Draft Environmental Impact

20 Statement rightly concludes that there are no

21 significant hurdles to overcome with respect

22 to the deployment in North Dakota. As the

23 report states, NMD deployment in North Dakota

24 would have no impact on threaten or endanger

25 species. Likewise, once construction of the

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
100 N. 3RD, STE. 270, GRAND FORKS, ND 58203 (701)775-4092

P-T-011 P-T-011

1

9
-2

5
8

Exhibit 9.1.3-1: Reproductions of Transcript Comment Documents (Continued)



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

45

1 NMD system is complete there should be little

2 soil erosion from operation of the site.

3 Regarding health and safety, the

4 report notes that in the unlikely event of a

5 mishap, the danger to health and safety is

6 greater in North Dakota than Alaska, because

7 the North Dakota site, although sparsely

8 populated, is more densely populated than

9 Alaska. It should be noted, however, that the

10 absolute threat to health and safety of NMD

11 deployment in North Dakota is extremely low.

12 As you further evaluate where to

13 deploy a National Missile Defense system, the

14 question of coverage must be considered. A

15 single-site NMD system deployed in North

16 Dakota provides coverage of all 50 states

17 against a North Korean missile attack with the

18 exception of the western most uninhabited

19 islands of Hawaii, and the far western reaches

20 of the Aleutian Islands of Alaska.

21 Importantly a North Dakota site provides

22 enhanced shoot-look-shoot capability for the

23 entire continental United States, with the

24 possible exception of the Pacific Northwest.

25 Meaning that we can fire an interceptor, see
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1 if it hits the target, and then fire another

2 interceptor, if necessary. Alaska, on the

3 other hand, provides shoot-look-shoot

4 capability only against U.S. territories west

5 of the Mississippi River, leaving salvo

6 coverage of the densely populated eastern

7 United States.

8 In sum, if only one site is chosen

9 the level of coverage favors North Dakota. In

10 the alternative, a two-site architecture of

11 North Dakota and Alaska would provide a far

12 better coverage than either site alone.

13 In summary I want to thank you again

14 to taking the time to come to North Dakota.

15 LEWIS MICHAELSON: Thank you very

16 much.

17 Kirk Smith?

18

19 KIRK SMITH: Thanks for coming here

20 tonight General Bramlitt and your staff. My

21 name is Kirk Smith, and I'm a North Dakota

22 district judge. My comments are personal,

23 rather than official however, and represent my

24 recommendations regarding deployment of the

25 NMD system. Well, I ought to mention I'm also
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1 a veteran of military service during the

2 Korean War, and a long-term resident of North

3 Dakota.

4 I believe that the first deployment

5 of the system should be in North Dakota,

6 because that deployment would provide initial

7 protection contemplated by congress, and would

8 be within the terms of the ABM Treaty existing

9 with Russia. The deployment within the treaty

10 limits would provide needed national defense

11 protection.

12 And two, avoid Russian

13 countermeasures, either diplomatic or

14 military.

15 And three, would provide time to

16 develop diplomatic and economic support for

17 alternate expansion of the deployment of the

18 system to Alaska, as well.

19 That concludes my comments. Thank

20 you very much.

21 LEWIS MICHAELSON: Thank you.

22 Rich Becker?

23

24 RICH BECKER: Good evening, and

25 thank you for the opportunity to publicly
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1 comment. My name is Rich Becker. I'm a

2 private citizen of Grand Forks.

3 My comment is really more in the

4 nature of a question. And the question

5 basically is what has changed.

6 I have to assume that for Grand

7 Forks to have been named as the only official

8 site in the ABM Treaty in the early '70s to

9 mid '70s, that thorough research and analysis

10 at that time must have taken place as to why

11 Grand Forks was suitable. Which again brings

12 forth the question, I mean as a private

13 citizen I don't understand what has changed,

14 that now all of a sudden Alaska meets the

15 definition that North Dakota did not meet back

16 in the '70s.

17 Thank you.

18 LEWIS MICHAELSON: Thank you.

19 Jerry Waletzko?

20

21 JERRY WALETZKO: My question was

22 already answered.

23 LEWIS MICHAELSON: That brings me to

24 all of the cards that were turned in. We do

25 want to encourage everyone to take advantage
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1 of this opportunity, so if anyone has been

2 inspired in the last 20 minutes to say

3 something, we would appreciate it if you would

4 come up to the microphone and address the

5 panel.

6 Is there anyone else that would like

7 to do that this evening?

8 If not, we very much appreciate your

9 being here, and we look forward to sending out

10 the Draft EIS. That's available to those of

11 you who would like one.

12 And this meeting is adjourned.

13 Thank you.

14 (Whereupon, the meeting was

15 adjourned at 7:45 o'clock p.m.)

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

RUTH ANN JOHNSON - COURT REPORTER SERVICE
100 N. 3RD, STE. 270, GRAND FORKS, ND 58203 (701)775-4092

50

1 REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

2

3

4 I, Julie K. Kohler, a general shorthand

5 (stenograph) reporter, 100 North Third Street,

6 Suite 270, Grand Forks, North Dakota, do

7 hereby certify that the foregoing 49 pages of

8 typewritten material constitutes a full, true

9 and correct transcript of my original

10 stenograph notes, as they purport to contain,

11 of the transcript of the proceedings reported

12 by me at the time and place hereinbefore

13 mentioned.

14

15

16

17

18

19 Julie K. Kohler

20

21

22 Dated this day of ,

23 1999.

24

25
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P R O C E E D I N G S

MR. MICHAELSON: If you would go ahead and take

your seats, we're going to get started with the meeting in

just a minute.

Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. Thank you

for coming tonight. This is the public hearing on the

draft environmental impact statement, or EIS, for the

deployment of the National Missile Defense, or NMD, system.

I am Lewis Michaelson, and I will be the hearing moderator

for tonight's meeting.

This hearing is being held in accordance with

provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and

its implementing regulations. This Act requires Federal

agencies to analyze the potential environmental impacts of

certain proposed actions and their alternatives, and to

consider the findings of those analyses in deciding how to

proceed.

The purpose of tonight's hearing is to receive

your comments and your suggestions on the draft EISs.

Those of you who have not had the opportunity to review the

draft EISs may want to read the summary of the major

findings available as a handout. Those findings will also

be addressed by the panel members in their presentations.

Let's look at the agenda for tonight. Hopefully

you all had the opportunity to talk to the many
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verbal comment card, available at the registration table,

and turn it in. After the presentations, we will take a

short recess to collect any remaining cards. I'll start

calling up speakers in the following order: first, elected

officials; and then members of the public in the order in

which those cards were handed in.

If you don't feel comfortable standing up here

tonight and making a statement, you have until November

15th of this year to submit a written statement for

consideration in the final EIS. The address shown on the

slide is also on the handout and on the comment sheets you

received as you entered the hall.

Keep in mind that written comments are given the

same consideration as verbal comments offered here tonight.

I want to make sure that all of those of you who

wish to speak have a fair chance to be heard. We have a

stenographer here who will be making a verbatim record of

everything that is said tonight. The verbatim record will

become a part of the final EIS and we will also be

videotaping the public hearing tonight to document your

input.

To insure that we get an accurate record of what

is said, please help me enforce the following ground rules.

First, please speak only after I recognize you and address

your remarks to me. If you have a written statement, you

knowledgeable experts and program officials who were

staffing the exhibits during the first hour. After I

finish this introduction, Colonel Larry Bramlitt will

describe the proposed action for NMD deployment. Colonel

Bramlitt is the assistant to the program manager for the

NMD program, and he is representing the NMD program office.

Next, Mr. David Hasley will brief you on the

environmental impact analysis process and summarize the

results reported in the draft EIS. Mr. Hasley is the

program's EIS team leader for the U.S. Army Space and

Missile Defense Command.

The last item on the agenda, though, is really

the most important. This is your opportunity to provide

information and make statements on the record. This input

insures that the decision makers can benefit from your

knowledge of the local areas involved and any adverse

environmental effects you think may result from the

proposed action or alternatives.

Keep in mind that the EIS is intended to insure

that future decision makers will be fully informed about

the environmental impacts associated with the various

alternatives before they decide on a course of action.

Consequently, comments tonight on issues unrelated to the

EIS are beyond the scope of this hearing.

To comment verbally tonight, please fill out a
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developed to protect the United States from ballistic

missile attacks. The events depicted on this chart drove

the Congressional mandate to deploy national missile

defense as soon as technologically feasible. The reason

the United States needs such a system is that the

proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and long range

missile technology has increased the threat to our national

security.

Our current program guidance is to develop,

demonstrate, and if directed, deploy a system to defend the

United States against a limited strategic ballistic missile

threat. The NMD system will be a land based, non nuclear

missile defense system, and the development and testing

effort will be consistent with the anti-ballistic missile

treaty. However, deployment may require treaty

modifications.

The system will consist of the elements shown on

this slide. The ground based interceptor, which is the

weapon of the system, the battle management command and

control, which is the central communications and control

point, the in-flight interceptor communications system,

which transmits in-flight commands to the interceptor while

it's in flight, the X-band radar, which tracks incoming

missiles, and finally, our existing early warning system of

radars and satellites.

may turn it in, you may read it out loud, or you may do

both. Second, please speak clearly and slowly into the

microphone, starting with your name and any organization

you represent. Each person will be recognized for four

minutes and this time includes public officials,

organizational spokespersons and private individuals.

Fourth, please honor any request that I may make

for you to stop speaking if you have reached the four

minute time limit. Please do not speak while another

person is speaking. And finally, kindly refrain from

smoking in this room.

Now it's my pleasure to introduce Colonel

Bramlitt, who will describe the NMD program.

COL. BRAMLITT: Good evening. My name is Larry

Bramlitt. I think this is our seventh in a series of

public hearings. We've been in North Dakota and Alaska and

now here. I would like to point out I am in a short

sleeved shirt, for obvious reasons.

I'm from the Ballistic Missile Defense

Organization, that's the agency that's responsible for

development and deploying the NMD system. In the following

charts, I review the threat that's driving this

development, provide an overview of the program, and

address the decision to be made.

National Missile Defense System has been
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located at one deployment base in Alaska or North Dakota.

Or up to 100 silos could be based at one site in Alaska and

one site in North Dakota, for up to a total of 200 sites.

The battle management command and control is the

brains of NMD. In the event of a launch against the United

States, the system will be controlled through this element.

A battle management command and control facility would

likely be located with the ground based interceptor site.

The in-flight interceptor communications system,

or IFICS, would be ground stations to provide the

communication links between the in-flight ground based

interceptor and the battle management command and control.

An IFICS site would consist of a radio transmitter

receiver, and would require approximately one acre of land.

Up to 14 IFICS site could be required for this system.

At this time, I would like to note that we are

still developing the operational requirements for the

IFICS. As such, the specific locations where it would be

deployed has yet to be determined. Regions under study

include Alaska and North Dakota. However, as the

operational requirements are refined further, other regions

may be identified. Therefore, the types of environmental

impacts associated with this element are address in general

terms rather than site specific manner within the draft

EIS.

In simplified form, this is how the system works.

When a ballistic missile is launched, satellites in space

would detect this launch and provide warning. On the

ground, the existing early warning radar and the X-band

radar would then acquire and track the missile and provide

its specific locations to the battle management command and

control. This information gives the people controlling the

system the ability to launch the ground based interceptor,

to destroy the incoming target outside the Earth's

atmosphere.

I'd like to describe a little more detail on the

elements now. The weapon of the system is the ground based

interceptor, which remains in an underground silo until

launched. It is important to note that launches from these

sites would occur only in defense of the United States.

There will be no flight tests of these missiles from the

deployed site.

The ground based interceptor is a long range,

high velocity missile consisting of three solid

propellants, propellant boosters and a kill vehicle. The

kill vehicle is the payload on the missile, and when the

ground based interceptor is launched, it sends the kill

vehicle into outer space, where it will find, maneuver and

collide with the incoming target.

Up to 100 ground based interceptor silos could be
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and installation of new utility and fiber optic cable.

Potential new fiber optic cable routes include lines in

North Dakota, the interior of Alaska and an oceanic cable

along the Aleutian Islands.

At this time, the exact alignment of the fiber

optic cables are under study and have not been identified

for each side. Therefore, this element is addressed

programmatically in this EIS.

For this EIS, two alternatives were considered:

the no-action alternative and the proposed action. For the

no-action alternative, the decision will be not to deploy.

In that case, the NMD program would continue to develop and

test the system. For the potential sites being considered

for deployment, the no-action alternative would be a

continuation of the activities currently planned for these

locations.

Under the proposed action alternative, the NMD

elements and their locations would be selected from the

range of locations stated in the EIS. Potential deployment

locations for the National Missile Defense Systems are

considered in both Alaska and North Dakota. The North

Dakota sites fall within the existing deployment area of

the 1972 anti-ballistic missile treaty. The Alaskan sites

fall within the geographic area that maximizes NMD system

performance.

The X-band radar is a ground based radar capable

of long range detection and tracking of incoming ballistic

missiles. The X-band radar site would include the radar

and its associated support facilities. At this time, it is

anticipated that only one X-band radar in Alaska or North

Dakota would be deployed for the initial NMD system.

The United States already has an existing early

warning system that consists of early warning radars and

satellites. The NMD program will make use of this system

which is currently being upgraded by adding new satellites

and modifying the software and hardware for the radars.

Upgrades to the early warning radars in the United States

would occur at Beall Air Force Base, California, Cape Code

Air Station, Massachusetts, Clear Air Station, Alaska.

The modifications to these radars would not

increase the current power levels, and would be addressed

in a supplement to the NMD draft EIS. The early warning

detection satellites a part of an Air Force upgrade to the

existing system, and would occur regardless of whether NMD

was deployed or not.

Any deployment of the NMD system may require the

use of existing fiber optic lines, power lines and other

utilities. Some of these existing lines may require some

modification. Furthermore, deployment of elements to some

locations may require the acquisition of new rights of way
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destroy an incoming warhead. During the next six months,

two systems tests are scheduled to help us assess the

systems technical maturity and design.

A decision to deploy will be based on the

following:

an assessment of the ballistic missile threat to the United

States, the technical readiness of the NMD system for

deployment, the projected costs to build and operate the

system, arms control objectives and other factors,

including potential environmental impacts of deploying and

operating the system. The EIS will provide us with the

information necessary to properly account for these

environmental impacts.

This concludes my part of the presentation. I

would now like to turn it over to Mr. Dave Hasley, who will

discus the environmental impact analysis process and the

potential environmental impacts that will occur with

deployment of this system. Thank you.

MR. HASLEY: Thank you, Colonel Bramlitt.

Good evening, I'm David Hasley. I'm with the

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command. We're located

in Huntsville, Alabama. Our organization is responsible

for conducting the environmental impact analysis process

for deployment of the NMD system on behalf of the ballistic

missile defense organization.

This slide shows the potential deployment

locations in Alaska. For the ground based interceptor and

the battle management command and control, sites include

Clear Air Station, Fort Greeley and the Fort Wainwright

Yukon Training Area, along with Eielison Air Force Base.

Eareckson Air Force Base in the Western Aleutians is the

only potential location for the X-band radar being

considered in Alaska.

This slide shows the potential deployment

locations under consideration in North Dakota. These sites

include Grand Forks Air Force Base and the missile site

radar in Nekoma as potential deployment locations for the

ground based interceptor and the battle management command

and control.

For the X-band radar, the deployment alternatives

include Cavalier Air Station, the missile site radar and

remote sprint launch sites 1, 2, and 4.

The program decision to be made is whether to

deploy. A decision to deploy would include the selection

of deployment sites from among the alternative locations

considered in the EIS. The program is on schedule for a

deployment readiness review next summer. We do not

anticipate a deployment decision before June of 2000. We

have conducted three successful flight tests, which have

demonstrated the kill vehicle's ability to detect and
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In addition to tonight's meeting, written

comments on the draft EIS will continue to be accepted at

the address shown on this slide until November 15th. After

the comment period is over, we will consider all comments,

both written and verbal, and perform additional analysis or

revise the EIS where necessary.

Again, as in the scoping process, equal

consideration will be given to all comments, whether they

are presented here tonight or mailed to us. Once the

public review process is complete, we will prepare the

final EIS schedule for completion in May of next year. The

final EIS will include comments received during the public

review period, as well as our response to those comments.

The EIS will serve as input for the record of decision

which will document the decision to be made.

And as you just heard from Colonel Bramlitt,

consideration of issues besides those addressed in the EIS

will enter into the final decision on whether to deploy the

NMD system.

Chapter 4 of the draft EIS is where we describe

the potential environmental impacts that may occur to the

affected environment as a result of implementing the

proposed action or alternatives as described earlier. The

effects of each alternative are compared to the existing

conditions at each location. Chapter 4 also includes

Tonight, I will present to you the schedule for

this environmental impact analysis process and show how

you, the public, is involved. I will also discuss the

scope of the study and present the results of our

environmental analysis.

The National Environmental Policy Act, or NEPA,

requires that Federal agencies consider the environmental

consequences of their proposed actions in their decision

making process. The deployment of the NMD system is an

action that falls under NEPA, and we have therefore

prepared a draft environmental impact statement, or EIS, to

analyze the potential environmental consequences of this

action.

NEPA also requires that the public be included in

the decision making process. Therefore, we held scoping

meetings back in December of last year, to present to you

the NMD program and receive your input on the scope of

issues to be addressed in the draft EIS.

In accordance with NEPA, your input helped guide

us in the preparation of the draft EIS. The draft EIS was

then made available on 1 October of this year for public

and agency review and comment. This public hearing this

evening is a formal meeting where we present the results

contained in the draft EIS and more importantly, receive

your comments on the document.
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charts.

The sites shown on this slide, there is a

potential to impact wetlands during the construction phase

of the program. However, standard construction techniques

such as avoidance and soil stabilization would be used to

reduce the potential impacts to these wetland areas. Also,

consultation would be conducted with the regulatory

agencies and appropriate permits would be obtained prior to

construction affecting any of the wetlands.

Under the proposed action, no adverse impacts

would be expected to vegetation, wildlife or threatened or

endangered species at any of the deployment alternatives.

For the health and safety resource area, first we analyzed

the potential risk rom electromagnetic radiation from the

X-band radar on human health and safety. The results of

our analysis have shown that the exposure levels outside

the boundary of the site would be below established public

exposure guidelines.

Second, publishing of the high energy radiation

area notice on the appropriate aeronautical charts would

inform pilots of this potential electromagnetic

interference hazard to certain types of aircraft.

Therefore, overall, no impacts to the public would occur

due to electromagnetic radiation exposure.

Potential benefits of socioeconomic impacts would

suggested mitigations where potential impacts have been

identified. Mitigation measures are methods for reducing

or minimizing potential impacts.

For the draft EIS, the environment was analyzed

in terms of 15 different resource areas as shown on this

slide. Each resource area was addressed at each location

unless it was determined through the initial analysis that

the proposed activities would not result in environmental

impact to that resource. To summarize the results of the

draft EIS, I will now provide an overview of the potential

impacts that may result from the deployment of the NMD

system.

The draft EIS evaluated potential impacts during

both the construction as well as operational phase of the

program. We identified several areas with potential for

impacts, including air space, wetlands, health and safety,

and associated economic benefits at all sites from NMD

deployment activities.

This slide shows the results of our analysis of

the air space and the biological resource areas. Our

analysis shows that there is a potential to impact aircraft

with certain electronic avionics. However, deployment of

the X-band radar would not require any restricted air space

around the radar. Instead, a high energy radiation area

notice would be published on the appropriate aeronautical
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$24 million to $36 million in local expenditures during

that time. In addition, construction of the system would

employ approximately 125 personnel. After construction,

operation of the site would require approximately 105

personnel and these operational personnel would generate

approximately $2.7 million in direct income per year.

To support the proposed X-band radar at Eareckson

Air Station, a fiber optic cable line would be required

along the Aleutian Islands. Within our draft EIS, we study

the potential fiber optic cable route from Whittier or

Seward to Eareckson Air Station. Our initial analysis has

shown that most impacts would be associated with biological

resources and subsistence uses. While there would be short

term impacts to these resources, once the cable is laid,

there should be no long term impacts.

Other NMD elements under development include the

in-flight interceptor communications systems, data

terminals, or IFICS, the overland fiber optic cable

required to connect the NMD elements, and upgrades to the

existing early warning radars used to assist in tracking

incoming ballistic missiles . Specific deployment locations

for IFICS have not yet been determined. However, it is not

expected that deployment of an IFICS data terminal would

result in significant impacts to the environment.

While existing fiber optic cable lines would be

occur to the regions surrounding the ground based

interceptor deployment alternatives, during both the

construction as well as operational phases of deployment.

As shown on this slide, it is expected that construction

would take approximately five years to complete and

generate between $150 million and $310 million in local

expenditures during that time. In addition, construction

of the system would employ between 250 and 325 personnel,

depending upon the sites selected.

After construction, operation of the site would

require between 250 to 360 personnel. These personnel

would generate approximately $7 million to $10 million in

direct income per year.

As with the ground based interceptor site, it is

expected that deployment of the X-band radar would also

provide an economic benefit to the area around the

deployment site, except for the one located at Eareckson

Air Station in Alaska. Since Eareckson Air Station is a

self-contained island in the Aleutian Islands, operated by

the Air Force, construction and operation at this site

would not provide the same economic benefit to the area

surrounding it.

At the North Dakota deployment alternatives, it's

expected that construction of the X-band radar would take

approximately three years to complete and generate between
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MR. MICHAELSON: Thank you, Mr. Hasley.

We need just about three minutes to collect any

remaining speaker cards and position the podium for the

speakers who are going to comment, so we're going to recess

for three minutes. Stay with us.

[Recess.]

MR. MICHAELSON: Okay, we're going back on the

record.

Before we proceed, may I remind you of a couple

of points. Again, please limit your comments to four

minutes, so that everyone can be heard. And please state

your name clearly, into the microphone and before you make

your statement. Please remember that no decision is being

made tonight. The main purpose for the Government

representatives being here is to learn of your suggestions

and concerns first-hand.

And we will now begin the comment period. To

indicate when your four minutes is up, I have a very simple

way of indicating times. When you have one minute left,

I'll put up one finger, indicating that you have one

minute. That should allow you to find a comfortable place

to wrap up your comments. And if you're still going at

four minutes, I'll put up my closed hand like this,

indicating that it's time to finish your comments.

Keep in mind again that written comments are

used where possible, the NMD system would require

installation of some new fiber optic cable on land. Once

the specific fiber optic cable alignments have been

identified, the appropriate site specific environmental

analysis would be conducted.

For the upgraded early warning radar, we have

just developed the initial proposed hardware and software

upgrades to these existing sites in Massachusetts, Alaska

and California. As a result, we're in the process of

preparing a supplement to our draft deployment EIS,

analyzing the potential effects of these proposed upgrades.

We will release the supplement in the affected communities

and accept comments on the results of our analysis. This

supplement, along with the public comments, would be

included in the final deployment EIS.

In closing, I'd like for you to keep in mind that

this study is in the draft stage and our goal is to provide

the decision makers with accurate information on the

environmental consequences of this proposal. And to do

this, we're here tonight asking for your comments on the

draft EIS. This information will then be used to support

the overall decision making process.

I'd like to thank you for coming tonight, I

appreciate it, and I now will turn it back over to Lewis

Michaelson to accept your comments. Thank you.

9
-3

6
9 Exhibit 9.1.3-1: Reproductions of Transcript Comment Documents (Continued)



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

from the investigative reporter, Bill Goetz, and the

internet and other places. I think the environmental

impact of the ballistic missile defense is going to happen

at three different places: development, deployment and use.

Development, I don't see a whole lot, there's just software

development and microengineering, computer science, the

mining, the water, the electricity, there's really not a

whole lot of environmental impact in my opinion.

Deployment, again, not a whole lot going on

there. You know, you've got a little land to use and what

not. But deployment does change the strategic balance,

mutually assured destruction, which I happen to take

comfort in, is gone. This deployment is not about

defending Americans. It's about winning nuclear war, and

that's exactly what National Missile Defense will do.

I happen to think that deployment is possible,

and I have no doubt that the military infrastructure of

this country will build it, and it will effectively work,

not on little one by ones, but the whole thing. And I

think that's a very dangerous situation in light of world

history that I've learned, such as the Gulf of Tonkin

incident, the Gulf War, I remember seeing Dick Cheney

coming around and talking to me about Saddam Hussein's last

options and all that.

I fear a day when maybe George Bush or a

given the same consideration as oral comments. So if

you're unable to say everything you had, please turn those

in in a written form. And I usually call the names of all

the speakers in order, so you'll know when you should be

prepared to come up.

Tonight we have a total of four speakers, so I

won't need to do a whole lot of announcing. The first name

is Thomas Maher, the second is Stephen Young, third is

Sharon Judge, and the fourth is Richard Judge.

Thomas Maher, if you would come forward.

MR. MAHER: Good evening, thank you for the

opportunity to speak to you guys today. My name is Thomas

Maher.

And I didn't know the format, so I was expecting

a little bit more time, but I'll do the best I can.

I was told in my speech communications class at

Penn State that I should state my authority and reason why

I'm here to talk. I got a bachelor's of science in

chemical engineering from Penn State University in 1996.

I've also had the opportunity to memorize the Gospel of

Mark verbatim. This is where I got my sense of right and

wrong. And if anyone would care to hear that after the

show, it takes about 75 or 80 minutes.

But as far as National Missile Defense, I'm

certainly short on authority. I get most of my information

P-T-084 P-T-084
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Stephen Young.

MR. YOUNG: My name is Stephen Young, and I'm

deputy director of the Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers.

The Coalition is a non-partisan alliance of 17 of the

Nation's leading arms control and non-proliferation

organizations looking for a practical, step by step program

to reduce the dangers of weapons of mass destruction.

However, the views I am expressing here today are my own

and do not necessarily reflect those of every member of the

Coalition.

It's appropriate we're here today 10 years after

the fall of the Berlin Wall having to deal with the

implications of the end of the Cold War on international

and U.S. security. The proposed National Missile Defense

is one answer to those challenges. But I would argue, it

is a premature answer and one that at this time would

reduce rather than increase U.S. security.

However, as this is an environmental impact

statement review, I will restrict my comments to two

critical omissions or oversights in the EIS itself. First,

the EIS does not evaluate the environmental impact of

nuclear conflict and how likely that conflict would be with

and without a National Missile Defense. A complete EIS

would incorporate an analysis of the likelihood of nuclear

attack on the United States. It would examine how likely

P-T-085 P-T-085President, maybe in 2010, 2015, is going to get up there

and say, we're running out of time, the Chinese or whoever

it is that we, is a danger to our national security, and a

Gulf of whatever incident could come up. And this National

Missile Defense could be effectively used to kill millions

of people, billions of people. I don't want that blood on

my hands, and that's why I'm here today.

The use of this technology is going to, could

result in a nuclear war. Nuclear war, I'll yield to Albert

Einstein, when he talked about nuclear weapons, he said,

"All life." When he was talking about all life, he was not

talking about a few people dying from nuclear weapons or

cockroaches, he was talking about all life on the entire

planet.

So my upper limit for damage to the environment

is 6 billion people. I think that that's the worst case

scenario of deploying this thing, and I'm afraid that

that's the environmental impact that we might be looking

at.

I'm not going to go into alternatives today. I

think that peace and arms control ideas can be effective at

achieving the same thing that this proposed National

Missile Defense claims to.

Thank you very much.

MR. MICHAELSON: Thank you.
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Let me be clear: a nuclear attack of nay kind,

large or small, would be a catastrophe, environmentally and

otherwise. The U.S. should pursue every prudent step to

prevent such an outcome. However, at this time, deploying

a National Missile Defense would decrease, rather than

increase, U.S. security. This is true not only because of

the implications of the dynamics mentioned above, but also

because the technology is unproven, the second reason why

the EIS is not satisfactory.

Specifically, the EIS is premature, because it

evaluates an incomplete system, one that has only begun

testing. The technology is unproven and cannot be shown to

be reliable or effective by the next time we schedule a

decision on deployment.

By next June, the BMDO will have done effectively

only 3 intercept tests and only 19 before 2005, when the

system is scheduled to take effect. So few tests cannot

show the system to be reliable and effective by next

summer's scheduled deployment decision.

Just one example of that problem, the Patriot

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. Thus, this EIS, which evaluates the untested

missile defense system, is premature. It should be

and what the consequences would be of an attack with a very

few nuclear armed missiles by a country like North Korea or

Iran, the threat the system is designed to address.

It would also evaluate the threat from Russia and

China, and evaluate how much more likely the nuclear

conflict with one of those countries would be if the U.S.

deploys a National Missile Defense system. It would

consider briefly the outcome of such a conflict. I will

highlight just one specific outcome.

An April 1998 report published in the New England

Journal of Medicine estimated that 6.8 million Americans

would die from the firestorms following a nuclear attack

launched by a single Russian submarine. Millions more

would die from fallout. Of course, the environmental

impacts would be equally horrendous.

An evaluation of the relative threat would

inevitably include the increased risk of nuclear conflict

with Russia or China greatly outweighs the low risk of a

nuclear missile attack by North Korea or Iran. Statements

by foreign leaders of U.S. allies and otherwise bear me

out. German foreign minister Yaska Fisher recently said,

and I quote, "There is no doubt that this would lead to a

split security standard within NATO. I see lots of

problems developing in this respect which we must discuss

calmly and reasonably with our American friends.“
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use of the environment and would operate for 10 to 20

years. Twenty years has passed. Residents sued the Air

Force 20 years ago to get an environmental impact

statement. This document is sobering, as there's a whole

section on unresolved issues.

There was a low key site assessment done, so the

residents didn't find out about it until the construction

was, until it was being constructed. They urged continuous

monitoring, they wanted an epidemiological study to begin

from the moment the power was turned on at PAVE PAWS, and

they wanted to be informed of any upgrades to the facility.

Twenty years later, none of these things have been done.

The entire Cape Cod region is in the spell of

PAVE PAWS powerful beings, there are two powerful beings.

We have some of the highest rates of cancer and other

potentially health related issues on the Cape. This draft

environmental impact statement is deficient and this EIS

process is deficient. The Cape Cod community has been left

out of the process. The draft EIS talks about the scoping

process, and how scoping meetings were held in communities

perceived to be affected by the NMD program. Evidently the

BMDO did not perceive Cape Cod as being affected by

upgrades to PAVE PAWS.

How is this, when the Air Force and Pentagon, the

Joint Program Office at MMR, were well aware of the

repeated once the system has been shown to be reliable and

effective.

Thank you very much.

MR. MICHAELSON: Sharon Judge.

MS. JUDGE: I would like to address the decision

makers. Can I just flip this around? It's very important

to me.

MR. MICHAELSON: No, I would prefer that you talk

to me and the decision makers are all around this room, so

we can all hear you, if you'll speak from there.

MS. JUDGE: My name is Sharon Judge, and I'm from

Cape Cod, Massachusetts. I have found this meeting to be

very enlightening, lots of information, handouts,

questionnaires, question and answers, web sites, 800

numbers, etc. We did not have this opportunity on Cape

Cod. Despite the fact that the PAVE PAWS early warning

radar on Cape Cod is the center of an ongoing

investigation, and citizens are calling for the facility to

be moved, what we're getting is an addendum to this EIS.

At an invitation only meeting September 21st, at

which the press was not invited, the public was not

invited, representatives of the BMDO and Air Force were

courteous and professional, but they could not answer our

most basic 20 year old questions. Twenty years ago, the

Cape Cod community was told PAVE PAWS would be a short term

P-T-086 P-T-086
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Thank you.

MR. MICHAELSON: Richard Judge.

MR. JUDGE: My name is Richard Judge. I'm

Sharon's husband, and I'm a Sandwich selectman. I'm also a

member of the senior management board overseeing the

Superfund cleanup on the MMR. That's as Sharon referenced,

the Mass Military Reservation. The PAVE PAWS unit on the

Mass Military Reservation has come under a great deal of

scrutiny. Twenty years ago it started, and then it

subsided simply because the people on Cape Cod were told,

there's nothing we can do. We'll do studies for you and

we'll give you our assurance as the Air Force that there

will be no problems to your health or to the health of your

children.

Well, I'm here to tell you that we have some of

the highest rates of cancer in Massachusetts right now,

unique to Cape Cod. Now, what else is unique to Cape Cod?

Well, we have some pollution over on the Mass Military

Reservation, I'm quite aware of that, being on the senior

management board. But we also have a unique radar facility

that scans only Cape Cod.

Well, we were told, hey, there are cancer

incidences behind the unit. So that eliminates this unit

from consideration.

Well, I'm here to tell you, after a great deal of

P-T-087 P-T-087
opposition to the continued operation of PAVE PAWS?

February 16th meeting, Sandwich High School, the effects of

PAVE PAWS posted by the Department of Health, well attended

by Air Force and Pentagon representatives. All were

monitors, none represented the facility.

As I mentioned, Cape Cod citizens are calling for

the PAVE PAWS at MMR, that's the Massachusetts Military

Reservation on Cape Cod, to be moved to an unpopulated

site. As with the Texas PAVE PAWS this first year, it can

be moved, it must be moved. Our population has more than

quadrupled. And as I mentioned before, we have significant

health issues that remain unexplained.

You talk about it's just a, we were told at the

September 21st, it's just a minor upgrade, just hardware

and software. No. This means the continued operation of

PAVE PAWS well into the future. That is simply

unacceptable, given the issues I just mentioned.

You talk about your, you appease us by saying the

peak power won't change and the footprint's going to be the

same. We have a problem with the existing facility.

So you're talking about looking at the

environmental impacts of just the upgrades. We have a

problem with the existing facility, let alone upgrades. We

urged Rick Lener on September 21st to go back to the

Pentagon and, you need to find an alternative to this site.
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believes that 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 the health and safety of its local residents are

protected first.

Thank you for your consideration of this request

from the Town Administrator.

Also this week, the board of health voted a

similar letter, stating a full EIS for that unit. It's

unacceptable, you have a challenge down on Cape Cod and a

problem. The people down there now have more information

about cancer statistics that they gathered on their own.

The Air Force promised 20 years ago to gather these

statistics, and did not fulfill its promise. Now they feel

they can, the Air Force or the Ballistic Missile Command

can say, well, we're planning an upgrade, and we feel that

you'll be happy with what we come through with.

Well, the EIS from North Dakota is not

necessarily what I'm going to be happy with. Thank you

very much.

MR. MICHAELSON: If you would please,

particularly in the case of the attachments and the

letters, we would love to have you provide us copies.

Thank you very much. Thanks for coming all the

research, we found that this unit actually scans behind

itself. The overlap, it overlaps, in fact it creates an

overlap field behind the unit. So it's not a case of what

we've been told. It's a case of what we have not been

told. And herein lies the challenge with this upgrade and

a simple supplement to quell our interests in the

challenges we have down on the Cape.

This addendum, this tag-on addendum, is

unacceptable. To give you an idea where this has gone, and

it's not just two people flying down from the Cape by their

own means to give you an example, I have a letter from the

Sandwich selectmen. Dear Secretary Peters, the Town of

Sandwich Board of Selectmen voted unanimously at its

November 4th, 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

Mass 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
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way down here to speak to us.

That exhausts the list of all the comment cards

that I have. Is there anyone else who has been inspired to

speak, listening to their fellow citizens? If so, we're

here, you're here, please take advantage of this

opportunity.

[No response.]

MR. MICHAELSON: If not, we thank you very much

for coming, and we are adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 7:45 p.m., the public hearing was

concluded.]
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Shawn Ferguson 
– Senator 
Conrad’s Office 

P-T-001   See responses to written comments P-W-005. 

Kevin Carvell – 
Senator Dorgan’s 
Office 

P-T-002.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-T-002.2 Program 1.0 For planning purposes the EIS analyzes the option of NMD deployment at two GBI sites, one in Alaska and one site in North 
Dakota. 

 P-T-002.3 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Joan Carlson – 
Congressman 
Pomeroy’s Office 

P-T-003   See responses to written comments P-W-006. 

Carol Goodman – 
Economic 
Development 
Office 

P-T-004.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

 P-T-004.2 Socioeconomic 4.3.1.9, 
4.3.4.10 

Comment noted. 

 P-T-004.3 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

 P-T-004.4 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

 P-T-004.5 Program 1.0 For planning purposes the EIS analyzes the option of NMD deployment at two GBI sites, one in Alaska and one site in North 
Dakota. 

R.G. Killcrece P-T-005.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Don Larsen P-T-006.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-T-006.2 Program 1.0 For planning purposes the EIS analyzes the option of NMD deployment at two GBI sites, one in Alaska and one site in North 
Dakota. 

 P-T-006.3 Program 1.0 Comment noted.  The decision on where to deploy considers system performance. 

Patricia Owens – 
Mayor of Grand 
Forks 

P-T-007.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-T-007.2 Program 1.0 For planning purposes the EIS analyzes the option of NMD deployment at two GBI sites, one in Alaska and one site in North 
Dakota. 
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Bob Gustafson – 
Grand Forks 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

P-T-008.1 Program 1.0 For planning purposes the EIS analyzes the option of NMD deployment at two GBI sites, one in Alaska and one site in North 
Dakota. 

Shawn Ferguson 
– Senator 
Conrad’s Office 

P-T-009   See responses to written comments P-W-005. 

Kevin Carvell – 
Senator Dorgan’s 
Office 

P-T-010   See response to transcript comments P-T-002. 

Joan Carlson – 
Congressman 
Pomeroy’s Office 

P-T-011   See responses to written comments P-W-006. 

Kirk Smith P-T-012.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Rich Becker P-T-013.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Harry Lord P-T-014.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Althea St. Martin 
– Senator 
Murkowski’s 
Office  

P-T-015.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-T-015.2 Environmental 
Consequences 

4.0 Comment noted. 

Tom Moyer – 
Governor 
Knowles’ Office 

P-T-016.1 Environmental 
Consequences 

4.0 Comment noted. 

Mayor Jim Hayes 
– City of 
Fairbanks 

P-T-017.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

John Poirrier – 
Mayor of North 
Pole Office 

P-T-018.1 Environmental 
Consequences 

4.0 Comment noted. 
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Pete Hallgren – 
Fort Greely Re-
Use Authority 

P-T-019.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Tim Sharp – 
Fairbanks Building 
and Construction 
Trades Council 

P-T-020.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Jim Sampson P-T-021.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted.   

Rick Solie – 
Fairbanks 
Memorial Hospital 
and Denali Center 

P-T-022.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Dean Owen – 
Alaska 
Department of 
Transportation 

P-T-023.1 Transportation 4.3.1.10 Comment noted. 

Jim Romersberger 
– Alaska 
Department of 
Transportation 

P-T-024.1 Transportation 4.3.1.10 Comment noted. 

Dan O’Neil P-T-025.1 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including existing site 
contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination investigations and 
required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

 P-T-025.2 Public 
Participation 

9.0 Comments provided during the scoping period are used to identify the significant environmental issues related to a proposed 
action to assist in focusing the EIS.  The National Environmental Policy Act does not require the publication of comments made 
during the scoping process.  Draft EISs prepared for Federal agencies do not typically included the publication of comments 
made during the scoping process. All comments formally submitted during the Draft EIS review process will be included in the 
Final EIS. 

 P-T-025.3 Alternatives 2.0 The No-action Alternative analyzed in the EIS for potential environmental impacts is not to build the NMD if that alternative is 
selected.   

 P-T-025.4 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-T-025.5 Public 
Participation 

9.0 Comment noted. 

Frank Biondi – PTI 
Communications 

P-T-026.1 Utilities 4.3.1.11 Comment noted. 
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Cynthia Henry – 
Fairbanks North 
Star Borough 
School Board 

P-T-027.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Don Whitmore P-T-028.1 Alternatives 2.0 The Proposed Action analyzed in the EIS is the system currently being planned.  If the NMD system is modified or updated then 
additional environmental documentation will be prepared as required. 

 P-T-028.2 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Roger Burggraf P-T-029.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted.  If Fort Greely is selected, there are currently no plans to extend the railway to Delta Junction as part of the 
NMD program. 

Wally Powers – 
Fairbanks North 
Star Borough 
Economic 
Development 
Commission 

P-T-030.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted.  The socioeconomics section of the EIS provides the analysis of the economic benefit to the State of Alaska 
from the potential deployment of the NMD system.  This analysis includes expenditures in the State of Alaska from both 
construction and operation. 

Frank Williams – 
University of 
Alaska, Fairbanks 

P-T-031.1 Program 1.0  Comment noted. 

Mike Stredry – 
Alaska Trail 
Association 

P-T-032.1 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including existing site 
contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination investigations and 
required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

 P-T-032.2 Health and 
Safety, Biological 
Resources 

4.3.1.6, 
4.3.4.7,  

4.3.1.2, 
4.3.4.3 

The potential deployment location for the XBR is on Eareckson AS on Shemya Island.  Potential impacts to biological resources 
from the XBR are analyzed in the biological resources section of this EIS.  No impacts to wildlife would be expected from 
operation of the XBR. 

John S. Brown – 
Fairbanks Central 
Labor Council 

P-T-033.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

 P-T-033.2 Environmental 
Consequences 

4.0 Comment noted. 

Rhonda Curwen-
Boyles – Greater 
Fairbanks 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

P-T-034.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 
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Randy Griffin P-T-035.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Bill Brophy – 
Fairbanks 
Industrial 
Development 
Corporation 

P-T-036.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Hank Bartos P-T-037.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Gabriel Scott – 
Cascadia 
Wildlands Project 

P-T-038.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted.  The socioeconomics section of the EIS provides the analysis of the economic benefit to the State of Alaska 
from the potential deployment of the NMD system.  This analysis includes expenditures in the State of Alaska from both 
construction and operation. 

 P-T-038.2 Fiber Optic Cable 4.3.5.1 Potential impacts from the proposed fiber optic cable to the environment are analyzed programmatically in the EIS.  The National 
Marine Fisheries Service has provided comments to the analysis contained within the EIS (P-W-068).   

 P-T-038.3 Biological 
Resources 

4.3.1.2 Potential impacts to biological resources at Fort Greely are analyzed within the EIS.  Minimal impacts to biological resources at 
Fort Greely were identified.  

 P-T-038.4 Subsistence 4.3.1.14, 
4.3.4.15, 
4.3.5.1 

Potential impacts to subsistence users are analyzed within the EIS.  No significant impacts to subsistence users were identified.  

 P-T-038.5 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including existing site 
contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination investigations and 
required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

 P-T-038.6 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-T-038.7 EIS Process 1.0 The EIS was prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act. 

 P-T-038.8 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5, 
4.3.4.6 

The EIS analyzes potential impacts from the use of hazardous materials and the generation of hazardous waste. 

Steven 
Haagenson – 
Golden Valley 
Electric 
Association 

P-T-039.1 Utilities 4.3.1.11 Comment noted. 

Frank Chapados P-T-040.1 Environmental 
Consequences 

4.0 Comment noted. 

Dave Williams P-T-041.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 
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James Messer – 
Military Affairs 
Committee 

P-T-042.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Mark A. Ames P-T-043.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Johne Binkley – 
Alaska Railroad 
Corporation 

P-T-044.1 Transportation 4.3.1.10 The figure has been revised to include the rail connection to Eielson AFB. 

 P-T-044.2 Transportation 4.3.1.10 Comment noted.  If Fort Greely is selected, there are currently no plans to extend the railway as part of the NMD program. 

Nadine 
Hargsheimer – 
Fairbanks North 
Star Borough 
Mayor’s Office 

P-T-045.1 Environmental 
Consequences 

4.0 Comment noted. 

Bill Connor P-T-046.1 Socioeconomic 3.11, 
4.3.1.9 

Text has been revised to include additional information on the socioeconomic infrastructure (i.e., schools and hospitals) in the 
Fairbanks areas.  As noted in comments P-T-022 and P-W-012, the Fairbanks Memorial Hospital is only operating at 55 percent 
capacity and plans to open a new mental health facility.  In addition, the schools in the Fairbanks North Star Borough have 
sufficient capacity for anticipated future growth (P-T-027).  Since the NMD program would represent less than a 1 percent 
increase to the population base for the borough, it is not anticipated to have an adverse impact to social services. 

 P-T-046.2 Environmental 
Consequences 

4.0 Potential impacts from NMD deployment from both construction and operation are analyzed in the EIS.  Hazardous  material or 
hazardous waste would be handled in compliance with appropriate regulations, therefore minimizing potential impacts.  Potential 
accident scenarios are addressed in the health and safety section. 

 P-T-046.3 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Chick Wallace P-T-047.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Bert Bell P-T-048.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Sean McGuire P-T-049.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Anita Rose P-T-050.1 Transportation 4.3.1.10 Comment noted.  

 P-T-050.2 Transportation 4.3.1.10 Comment noted. 

Rudy Vetter P-T-051.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 
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 P-T051.2 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including existing site 
contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination investigations and 
required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

 P-T-051.3 Geology and Soils 4.3.1.4 Potential impacts to geology and soils including impacts to permafrost were analyzed in the EIS. 

David Carlstrom – 
Fairbanks 
International 
Airport 

P-T-052.1 Transportation 4.3.1.10 Comment noted. 

Margaret Durst P-T-053.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Sid Michaels – 
Denali Borough 

P-T-054.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. The socioeconomics section of the EIS provides the analysis of the economic benefit to the State of Alaska 
from the potential deployment of the NMD system.  This analysis includes expenditures in the State of Alaska from both 
construction and operation. 

Bob Murray P-T-055.1 Transportation, 
Utilities 

3.12, 
3.13 

Comment noted. 

Mayor Bob Knight 
– City of Nenana 

P-T-056.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted.  The socioeconomics section of the EIS provides the analysis of the economic benefit to the State of Alaska 
from the potential deployment of the NMD system.  This analysis includes expenditures in the State of Alaska from both 
construction and operation. 

Jean Murray P-T-057.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. The socioeconomics section of the EIS provides the analysis of the economic benefit to the State of Alaska 
from the potential deployment of the NMD system.  This analysis includes expenditures in the State of Alaska from both 
construction and operation. 

Milton Haken – 
City of Nenana 
Police Department 

P-T-058.1 Socioeconomics, 
Transportation, 
Utilities 

4.3.1.9, 
4.3.1.10, 
4.3.1.11 

Comment noted. 

Frank Hollis P-T-059.1 Utilities 3.13, 
4.3.1.11 

Comment noted.  

Steve Denton – 
Usibelli Coal 
Mine, Inc. 

P-T-060.1 Socioeconomics, 
Utilities 

4.3.1.9, 
4.3.1.11 

Comment noted. 

Pete Hallgren – 
Fort Greely Re-
Use Authority 

P-T-061.1 N/A N/A Comment noted. 

Susan C. Kemp – 
Delta Junction 
City Council 

P-T-062.1 Environmental 
Consequences 

4.0 Comment noted. 
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Rick Johnson – 
Delta Junction 
City Council 

P-T-063.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Dan Beck – Delta/ 
Greely School 
System  

P-T-064.1 Socioeconomics 3.11, 
4.1.3.9 

Comment noted. 

K. Kirk P-T-065.1 Transportation 3.12, 
4.3.1.10 

Comment noted. 

Claire Wingfield – 
Delta Chamber of 
Commerce 

P-T-066.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Nat Good – Delta 
Junction City 
Council 

P-T-067.1 N/A N/A Comment noted. 

David Duhram – 
National Bank of 
Alaska, Big Valley 
Community 
Corporation 

P-T-068.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Paul Knopp – 
Deltana 
Community 
Corporation 

P-T-069.1 Socioeconomics 4.3.1.9 Comment noted. 

Patrick C. Saylor P-T-070.1 Subsistence 3.16, 
4.3.1.14 

All subsistence sections in chapter 4 have been revised to take into account the additional hunting pressure that may result 
because of deployment of the NMD system at any of the proposed locations in Alaska. 

Dwight D. Nissen 
– Golden Valley 
Electric 
Association 

P-T-071.1 Utilities 4.3.1.11 Comment noted. 

Matt Freeman – 
Federal Aviation 
Administration 

P-T-072.1 Transportation 4.3.1.10 Current plans for the airfield at Fort Greely may include the upgrade to the runway as analyzed in the EIS.  The airfield is 
currently owned and operated by the U.S. Army, which has authority on the future use at this site.  The NMD program could 
utilized the airfield as either a military or civilian use facility.  The only known use of the airfield is for proposed NMD activities, 
which is analyzed in the EIS and would not preclude future use of the runway.  NMD has no plans for civilian use of the airfield 
or for civilian refueling facilities and civilian passenger accommodations. 

Donna Gardino  P-T-073.1 Socioeconomics, 
Transportation, 
Utilities 

4.3.1.9, 
4.3.1.10, 
4.3.1.11 

Comment noted. 
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Senator Robin 
Taylor 

P-T-074.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Pamela Miller – 
Alaska 
Community 
Action on Toxics 

P-T-075.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-T-075.2 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including existing site 
contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination investigations and 
required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

 P-T-075.3 Health and 
Safety 

3.8, 
4.3.4.6 

The health and safety sections of the EIS present the existing electromagnetic radiation conditions at each site and provide an 
overview of potential effects from electromagnetic radiation.  The analysis in the EIS is based on the American National 
Standards Institute/Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers standards.  The exposure limits established by the American 
National Standards Institute/Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers are a consensus safety standard developed by 
representatives of physicians, scientific communities, industry, Government Agencies, and the public based on scientific and 
medical literature.  Potential exposure to electromagnetic radiation from the XBR would be below the American National 
Standards Institute/Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers guidelines. 

 P-T-075.4 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Karen Button P-T-076.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-T-076.2 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including existing site 
contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination investigations and 
required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

Senator Loren 
Leman 

P-T-077   See response to written comment P-W-033. 

Don Whitmore P-T-078.1 Alternatives 2.0 The Proposed Action analyzed in the EIS is the system currently being planned.  If the NMD system is modified or updated then 
additional environmental documentation will be prepared as required. 

Mike O’Callaghan P-T-079.1 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including existing site 
contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination investigations and 
required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

 P-T-079.2 Alternatives 2.0 Anchorage is outside the performance region for the GBI site. 
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Rion Schmidt P-T-080.1 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including existing site 
contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination investigations and 
required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

 P-T-80.2 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Soren Wuerth P-T-081.1 Public 
Participation 

9.0 The Draft EIS was provided to those requesting copies during the scoping process.  The initial scoping process was announced 
by local media (newspapers and television) as well as ads being placed in the local newspapers.  The public hearings were 
announced similar to that of the public scoping meetings.  Copies of the Draft EIS could have been requested at the public 
hearings and would be sent out within a few days.  The Executive Summary of the Draft EIS was available upon request at the 
public hearings. The public hearing process for the NMD Draft EIS followed the National Environmental Policy Act guidelines.  

 P-T-081.2 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Carl Wassilie P-T-082.1 Program 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

 P-T-082.2 Hazardous 
Materials and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management 

4.3.1.5 The EIS analyzes potential impacts to hazardous waste management from deployment of the NMD system including existing site 
contamination that may be affected by NMD deployment.  Other military and private site contamination investigations and 
required remediation are outside the scope of this EIS. 

Todd Brown P-T-083.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Thomas Maher P-T-084.1 Program 1.0 Comment noted. 

Stephen Young P-T-085.1 Scope of EIS 1.0 The decision to deploy the NMD system will be based on the analysis of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, 
technical maturity of the NMD system, operational effectiveness, affordability, strategic arms reduction objectives, and other 
factors including the potential environmental impacts of deploying and operating the NMD system. 

Sharon Judge P-T-086.1 Scope of the EIS 1.6 A Supplement to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS analyzed the potential NMD upgrades to the PAVE PAWS radars.  The Air 
Force has announced that they will prepare an EIS analyzing the modernization, maintenance, and sustainment of operations of 
the PAVE PAWS radars. 

Richard Judge P-T-087.1 Scope of the EIS 1.6 A Supplement to the NMD Deployment Draft EIS analyzed the potential NMD upgrades to the PAVE PAWS radars.  The Air 
Force has announced that they will prepare an EIS analyzing the modernization, maintenance, and sustainment of operations of 
the PAVE PAWS radars. 
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