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8.0 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Chapter 8.0 of this GMD ETR EIS presents the comments and responses to the Draft EIS made
during the public comment period. Section 8.1 provides an overview of the Public Involvement
process, 8.1.1—Written Comments, 8.1.2—Email Comments, 8.1.3—Public Hearing Comments,
and 8.1.4—Oral Comments.

8.1 GMD ETR DRAFT EIS PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS

A Notice of Availability (NOA) for the GMD ETR Draft EIS was published in the Federal Register
on Friday, 7 February 2003, by the MDA and the FAA.

Once the NOA for the Draft EIS was published in the Federal Register, notification letters were
sent to all persons who requested a copy of the Draft EIS. This letter informed the public that
the Draft EIS was available on the MDA web site and that compact disks and hard copies of the
document would be mailed out shortly; the letter also informed the public of the dates, locations,
and times for the public hearings on the Draft EIS.

Copies of the Draft EIS were also placed at the following public libraries:

m  Oxnard Public Library, 251 S. A St., Oxnard, CA 93030

Kodiak City Library, 319 Lower Mill Bay Rd., Kodiak, AK 99615

Lompoc Public Library, 501 E North Ave., Lompoc, CA 93436
Anchorage Municipal Library, 3600 Denali St., Anchorage, AK 99503
Mountain View Branch Library, 150 S. Bragaw St., Anchorage, AK 99508
Valdez City Library, 212 Fairbanks, Valdez, AK 99686

Everett Library, 2702 Hoyt Ave., Everett, WA 98201

Hawaii State Library, Hawaii Documents Center, 478 South King St., Honolulu, Hl
96813

m University of Hawaii at Manoa, Hamilton Library, 2550 The Mall, Honolulu, HI 96822

Based on requests at the public hearings, copies of the Draft EIS were also placed at the
following public libraries:

Hanapepe Public Library, 4490 Kona Rd., Hanapepe, HI 96716
Kapaa Public Library, 1464 Kuhio Highway, Kapaa, HI 96746

Koloa Public & School Library, 3451 Poipu Rd., Koloa, HI 96756
Lihue Public Library, 4344 Hardy St., Lihue, HI 96766

Princeville Public Library, 4343 Emmalani Drive, Princeville, Hl 96722
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m  Waimea Public Library, 9750 Kaumualii Highway, Waimea, HI 96796
m Ray D. Prueter Library, 510 Park Ave., Port Hueneme, CA 93041

A number of additional methods were used to inform the public about the GMD ETR Program
and of the locations of the scheduled public hearings. These included:

m Detailed information on locations and times for each of the public hearings was
published in local and regional newspapers. Table 8.1-1 contains a listing of

newspapers and dates when notices were published. Public-service announcements

and press releases were provided to radio and television stations.

Table 8.1-1: Public Hearing Advertisements

Newspaper

Public Hearing Location

Dates

The Seattle Times

The Bremerton Sun

The Everett Herald

The Lompoc Record

The Santa Barbara News

Ventura County Star

Kodiak Daily Mirror
Anchorage Daily News
Valdez Vanguard
Valdez Star

The Honolulu Star-Bulletin

The Honolulu Advertiser and
The Island Weekly

Everett, WA
Everett, WA
Everett, WA
Lompoc, CA
Lompoc and Oxnard, CA

Lompoc and Oxnard, CA

Kodiak, AK
Anchorage, AK
Valdez, AK
Valdez, AK

Honolulu, HI

Honolulu, HI

10, 16, 23 February 2003
9, 16, 23 February 2003
9, 16, 23 February 2003
9, 16, 23 February 2003

Lompoc: 9, 16, 23 February 2003
Oxnard: 12, 16, 23 February 2003

Lompoc: 18, 21, 23, 25 February 2003
Oxnard: 9, 16, 23 February 2003

5, 21, 24 February 2003
9, 16, 23 February 2003
19, 26, 27 February 2003
12, 19, 26 February 2003

Daily paper: 23, 26 February 2003
2 March 2003
Mid-week paper: 5 March 2003

Feb. 16, 21, 23 February 2003
27 February

At the request of MDA and SMDC, personnel from the Fort Richardson Public Affairs Office also

provided a copy of the MDA press release to the following Alaska media outlets:

m Print

— Associated Press, Anchorage
— Anchorage Daily News

— Anchorage Press

—  Fairbanks Daily News Miner
—  Kodiak Daily Mirror

— Juneau Empire

— The Alaska Journal of Commerce
— Delta Wind, Delta Junction

— Valdez Star
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m Television

KTUU-Channel 2 (NBC), Anchorage
KTVA-Channel 11 (CBS), Anchorage
KIMO-Channel 13 (ABC), Anchorage
KATN-Channel 2 (ABC), Fairbanks
KTVF-Channel 11 (NBC), Fairbanks
KXD -Channel 13 (CBS)/KFXF-Channel 7 (Fox), Fairbanks
KMXT Kodiak Public Broadcasting

APRN-Anchorage
KNBA-Anchorage
KENI-AM, Anchorage

KFQD-AM, Anchorage

KRAR-AM, Fairbanks

The purpose of the public hearings was to solicit public comments and review on areas relevant
to the environmental areas analyzed and considered in the Draft EIS and to identify significant

environmental issues that the public and Government agencies feel need further analysis.
Transcripts from the hearings and copies of the verbal and written public comments received

during the comment period are included in this volume.

Public hearings were held at the locations listed in table 8.1-2. During these public hearings,

attendees were invited to ask questions and make comments to the program representatives at

each meeting. In addition, written comments were received from the public and regulatory
agencies, and by letter and e-mail during the comment period. Comments received from the
public and agencies pertaining to specific resource areas and locations were considered, and
more detailed analysis was provided in the EIS. Those comments received from the public

concerning DoD policy and program issues are outside the scope of analysis in this EIS and are

not responded to

in the EIS.

Table 8.1-2: Public Hearing Locations

City Date Location

Oxnard, CA 24 February 2003 Oxnard Public Library

Kodiak, AK 24 February 2003 Kodiak High School

Lompoc, CA 25 February 2003 Lompoc City Council Chambers
Anchorage, AK 25 February 2003 Egan Convention Center
Valdez, AK 26 February 2003 Valdez Convention Center
Everett, WA 27 February 2003 Everett Holiday Inn

Honolulu, HI 6 March 2003 Disabled American Veterans Hall

Keehi Lagoon Park
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At Public hearings, an Army representative provided a clear and concise GMD program
overview, explaining the Proposed Action and Alternatives. Some of the areas discussed
included:

Conceptual ballistic missile defense system and concept
Proposed GMD ETR sites and components

Current GMD test range

Conceptual extension of the GMD test range

Conceptual SBX Radar

Potential support bases and conceptual SBX performance regions
Proposed test activities

Proposed actions and alternatives

The No Action Alternative

Decisions to be made by the MDA

Following the program overview, an environmental representative from SMDC provided an
explanation of the GMD Environmental Process, including the proposed schedule and
opportunities for further public involvement. Some of the areas discussed included:

m The Draft EIS process

m The Final EIS process

m Environmental areas considered
m Scope of the Draft EIS

m Potential environmental impacts

m Public involvement and comments

Comments made at the public hearings as well as other oral and written comments were
reviewed and categorized according to 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 10" speaker presented in a
transcript from a public hearing document (P-T-010) provided comments on seven separate
topics, those comments were numbered P-T-010.1 through P-T-010.7.

Many of the 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. Some 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).

Some of the 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
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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.

Sections 8.1.1 through 8.1.4 of the Final EIS presents reproductions of all the original
documents that were received during the public comment period for the GMD ETR Draft EIS
and provides direct responses to issues included in those documents. The organization of
sections 8.1.1 through 8.1.4 provides a separate comment/response section for each of the four
types of comment documents:

8.1.1  Written Comment Documents — Draft EIS
Table 8.1.1-1 Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Comments)
Exhibit 8.1.1-1 Reproductions of Written Documents
Table 8.1.1-2 Responses to Written Comments

8.1.2 E-Mail Comment Documents
Table 8.1.2-1 Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Email Comments)
Exhibit 8.1.2-1 Reproductions of Email Documents

Table 8.1.2-2 Responses to Email Comments

8.1.3 Public Hearing Documents
Table 8.1.3-1 Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Public Hearing Comments)
Exhibit 8.1.3-1 Reproductions of Public Hearing Documents
Table 8.1.3-2 Responses to Public Hearing Comments

8.1.4 Oral Comment Documents
Table 8.1.4-1 Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Oral Comments)
Exhibit 8.1.4-1 Reproductions of Oral Documents
Table 8.1.4-2 Responses to Oral 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 commenter 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 commenter. 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 proposed action and alternatives and to assist in the decisionmaking process.
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8.1.1  WRITTEN COMMENT DOCUMENTS—DRAFT EIS

Individuals who commented on the Draft EIS in written form are listed in table 8.1.1-1 along with
their respective commenter 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.

Written Comments

Exhibit 8.1.1-1 presents reproductions of the written comment documents that were received in
response to the Draft EIS. Comment documents are identified by commenter ID number, and
each statement or question that was categorized as addressing a separate environmental issue
is designated with a sequential comment number.

Response to Written Comments

Table 8.1.1-2 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 commenter
ID number and sequential comment number identifiers.
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Table 8.1.1-1: Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Comments)

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number
Bob Brodie P-W-0001
Jean Murphy P-W-0002
Walter Selden - Port Gardner Neighborhood Association P-W-0003
Mohala Aiu - AFSC Hawai'i Area P-W-0004
Annette Bustalf P-W-0005
James Folsom P-W-0006
Lee Quaintance - The Beacon Foundation P-W-0007
David Dengel - City of Valdez P-W-0008
Michelle Trautman P-W-0009
David Mascarenas P-W-0010
Frank Anderson - City of Everett P-W-0011
Todd Apo - Ko Olina Community Association P-W-0012
Deborah Wright P-W-0013
Terri Pauls P-W-0014
Michelle Kermoade P-W-0015
Frederick Dodge P-W-0016
Helen Takeuchi P-W-0017
Sachiko Fujita P-W-0018
Peggy Choy P-W-0019
Horst Petzold P-W-0020
Robert Jackson P-W-0021
Deborah Milam - Kodiak Chamber of Commerce P-W-0022
Kristina Kuch - American Friends Service Committee Hawai'i P-W-0023
Dominic Clemente - American Friends Service Committee Hawai'i P-W-0024
Madeleine Hiraga-Huccio - Malu Aina P-W-0025
Bradley G Stevens P-W-0026
John Dohrmann - State of Washington Office of the Governor P-W-0027
Mike Shelton - Island County Board of Commissioners P-W-0028
Dolores Geary P-W-0029
Jonathan Sharkey - City of Port Hueneme P-W-0030
Sue Cogswell - Prince William Sound Economic Development District P-W-0031
Dave Waggoner - Paine Field P-W-0032
Gary Stormo - Everett Parks and Recreation Board of Commission P-W-0033
Bill Higgins - Channel Islands Beach Community Services District P-W-0034
Neal Andrews - San Buenaventura City Council P-W-0035
Kathy Long - Board of Supervisors, County of Ventura P-W-0036
Charlotte Craven - City of Camarillo P-W-0037
Keith Martin - City of Adak P-W-0038
Paul Calderwood - City of San Buevaventura P-W-0039
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Table 8.1.1-1: Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Comments Continued)

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number
Louise Stanton-Masten - Everett Area Chamber of Commerce P-W-0040
Robert Drucker P-W-0041
Jean Lanigan P-W-0042
Annie Lyman P-W-0043
Lydia Marshall P-W-0044
Alice Minor P-W-0045
Virgil Morgan - Morgan Aero Products P-W-0046
James Deno P-W-0047
Niles Fowler - Navy League of the United States P-W-0048
Peter Lorentzen - Chugiak-Eagle River Chamber of Commerce P-W-0049
Philip Bannan - Everett Port Commission P-W-0050
Jack Olson P-W-0051
Carol Wolton P-W-0052
Sara Elliott P-W-0053
Katie Elliott P-W-0054
Julia Elliott P-W-0055
Robert and Marion Nokleby P-W-0056
Paul LaVigne P-W-0057
Dorothy Boroughs P-W-0058
Dan and Marsha O'Brien P-W-0059
Marion Skalley P-W-0060
Thomas Skalley P-W-0061
Elinora Jane Cater P-W-0062
Mary Ellen Egge P-W-0063
Steve Nagel P-W-0064
Victoria Adlum P-W-0065
Laura Elliott P-W-0066
Madeleine Sosin P-W-0067
Stephen Somogy P-W-0068
Michele Somogy P-W-0069
Leslie Minor P-W-0070
Rosemarie Brown - Sisters of the Holy Names of Jesus and Mary P-W-0071
Linda Sinter P-W-0072
John and Kim Larson P-W-0073
Mary Lee Griswold P-W-0074
Marion Elert P-W-0075
Marjorie D. Ross P-W-0076
Kathleen Haban P-W-0077
Leslie and Deane Minor P-W-0078
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Table 8.1.1-1: Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Comments Continued)

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number
Marianna C. Skalley P-W-0079
Thomas and Denise Murphy P-W-0080
Elsie M. Anderson P-W-0081
[unreadable] [unreadable] P-W-0082
Richard and Inez Lawrence P-W-0083
Elizabeth B. Bentler P-W-0084
Patricia A. Larson - Sisters of the Holy Names of Jesus and Mary P-W-0085
Karen Pauley P-W-0086
Gene O'Neil P-W-0087
Dawn O'Neil P-W-0088
Randy Bonsen P-W-0089
J.C. and Mary Ellen O'Donnell P-W-0090
Katherine Lynch P-W-0091
Jeff and Caroline Mason P-W-0092
Diane and Jerry Solie P-W-0093
Won Chong Kim P-W-0094
Bernadine Casey P-W-0095
John D. Lindstrom P-W-0096
Deanne Lindstrom P-W-0097
Shirley and C.H. Sievers P-W-0098
Bill Mulliken P-W-0099
Betty L. Startup P-W-0100
Rich and Andrea Semon P-W-0101
Lisa Gebert P-W-0102
Jean C. Hokanson P-W-0103
Aaron and Michelle Lamoureux P-W-0104
Barb Lamoureux P-W-0105
William T. Belshaw P-W-0106
Mary S. Belshaw P-W-0107
Amy J. Strandell P-W-0108
M. L. Geck P-W-0109
Peter Bennett P-W-0110
Jeffrey and Leslie Strickland P-W-0111
Sandy Koznek P-W-0112
Judi A. Little P-W-0113
Katherine A. Benusa P-W-0114
Jeannie Sheldon P-W-0115
Bryan Cook P-W-0116
Annemarie Montera P-W-0117
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Table 8.1.1-1: Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Comments Continued)

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number
Jack McGinty P-W-0118
Anne Van Clue P-W-0119
Nanette Leaman P-W-0120
Elizabeth J. Morrow P-W-0121
Edward M. Morrow - Former Everett City Council Member P-W-0122
Ed Severinghaus P-W-0123
Nicole J. Thompson P-W-0124
Carol Rodlond P-W-0125
Kaila Cogdill P-W-0126
Marsha Cogdill P-W-0127
Walt Blackford P-W-0128
Karen Stolworthy P-W-0129
Suzanne Schlike P-W-0130
Kim Ratliff P-W-0131
Loren Waxler P-W-0132
Lloyd Wold P-W-0133
Janis Tullis P-W-0134
Mary Ann Erickson P-W-0135
Lynae Slinden P-W-0136
Ginger Decker P-W-0137
Anne Bosserman P-W-0138
James and Mary Lou Finley P-W-0139
Barbara Joan Govedare P-W-0140
Donna Witte P-W-0141
Anna Petersons P-W-0142
Anne Robinson P-W-0143
Valerie Steel P-W-0144
Susan Dougal P-W-0145
Christine Lavra P-W-0146
Peggy Toepel - Everett Shorelines Coalition (Co-chair) P-W-0147
Molly Petersons P-W-0148
Bill Belshaw P-W-0149
Robin Ahmann P-W-0150
Brenda Lynn Kerr P-W-0151
Robert Jackson P-W-0152
Karen L. Dworkin P-W-0153
Kathie Hoban P-W-0154
R.L. Holmer P-W-0155
Jane L. Cauley P-W-0156
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Table 8.1.1-1: Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Comments Continued)

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number
Lyan Lichtenberg P-W-0157
Todd Combs P-W-0158
Garett Tomsin P-W-0159
Jan Olsen P-W-0160
Peach Tomsin P-W-0161
Jeff Rowe P-W-0162
Roshael Tomsin P-W-0163
Gary A Vandalfsfeni P-W-0164
Leann Rowe P-W-0165
Russell Silva P-W-0166
Bryon Henault P-W-0167
Jane Best P-W-0168
Ryan J. May P-W-0169
M Cogdill P-W-0170
Stephen Clough P-W-0171
Ed and Vera Carlston P-W-0172
Marsha Cogdill P-W-0173
Linda Rethke P-W-0174
Marianne Roberts P-W-0175
John L. Wetzstein P-W-0176
D.G. Carlson P-W-0177
Holly Fellows P-W-0178
Monica Trott P-W-0179
H.W. Stuchell P-W-0180
Holly Anderson Knapp P-W-0181
Earl and Doris Beech P-W-0182
Jonathan Witte P-W-0183
Mark Underwood P-W-0184
Tom and Vida Delany P-W-0185
Won Chong Kim P-W-0186
Bill Mullikin P-W-0187
B. Bruno P-W-0188
Tom and Margaret Hoban P-W-0189
Angela Hill P-W-0190
Reg Scodeller P-W-0191
Betty Scodeller P-W-0192
Constance Bennet P-W-0193
Victoria Kehoe P-W-0194
Rochelle Ritchie P-W-0195
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Table 8.1.1-1: Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Comments Continued)

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number
Dolores M. Hancock P-W-0196
Felita Hernandez P-W-0197
Lisa Mechals P-W-0198
Marie McLain P-W-0199
Larry Bashoy P-W-0200
Judy Matheson P-W-0201
Maureen McCrea - State of Alaska, Office of the Governor P-W-0202
Dennis J. McLerran - Pugent Sound Clean Air Agency P-W-0203
Elizabeth Marshall - The Everett Clinic P-W-0204
James P. Burgess, Il - National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration P-W-0205
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COMMENT

COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0001 P-W-0002
Comment Sheet Comment Sheet
for the for the
GROUND-BASED MIDCOURSE DEFENSE EXTENDED TEST RANGE GROUND-BASED MIDCOURSE DEFENSE EXTENDED TEST RANGE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose in hosting this meeting is to give you Thank you fur anending this public hearing. l')ux purpose in huhlml, this meeting is to give you
an opp y 10 on issues analyzed in the Draft Envi I Impact S an opp [T on issues analyzed in the Draft Envi 1 Impact S
Please use this sheet 1o comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified. To ensure that Pleass use this sheet o comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified. To ensure that
your cc are add; 1 in the Final Envi | Impact your must your comments are addressed in the Final Envi I Impact your must
be postmarked by March 24, 2003 be postmarked by March 24, 2003.
Date: ___ l"".x"' :’5 Date:_ 23 -03 -
= Sepou 4 H,ML sslibad o d 5 Tt | A Piopra s )L s ton mL« s0d el the OYUML ;L Mb\\\\taty\
cwd o § cﬂ_n._.ﬂ_(.ammm_k a{ Mo Gape for Aoek Yha Ta5 s 38 1
=8 fhe an'n.m 2 brp ok wo 'In,s.,.ut
Mw concelns apa flak t & tfo.u: [esPetc téf,u = ML;;@Q( ok e pmacflp - N € Jﬁ(\—w g-n-ﬁ Fuahe \Mrle v, ”‘“‘k
= msmht@; ol bove. loees
TLKémLz&L R Ty WLL«!MM ‘{L‘\({ ﬁif’u\f“s'i‘rt o)‘ 7(1(: %-Q( 1
{ onellants, Any fe 2N L e Uday fMDi»fl-b\.J&tJL w‘“n S ke B owwe \')\4’ l—uﬂﬂ 9
b u'aua‘af:»' ol M T ,%Ra "'Kﬁ«/ﬂ & iﬂ(—e.mq - 2L o o it 2 ‘{ _Sex trv‘w\f(.u [PV
ooy f 4 2
Copptt Liatom e c',.iu‘ A»Lr{v 9wl o _PQ.F‘
o !‘E‘?cmc_gé{-t_ s
3

Commentor i

Name: E‘é _‘gi U((LQ
Swreet Address:
City, State: K'OCLL\"- E’- Hg

Zip Code:

Please place form in the drop box or mail to:  SMDC-EN-V, Julia Ellictt
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.O. Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

S .; T T
Se L T’”'Ei; : 0 \-\-JB\J"\—J!\ V\u\J —

(:()] imentor

Name: ’ j{,&\n M\A—'\Qk 1 M, P"‘jlkﬁk’P
Street Address: : ;

City, State: SawBvepet] wa T

Zip Code: S iy

Please place form in the drop box or mail to: SMDC-EN-V, Julia Elliou
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.O. Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
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* These aspeets are not considered and are not addressed or included in the DEIS.

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0003
Comment Sheet
for the March 13, 2003
GROUND-BASED MIDCOURSE DEFENSE EXTENDED TEST RANGE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Julia Elliott, SMDC-EN-V
U.S Army Space and Missile Defense Command
Thank you for antending this public hearing, Our purpose in huslmg this meeting is 1o give you P.0. Box 1500
an opportunity 1o comment on issues analyzed in the Draft Env | Impact S Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified. To ensure that '
your comments are addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, your comment ot
be postmarked by March 24, 2003, yo ments must Dear Ms. Elliot:
I
Date: _ /s /? 2 2035 We oppose the *Home porting” of the SBX Test Band Radar Structure at Naval Station Everett, 1
in Port Gardner Bay, Everett, Washington.
= oy The citizens of our community have not had any information relevant to the SBX or an 2
e i = adequate opportunity to understand the impact of this proposed home porting, Additionally,
o Q’Q M L = !-C?ﬂﬂ .,72‘&,(4,( d/ the citizens of Snohomish County have not been allowed any public process or public input on
: the site of the SBX Test Band Radar,
—— A%mf%éu%g&i
g The scoping process that was conducted by the Missile Defense Agency did not oceur in 3
7hs Lidle Everett, WA. or within Snohomish County, The 2 sp d by the Dx of
Defense, Missile Defense Agency for Ground-Based Midcourse Defense, Jmm Program Office
- = was held on October 17, 2002 at the Hilton Conference Center in Seattle, WA., King County.
- No attendees were present and no comments were taken.
= - The citizens of Everett and the ding areas of Snohomish County were not represented.
= Until Monday, March 3, 2003 no Draft Envi | Impact S (DEIS) were mailed 4
— to residents of the State of Washington, Snohomish County or Everett, WA. Copies of the
v DEIS were, however, mailed to interested parties in Alaska, California, Hawaii and Oregon.
Our urgent concern is that the comment period on the Draft E | Impact Si 5
— concludes on March 24, 2003. Clearly, given the total lack of information on the SBX and the
& / total lack of public discussion, comments will be too few to be representative of our
I ; communities.
Name: i/ /d.éd &4 J _(é{@
Street Address: Furth b of the ilability of the DEIS, full Environmental Impact, Health and
City, State: Safety Impact, Economic Impact and Visual and Aeshetic Impact of the SBX Test Band Radar 6
: has not been adequately assessed.
Zip Code:
. : We include a list of issues and concerns that have been collected from an insufficient period of
Please place form in the drop box or mail to:  SMDC-EN-V, Julia Elliout time to review the DEIS, but sufficient enough to identify areas of concern and disagreement
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command with the DEIS assumptions and findings. They are as follows:
P.O. Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
1._Cultural Resources, Noise, Socioeconomics:
7
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
2. Air Quality: 9, al and Aesthetic Impact:
= Due to mobility of SBX, no Title V Permit or a Prevention of Significant Deterioration Review 8 »  We challenge the assumption that the “‘Region of Influence’ i1s Naval Station Everett 27
15 required. and the mooning site only. The Visual and Aesthetic impact of the SBX will include the
. = . i snt (92-9, entire shoreline and uplands of Port Gardner Bay, Whidbey Island, Gedney Island, the
DEIS Pollutant Survey Table data is not current ("92-"93) 9 iz  up: ! y. Y ; ¥
* Diesel generators can burn up to 14,500 gallons per day for transit and maintenance 10 }r""_f‘ld'?ﬁn;rM”YF'{';I['céM:R’“P:.;?RE Stevens, Everett and Snohomish that are west
operations but result in no significant emissions. acing and east of the Snohomish River.
. NT' fi ion on Diesel ’ ion for daily dockside operations with one 11 *  The dimensions of the SBX are not relevant to the dimensions of the USS Lincoln. 28
generator operating at all times. « The SBX is 250 feet tall from waterline, the equivalent of a 25 storey building. The
3. Air Space; tallest building currently in Everett is 15 stories. The SBX is 390 feet long and 230 ft 29
+ Levels of Electromagnetic Radiation (EMR) and Electromagnetic Interference (EMI) 12 :y'df-'- ::w SBX will overwhelm the Everett waterfront, obscuring panoramic views
cover a large populated area of Snohomish County. Included in this area there are 2 100 AL Arens, _ .
Hospitals, 5 Airports, Commercial and City wide Emergency Response Communication . 'iwhe adjacent 1n:eusrnal areas olj';hc I[E:lcrcli watgrfrf)f]:lt do not obscure Fﬁn[;ml‘l:llc views. 30
systems that can all be affected by EMR and EMI. . e challenge t F that ** , significant impacts to visual an
« Potential Interference Distances range from 1.6 miles to 13.8 miles from the center of 13 aesthetic resources are not anticipated due to the proposed action.”
the SBX. =«  The SBX is not a typical “activity” at Naval Station Everett.
*  Electro Explosive Devises (EED’s) can be initiated within these Potential Interference 14 = We ch:llle;gc I|h§ DEIS Ea:ssumplion_that “Because l:lis type nfactivily_cqnsi:;cmly
Distances of 1.6 miles to 13.8 miles. occurs at Naval Station Everett, no impacts to visual resources are anticipated,
+  Safe Airspace and operating angles of the SBX have not been determined by *  The SBX will undermine the economic vision and direction of the City and North Port
completion of DD Form 1494, 15 Redevelopment Plan.
4. Biologic Resources: * The SBX will degrade property values within sight lines of its position. 31
¢ The only ‘Region of Influence’ is Naval Station Everett itself and does not include the 16 - it i s —_— s s e
greater surrounding area. e respectfully request that our Mayor, City Council Members and Elec icials provi
DEILS does not address a breech or leak of 818,000 gallons of diesel into Port Gardner 17 the Everett community with an opportunity 1o begin a meaningful public process on the 32
Bay and the possible affect on wildlife and biologic resources. proposed “home porting” of the SBX at Naval Station Everett and in our waterfront.
5. Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste: . -
*  No additionally significant Hazardous Materials or Wastes are anticipated. Respectfully, - 7 t/ ;
*  No Mitigation is required. 18 / "{;ézh At 6&“‘
= DEIS does not address a breech or leak of 818,000 gallons of diesel into Port Gardner oS
Bay and it’s affect on the surrounding area,
6. Health and Safety: 3 c
» Safe operating angles, power levels and sector blanking have not been determined by 19 . T | / - "
completion of DD Form 1494, 20 J nhedde -,L5 acctfrrias, e Lrd— PTE o T O
» EED's exploding in heavily populated areas does not ensure Health or Safety. 21 Michelle T Morrie T >
®  The results of unsafe air space or airplane malfunction due to EM1 around the SBX do SBX Committee of the Port Gardner Neighborhood Association
not ensure Health and Safety.
¢ Failure of C y Emergency Resp c ations does not ensure Health 22 cc.  Senators Patty Murray, Maria Cantwell
fd Sa.fel)." Congressman Rick Larsen, Norm Dicks, Jay Inslee
2. Transportation: ; ; _— Tribal Chairman, Tulalip Tribe, Herm Williams Jr
. Thc area to be required as Soc:mly Control around the:_bB).( 15 not addressed. 23 $nohomish County Executive Bob Drewel
* This Secured area may have affects on boat traffic, water-based 24 Snohomish County Council Kirke Sievers
tourism and commercial traffic on the water. Everett Mayor Frank Anderson
« The DEIS does not adequately quantify additional truck trips to the Naval Station and 25 City Council Member Ron Gipson
their adverse affects on Everett city streets. City Council Member Mark Olson
5] 26 City Council Member Arlan Hatloe

A re-supply vessel, Personnel transport by vessel or helicopter for SBX at mooring site
is not addressed in Transportation section, Moise Section, Air Quality Section or Visual
and Aesthetic Section,

City Council Member Dale Pope
City Council Member Manian Krell
City Council Member Doug Campbell
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City Council Member Bob Overstreet

Everett Office of Neighborhoods, Bud Wessman

Everett Office of Development, Laine McMullin

Port of Everett Commissioner Don Hopkins Jr,

Port of Everett Commissioner Phil Bannan

Port of Everett Commissioner Jim Shaffer

Mayor of Mukilteo Don Doran and Council Members
Mayor of Marysville Dave Weiser and Council Members
Mayor of Snohomish Cameron Bailey and Council Members
Mayor of Lake Stevens Lynn E. Walty and Council Members
The Everett Herald, Editorials Rebecca Hover

Seattle Times

KCPQ - Q13 News
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Mohala P A

US Army Space and Missile Defense

Atne SMDC-EN-V M Julia Hudson-Ello
106 Wynn Drve

Huntsville, AL 35805

March 14, 2003

Dear Ms. Hudson-Elhot

My name is Mohala Aiu - 1 have watched the growth of the Pacific Missile Range
Fa PMRE) over the vears and am deeply concerned. As a Natve Hawaian and 4
native of Kau: see nothing good or neighborly about this build up. Documents 10
increase capabilities and to implement projects at Nohili ( PMRE) have been consistent
inning in 1992, Build up has been incremental and with cach newly approved project
Amy gains more leeway 1o further disturb the “aina.

The use of PMRE in the U5, government's push to attain a missile defense
system puts, Kaua't. Hawai'i. and it's people under 4 big red X Hawan'i 1s already
highly milarized with trmmng grounds at Pohakuloa, the seat of the Pacific command in
Halawa, radar on Haleakali. and sites such as PMRF which are largely out of most
people’s frame of reference. Let me ask you if it was in keeping with the 2ood neighbor
policy that there are no heanings scheduled for Kaua'i or ways for its residents 1o casily
access the Draft EIS.

The scope of this particular Draft E1S is vast. [t not only affects the Hawanan
[slands. but a host of other places, both as missile hases participating in launching and
intercept activities, and support fac s which track missiles and gather data for military
purposes. s there room for comment from the people of the Marshall Islands regarding
trajectory of missiles or the sea-based radar 10 be placed there, There are no real
safeguards in place for inhabitants of the Marshall Islands in regards to debns fallout.
The Marshall Islands are already experiencing severe health problems because of the LS.
mulitary s neglect

The purpose of this project. as stated in the DEIS. is 10 get a more realistic anca
for missile defense testing. This proposed area . crisscrosses the Pacific Ocean. which
has many well used air traffic routes, The DEIS doesn’t really address this situation with
alternate solutions. instead it states that the FAA controls all flight paths for commercial
jets and can close them down or redirect traffic. Testing would probably require clear
airspace and cause commercial Might delays of 410 3 hours at best. The question remains
15 to how accuraie these missiles are, flving at high altitudes for long distances. and what
will be done should one 2o off course. What about airspace which is not conteolled by the
FasA. Precautions taken for uncontrolled/international airspace is procmptive al best
The Army is going to launch missiles away from heavily used air routes 10 minimze
impact

P-W-0004

[>0Né; F N

The missile defense system will. in theory, provide protection for all of the
Umited States from missile attack. There has been a lot of well placed opposinon and
doubt 1o whether a missile defense svstem can actually work, There are many questions
that surround the program itself. How effective are these rockets al discerning warheads
from decovs.  Hazard arc zones for flight paths could put inhabited areas in hamm’s way
Missiles launched from Kwajalein have flight paths which crossover both the Marshall
Islands and the Hawaitan 1slands. Although the EIS states that debris patterns are far
enough from land. those shown spatter hack towards land. A1 present four missiles per
vear are launched from PMREF. Although the Draft EIS savs that this will not change. i
it realistic 1o think that with two new proposals for missiles and missile use. Ground-
Based Missiles and Theater High Altitude Defense. that the number of launches will
nemain st

Pieces of missiles and other debnis falling into the Pacific Ocean revisits the issue
af the Pacific as a vast dumping ground. The DEIS states that no discemible effects will
oceur in the Pacific Ocean. 1 would like them to define discernible T We can’t see it
therefore it's ok, There could be auditory harm 1o manne life. They could be hat by
falling debris or get tangled in it The missile fuel. which the DELS states i hard and
rubber -like. seeps ammonia and chlonne slowly into the ocean. How long does this fuel
remain solid * Noting current streams what would be the likelihood of this solid fuel
washing up on a beach and it being encountered by an unassuming person out for a stroll
on the beach,  In Hawaian thought the oceans connect us 10 our neighbors and are the
roads on which we ravel . They should be treated with respect.

Shipping and boating activities would also be cunailed. Commercial shipping
traffic would be given prior waming of testing and notified 1 clear affected arcas,
Offshore boating in areas in and around missile sites would be cleared for a mimmum of
four hours. PMRF has 1otal control over use of the ocean fronting the missile range

The radar that accompany these missiles 15 another cause for concern. The Sea -
Based X Hand radar is proposed 10 be located on a moonng off Kalacloa, The radar will
be on a self-propelled floating platform capable of housing 50 personnel. An additional
50 people can come aboard on a daily hasis. Besides the huge evesore this platform
would he, there are many questions about how it's operations would handled. The draft
ELS states that wiste will be contained and disposed of at Pearl Harbor. Only minimal
waste from regular maintenance of decks and common areas will make its way into the
ocean. What are the chances of spills? What impact will 4 Noating platform have on the
ocean and marine life, The SBX radar pulses high powered microwaves for tracking.
discrimination. and assessment exercises. The radar will be positioned a1 2 degrees above
horizontal. The EIS states that it will not do harm 10 fish or wild life because of the
improbability of live animals being suspended in it's steady stream. The radar will most
likely cause communication problems for any air our boat traffic in i's range. Also. it
will probably also cause problems for cars. The moonng site 15 only | 1.8 miles from
Honolulu International 1t is also in close proximity to Hickam Air Force Base and
Wheeler Ammy Aur Field. The SBX platform would not be classified as a fixed platform
because of it’s ability 1o move under it's own power. Therefore it"s operations would not
be the subject of further regulation. It would be at it’s moonng point for 6-5 months 2
vear and 1 motion for 3 months of the vear

The TPS-X radar would either be placed at PMRF which is located on the
leeward side of Kawa"i or along Makaha Ridge which is accessed through Koke'e in the
mountains above Waimeas, Wanale ule is the central feature of these mountaims and
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receives 1 excess of 300 inches of runa vear. The vegetation 1s very lush here. The
femp b altitudes in the Hawanan Iskinds « dip to
temperatures of 30 degrees and below, The EIS <avs that damage atmbuted o this r
will be minimal. Berms will be built 1o contun any spillage around the Power and
Cooling Umits. Impermeable ground cover will be planted as spall control measures. A
i~ rarsed when phyvsical features of the land are changed or new vegetation is

. no matter how minimal they are thought 10 be. 1s a break

d ure remembered histonically. The Hawaban culure 15
nds. It lends 1o

sre is simalar o b

red fla;
introdduced. These chang:
with how the Teatures
known for recording features of the land i our chants, myihs, and leg
our collecuve memory as a culture . Thus changing the land and ndding 1t of 17 distinct
features will leave it draimed and lifeless

The military and 1°s E1S process are ultimately inadequate for measuning the
impact that their presence has in Hawai't,. This is hecause no legiimacy is given 1o
history or the important roles that places such as Pusuloa, Mikua, or Nohih have played
in it Cumulative impact of these bases. trining. and offering limited access o the “dina
are given a cursory mention at best. The impact at PMRF is significant. Every project
that is built a1t PMRF makes way for further expansion. The fact that missiles are going
up from PMRF was not even covered in the newspaper because the amount of missiles
would not change. Just because the facade remains the same does not mean that nothing
is going on. Let us talk about the specifics of the project and the changes that it will
incur.

Lastly and most importantly. the cultural impact of projects such as this is never
adequately researched or recorded.  Have the people who wrote this DEIS ever been 10
PMRF and it’s surrounding communities” Have they seen the rural character of the
Westside or felt the Kindness of its people T PMRF has changed vastly in the lase 10
vears. 1t is expanding it's reach into the commumity by curting itself off from ourside
contact. All access and movement around the base are controlled from within ns borders
following i the footsteps of places like Mokapu which has grear sigmificance for
Hawaiian people but are cut off from access. Nohili. like Mokapu. has bunals in its
dunes. Likewise, the areas surrounding the dunes was a thnving community. What
happens to historical perspective? To deep history 7 The military is pnmanly concemed
with the present. there command changes every few vears. they don’t maintzin a
historical memory as do the people of these lands. As a Native Hawaiian, the past
grounds me in my culture and gives me a firm foundation on which to live my life . My
Kuleana is 1o pass on a better world 1o future generations. 1 is our greatest legacy.

Sincerely,

Fbtf—

Mohala P. Aiu
AFSC Hawai'i Area
Program Coordinator
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Comment Sheet \Ja’ry\ ear 151. /_:" /Ju:-an
for the
GROUND-BASED MIDCOURSE DEFENSE EXTENDED TEST RANGE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose in hosting this meeting is to give you
an oppartunity 1o comment on issues analyzed in the Drafi Environmental Impact Statement.
Please use this sheet 1o comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified. To ensure that
your comments are addressed in the Final E: | Impact S your must
be postmarked by March 24, 2003,
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Street Address:
City, State: b \.4-}‘*_1 (B'a 3
Zip Code: B

Please place form in the drop box or mail 1o: SMDC-EN-V, Julia Ellion
LS. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.O. Box 1500
Huntsville. AL 35807-3801
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The Beacon Foundation
PMB 352 2-
3844 W Channel Islands Bivd
el 2. Air Quality impacts are not factually considered. The DEIS recognizes
that Ventura County is a non attainment area but claims (es-21) that
the proposed action would result in “Mo change to the region's 2
March 24, 2003 current attainment status.” The DEIS indicates that the X-band
platform will be propelled by multiple massive diesel engines.
U.S. Army Space Re: Ground Based Midcourse Defense The effects of emissions from these engines at each of the sites to
And Missile Defense Command (GMD) Extended Test Range (ETR) be utilized in waters off Ventura County needs to be subject to a
106 Wynn Drive Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Conformity Analysis to evaluate consistency with the State
Huntsville, AL 35805 Implementation Plan for a non attainment area. Such an analysis
needs also to consider emissions from vessels serving the platform.
ATTN: SMDC-EN-V, Mrs. Julia Hudson Elliott
3. Electromagnetic radiation impacts are not adequately defined or 3
Dear Mrs. Elliott: analyzed. It is recognized (es-33) that “safety procedures, including
establishment of controlled areas, and limitations in the areas
Enclosed please find an additional copy of our comments dated October 30, subject to illumination by the radar units” will be required pursuant
2002. We wish to re-submit them into the process by means of this letter. We to Department of Defense policy. Without first preparing such an
do not find a response in the DEIS to environmental impacts concerns stated in analyﬂs and pru\ndmg it in the DEIS, there is no rneanlngful public
our testimony at the October 22, 2002 scoping meeting in Oxnard or in our imy as required by NEPA. It is implicit
October 30, 2002 letter. Response to these concerns was also not provided at in the DEIS (but not clearly stated) that only DoD safety standards
the scoping session on the DEIS we attended in Oxnard, California on February for electromagnetic radiation are recognized as applicable. Clear
24, 2003. The “Summary of the Public Scoping Process" provided in the DEIS is definition on this point is led to disclose whether the p i
inadequate to inform the public what issues were raised in the scoping process action will be at odds with the palicy of the California Coaalal Commission
or to document response by the preparer to these comments. This deficiency that spillover impacts onto civilian land or water areas within the
should be corrected by recirculating the DEIS with a comprehensive description Commission's jurisdiction must comply not only with DoD hut also
of issues raised and of the preparer's responses. FCC standards for uncontrolled environment exg to g
radiation.
We wish to supplement our letter of October 30 2002 with these additional
comments: Thank you for your consideration of these additional comments as well as those
we provided earlier. Please provide us with a lete copy of all envirc
1. Review of Visual Impact of the proposed action at Naval Base Ventura documents issued with regard to this proposed action and also of notice
County is not factually accurate. The DEIS summary (es-33) states: regarding any actions or hearings.
“Because this type of activity consistently occurs at Naval Base Ventura
County Port Hueneme, no impacts to visual resources are anticipated.” Sincerely, — 1
Mothing remotely like the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar (SBX) floating For The Beacorl Fo dati =L
platform has ever been seen at this location. The platform reaches the - _'._ s | ™
equivalent of more than twenty stories above the water and has a deck L, [t e
area about one and a half times as wide and ten feet short of a football 1 Lee Quaintance, Secretary

field. This vessel is far too large to enter the Port of Hueneme.

The locations where the SBX would be moored for operations or for
servicing have not (see our earlier comment) been defined. Clearly the
presence of this enormous structure moored in the roadstead of the Port
of Hueneme or elsewhere in the Santa Barbara Channel would have
significant visual impacts that require analysis in a sufficient EIS for this
proposed action.
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1. Elliott
Page 2
March 21, 2003
However, the City is in the final planning stages for the construction of a small boat
harbor expansion. The project may include the construction of a permeable wave barrier,
OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER which could be used as a year round mooring location for the SBX.
Scction 3.10.7.2 * Copper Valley Electric Assaciation, which provides electricity 1o the
March 21, 2003 City of Valdez, purchases its power from state owned, 13-MW Solomon Gulch 2
s SRS Hydroelectric Facility and awns diesel plants in Glennallen and Valdez." Copper Valley
Electric A iation purch power from Sol Guleh Hydroelectric Facility, which
i v i i E 1.
SMDC-EN-V, Julia Elliont is owned in partnership by the Four Dam Pool
L""S' Army Spu.cc and Missile Defense Command Section 3.10.8.2 .. Facilities located in and around the Port of Valdez are primarily
P 0. “’f‘x 150 associated with the Trans Alaska Pipeline. The city of Valdez maintains twe hotels, two
Hunisville, AL 35807-3801 hed and breakfasts, a bank and three recreational vehicle parks..." The Community of 3
o Valdez is home to seven hotels, more than 30 bed and breakfasts, two banks, eight
Dear Ms. Elliott: recreational vehicle parks, two grocery stores, and various restaurants, retail and service
shops.
The City of Valdez 15 writing lo express support of Proposed Action: Alternative 1,
Alternative 2 or Altemative 3 in the GMD ETR Draft Environmental Impact Study. Section 4.10.6.2 “...Pier space would not be available year-round at the Container
Under Alternative 1, Alternative 2 or Alternative 3, Valdez, Alaska is a possible site for Daock, however, as the space would be vielded to cruise shipping during the May-
the Primary Support Base for the Sea Based Test X-Band Radar. September tourism season...” Currently, the City of Valdez does not maintain the pier
. capacity to commil year round pier-space for the SBX. However, the City is in the final
In the Region of Influence (RO} for the area, the City of Valdez supports the findings planning stages for the construction of a small boat harbor expansion. The project may
that there is negligible adverse impact and thus no need for mitigation for the following include the construction of a permeable wave barrier, which could be used as a year
categories:  Air Quality, Airspace, Biological Resources, Hazardous Materials & round mooring location for the SBX.
Hazardous Waste, Health and Safety, Transportation, Utilities, and Visual and Aesthetic
Resources as outlined in Section 4,10, ... Coordination with local Native American groups such as the Tatitlick...” The 4
spelling of the Native name is Tatitlek.
With regard to specific siting information about Port Valdez, the City is recommending
some changes to the Draft EIS in the following sections: Section 4.10.7.1 “..Selid Waste disposal at Port of Valdezr is handled hy a private
comtractor...”  The City of Valdez operates and maintains solid wasted disposal at the 5
Scetion 310061 “... Valdez does not maimain the pier capacity fo commit pier-space Port of Valdez,
vear round for the SBX, which would yield to cruise ships..." Currently, the City of
1 Section 4.10.7.2 .. Valdez can not commit to year-round pier-space for the SBX, but

Valdez does not maintain the pier capacity to commit year round pier-space for the SBX.
However, the City 15 in the final planning stages for the construction of a small boat
harbor expansion. The project may include the construction of a permeable wave barrier,
which could be used as a year round mooring location for the SBX.

Section 3.10.7.1  “.. Valdez does not maintain the pier capacity fo conumit pier-space
vear round for the SBX. which wonld vield to cruise ships..." Currently, the City
Valder does not maintain the pier capacity to commit year round pier-space for the SBX,

RO. BOX 307 * VALDEZ. ALASKA 996856
907-835-4313 PH * 907-835-2992 FAX

allows for numerous mooring locations near the container dock which would suffice for
project operations... " Currently, the City of Valdez does not maintain the pier capacity
to commit year round pier-space for the SBX. However, the City is in the final planning
stages for the construction of a small boat harbor expansion. The project may include the
construction of a permeable wave barrier, which could be used as a year round mooring
location for the SBX.
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1. Elliott
Page 3
March 21, 2003

The City of Valdez appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS and
supports Altermatives 1, 2 and 3 as options for this program. [ you have any questions
concerning the City's comments, please contact Lisa Von Bargen at (907) B35-4313.

Sincerely,

D &BYL(

David Dengel
City Manager
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P-W-0009
Comment Sheet
for the
GROUND-BASED MIDCOURSE DEFENSE EXTENDED TEST RANGE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose in hosting this meeting is to give you
an opportunity 1o comment on issues analyzed in the Draft Envi Impact S
Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified. To ensure that
your comments are addressed in the Final Envi | Impact § YOur ¢ st
be pos[lmr!&td by March 24, 2003,
Date: ;\/;_l’f b-q R
ppcas THE HOMNE RRTING _CF THE SBX_Misgie RADAR /N
TR GiARDNER By, EVeReT WA, roR THE [Elion NG RER<onS 1
D The Visvac ;mMPACT oM evh CopmiInNITy 5 oo LARGE + WitL RESUeT
M AHE L0655 oF QUR VISUAL ResclRce rern Views, Acse 7 Less
-?)MSMAAZF_;U w.tu LA O 2
> 3
WMM@MMOUM Ty
e = N Tely fesessep (45009 /p ok RansIT
PMENFENGROE DPERNTIENS) PRI =
ABT SFTRIM ) VSAFE (PERATING AN ES 4 THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK
. ASSURED OF SAFETY. 5
o RS A e PoriATion]
o TEE T ¢, 1z AL
Lgﬁg‘fz}!\;j;”‘ ATIEA SYSTEMS Woiti> BE cﬁ?ﬁjﬂﬁﬁfc
e, The SEY Mizgre RADAR 15 &F GUESTIONARY E>TECHNOLOGY <8 [oEe AD
f—"ﬂ'” @Cnrmmnrow T i Bewonl& N A [ApiE 6
Name: Aicded) Feruatern AREA
Street Address: _
City, State: '
Zip Code:
Please place form in the drop box or mail to: ~ SMDC-EN-V, Tulia Elliott
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.0. Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 33807-3801
7}‘ ?;;'e:‘f’\’z' iths Been No FUslic. MEETING EvEREN 0/ IN JnErdisH 7
CoundTy pueinic THE Xefyrks FReCESS. SEATLE, kiNe (b /5 NoT EVERET. 8
¥ Tie pEls WAS NoT AVAILASLE AT THE FEB. 77 Meerne [z
FlBLic Feeushi . .
) The ReNreenc or e EBY s -ri,-%&}, UNIN FERMATIVE T6 IS 9
¥

\CTUAL 5126 4 SCALE IN FeeT (GBKBIER
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GROUND-BASED MIDCOURSE DEFENSE EXTENDED TEST RANGE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Thank you for aitending this public bearing. Our purpose in hosting this mesting is to give you

an opporunity 1o comment on issues analyzed in the Draft Envi I Impact Si
Please use this sheet 1o comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified. To ensure that
your ¢ are addressed in the Final Envi Impact & your st

be poslnmrk_ud by March 24, 2003,
Drate: __'?//—_
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Name: Davirn Aoz gperva g
Street Address: oy __/J?ﬁ._-}:;g 2db e TD Youl
City, State: e mAiL e L ST
Zip Code: o

Please pluce form in the drop box or mail to:  SMDC-EN-V, Julia Ellion
U.5. Army Space and Missile Defense Command

o EE i P.O. Box 1500
S HoTD ErfeLoseEd Hungsvile, AL 35507-3801
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P-W-0011
Everett
\
l In 1982, the Department of Defense chose Everett as the location for the homeport of a
carrier battle group. Naval Station | s constructed and today is the most modern
2002 Navy base in the nation’s inventory. The has strongly defended the facility from
four rounds of base closure commission reviews. The City has also aggressively
March 19, 2003 advocated for funding from the Department of Defense and the U.S. Military
viare ik Construction Appropriations Sub-Commitiee. Today, Naval Station Everett is the
U.S. Army ‘\p.m_ and Missile Dé Gl assignment of choice for Navy personnel and their families.
‘;\[]L]-\: "MLI)‘“' "'V (M““ J"J]‘\'il'ljlg';:u Furthe the City of Everett’s intention 1o, in conjunction with the U.S. Army Space
yanive; thantiville, vl 2am)y and Missile Dctcnsc Command, to hold a public Listening Forum on April 5 to afford our
Re: City of Everett C an Draft Envi 1 Impact § on the y an opf ity to become better informed and to have some of their
proposed Ground-based Mideourse Defense (GMD) Extended Test Range (ETR) Sctions anwwered:
and request for-a 30-day cxicnsion to the comment period. Upon initial review, the DEIS raises significant questions regarding impact issues that, in
our opinion, are not adequately addressed. These concerns and comments are set forth in
i this letter,
Dear Ms. Elliott: =
3 : X " ; g i ; ’ 1L The SBX Proposal
ﬂwnk.);lu for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS associated with the GMD & ETR The City understands the SBX component is a sea based radar system designed 1o track
proposal. incoming ballistic missile warheads — reentry vehicles — outside of the eanth’s
g SRR o : : : atmosphere. SBX is but one component analyzed in the DEIS. The SBX is a national
::;:':I::‘:ir::::d'?h:L;‘Q"::;;:’:;:::u‘:::::::::::::';;gl:eﬁ:“;l;::l":: fo 1 dcfcnsc_prpiccl dr.'_signcd to operate within the navigable waters of the United States as
comment deadline simply does not provide ad time. We r tfully request that well as b tisemational watefs.
!:I"'dm'“ tl Defi 14 (j’f dit (_“mﬂ Hie dth perind :“ the DEIS by adding The remainder of the DEIS addresses the components of a testing protocol intended 1o
Y GRYE. 03 ‘::"" " ‘," the :‘r LY cmll a; tnc ‘u,",m.m m? community & 1: DEIS. address sophisticated integrated tracking of ballistic missiles and their reentry vehicles
Oppertunity 10:batier ¢ i pobpoaal and offer : A The et from the launch, through the various phases of flight, to impact. The “proposed action™
A , be aware. the Everett.c ity b sy rted Naval Stati for this DEIS is: *...te construct and aperate additional launch and test facilities
E: ?:: “l::i' I:Ii?r\'::::-lh c\i::\-m":s“’ln:'li‘lnl‘:"nr:“fnl:»a:S}Tflilbl?\s‘:plr:o;nmlrr:i: = (.‘l::]n“\_ including the Sea Based X-Band Radar in the Pacific Region, and to conduct more
Ih:(‘!l.).t!f [L scett has Lll:lu‘llr‘:‘g‘d th :NM ‘.Iﬂn of Navy ‘"";' F;Lpartrntnl "F m; |_. - realtstic inmterceptor flight tesis in support of GMD development.”
they are comy with the ¢ y and mission of Naval Station 111 The DEIS Procedure
The DEIS was prepared by the US Army Space and Missile Defense Command located
. P . . . . in Huntsville, Ala. As a national defense proposal, the GMD-ETR-SBX proposal is
The City of Everett staff has reviewed the DEIS and has found general concurrence with < T S 5 st x “ -
potnts raised by residents i the City’s Port Gardner Bay néighibiocibod pressisted 1o clearly outside of the jurisdiction of the City of Everett. There are no City of Everett
Eve :1I City Council o Mk H.- Li : o ; permits being n.qun.hl.‘.d or required. Mevertheless, the City has significant interests and
YR P ORI 2% concerns that require consideration within the scope of this DEIS. By this comment
L. Back S letter, the City of Everett is a party of record under the National Environmental Policy
- Backgroun ni slory Act
The City of Everett has successfully fi d its ic and ity fabric e
from a natural hased y to a high technology i S s . of the NEPA — DEIS i et S Wi - o
the 19505 & 1960s the City and the Snohomish County area have been steadily replacing I'he primary purposes of the NEPA — DEIS is to provide the public with the opportunity 2

forest products and mineral-based industrial a
technology. Today, two of the most |
State are the Boeing Co.’s Everett facili

ty with acrospace, electronics and bio-
CCONOMIC € in Washi

s and Naval Station Everett.

o comment on a proposed action, and inform the public of potential impacts before a
decision is made. The City of Everett believes this DEIS has failed to meet these two
primary NEPA objectives.
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The scoping process for the DEIS did not involve the of Everett. We are unaware of More information in a clear and concise format wuuld hc helpful. Specifically, we are

any scoping meetings that were held in Everett, though it appears that there was a scoping seeking clear information that describes the P q . and duration of any

meeting held in Seattle in October 2002, The City of Everett and the surrounding testing and the risk, or lack of risk, Tated with radiati cxposun': Iting from the

c ity still have questi arding the SBX proposal. Some of these questions are operations of the SBX.

set forth in this ¢ letter. Itis hy that the DEIS official “Distribution List”

(Appendix 11.0, Volume [1. DEIS) does not list any City of Evereit contacts. Imp o ! aireraft favionics and the Naval Station
Everett — The DEIS clearly acknowledges operation of the SBX could impact “*ground- 6
hased, airborne, and ship-based systems™ (commercial and houschold electronics, radios,

s ication systems, aircraft ics, ete.). However, as noted, the

IV. Impacts 1S does not indicate what the testing protocol and operations of the SBX will be while
in port, nor does it address the impacts to sensitive electronic systems. In fact, the DEIS

Aesthetics - The EIS indicates that: . no impacts to visual resources are anficipaied”. acknowledges that additional tests, modeling and operational modifications will be

As noted, the SBX is presumed 1o be a vessel. Like any other ship, it is presumed 1o be necessary to determine the nature and extent of impacts and the appropriate mitigation,

part of the inventory associated with the overall mission of the Department of Defense modification or response.  Without the additional information, the impacts of the SBX

and the Naval Station Everett. However, the SBX system is taller than the Aircraft cannot be disclosed, much less analyzed. In this regard, the DEIS is clearly inadequate.

Carrier Abraham Lincoln (SBX is 250 ft. tall, 390 fi. long & 238 ft. wide - the Lincoln is

206 ft. tall and 1,092 ft. long and 257 ft. wide) and will by any account become a Additionally, the SBX is to be located on or immediately adjacent to the Naval Station

prominent addition to the view of the harbor. While visual impacts and aesthetics are to Everett. Clearly the aircraft carrier, ships associated with the bartle group, and land-

s subjective, clearly, there will be a visual impact associated with the SBX. hased systems include sensitive electronies, communication systems and aircrafl systems

mpacts associated with the SBX are not adequately addressed in the DEIS that may be susceptible to interference from the elect gnetic and radio freq

al analysis is required. transmissions from the SBX. However, there is no mention of this in the DEIS. I‘hesc
potential impacts need to be addressed.

Airspace - The operation of the SBX can interfere with some aircraft electronics and

communication systems, Impacts to :nrspacc associated with the SBX are to be The City is very concerned that impacts 1o ication systems outlined in the DEIS

“minimized” by adhering 10 of ] and coordination with the lc_der.sl could result in impacts to the c id and ¥ Tesp and

Aviation Administration. However, the operational i are not add d in the communication systems and to Navy operations. The DEIS does not adequately address

DEIS. Therefore, we cannot know what the operational requirements will be until these potential impacts.

additional tests are preformed (Electromagnetic Radiation/El ic Interference . . ) ) . o . o

survey and analysis) and the required forms are complete (DD Form 1494). Presumably, Air quali y - The DEIS does not provide a elear indication of the air quality impacts.

this work could result in some operational impacts on aviation and airspace. This could Since the SBX will bum diesel fuel for at least part of its aperation needs, and since these 7

be of interest to the flight operations at Paine Field, and o private and commercial operational needs are not elearly identified while in the Primary Support Base,

aviation. clear what the impacts will be. The DEIS correctly notes that the Snohomish County area
is a “non-attainment” area under federal clean air standards and that air quality

Paine Field serves as the primary test facility for the Boeing Co.s Everett commercial miienance plans haye basn sdoptachsni. are part of:the Shs lmpiemsnmtion Plaf,

aircraft plant. The Boeing/Everett faci ity in the (Please not that on page 4-238, Sccl.mn 48.1.3, I.lJ: text has a conflicting and incorrect

world. It is the only assembly facil crafl (747, statement that the area is a non-attainment area. I"\L‘ ext shou!d hlt‘.i.‘l'll‘l‘eﬂl.'ill.) Impacts )

767 & 777). Even modest n.ducnom in flight operations, or risks 1o the aireraft associated with substantial dicsel fucl ! could be significant and in excess of

ion systems ¢ from the SBX testing protacol, could have significant :;;::1:;::*;‘:;;:::;:‘:;,F:';*I:f;:;f'"“;ﬂw:;' Tﬁ];ﬁ;&:t::mlgﬂm:ﬁmﬁmu

impacis i irv the « e e

impacts to an indusiry that is uzq.nllal 1o local and national interests. disclosed in the DEIS. The DEIS should prtwuh. 5 vz of b ial emi

Health and Safety - The operations of the SBX system while in the “Primary Support 5 Broposed skl  pnicigption il il of whether these emissions

Base™ — (Everett/Pont Gardner Bay) are not clear from the DEIS. For instance
clear what testing of the radar system is contemplated, and what the time. frequenc
duration of 2 sting might be, The DEIS presumes that the SBX would not pose any
health or safety risk Iting from exy o inted with its normal
operations. However, these “normal operations™ are not clearly defined in the DEIS.

would comply with regional air quality mndards: and conform with the State
Implementation Plan. We believe the existing air quality analysis is inadequate in the
DEIS and this additional information is required.
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Wildlife - The assessment of risk to wildlife mentions a number of species though it
specifically does not mention Chinook Salmon and Bull Trout. Both of these species are
protected under the Federal Endangered Species Act and should be noted in the DEIS.
The DEIS does not appear to identify any impact to fish or birds. [t is not clear whether a
federal Itation would be required under Sec. 7 of the The ESA is mentioned
in Appendix B, a listing of federal statutes that apply to this proposal. The DEIS needs to
address this issue and indicate whether or not a consultation under Sec. 7 of the ESA is
required. Potential impacts from fuel spills or other potential contaminants that would
impact aguatic resources should also be identificd and mitigati defined.

Sociocconomic impacts - The DEIS does not address socioeconomic impacts related o
the City of Everett. The City of Everett does not know what, if any, impacts or benefits
might accrue to the our community as a result of the proposed action. The DEIS needs to
address these impacts,

Other jurisdictions — It is not clear from the DEIS whether or not the proposal would
involve state lands, tidelands, or leases. I so, 1 should be identified and the
appropriate state agencies need to be notified and given an opportunity 1o comment.
Those agencics would likely be the Washington State Dep of Natural R

and the Washington State Department of Ecology. For clarification of jurisdictional
questions, we recommend you contact the Washington State Attorney General's office.
A copy of our comment letter will be sent to these agencies.

We appreciate your consideration and attention 1o these concems. Again, we request that
you provide an additional 30-day comment period and hold additional public meetings
with appropriate experts 1o answer questions.

Sincerely,

= ://I 0,?&/‘("(/(;/(\ /,é}(/ é?-ﬁa (zeP7C

Mayer Frank Anderson

Arlun Hatloe, City Council President

¢. Members Everett City Couneil

10

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR Frank E. Anderson
March 28, 2003 Mayor

LS. Army Space and Missile Defense Command,
ATTN: SMDC-EN-V (Ms. Julia Elliott),
106 Wynn Drive, Huntsville, AL 35805

Re: Addendum to City of Everett Comments on Draft Environmental Impact
Stat t on the proposed Ground-based Midcourse Defense (GMD) Extended Test
Range (ETR) and request for a 30-day extension to the comment period.

Dear Ms. Elliott:

Again, we appreciate the opy ity to on the DEIS iated with the GMD
& ETR proposal. Afier further review of our submittal, we discovered a couple minor
typographical errors. On page 4 of our March 19" letter under the Air Quality section,
we noted the following errors:

“Air quality — The DEIS does not provide a clear indication of the air quality impacts,
Since the SBX will burn diesel fuel for at least part of its operation needs, and since these
operational needs are not clearly identified while in the Primary Support Base, it is not
clear what the impacts will be, The DEIS comrectly notes that the Snohomish County area
is an “pes-attainment™ area under federal clean air standards and that air quality
maintenance plans have been adopted and are part of the State Implementation Plan,
(Please note that on page 4-238, Section 4.8.1.3, the text has a conflicting and incorrect |
statement that the area is a non-attainment area, The text should be corrected.). . .”

As indicated in the note, *
corrected to say “an at
rest of that paragraph is as submitted.

= s 7 non-attainment area™ is incorreet and should be
and “Please not” should read “Please note.” The

Again, thank you for the opportunity 1o comment.
Sincerely,
("_‘ / ” {./ ’
/Qz.z(/z',é;, i
Frank E. Anderson
Mayor

[ Arlan Hatloe, City Council President
Everett City Council

CITY OF EVERETT= 2030 Wetmore Ave., Suite 10-A » Everetl, WA 38201 « (425) 257-8700 = Fax (425) 257-8729
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Koa()ﬁna

Resort & Marina

March 24, 2003

LS. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
Attn: SMDC-EN-V (Ms. Julia Hudson-Elliott)
106 Wynn Drive

Huntsville, AL 35805

Re:  Ground Based Mideourse Defense Extended Test Range
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, January 2003 (“EIS")

By this letter, we are providing our comments conceming our opposition to the
construction and operation of a Sea-based Test X-Band Radar (SBX) in Hawaii.

The Ko Olina Ci ity A iati p the various residential, hotel,
timeshare and other owners of the Ko Olina Resort and Marina, located on the western
shores of Oahu, Hawaii. The Resort is located approximately 4 miles west of Barber's
Point, the proposed site of the SBX. With the proposed location being approximately 3
miles south of Barber's Point, and the immense size of the proposed structure, the SBX
will be highly visible from Oahu's southern and western coastline, including the Ko
Olina Resort and Marina.

Such visibility will affect Hawaii's tourism industry, which is the state’s leading
economic industry. This industry has already been hurt by the after cffects of September
11, 2001 and the ongoing war in the Middle East.  Given the fragile state of world wide
travel and the need to provide a secure feeling for visitors, the placement of a large
tracking structure directly off of the shoreline of Hawaii's busiest island will likely hurt
Hawaii’s image as a safe place for domestic and intemmational visitors. The placement of
the SBX at this location will have a significant impact on Hawaii, and this must be
considered in analyzing the potential locations for the SBX.

Furthermore, as noted in the EIS, the area proposed for the location of the SBX is
heavily used for air traffic and boating traffic. The area, as shown in Figure 2.3.1-13 of
the EIS, shows p ial interference di that cover not only the Honolulu
International Airport and Kalaeloa Airport, but also the major flight paths for these

airports.

Given the other possible, more remote locations, it would appear that the SBX
should not be located in Hawaii, especially at the proposed site, which potentially

Ko Olma Conmuri i, Hawas géray

P-W-0012

.5, Army Space and Missile Defense Command
March 24, 2003
Page 2

endangers Hawaii's economy and number one industry, and the safety of air and sea
travel in the heavily used area.

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal and EIS. Please
do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions or would like further information
or detail on our comments.

Sincerely,

N )
Todd K. Apo

Exhibit 8.1.1-1: Reproductions of Written Documents (Continued)




ce-8

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0013 & d P-W-0014
Comment Sheet
Comment Sheet for the
for the GROUND-BASED MIDCOURSE DEFENSE EXTENDED TEST RANGE
GROUND-BASED MIDCOURSE DEFENSE EXTENDED TEST RANGE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Thank you far atending this public hearing. Our purpose in hosting this me.eung is m give you
Thank you for attending this puh]!c hearing. Qur purpose in hosting this meeting is to give you an o on issues in the Draft
an opp 10 on issues analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified. Tn ensure that
Please use this sheet 10 comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified. To ensure that YOur comments arc in the Final Ei | Empact YOUF COMMENtS must
your comments are addressed in the Final Envi | Impact S your must be postmarked by March 24, 2003.
be postmarked by March 24, 2003,
Date: 5 A5
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Street Address: —_—
City, State:
Zip Code:

Please place form in the drop box or mail to:  SMDC-EN-V, Julia Elliott
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.O. Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

3riles

_rqr,-.";c')l EAce s 14 ;"L-)/l.u)" ST A ‘f:f':_,e_.
Eiida s cwr.(x.} S 08 Act? Al L Hieve.
[Rm g P VSt B -e?"/‘f."t";-"l( Vonpete .
4)411};:.,

A

Commentor

Name: 1‘ [ ) /%A(

Street Address:

City, State: 2 =
Zip Code: .

Please place form in the drop box or mail to: ~ SMDC-EN-V, Julia Elliou
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.O. Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
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P-W-0015
TO:  SMDD-EN-V, Julia Elliot +  What exactly are the “small quantities of hazardous waste that cml.ld potlcnlially 7
US. Army Space and Missile Defense Command spill or be emitted”? What other substances, by-products, or materials will
PO Box 1500 definitely be emitted or leaked into the environment?
Huntsville, AL 35807
«  What will be the effects on my household radio frequency? (This happens to be a
FROM: Michelle Kermoade very important part of my household.)
s I must dispute the statement “no visual impacts are anticipated, because this 8
type of activity consistently occurs at Naval Station Everett”. This behemoth is in
RE: Conceptual Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar a category unto itself. It has not once “consistently” occurred at this port.
DATE: 03/19/03 s Exactly how many “especially sensitive” homeowners (1 am one) will be
overlooking the site? What will be the color scheme? Will it blend in with the
beautiful sunsets I now enjoy with my family? Or the islands I will no longer
soe?
Dear Ms Elliot, St
Thank you for the opportunity to inquire about the proposed “SBX” = Are there no other proposed sites of a more industrial nature? 9
As a matter of fact, I'm extremely concerned about how this will impact my family, Asyowmay ha_ve gafhcn‘cl{, I,,']m e the many ms]dm?ls Who Stitagly object fo
neighborhood, and city in general. My questions are as follows: the covert nature in which this “proposal” has come to our city. I can only hope that
’ = ‘ ’ you will sincerely consider and address all of the questions/comments you receive from
* Why wasn't there a public disclosure meeting held in Everett? 1 this community before praceeding with this project.
«  Can you provide the scientific data for which you are relying that ensures my 2 We are a patriotic city. We are taxpayers. But mostly we too love our great Country.
three children, ages 2, 3, and 5 who'll grow-up in the epicenter of the EMI However, this doesn’t mean we deserve to have something of this magnitude forced
spectrum, will nat su}{e} ill-effects? 8 P H upon our community without any assurances about the negative impact to the welfare
' of our individual families and our city in its entirety.
: : e y 3
Will EMR/I, Air quality, Title V, or other environmental i t reviews be .
' m:vducled? By 3hm:!: RSN Again, thank you for this opportunity to state my concerns. [ look forward to your
response.
»  What is meant by the phrase *.__limitations in areas subject to illumination by 4 ;
2 % i Sincerely,
radar units to preclude hazard to the public”?
RS ‘\L{“w“‘\-
= Precisely how many residential properties will be impacted by EMR's and other 5
as yet undisclosed hazardous residues? Is there any anticipation as to the effect
on homeowners’ property values?
* How many months per year will it be stationary? Will the generators run while 6

at port? How much noise will they produce? How will they be powered?
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P-W-0016 P-W-0017
FREDERICK A. DODGE, MD
To: Government and Military Officials
March 6, 2000 Subject:  No Military Expansion in Hawaii
U.8. Army Space and Missile Defense Commund
ATTN: SMDC-EN-V (Mrs. Julia Hudson-Elliott) Militarism and war do not bring true security. Genuine security requires that the
106 Wynn Drive, Huntsville, AL 35805 environment is able 1o sustain life. that peoples basic needs of food. clathing. shelter,
RE: Ground-Based Mideourse Defense {GMD) Extended Test Range DIES health care and education are met, that fundamental human dignity and cultural identities
2d, are honored. and that people and the natural environment are protected from avordable
Dear People:
harm.
There are many things unaceeplable with GMD. Others will submit testimony on these. To this end, I oppose any military expansion in Hawai'i, including plans for
T will limit my comments to two issues. “ .‘
i 1 Army Transformation,
First, “# Based X-Band Rudar” is dangerous to humans and other living things. It heats I urge you to clean up, restore and return lands that have been esed or 1
tissues. As a result, this type of electro-magnetic radiation can and has caused in humans ) -y ) 2
a range of conditions from caturacts W death, Furthermore it can interfere with airplane damaged by the military. Clean up should include the 123,000 acre former Waikoloa
and airport electronics. It should not be placed near our airports, or anywhere in our 2 Maneuver area. the 108,000 acre Pohakuloa Training Area and Kawaihae Harbor on
islands, or anywhere PERIOD. It's too dangerous, Hawai'i Island, the entire island of Kaho'olawe, Makua and Waikine valleys on O*ahn
Second, all information I've received from independent scientists, tells me that the whole 3 and other areas where the military has left unexploded ordnance or toxins.

“star wars” project is very likely to fail and is tremendously wasteful. It is bound to
esculate the arms rage. We don’t need it. The world doesn't need it. This project should
be abandoned and the billions saved should be used for human needs—such as health
insurance for the 39 million Americans who don’t have any.

In closing, let me quote from former President General Dwight D, Eisenhower. He spoke
these wise words: “Every gun that is made, every warship launched, every rocket fired
(italics mine), signifies in a final sense a theft from those who are not fed, those who are
cold and are not clothed. This world in arms is not spending money alone. It is spending
the sweat of its luborers, the genius of its scientists, the hopes of its children.”

Sincerely,

(Al

Frederick A. Dodge, MD

Finally, I urge government officials to end Hawai'i’s economic dependency
on military spending and to develop economic alternatives based on meeting human
needs and environmental sustaina bility.

Sincerely.

Name: ﬁ&__ﬂ,f Z} 7_:‘}:({;:1{{1#"/ . _ Dawe; o
Address

Telephone number:

Email:
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NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0018
The text of comment P-W-0018 was the same as that of P-W-0017. This
comment was submitted by Sachiko Fujita of Aria, Hawaii.
The text of comment P-W-0019 was the same as that of P-W-0017. This P-W-0019

comment was submitted by Peggy Choy of Madison, Wisconsin.
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0020
Comment Sheet
for the
GROUND-BASED MIDCOURSE DEFENSE EXTENDED TEST RANGE Horst W. Petzold
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT F Horst Petzold
Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose in hosting this meeting is to give you
an opy ity to on issues analyzed in the Draft Envi I Impact & Septbr. 15. 78
Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified. To ensure that .
your are add i in the Final Envi I Impact S FOur ¢ must
be postmarked by March 24, 2003, CONFIDENTIAL SCIENTIFIC REPORT
Date: _Mareh 18, 2003 L Science and Technology
First of 811 ] am ip agreement with the military establishmcnt. The
testing and corseguent implementation of the system is necessary. But EH!E!!!Q!‘L m_!!'!!‘.’!é.‘_?ﬁ GIIAIES£
of the costs involved the international western allys should parti-
cipate, including the best international scientists in the field. I
—— Soviet scientista hawve started to build sessuring devices to register
slso believe the aystem is posaible. dccording to information I ro— gravitational e i from distant galaxies. The devices will be lo
. . . ; oy F e -
cedved I think the russiens are ahead of the USA. Western intelligence cated on the ground, They sre based on & mono-crystal of sapphire which
should be in & position to confirm this. But do not forget:" Accor- " -
ding to the NEWS MEDIA the county im which I live in Everett is the oscillates: for days after being kit by gravitstionsl waves.
—_— The freguency of gravitaticnal changea constantly. It increases
most left libersl in the ccuntry. I feel the heat because of my statement when s supernova sxplod X  lon cored, the $oi
odes owe Yo this occure new Tu=
#t the Everett meeting, Especislly by the people which one of this days wiiite 'u.r“ abl :0 ; ter it & .
. Tegister it.
i £i : . he ) MIDDLE EAST!
This information is compiled fr ss in Ruasian for abroad 1
A _couple of gquestions:" What will happen if the enemy forwards rockets 1 P o 3 = o ne

with NUCLEAR WAR HEADST? If our antisystem is sugcessiul the NUCLEAR
Material will be distributed all over space, The scientists should find
a way to stop this. This of course is not easy. EE_f. not impossible.
About 1000 NUCLEAR devices exploded in space up to day. Think of radia-
tion. Radicactive faelloyt. Elegtromagnetics. X-ray laser stc. Our weather

Commentor " ;.
is and will be affécted.
Name: Horst W. Petzold

Street Address:
City, State:
Zip Code:

Please place form in the drop box or mail ;. SMDC-EN-V, Julia Ellion
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.O. Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 33807-3801
PLEASE NOTE ADDRESS CHANGE

HORST W. PETZOLD SR. 1.O.M.

on Septbr. 15. 1978.

We hope the U.5.A. and the westera world is prepared at this time because
of the conssquences involved.

My cnréy--a colleagues in science and ressarch are very much concerned
about this situstion. - N i

These scientists want me pow snd issedistely to forward this informstion
to the most effective orgsnizstion or sgency and publiestien in thia

country.

Responsib

Sy e

Horast W. Petzold

I have informed many orgenizations snd

sgencies but the sell out is going en snd

on and the stupldity wont stop.

Stupid means: Very slow of apprehension and

mentally sluggish, alsc lack ef ndcrﬂtndug:

Or should I think of our leaders the unthinkable? TRAITCR! .

BN
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NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

Horst W. Petzold

IN ORDER TO SOLVE A PROBLEM WE MUST FIRST STATE IT
CLEARLY.

ONE FHASE OF PROBLEM SOLVING CONSISTS OF TURNING THE
OPPOSING ITEMS ARCUND WHEREVER POSSIBELE AND HAVING
THOSE FORCES WHICH WERE HINDERING US TURNED IKTO

PRODUCTIVE FORCES WORKING FOR US.

THRE WORD IMPOSSIBLE IS BY ITSELF A PROBLEM WHICH

SHOULD NOT EVEN EXIST.

MOST FEOFLE OF OUR GLOBE HAVE NO WILLPOWER TO SOLVE
FROZLEMS WITH INTELLIGENCE.

BRUTE POWER IS NOT SOLVING ANY FRO3ZLEM.

All Rights reserved.

Alle Rechte vorbehalten.

Horst W. Petzold 2.20.84
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0021
If Everett is the Missile Defense Agency's preferred location because of the
deep harbor and proximity to the USS Lincoln’s pier, then the hearing
process, which left Everett residents completely in the dark, has been cynical
March 18, 2003 at best.
- AT March 24™ is the final date for public comment on this draft EIS. The
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Jul L F']_]’O" period for scoping meetings and comments was extended twice last year. 2
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command Would you please extend the current deadline by several weeks, and return
P.O. B(?x 1500 to Everett for another hearing in a suitable waterfront or downtown location
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 with sufficient early publicity to assure real citizen participation? This
- seems only fair to the people of Everett.
Dear Ms. Elliott,
- th " . Thank you for your consideration.
On February 25" the Everett Herald published an article on a proposal by
the Missile Defense Agency to possibly bring the SBX to Everett. This was
two days before the only public hearing would be held to solicit local Sincerely
opinions, and was the first time that virtually anyone in Everett had ever ’
heard of it. 'L'r—-rz{'f C? . /._/- e /{’:_-if‘“)s'u
The Missile Defense Agency is considering six other locations around the Robert C. Jackson
Pacific Ocean for deploying the SBX platform. From April to December
public information meetings were held in all of those locations, but none was
held in Everett. Hundreds of people from those locations commented
formally on the plan. There was a meeting held in Seattle, but since Seattle
was not being considered as a possible site for the SBX, no one attended.
In January a draft EIS was published and distributed to all interested
1

parties from the first round of meetings. People receiving it had ample time
to study it before final hearings were held in February and March at the
other potential sites. Since no one in Everett knew anything about this plan,
no copies of the EIS were distributed to local government officials, let alone
interested citizens, before the only Everett public hearing was held at the
Holiday Inn on 128" St. and Interstate 5 on February 27th. Because of the
short two-day notice, the meeting location nowhere near the site under
consideration in Port Gardner Bay, and the total lack of knowledge of the
contents of the draft EIS, only a handful of citizens showed up to comment
on it. This is despite the many serious concerns which the draft EIS raises.

Considering the impact this powerful radar system could have on Everett,
I don’t believe the hearing process has been anything close to fair and open.
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KODIAK
CHAMBER
OF COMMERCE

I O, Box 1485, Kodiak Alaska 99615 (MI7) 486-5557

March 24, 2003

Mrs. Julia Hudson-Elliot

.S, Army Space and Missile

Defense Commund, ATTN: SMDC-EN-V,
106 Wynn Drive, Huntsville, AL 35805

Mrs. Hudson-Elliot,

The Board of Directors of the Kodiak Chamber of Commerce wish to go on record in support of
the Ground-Based Midcourse Defense (GMDY) Extended Test Range Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS). The DEIS provides analysis of the potential for environmental impacts
associated with the proposed action of the establishment of an extended test range ¢
providing more realistic operational flight testing. The proposed action and alternatives
examined in the DEIS includes development of the capability for single and dual launches of
interceptor and target missiles at the Kodiak Launch Complex (KLC). Development of these
capabilities would entail of two interceptor launchers, one additional target launch
pad and construction/alteration of launch support facilities a1 KLC.

The Kodiak Chamber of Commerce has long supporned the efforts of the Kodiak Launch
Complex 1o develop itself as a testing site for the launch of Might test rockets. We believe that
the Kodiak business community has the ability 1o serve the needs of the National Missle Defense
agency as they carry out their mission of the GMD operational flight-testing. The Kodiak
business community wishes 1o ensure that as the test flights and associated activity moves
forward that we be given every opportunity to meet the associated support needs of the NMD.

We have a full complement of hotels, bed and breakfast facilities, car rental agencies, trucking,
transportation and equif rental panies as well as local security firms available to
provide support to NMD personnel. We believe that Kodiak can fully meet the operational needs
of NMD. As such, we would encourage you 1o keep the Kodiak Chamber of Commerce
informed of your operational needs. We can help your staff as they plan their trips and develop
their list of required goods and services. There is no need to develop on site housing at the
Kodiak Launch Complex until the local inventory is fully utilized.

The Bourd of Dircctors of the Kodiak Chamber of Commerce has been a long time supporter of
KLC and their efforts to develop a fully operational facility at Narrow Cape, We expect that the
users of KLC will recognize that suppont by fully utilizing the local business community to
provide for logi support during their missions,

Dedicated to Kodiak's Future

FAX: ("M)7) 486-7605

P-W-0022

We look forward to working with you to provide your organization a successful platform from
which to conduct your testing efforts, 1 genuinely appreciate vour careful consideration and
thoughtful attention to this detal in your planning efTorts,

Yours in cconomic prosperity,

Deborah M. Milam
President
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAL'

1. Weg pase military expanskon in Hawnit, including the build up and desirucion of Hawaiisn lands by militsry forces in Mk, Pohakakoa, Honowliuli

i Kkine: o 3 ol i $ #
sl i g s ooy s e by e 1 il Gl e o K

" L, Vet o, oo, e el s, i, Walt, Nk, Mo,

3 End Huwaii' d on military D 1o clean up U devel "
conrmainily-based econamiz allermatives, N i b i '

4 The military st pay Just compensation for its use of and dosmage 1o Hawafian bands,

We sre taking back our land and oar Uves from militarism, Our commen security depends on having clesn air, land end water, an economy that meats bacic

bumian needs and e perpetuntion of our euliures,
NAME 5

DAEE Hawal'l - Alohia Rins Casmpaign cfo:
#an Fritads Service Commisien Hawad't, 2426 'l Avenue, Honoluly, HI 9682 (508) G43-62¢
i) Malu Ais Centesfor Nonvitent Educsiion and Action, PO, Bos. AB, Ola', Ht uﬁiu}'.([mgﬁm';f e

CLEAM UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAL
expunssion in Bawail, acludiag the bugd up and destruction of Hawelian ads by military forces in Ma%kua, Mohakulon, Honouliuli
on of aceess bo Nohili, Kaua'i and Keaws*uls, O“alis; Navy lesting of seasr and missile defemse systems off of Kaua'i; and
el muing high-tech compsier and astronamy facilisies oa Mauna Kea asd Haleskals

urn military-controlled lands, inchiding Kaho®olawe, Péhakuloa, Makea, Waikine, Nokili, Mokapa,
Pusloa/Peat Harber, Kalis/Fort DeRussy and Kahuku,

" b " i 4o h i
T P

We nppase st

Tl aisilitsry st €hen sy, testors snil

Jei, Watiinw, WasmanaleBello

End Hamali: 7 3
comenunily-hasal economis allermatives.

e wallétary musst

For Fand ilamage to Haraban lands,

lasnid andl our lives fyven milisasism. Gur common secusity depends on having clean air, land and wates, 85 econcmy that meets basie
 perpetuation of our cubiures

TELEPHONE EMALL

ADDRESS
\

M7 Hawenltl — Alotss *Aina Campaign elo:
wvice Comemities Hawal'l 2425 Oabo Avene, Honokds, HI $6522; (B08) 585-6266; afic hawali@utse org
Nemvilens Tducation sad Action, P.O. Box AD, Ofa's, H] 96760 (803) 965:7622; warwssalu-sing orp

P-W-0023

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'
Weoppose military expansion in Hawai'l, incleding the baild up and destrustion of Hawaiian lands by military forces i Mikua, Péhakulos, Honoulisli
and Waikine; the restriction of sccess to Nohili, Knua'i and Keawa'ula, O"abu; Navy testing of sonas and missile defense systems off of Kaua'i; and
warfure-related research using bigh-ech computer and sstronomy facilities ca Maunn Kea and Haleakald.

Thse military must clean up, restore and retumn military-controlled lands, including Kabo'clawe, Pbakulos, Mikus, Waikine, Nohils, Makapu,
Lualualel, Wahlaws, Waimanalo/Bellows, Pu*uloa/Pearl Harbor, Kalia/Fort DeRussy and Kahul:,

End Hawaii' i 4 i dlng by redirecting finds i clean up - - .
commanity-hased cconomic aliernatives.
The military must pay Jus for damage to Hawailan lands.

We are taking back our land and our ives from militastsm. Our commen security depends on having clean air, land and water, un economy that meets basic
Buman neads and the perpetaation of our caltures.

NAME ADDRESS TELEPHONE EMAIL

9.

{4

a

Bucypod Meluate
/,f/f“fz A (4/ 2 !

| 7
. iatan o Arepiaan

Toee b Riyek

L ERED SPanTA D

2 DMZ Hawal'i = Aloha *Alna Campaign c/a:
ahii) American Friends Service Cammities Hawal'l, 2426 0'ahu Avenue, Honolubs, HI 96822; (30) 588-6:266; afichawadl @ afsc org

{Hawai't} Maly At Center for Nonvicleat Education and Actios, PO, Box AB, Ola'a, HI 96760, (08} 966-7622; www.malu-aina org/

Weare

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'
We oppose military expansioc in Hawnil, including the build ap aad destruction of Hawsiian lands by milisary forees in Mik)
nd Waikine: the restzbetion of access to Nobill, Koun®i and Keaws®ula, 0abu: Navy testing of sonar and missile defense systems off of Kaua'iz and
warfare-elated seacarch using high-tech computer and sstronomy fzilities on Mauna Kea and Haleakals.

kuloa, Honoululi

The military mast chenn wp, restore and relurn miitary-condralled lands, including Kabo®olawe, Péhakuloa, Mikua, Waikine, Nohili, Mokapu,
Lunlualel, Wahiawl, Waimaralo/BeBows, Pu'uloa/Pear] Harbor. Kaliw/Fort DeRussy and Kahuk.

End Hamwai'i' ¥ on Lo clean up to develag
community-Based econamic sliemotives.

Tlae mibitary nst pay just compensation for it use of and damage 1o Hawaiion lmls.

back our tand and our lives from militarism, Our commes sscusity depends on having clean air, lnd and water, an coonoauy that meets basic
mocds and the perpetuation of our cailiures.

AME ADDRESS TELEPHONE EALALL
| elle Titfiat
¥ € Lerpm

LAmPeon e

Hom Ky Kint

3 Pg_lur-‘|-r. Re )

YR B Le M 6

(n -

Alodia *hdwa Casnpalgs efo:

cen Frieads Service Committes Hawal'i, 2426 O'ab Avesue, Honoluly,

HI96822; (B08) 583-6266; afschawaii@afsc.org
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAL'
We oppose military expission i Hawal'l, including the build up and destracticn of Hawaiian lands by militasy forces in Mikua, Pohakulos, Hoouliuli
and Waikdne; the restriction of access 1o Nohili, Kaua'i and Keawa'uls, 0*ghu; Navy testing of sonar and missile defense systems off of Kaia't: and
warl lated rescarch using high-tech compater and sstronomy fucilities oa Mauna Kes and Haleakalh,

£ The muilitary st clean up, vestore sud retrn milliary-controlled laails, including Kalho'olawe, Pahakuioa, Mikua, Waikine, Nohili, Mokapu,
Lusulualei, Waliawd, WainanaloBellows, Pu"uloa/Pearl Harbar, KaliaFort DeRussy and Kahukn.
1 Eml Hawalis on mllitary dircetis o chean up il uml 1o devebop
comiinity-based econamic aliermatives. .
4 The military naust pay ju iom for i T and danange to Hawadinn lands
@ taking back our land and oar lves from militarisen. Our commnion security depends on having clean ais, lund und water, an ecanomy that meets basie
i mecds and the perpetuation of our cultures.
NAME ADDRESS TELEPHONE EMALL

L -8

e

3 hsen
4 Rrarna Fernomdez

i Lafhmite

—wsim  Wavgdiors
Skl

0 _lt‘{'l,C.C __\Jl.gjv
10, Ttichaad Mizorde

L i, 2426 O'shis Aveaue, Hoaoluly
%) Malu Aina Censes for Nonvislent Education and Action, PO, Box AB, Ol'a,

11 96822, (BOB) 988-6266; afschawaiid
11 56760, (808) 966-76:

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'I
ee military expumsian in Huwal', inéiding the build up and destruction of Hawalian lands by military forces in Makun, Pobakulos, Honouliali
ne; the restriction of access to Nehil, Koua'l and Keawa'ula, O'abiu; Navy testing of sonas asd missite defense systems off of Kaua'ic and
fare-related research using high-tech computer and astronomy facilities on Mauna Kea snd Haleakals,

2 The military fean up, return mili including Kaha"alawe, Fohakuloa, Mkus, Waikine, Nokili, Mokaps,
Lualualel. Wahtaws, WamnanalaBellows, Pe‘uloaPeart Harbor, KaliaFort DeRussy and Kahuku.

End Hawnl'i's 0 military chean up the envi 1o develug env
community-based econamic allernatives,

I Weappa
d W

w

4 The military naust pay j For i Fond damage to Hawaitan Lands.

Wi are taking back owr land and cur lives from mifitarizm. Our compon sectrity depends on having clean air, land and water, an economy that meets basic
human needs asd the perpelisation of aur cultares.

NAML ADDRESS TELEPHONE EMAIL
1 Tk, MePear

2 Bahele Beyy '

5, W TTeoy M 4

. € e [ Tlrna rim
Lovte ) £ A 2

e &~ pd
b X CuARR

W e o ey S

E1W02 DME Hawsi'i - Aloha ‘Rina Campaign cio:

'ahia) American Priends Service Commisice Huwai'L, 2426 0'ubi Avenus, Honslula, K1 96K2%; (308) 9K5-5266; asehawaii@alsc.org
(Hamwai'i) Malus Aina Center for Nonvislent Education and Acticn, P.O, Box AB, Ola'a, HI 96760: (308) 966-7622; wwwmalu-asa.crg/

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAL'L
puse military expansivn In Hawall, including the beild up and sestrctivn of Hawaiian lds by mii
ikiine; the restriction of access to Nohill, Kana'i and Keawa'sla, 0'ahu; Wavy testing of sonar and mis:
e-related research using high-tech computer and astronomy fseilities on Maunz Kea and Haleakalt,

fueees in Makua, Pahakulos, Hon

2 The militacy st chean op, 1estore and relaen millary-comroled lmls, iweluding Kaboolawe, Polakubos, Mbkua, Waikiine, Nohili, Mokapu,
Lusubualel, Waliawa, WalmanaloBelaws, Pu'uloa/Pear] Harbor, Kalia/Fogt DeRossy end Kahuku,

Jefense sysiems off of Kaua't; and

End Hawai on milltary ing P "
comnuunitybased econoade altermatives.

& The military must pay just csmpensation for its use of and damags to Hawalian lands.

Wi are tuking back our land and our lives from militarism. Our consmon security depends on having cleas air, land and water, an economy that neeels b

i needs and tlie perpetuation of et caliures

TELEPHONE

NAME ADDRESS
Lonlegsem  Pouegdn

2 Spey T

= Aboha *Aina Campaign cfo-
X nda Sarvice Commiltee Hawai'l, 2426 O'shu Aveaus, Honclule, HI 96522 (308) 984-6266; afschawaii@afse. org
il Malis Aina Center foe Nonvioleat Education 1d Actica, P.O. Bax. AB, Ola'a, HI 96760, (308) 966.1623; wwow.smalu-aina,org!

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPAMSION IN HAWALI'L
We opgose military expansion in Hawai', inclaiing the bulld up and destruction of Hawailan lands by military forces in Makus, Pabakulo
and Waikise; the restriction of access to Nolill, Kaua'i and Keswa'ula, ©'ahu; Navy testing of soaar and missile defense sysiens off of Kawa'i;
warfare-gelsted resenrch using high-tech computer and astronomy fcititbes on Manna Kea aad Haleakala.

4= ilitary must clean il il el lanis, incloding Kahio'claws, Pahakuloa, Mikua, Waikiae, Nobili, Mokaj,
Lualualel, Wahinwd, WaimanaloBellows, Pu'uloa/Pearl Hasbor, Kaba/Fort DeRussy and Kaliokn

1 Lind Hawai' e dependency on miBinry spead o chean up th I
community-hased economic aliernatives.

4 ary must pay just Tor ils use of w0 Hawatésn lands

newsls and the perpetiation of our cultares.

— NAMI ADDRESS TELEPHONE EMALL

king beck out lanid and car lives rom miitarism, Our comman security depends on having clean air, land and water, s ecostimy that meets basic

6 A ¥ T L2

AL LYeng ;

Alohia *Aiisa Campalga c/o:
ticails Service Commiltee Hawal'l, 2426 O'aha Aveaus, Honolubu, HI 96423; (B0K) 988-4265; afschawail @afsc oig
Alna Cester for Nonivioleat Bducation and Action, 1.0, Bax. AB, Ola'a, HI 96760; (808) 9667622, www.ssalu-sina.arg!
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAL'
We oppose miliary expansion In Howal'l, ineluding the build wp and destrsction of Hawaiian lands by militar
ariiine; the reatnction of sccess 1o Nohili, Koo'l and Keawa'itla, 0°ahu; Navy testing of sonar a
d research using high-tech computer and astronomy fcilities on Mauna Kea and Haleakall,

pissibe defenne systems off of

ces in Mikua, Pohakuloa, Honouliuli

a'lz and

2. The military st chean up, vestore and retucn milllarycendrolbad lands, iicluding Kabo®olawe, Pohakslos, Mk, Waskine, Nohidi, Makapa,

Lualualei, Wahiawi, WaimanaloDellows, Pu‘uloa/Peas] Harbor, Kalia/Fort DeRussy and Kabuku

i Eml Huwad

comumunity-based economic altermatives.

4 The military must pay just conpensation for its nse of and damage to Hawaikan ks

i famds (o elean up i and to devel

We ase taking back our land 2nd our lives from miitarisns. Our commeon secusity depends on having clean air, land and water, an econcmy that meets basic

an needs and the perpetuation of our cullures,

NAME ADDRESS TELERHONE EMALL -
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violent Education eed Acticn,

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAL'

il research using high-tech computer and astronomy facilities oa Mauna Kea and Haleakals.

militnry expansion In Howal®l, including the build up and destruction of Hawalas Laads by military forces s Makun
ne; the restrictbon of access w Nohili, Kaua®l and Keawa'uln, O'ahu; Navy testing of soner and niisside defense syntems off of K

muw}llnl':_ 2426 O'mhiy Avenue, Honolala, H1 96822, (308) 9836266, afichawsii@afsc. org.
Box AB, Ola'a, H1 56760; (308} 965-7622; www.salu-aina, org)

shak Hanoatinli

s and

2 The ndliduey mmust clean up, vesiore asl return military-conizolled lamls, Bcluding Kaho'olews, Pohakuloa, Makuas, Walkine, Nohil Mokspu,

aalitales, Wahiawd, Walmanalo/Bellows, Puuloa/Fearl Harboe, KaliaFort DeRussy and Kshuko,

i End Hawal*l s on military i o clean up L s

community-] 'I.l:MtImulnml: abternatives,
4 The miitary nust pay just compensation for its wse of and damage o Hawadlan lands.

needs and the perpetuation of oar cultures

TELEPHONE

teking back our land and our lves from militarsm. Cur common security depesds ca having clean aie, land and water, an conamy thal meets basic

LEMAILL

NAME ADDRESS

w A, Alohs *Alna Compalgn elo:
Fi

Service CommBtee Hawal'l, 2426 Oahu Avense, Honoluly, 111 96822; (KO} J8E-6266: afichawaii@aliz,
i} Maly Aina Center for Nenviolent Education and Action, P.0. Box AB, Ola‘s, HI 95760; (BOB) 966-TE22; wwwmabe-sin
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'
‘We oppose military expansion in Hawui'l, including the build up 2nd destruction of Hawaiian lands by military forces in Mbkua, Pobakuloa, Heeooliuli
and Waskine; the restriction of access to Nohili, Kaua®j and Keawa'ula, 0"sbu; Navy testing of sonas and missile defense systems off of Kawa's; and
wagfare-related research using high-tech computer and astrononsy facilities on Mauna Kea and Haleakal
The military must chean up, restore and return military-<ontrolled lands. including Kabo®olawe, Pobakulos, Mikua, Waikzoe, Nohili, Mokaps,
Lualualed, Wahiswd, WaimanaloBellows, Pu'uloa/Pear] Harbor, Kalia/Fort DeRussy and Kabuku,

1. End Hawal'f! depend di 1o hean up and o develop
community-lased economic aliermatives,
4. The military it pay Tor its use of asd dansage o Hawaiian band.

We ate tuking back our land and our lives from miitarism. Our commeon security depends on having clean air, land and water, an ecomemy that meets hasic
thuman seeds and the perpetuation of our cultures.

NAME ADDRESS : 1E

EPHONE EMAIL

1 2 W TFERAMN
2 R Al
5. Shaan |

EWD2 DME Hawai'i - Aboba ‘Aina Campaign cio:
(0°shu) Americas Frieads Service Comminee Hawai'y, 2426 0'shu Avenue, Honolala, H1 96822; HNJ Y8E-6266, afichawsii@alic.org
[Hawai'i} Maku Aina Center fox Neaviolent Education and Action, P.O. Box AB, Ola's, H1 567 166-7622; www.malu-

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWALI'l
1. Weoppose military expansion in Havaiti, inchoding the buld up ad destruction of Hawaiian lands by military forces in Mikus, Pohakuloa, Hon okl
and Walkine: the restricticn of access to Nohill, Kaua'i and Keawa'ula, O"ahu; Navy testing of sonar and missile defense systems off of Kaua'i; and
watfare-telated research aing high-tech computes and astroaomy facilities on Mauna Kea and Haleakald.

2 The et military including Kaho'olawe, Pohakuloa, Mikua, Waikine, Nohili, Mokapu,
Lusabalei, Wahiaws, WaimanaloBellows, Pu*aloa/Peart Harber, Kalia/Fort DeRussy and Kabuku,

3 End Hawaif's je depend! milltary spendi S it ot A i
community-based economic allernatives.

4. The military must pay j for its use of and damige to Hawslion lasds.

We are taking back ous land and our Bves from militarism. Crur common security depends on having clean air, land and wales. an cconomy that meets basic
human needs and tbe perpetuation of our cubiures.

NA\E_{_\_\ ADDRESS =~ TELEFHONE EMAIL
- M
e

L1 as -
y i P

4 t’l—r—Hw Lrirtaran
5. 4 ond f-‘{l}?mﬂkuhl‘vr vid]

i Hawai'i - Aloha *Alnn Canpaign c/o:
0'abis) American Friends Service Committee Hawai'i, 2426 O'sia Aveaue, Honoluba, HI 96822; (808) S93-5268: afschamad @atsc oty
{Hawai'l) Malu Aisa Ceater for Nonvioleat Eidecation 4ad Action. P.0. Box, AB, Ola's, HI 96T0; (308) 966.7623; ww smalu-sina.org)
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWALI'l
1. Weoppose military espansion in Hawai'l, including the build up and destruction of Hawaiian lands by militery forces in Makus, Pohakiloa, Honoaliuli
and Waskine; the restriction of access 1o Nohili, Kaua'i and Keswa'ula, O"abu; Navy teating of sonar and missile defense systems off of Kasa'; and
warfare-related research using high-tech computer and astronomy facilities on Mauna Kea snd Huleakald.,
2 ilitary must chean up, d retirn mill ineluding Kaho'olawe, Pohakaloa, Makus, Waikine, Nobili. Mokapu,
Lualualei, Wahisiwh, Waimanslo/Bellows, Pu‘uloaiPearl Hacbor, Kalia/Fost Deussy and Kahuku.

1 End Hawald S litary Jean up the envl develop y Inah
community-based economic alternatives.

4. The military must pay just compensation for its use of and damage 1o Hawaiian lands.

We are taking back our land and our ives from miltarism. Our common security depends on having clean air, lund and wales, an economy that meets basic
human needs and the perpetuation of our cubtisres.

NAME ADDRESS

TELEPHONE EMAILL

e

4 SeemMlen
5. Ftin Lila Rewsely ¢
6 Muea (avars -

sdan,  Cawraco

8 Mag Luruwa !l
Vabel fHem
10_Ftuns 1) @
T
#1002 DMZ Hawal'i - Aloha *Alna Campalgn c/o:

0'ahu) American Friends Service Committee Hawai'i, 2426 O'abu Avesue, Honolubs, HI 96522; (808) 9836256,
fHawai'l) Mals Adns Center for Nonviolent Edscation aad Action, P.0. Bax AB, Ola's, H1 96760 (308) $66.76:

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'
We oppose militnry expansion in Hawni'i, mclading the boild up and destruction of Hawaiian lands by millitary forces in Makua, Pohakulos, Honoulial
and Walkine; the restriction of access to Nohili, Kava'i and Keawa'uls, O'ahu; Navy testing of scanr and missile defense systems off of Kaua'i; and
wartare-related rescarch using high-tech computer and astronomy facifitbes on Mauns Kea and Haleakala

The military i) il led lands, inchuding Kaho'olawe, Pahakuloa, Mikus, Waikine, Nohili, Mokapy,
Lualualei, Wahiawd, WmunulQ"Bel.lm Pu'uloa/Pear] Harbor, KalisFort DeRussy and Kabiuka:

End Hawai'i depenily I chean up the
community-lsed econamic Mernatives, P

4 The military niust pay just compensation for s use of and damage to Hawakian lands.

We are taking back cur land and our lives from miliasism. Our common security depends oa having clean air, land and water, an economy that meets basic
human needs and the perpetuation of owr cultures,

SAME > TELEEHONE EMAIL

| FEig f:lg" didoa
. D)ty Yk

5. Kol » ) fau

_'*-L;}’ln- A Kan g

7 \- Fanlve v
12 DINEE Hawal*i - Aloha *Alis Campaign eio:
(0'shu) American Friends Service Commitise Hawai'i, 2426 O°shs Avease, Honolulu, HI $6822; (BB} 585-6266; afschawaii @ afse. oeg
(Hawai'l) Malu Aina Ceater for Nonvioleat Education and Action, P.O. Bax AB, Ola's, HI 96760; (808) 966-7622: wwew.nsade-ina. ong!

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWALI'l
I Weoppose military expansion in Hawai', including the build up and destrustbon of Hawaiian lands by military forces in Makua, Pohakuloa, Honoafiuli
ani Watkine; the resiriction of access to Nohili, Kaua'i and Keawn'ula, ©°ahu; Navy testing of sonar and missile defense systemas off of Kawa'i; and
warfare-related research using high-tech compater and astrencmy faciliies on Mauaa Kea and Haleakald

2 The military nnust chean return mili including Kabo'olawe, Pohakilos, Makea, Waikine, Nohile, Mokspu,
Lualualei, Wahiswl, Waimanalv/Bellows, Pu‘aloa’Pear] Harbor, Kalia/Fort DeRussy and Kahuku,

1 End Hawal'f' milleary [ [ p il ta develop envd
commiEnity-based economic allermatives.

4. The mil st pay j for it use of and damage to Hawadion lands.

W are taking back our land and our Bves from milisarism. Our common security depends on having clean air, land and water, an econamy that meets basic
humean needs and the perpetustion of cur cultuzes.
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A2 DME Hawai'i = Aloha *Aina Camp;
shu) Amencan Fricads Service Commitiee lllw\n iy 14160 “ahs Avence. Honolulu, HI $6422; (B0R) 5884266, afichawad@alsc o
(Hawai's) Malu Aina Center for Neavialeat Education and Action, P.0. Box A, Ola'a, HI 96760 (B08) 966-7677: www.maks-aina. ongl

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWALI'I
We oppase military expansion in Hawadl, including the build up and destruction of Hawaiian lands by military forees in Mikua, Pohakstoa, Hopoaliuli
and Waikiine; the restraction of access 1o Nohili, a't and Keawa'ula, 0*abu; Navy testing of sonar and missile delense systems off of Kowa®h; and
warfare-related rescarch using bigh-tech computer and astzonomy fecilities on Mauns Kea and Haleakals,

2. The military ! d retrn military led lunds, including Kaho'olawe. Pébakuloa, Mikua, Waikine, Nohili, Mokapa,
Lualualei, Wahiawd, Waimanalo/Belows, Pu’ uloa/Pear Hasbor, Kalia/Fan DeRussy and Kahuks,
3 End Hawall" I o chean up By P
community-hased economic aiematives.
4. The military must pay just compensation for its use of and damage to Hawaiian lands.
We are taking back our land and our lives from militarism. O common security depends oa having clean air. lapd and watez. an economsy that meets basic
human needs and the perpetuation of our cultuses.

NAME ADDRESS

TELEPHONE EMAIL

/9n30(f Seacth

R0 DME Hawal'i = Aloka ‘Aina Campaign efo:
(02 American Friends Service Commitice Hawaid, 2426 0'shu Aveniwe, Honolalu, H1 96822; (808) 988.6266; afichawaii@afse.org
(Hawai'i) Malu Aina Center for Nesivialent Education and Action, P.O. Bex AB, Ola‘a, HI 96760; (BUE) 965-T622: www. malu-aina.org!
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iHawaie Apa,

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAL'I il e
We oppose militury expansion In Hawal'l, including the baild up and destruction of Hawaiian lands by mililary fosces in Mkisa, Poba ulos, Honoulisli
I 1:: lL"ailc.'n:e: the restriction of sccess 1o Nohili, Kana'i snd Keawa'als, 0'aha; Navy testing of sonar and missile defense systems off of Kaua's; and
watfare-related research using bigh-tech computer and astronomy facilities oa Mauna Kea and Haleakal,

1. Themiliary b return military led lands, including Kaboolawe, Pobakuloa, Mikua, Wadkine, Nohili, Mukapu,
) Lualuzlei, Wahiawi, Waimanalo/BeBows, Pu'uloa/Pear] Harbor, Kalia/Fort DeRussy and Kabuku,

i End Hanwaiti) fe d on military b p tho envl ta develop
eommiunity-based ecomomic alternatives.

4. The military must pay just compersation for its use of and damage to Hawadian lusds,

We are taking back our land and our lives from militsrism. Owur common security depemds on having chean oir, land and water, an economy that meets basic
human needs and the perpetuation of ower cultures.

_TELEPHONE EMAIL

v

DNNIZ Hawwld — Aloha ‘K ing Campaigy ¢/
) Amesican i "
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dacation sy Action, p gy 30:'4";%\' Hi Gz, i
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWATI
I We oppose miliary expansion in Huwal'l incliding the buikd up and destruction of Hawaiian lands by military forces in Mikua, Pohakulos, Honoulisli
and Waikine; the restriction of sccess 1o Nohili, Kaza't and Keawa'ula, 0'abu; Navy testing of sonas and missis defene systems off of Kawa'i;
warfare-related research using high-tech computer snd astronomy facilities on Mauna Kea and Haleakald

2. The military must chean up, restore wnd return malliliarycontrolled ks, inchadng Kaho'olawe, Pohekulos, Makua, Walkiae, Nohill. Mokapu,
Luslualei, Wahiawd, Waimasalo/Bellows, Pu*uloa/Pearl Harber, KabiaFart DeRussy and Kahuks.

3 End Hawal' i d Hita 2
comimunity-tased economic alternatives.

4. The military must pay just compensation for Its use of and damage to Hawadian lands.

We are taking back var land and our lives from miliassm. Our comman seciarily depends on having clean air, land and water, an economy that mects basic
bBuman peeds and the perpetuation of our cultares.

NAME ? ADDRESS
G&mma 2 < Kol
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American Friends Service Commintes H & 2426 0'abu Avenue, Honobalu, H1 96823, (308) 968-6266; alschawali@aise. g
{Hiawai'i) Mabs Aina Center for Nonviolent Edeeation m=d Action, P.O. Bax AB, Ola's, H1 96750; (304) $66-7622; www.snalu-aina.org/

i funds (o clean up thy and to devek

TELEPHONE EMAIL

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'
I+ We oppose iifitary expansion in Hawaitl, incliding the build O aad destructian of Hawailan lands by military forees in Mikus Motakuloa, Honauli
and Waikine; the tostriction of access to Nokill, Kaua'l and Keaws'uls, 0ahu; V¥ lestiag of scaar and missile defense systams off of Kawa'i; an
elated research using high-tech computer and astronomy facibties on b auna Kea and Haleakals.

redura milliasy nclidmg Kaho'alawe, Paliakulos, Mkun, Watkine, Nohibi, Mui
ihilawd, WaknanaloBellows, PuuloaPear] Hasber, K-illl"l"ﬂl[nenlkﬂ\} and Kahuku,

e dep 3 2 by redirecting funds (o clean up iy and to develop eavi e,
“based ecanonsic allernatives. E
A The ssilitary st pay just enmpensalion for its use ol and dlatiaage to Hawaiian kands.
We aze taking back our land and our lives from militarism, Our conumon Security depeads on having cleas air, land snd water, ag ecanomy thal meets basic
eeds and the perpetuation of oer caltuses, E
NAMI Al o B NI R

S s

i, 2426 O'ahs Avenue, Honolulu, 11[563‘22;: (BOK} HB-£266; afschaw afc.org
Alna Centertor Noniclent Education and Action, P.0, Hox A, O, HI S6760; (508) 966-T623: warw el o er,:

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'I
1. Weappose military expansion in Howal*, including the build up and destrection of Hawalian lands by military forces in Makua, Fohakulos, Hono
nd Waikiine: the teatsietice of access 1o Nohili, Kaita'l asd Keswa'uls, 0'shu; Mavy tesiing of scaar and missile defense sysiems off of Kaua'i; and
warfase-related research using high-tech computer and sstronomy facilities on Maina Kea and Haleakala,

4 The milieary mist chean up, restore and et military-controlied kandy, inclading Ksho'alawe, Pahakulos, Mikua, Waikiine, Nohili. Mokspu,

L iy Wabiaud, Waimanslofellows, Pu’ulos/Pearl Harbor, Kalis/Fon DeRussy and Kabuko,
3. End Hawnd'i' icd i g by ! 20 -clean up th, to develop envi b,
community-lased ceonomic allernatives.

4 The military must pay just compensation for its use of and damage tn Hawadian lands,

We are taking back our land and eur Kves from miltariem. Our commics security depeads on having clesn air, land snd water, an ecanomy ihat meets basic
liuman aceds and the perpetuation of our caltuzes

MAME
)

American Fiiends Service Commiizee Hawad's, 2426 0'shu Avenue, Floncluls, HI 95822; (808) 953-6266; ichawail @atse org
alu Aina Ceater for Nanvialest Edueation and Action, P.0, llax AB. Ola's, HI96760; (508) 5667622, www,male-ainaofgl

Exhibit 8.1.1-1: Reproductions of Written Documents (Continued)




COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

Gv-8

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPA NSION IN HAWATY
We oppase miliiary e in Hawall inclsding the buid ip and d of Hawaiizn lands by militasy forces in Makua, Pahakaio Hoaoulinli

d e Ihe resiriction of necess to Nabill, Kawa'f and Keawa“ula, O'aby: Nary testing of sonar and missite defenss systems off of Kauy'i: and
elatel sesearch using high-lech compater and astronomy (aciliies on Manna Keaand Haleakala
Iy st clean up, resiore and relarn military-contralled Lands, Including Kaho®olawe, Pohakulas, Makia, Waikine, Nobili, Mak
ahiawd, Waitnanalo/Tellows, Pis‘sloaPear] Harbor, Kala/Fon DeRussy and Katoku,
© Lind Mawali's coanvmic dependency on miltary spending by red
coinmusniy-hased econamie aliermatives.

& The military must pay just compensation for 65 use of and damage to Jawniian lands,

£ cleas o) 1o dievelags eqd

taking biack aur land and cat lives from mifearism, Our common security depeads on baving clean ak, fand and water, 3 ocanamy that meoets b
ceds and flhe perpetuation of car cultures,

AL

IONIE d vt = Alubes
Fi 5

a Campalgn o
s Service Commiltes Hawsi'i, 2435 O'shs Avemue, Honalulu, 11 9632 (80f) 5886266 atichawniDatie oeg
Y Alna Center or Nesyvialent Education and Acsion, 1.0, Hon, AB, ix's, 11 56760; (H08) 966.7623; www.malu-sisa gy

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD U P
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'
Weappose military exponsion in Hawall, including the build up and destrucizon of Hawalian fands by military forces in Makua, Pohakulos, Honouljgl
4 Waskane the restriction of access to Nohill, Ksua'i and Keawa'uls. O'ahu; Navy testiag of scmr nd misgile defense systems off of Kaua'l; and
Wattase:relsted research using bigh-tech computer and astranamy facilites on Mauna Kea and Haleakals,

= The milieary must chean up, restore gnd retum militarycontrolied ks, incleding Kaho'olawe, Pahakuloa, Mikua, Waikinie, Nobili, Miokapu,
Lualisalei, Wahiawd, Waimanalo/Hellows, Pu‘uloa/Pear| Harbar, KalisFon DeRussy and Kahuku,

4 by redlrecth 1

il " " 2
-y on military & isp the 1 devel

hased econamic ablernatives, *
. The military must pay just compensation for it use of and damage to Hawadlan lands,

W are taking back oar land and our lives frem milharism, Our sommon secufity depends an having clean air, land and water, gn ecomcmy that meets b
human neeits and the perpetuation of ous culires.

NAM

asic

1 DALE Hawal's - Aloha *Rina Campaign c/o:
American Friends Service Committee Haw
Malu Ains Center dor Nomvialent Education

2426 O'sha Avense, Honolujy, HI SEH22; (BOK) S48-6 266, alichawaii@afic.org
d Astion, P.O. Box AB, Ola'a, HI SET60; (R0E) UH-?Q:;ww-_mllh-Linl.wy

10, _AlBoae ! [ipn ~ o+

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPAMSION IN HAWAI
We appose miliinry cxpansion Mawnil, imcleding the baild up andd deseroction of Hawnlian laads By military forces in Mkan, Pala kuloa, Honoaliuli
Walkiine; tlhe restriction of sccess 1o Nok . Koua'l and Keawn®uls, Oalu; Navy testing of sonar and wiissile defonse systems off of Ka ua'l; and
ve-telaled research using highetech computer and satsonomy facilites o Mauna Kea and Haleaksln,

¥ nngst chenn s, vestore and petiurn miBilary-controlled kands, inchading Kaho'olawe, Péhakuloa, Makna, Waikine, Nobili, Mok apu,
alsinwd, Waimanalo/Bellows, PuuloaPeast mbor, Kalia/For DeRuisy and Kahuky

on naili iy

s coanomic o, e 10 chean up the envi sl 10 Bevelap e " ;
emnmunity-basod economic altermatives.
o milikary naust pay ji far its use ol aad d 0 Hawalien lands

f back cur land and cug ves from militariem. Our comman secarity depends ca having clean air, lind and waler, an ecanamy that meets basic
meedi and the pespeluation of our cultures,

INLE Lawal't - Aobia *Aina Campalgn cio:
an Friends Servic miines Hawsi'l, 2436 O'sk Avemuc, Honolulu, HI 96422; (B08) Sus-gass, atfschawa @atic.org

M Center for Noavialent Education and Astios, 7.0, Hox AB. Oli's, HI S6760; (808} 066-632; wvw.mal org!

CLEAN UP, NOT BU ILD up
MO MILITARY EXPa, MNSION IN HAWAL|
Weappase miliary expansion in Hawndl, including the byil =P d8d destruction of Hawsiian lands by oulitary farees in Makua, Pobakulos, Honoul;
and Walkine; ihe resteiction of access to Nohill, Kawa's and Keawa'sla, 0'ahu; Navy testing of sonar nd missile defense systoms off of Kawa'i; and
w ted resesrch uaing high-tech computer and Autrcaomy facilities oo Maunn Kea and Haleakalt.

are-rela

The anililnay must cleam up, restore nm!nlllnlnl]lllary—mnlmllcd lnrsls, leluding Kaho'olawe, Pohakuloa, Mikus, Waikiine, Nohili, Mlokapn,
Lo Valtiawd, Waimanslo/Befiows, Pu'uboa/Pear] Harbor, Kalia/Fogt DeRzssy and Kahukn,

End Haw,
contmunity-based econnmic altermnatives.

ing Munis 1o chean uip thy

uml o develap envi

4. The military nnsst pay just enmpensation for its use of and damage to Hawaiian lands

taking back our land aad our lives from militarise Qe comman security depends ca hiving cleas ais,
eeds aid the pespeluation of our cultuges,

d and watey, an

canamy that meets basi:

i3]

Almn Campaign
Seevice Commitiee Han
violent Educatj

2426 Oahu Avenue, Hemale)
0 and Acticn, P.0. Bax AB, Ol

M1 96822, (464) 988.6266; alichawaii@atic.org
1196760 [308) 966-7622; wwwsmalo-sinaorg
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ary st choain up, restione am o
Wabiaws, Watnanabo/Bellows,

I+ We appose mititary axpansion in Hawadl, including the build up and dey
and Waikine; the restriction of sccess 1o Nahil, Kaua'f and Keaws'uls,
ated tescarch using high-lech camputer and strenamy facilities on Mauaa Kea and Haleakals

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD up
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAwAI'|
tncthon of Hawaifan Jands by militsry Forees in M v, Mabakalon, Honou i

O'alin; Navy testing of sonar and missie detense syvtema olf of Kaua'l; and

urn military-conirolel larsils, imcluding Knh&'u’-m(,l'\!nnku:un. Mitkua, Waikline, Muhili, M
Pa'sloa/Pear] Harbor, Kalia/Por DeRussy and Kahuky

dokapa,

waminuily-lased economiic allernatives,

and
w

aikdse; the restriction of necess
e-related research osing high-tec

Lualaalei, Wahiswd, Wimanalo/Belio

L End Howait' e dependency n millitary ling b g lupds o clean up (e envi

Alotia *Alia Casmpalgn c/o;

eican Friends Service Committes Hawal'L 2426 6rau Avenue, Honslala, HI 96522; (80a) m-oz{
# Aina Ceater for Noaviolest Edueation and Action, P.0. Bax

I We oppase imilitacy expmssien n Hawai, including the buikd up 2nd destruction of Ha wailan lands by miliesry forces in Makua, ol

¥ ] b devels is i

4. The militnry must sy Just com pensation for ils use ol and damage to Hawaiiun lnsls.
are taking back oar land and our lives from mlitarisen, Cur e,
husnan needs and the perpetustion of our culimres.

ean sectrity depends on having elean air, land und water, an eetmoumy that meets basic

9 - — e

chuwii @i o
W nnads-aing, org/

AB. Ola's, HI 96760 (808 56762

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAIT

o Nabili, Kaua'i and Keawa‘ula, O'aliu; Navy testing of scasr sad misaite dotense sysens
A computes aod astremainy facilifies on Mausa Kea and Haleakald

L e sinilitary must clean up, vestore il refurn military-controlled lansds, icluding Kobo'olawe, Potakalos, Makua, Waildine, Nohili, Muokapu,

ws, Pu'alon/Peart Harbor, Kalia/Fort DeRessy and Kahuku

1 Lo Hawai'j! e depend

human needs and 1be perpetuation of eur o

NAMI
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Aan Friends Service Comm tsee
Malu Aina Center for Nemviolent Ed

10 ele b 3 0 devel
¥ E cling. ] o U

commumily-based ecopomic allvrmatives.
4 The military must pay just com pensation for ity use of sl damage to Hawaiiog luds,

W e taking back our bnd and ous Yives from militarism, Chur comman security depends on having clean air, land and water, an esomouny that meets busic

wliares,

5. Nanell N&Lf_’o!ﬂ # e
» Zu_wontopra
w_Mapk (oS

DML Hawai'h - Aloks *fina Campaign oo

Hawai'l, 2426 O'abiu Avenue, Honoluds, FII S6820: (808) 988-6266; afichaweii@alsc. T
usation dad Astion, P.0. Tax AB, Ola'a, HI 96760; (S0K) 9667622 wurw,malu -sinacegl

{wces i Makua, Mahakufon, Honouliuli
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD up
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAL'
I Weoppose military expansion In Hawall, including the build up and desirucizon of Hawaiian lands by military farees in Makun, Pobakuloa, Honoufuli
and Waikine: the restriction of socess to Nobil, Kaua'l and Keawa'ula, O'alu; Navy tosting of scoar and misdle shefenae sysiesns off of Kaua'i; and
[ -iclated research using high-tech computer and astronamy facilizies on Mauna Kea and Haleakals,
+ Thie nsifitary must clean up, sestare und Feturn tllary-controlled ks, inchading Kabio'olawe, Plhakuloa, Makus,
Loahialei, Waliiaws, Waimanalo/Befaws, Puuloa/Pear) Harbar, Kalia/Font DeRussy and Kabuky,
' End Hawai''s cconomibe depentbency on ilitary spending by redicecting chean up the o develop envd I L
emtmunigy-baved economic alternatives.

Waildiae, Nohili, Mokigiu,

The military must pay just conipensation for its use of and damage (o Huwadlan lusds,

© are taking back owr land and our lives from militarism. Our commen s
lisznan meeds and the perpettiation of our cubtsres
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD up
NO MILITARY EXPANSION 1M HAWATI
We oppose military expansion In Hawal'i, including the buid up and destraction

and Wadkine; the restrietion af access to Nohili, Kaua'j aad Keawa'ula, Oy

watfate-related rescarch uging bigh-tech computer and astronomy fecilities on Mauna Kea and Haleakala

- The miligary cheun up, redurn mility Rands, inclading Kaho'alawe, Pohakuloa, Makus, Walkine, Nofili, Mokapu,
Wahiaw, WaimanaloBellvws, PuuloaPearl Harbor, KalwFon DeRussy and Kahks,

Lusluakei,

End Huwaitf's i milltary i

alian lnds by military forces in Mikus, Pobakulos, Honouliul
¥ Iesting of somar and missile defense aystemns off of Kawa'i; apd

community-lased mmnmi; allernatives, "

Thhe military must pay just compensation for its use of and damage 1o Hawaiiun lands,
We are taking back oar land and our lives from milj

uman needs and the perpetuation of our cublures.
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'
I We oppose military oxpansion in Havwai'l, inchding the budkd wp and destruction of Ha waian lands by military forees in Makua, Pob,
and Waikine; the restriction of sccess to Nohdll, Kaus'l and Keawa'ula, Ovalu;
wadure-related tesearch using high-tech computer und astronoeny fncillies on Masga Kes and Haleaksla

2 The milieary nnisst chean up, restore and relurn military<coniralied lamls, including Kabo“olawe, 1obakulos, Mikia, Waikiine, Nolili, Mokapu,
Lualuakei, Waliaws, WainanaboBellows, Fu'sloa/Pearl Hatbar, Kalia/Foet DeRussy and Kabuku,

larism. Our common security depends on having elean air, land and waker, an economy thy

e . “’——-———ILLM,__

> J&L'.Ei__k‘) Lt e v
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD up
MO MILITARY EXPa, MSION IN HAWAI
e military expansion in Hawad, uding the buikd up amd destruction of Hawaitan lands by mmilitasy forces in Makya, Pabakuloa, Honoulinli
Waikiae; ihe resteiction of necess to Nal , Kaua'l and Keaws'sla, O'abim; Navy testing of senar end missile dafense systemns off of Kaua'i;
e-refated research using high-tech computer and astroaomy fazilities on Maven Keaand Haleakals,
The williary must ehean up, vestore and veturn nsiliary-controlled fonds, Enchiding Kaho'olawe, Pohakuloa, Mikua, Weikine, Nohili, M

led, Walilawd, Waimanalo/Beows, Pu'uloarPearl Hagbar, Kalia/Fost DeRassy and Kahuky,
Enal 1w, wconomic dependency on military spendiag by Jean up the 1o develop envi
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4 The military must pay just compensatian for s use of and damage 10 Huwaiinn lamls,

back our land andl our lives from militasism Dur common security depends on Daving elean air, land amd water, an economy that meels basic
s and ihe perpetuation of aur cultares.
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CLEAMN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAL' . et
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Lualialei, Wabiswd, Waimnalo'Bellows, Puuloa/Pear| Harbor, KaliaFart DeRussy and Kahukn,
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3 End Hawaiti' e y 2 1o clean up 1 "
communily-tased economic allermatives.
4 The military must pay just compensation for its use of and damage o Hawaiias lsds,

e taking back our land and aut lives from militarism. Our common security depends on having clean aie, land and wates, gn econamy that meets
needs and the perpetuation of our cultures.
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'
I Weoppose military expassion In Hawal'l, including the build up and destuction of Hawalian Ly by military fucces n Makua, Pohakul

. Honoatiuli

atid Waikine; the restriction of aceest 1o Nobil, Kaua'l and Keawa'uls, 0ahu; Navy testing of sonas and missile defense systeins off of Kaus'i: and
warfase-telated reseasch using high-tech compater and avtrosomy facilities on Maung Ken and Haleakals

L The military must elean up, vestore and Il laeds, Enchuiing Kabo'clswe, Poliakulos, Makus, Waikise, Nohili Blokagu,
Fasalusles, Wahiawd, Waimanalo/Delows, Pu'uloa/Pearl Hacbor, Kalia/Fort DeRussy and Kabuks,

i End Howaitf's led on military spending by i clean up Use envi 10 develog envi 1i

community-based ccanomic allernatives,
4 The military must pay just eonspensation for ils use of and dasiage o Hawaiian lands.

Ve ure taking back our laid and car lives from militarism, Oue common security depends on baving clean 3k, lamd 2nd water, as cconomy hat meets
Birmas geeds and the perpetuation of oar caltuses,
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'
Weoppase military Hawad'l, including the build op and 4 of Hawaiian lands by militery forees in Makia, Pobakuloa, Henouliali
and Waikkne; the restrictin of access 1o Nohill, Kaua'l and Keswa*ula, 0'shu; Navy lealing of sonar and missile defense systems off of Kaua'i and
warfare-telated rescarch asing high-tech compuier anil astronomy facibties on Maans Kea and Haleakald.

The military must clean up, restore asd retarm miligary-controlled lunds, imcluding Kabo'olswe, Potakuloa, Makus, Waikine, Nohili, Mokapu,
Lualualei, Wahiawd, Waimanalo/Bellows, Pu'ulm/Pear! Harbor, Kalia/For DeRussy and Kabuku,

3. End Howaiti' d ¥ on military spend 2 fnds 0 clean p the envi 1 10 develog envi ]
commiumily-based cconomic alternatives,
4. The military must pay ju far its use of aad damage to Hawaiisn lands.

We are taking back our laad and our lives from miitarism. Our common secudily depends on having clean air, lsnd and water, an economy that i s¢ts basic
human needs and the perpeuation of our cultiares.
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAL
We opipose militnry expansion in Hueall, incloding the build up and destructica of Hawakian lands by militasy firces in Makua, Pabakulos, Homoulil
! Waskiing; the restriction of access to Nohill, Kaua'i and Keawa'sla, O'abis; Navy testing of sonar snd missile dofense systems olf of
re-related research uaing high-tech camputer and asizonamy Geilities on Maung Kea and Halzakals

Tie miBilary must clean up, restore and resim military-controllod kands, incladag Kalo'olawe, Malskulos, Maky a, Walkioe, Molils, M
aled, Wahiawd, Waimanalo/Bellows, Pu*uloa/Pear| Harbor, Kaka/Fort DeRussy and Kahakos.

Hawaifi on milltary by Hards i clean ap d 1o develop easi Kiak
community-based cconomie ablernatives,

4. The military must pay just compensatbon far ils use ol and damage to Hawalis kands

= taking back our land and our lives from miitarism. Our common security depends on having clesn air, land
meeds and the perpeluation of eur caltures,
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'
e oppse wlitary expansion in Hawai'i, inclading the buikl up aad desttustion of Haswaiian lands by suiitary forees in Mkun, Pobakulos, Henoulinli
and Waikine: the restriction of secess to Nohill, Kaua'i and Keawa'ula, O"ahiu; Navy testing of scaus and missile defense systeins off of Kaua'i; and
wadluse-selated researchs sing bigh-tech cemputes uad astronomy facilities on Mawns Keaand Haleakal.

The military it clean op, restore ad reiurn military-costrolled lnmls, imcluding Kabo'olawe, Pésakuloa, Mikus, Walkime, Nolili, Mokapu,
Lualualei, Wabiswa, WatmanaloDeBows, Pu'uloa/Pear] Hacbar, Kalia/Fost DeRussy and Kabuku,

5 End Hawai'i k on miliesry spending by redi ! 1 d 1o levelog
community-based ecanomic llermatives,
4. The military st pay just far its use of and danage to Havaitan lands

We ase taking back our land and cur lives from militarism, Our common secusity depends on having clean ar, land and water, an ccomcary that meess basic
fisenan needs and the perpetiation of our cullres.

TELEPHONE LEMALL
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'L
1. Weoppose military cxpansion in Hawnl'l, incloding the build up apd destruction of Hawakian lands by military forees in Mdkua, Péhakuloa, Ho
and Waikine; 1he restrietion of access to Nohili, Kaua'i and Keawa'ula, O"ahu; Navy testing of scaar and miskile defense systems off of Koua'i; anid
warfae-related tesearch using high-lech computer and astroncnyy facilities on Mauna Kea and Haleakald

The milicary nst chean up, rstore and redurm milliarycontrolled lands, incliding Kabo'olawe, Pobakslos, Mikea, Wakdne, Nohils, Mokape,
Lualualei, Wahiaws, WaimaialoBellows, Pu'uloa’Peas] Harbor, Kalia/Fort DeRussy and Kabuku,

3 B Howai'd lep g Burs Lo chean up
cosmuity-based economie altematives.

Tl muilliary must jay § far "

taking back our Jand and our lives from militarism. Our comnson security depends om baving clean aiz, land and
needs and the perpetuation of our callures
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CLEAMN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'I
1. We oppose military expansioa in Hawai'l, including the buikl up and destruction of Hawaiisn lands by miilary fosces ln Makua, Pahakuloa, Hon
and Walkine: the restriction of access to Nobili, Kaua'l asd Kemwa'ula, ©*ahu; Navy testing of scaar and missile defonse sysiems off of Kawa'i;
warfase-telated reseach using high-tech campater and astronomy facilities on Matina Kea and Haleakald

2 The military mst chean up, rastore and refurs milllary-controlled lands, lnchuding Kalo®olawe, Pobakulos, Makua, Waikine, Nobils, Mokapa,
Wahzwh, Waimaiakoellows, ‘uloa/Pear] Harbor, Kalia/Fost DeRussy and Kabuku.
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an meeds and the perpetuation of car caliuzes.
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Malu Aisa Center for Nanviolent Edecation and Action. P.O. Bax AB, Ols"s, HI 96760; (§08) 966:7622; www.maln-aina.
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAL'L
1. Weoppose military expansio in Hawai's, including the build up and destruction of Hawakian lands by military fosces i Makua, Pahakulos, Honculinli

Waikane; the resizictica of access to Nohili, Kaua'i and Keawn'uls, O*abu Navy lesting of seaur and missile defense systems off of Kaua®i; and
selsted rescarch oalng high-tech campuater and astronomy faciliies on Maura Keaand Haleakald
i it cheas 1)y, Prstore snd redurn miliary-controlled kands, including Kabo'olavwe, Pobakulos, Mikea, Waikine, Nohils, Moks
slualel, Wahizwd, WaimaialoBellows, Pu'uloa/Pear] Harbor, Kalia/Fost DeRussy and Kahuku.
1, End Huwaiis lepend li lirecting fumds o elean up the eavi and to 1 envi sninushil

coutimity-ased economic altcrmatives,

ton for i Fand . Hiavruiian Land:

Thse sy nust pay ju e

re tuking back car land and our lives from militarism. Our common security depeads on having clean air, land and wales, an ceonomy that meets basic
meeds and the perpetuatian of car caltures.
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a Center for Nouviolent Education and Action, P.0, Box AB, Ola’s, HI $6760; (BOK) 966-T623; wwn

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPAMNSION IN HAWAT'L
We oppose militury expansio: in Howai'i, inchadng tbe baild up and destruction of Hawaisan bands by military forces in Makua, P'éha
and Waikane; the restrietion of access o Nobill, Kaua'l and Keawa'ula, O'aliu; Navy testiag of scanr and missile defense syviems off of Ka
warfase-related research uslng high-lech computes and astromcmy facilities on Maura Kea and Huleakald

ikane, Nolili, B

* The military up relusrn milllary inclnding Kaho'alawe, Paliakuloa, Mikia,
Waliizws, Wainsanalo/Dellows, Pu'uloafPear Hatbar, Kalia/Fost DeRussy and Kabuku.

. i’ I ¥ Tusds b cheans up ! and 1o 1 envi 3
eommunity-based economic aliernatives,
4 The military st pay just compensation for s use of and damage to Hawadian lasds,

We are taking back our land and our lives from militarism, Gur common security depends on having cleas air, land snd wates, an ecanamy that meets hasic
human needs and 1he perpetuation of our cultures.
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP

MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'
We opjrase military expansion in Hawal'l, including the build up and destrection of Hawalian lands Ly milisary farces in Maku
L e, the restriction of sccess to Nohili, Knoa'i and Keawa'ula, Oabu; Mavy testing of sonar asd missile defense syste
akald.

Thie eilitary st chean up, restore and relurn miliary-controlled lisls, ineluding Kalo®olawe, Polakeloa, Ma

Wal

wre-telated research usimg high-tech computer and astronomy fscilities on Manna Keaand Ha

suldei, Wahsawh, WaimairaloBelows, Pu'uloa/Pear] Harbor, Kalia/Foet DeRussy snd Kabuku,

i a7 3 Tusds i chenn up
community-based economic alternatives.

e miikitary nist pay Just Far its use of wod daneape w0 Howalian Laids,

We are takisy back oar land and our lives from militarism. Our common security depends o having clean air, land and water, an sccannsy that meels basic

busman needs and the perpetuation of our cultures.
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Alula *ina Campaign clo;

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAIL
ary expansion in Hawail, including the buikd up and destruction of Hawailan lands by military forces i Mikoa, Pohakale
and Waikéne; the restrsetion af secess 1o Nohili, Knun'i and Keawa®ula, 0°ahu; Mavy leating of sonar and missile defenve systems off of
warfare-related tesearch using high-tech computer and ustzononyy facilities on Mauna Kea and Haleakals

1. Weopgpose mil

2. The military mest clean up, rastore and velurn military-controlled lands, inchiding Kabo'olawe, Pobakuaboa, Mikua, Waikine, Nohill, Mokapu,

Lunbualei, Wahiawd, Walmaalo/Belows, Fu*uloa/Pear] Harbor, Kaliy/Fort DeRussy and Kahuk,

ds Service Commitiee Huwai'l, 2426 O'ahu Avense, Honolulu, H1 96522, (805) 988-6266; alschawaii@atsc.org
dalu Aina Ceater for Nosviolent Education and Action, P.0. Box AB, Oila's, HI 96760; (BOB) 066-T622; www.m.

+ End Hawal'l' esicy om mililary 1 o chean up the envi
community-based coanamic allernatives.

4 The military most pay just com pensation for its use of and damage io Hawailun lnsuls.

We are taking back our land and est lives from misiarism. Our common security depends on having clean air, land and water, an econcamy that meets busie

human needs asd the perpetiatize of our cullures.

NAMI ADDEESS TELEPHONE
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DM Hawai’l - Aloha *Aina Campaiga o/o
ticnds Service Commitios Hawad'h, 2426 0'shu Avenus, Hocbds, HI 965
ina Center for Nunviolent Edacation and Acticn, B.0. Box AB, Ola’s, H1 56

1

08) 953-6266, alschawsi@ )
; (308) 966.7622; ww

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAL'L
We oppose miliary expansion in Hawni'i, inchuding the buikd up asd destruction of Hawakian lands by military fosces i Mikoa, "shakuloa, He
aiidd Walkane; the restziction of access to Nobili, Kaua'l and Keawa®uls, O*alu; Navy testing of seaur and mibssile Sefense spslems olf of Kaua'i; a
warlsse-telated sescasch using high-tech computer and asteonomy fcilities on Mausa Keaand Haleakald

2 Thee

litary snest chean up, Fstore and relurn military-contpolied lands, including Kabo®olawe, Polinkslos, Mikaa, Watkine, !
aliiawd, Walmaajo/Belows, Pu'loa/Pear] Harbor, Kalia/Fort DeRussy and Kabuku.

ki, Mokapa,

i I " o Hngs Lo clean up anil o develog

4 The mildary wust pay just compensation for s use of and damuge (o Hawaiian lands

s¢ taking back our land 2nd out lives from mifitarism, Our commen security depends on having clean sir, land andl water, an economy ihat mests basic
1 eeds and the perpetuati a of our cultures,
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1 DME Wawaii - Aloha *.ina Campaign
American Friends Sevice Committee Hawai'l, 2426 O'sho Avenue, Honcluls, HI 96522; (BU8) $88-626; afechawail @als
1 Mala Aina Center for Noavislent Edocation and Acticn, P.O. Box AB, Ola’a, HI $6760; (§08) 966-7622; wew.malu-sss.o

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAL'L
We oppose milisary expansio: bn Howal's, imchedeng the baiid up and destruction of Hawaiin lads by mallitury fosces in Mikua, Pohaki
i Waikane; the restriction of access to Nohili, Kaua'l ind Keawa'ula, O'alu; Navy testing of scanr and missile defense systems olf of
c-1elated research using high-tech compates and avicemony facilies on Mangs Kea znd Haleakald

The military must chan up, restore and retsrn milliasycongrolled lands. eluding Kaho'alavwe, Pabakelos, Mikua, Waikine, Nohils, Mukapu,
Lualaalel, Wahiawh, WeimataloDellows, Pu'uloa/Peas] Harbor, Kalia/Fost DeRussy and Kabuku

3 End Hawai'i' i i 1o chean up Ly sl b & i At
eosmmunity-Dased econamic alicrmatives,

4 The military nnsst pay just compensation for its use of and damage (o Hawadian lusds.

We are taking baek our land and our lives from militanism. Our consmoa secusity depends on having chas ain, lamd and water, an economiy tsal iseets
s needs and the perpetuation of our culiures,
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Lo (omgon
1 __[L}tv..u--- 5 3
4, i i’: . r_;I,; ﬁ s
s Clsive Morkimer )
5(\&%'15 |_§P_¢ Ain
. Toua Sty
I U =
1 Yamaa Aalas
Hawai't - Aloha ‘J.ina Campaign cfe:
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Center for Nonvickent Education and Action, P.O. Dox Al Ola's, HI 96760: (B0B) 566-T612: www.mal
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CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAL'
We oppose mililary expansion in Hawni, including the buikd ap and destruction of Hawaiian lands by military forces m Makua, Pahal
ikcane; ihe restziction of access to Nohili, Kaua'i and Keawa®ula, O'alsu; Navy testing of senar and missile defeise systesis oll ol §
Inted yescasch using high-lech computer and astrononsy facilities on Mausa Kea and Haleakals,

up, return mili incloding Knho'olawe, Poliakulos, Mkua, Waikine
hiaws, WeinseraloBellows, Pu' ulnal’P::ul Harbar, Kalia/Fort DeRussy sad Kabuku,

v on military spendi unds o cl el o
conmunity-based economlc aliermalives.

4 The military must pay just T its use of umd o Hawaiian kanls.

Ilmml Timli

taking back oar lnd and our lives from mililarsm. Our common security depends on having clean air, land and water, an econonyy that meets basic
teeds and the perpetantizn of our oultures.

NAME ADDRESS TELEPHONE All _

Crr

] A erican Frieads érlnﬂ wmiles len 1, 2426 O"ahia Avenue, Honolulu, HT $6322; (BOE) 5886266 afschawas @afse g
alu Aina Center for Nonviokest Education and Action, P.0. Box AT, Ola's, HE S6760; (B08) 566 -aina.ong!

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'
|, Weoppose mililary expansion in Hawnd'l, including the build up and destruction of Hawailan lands by military forces in Mikua, Pobakuloa, Honou
aisd Waikiine; the restriction of se¢ess 1o Nobili, Kava'l and Keawa'ula, O*abu: Navy Lesting of sonar and missile delense systeas off of Ka
-related research uskng high-tech computer and astronomy facilities on Maina Keaand Haleakalk

ilitary st clean np, 1esiore amd relurn millary-controlad lamls, including Kabo®olawe, Fotakeioa, Makua, Waikine, Nohill, Mokapa
lei, Wahinwll, Wabma ale/Bellows, P'u'uloa/Pear] Hasbor, Kalia/Font Deltussy and Kabuks,

1 End Haw e depeniency on mikitary : Sean up the eni unil 10 devedap
community-Unsed ecoromnic aiomatives.

4. The military saust pay just compensation for its wse of and damage (o Howadlon lusds.

W are tuking buck our land and our lives from militarism, Cur consmon secusity depends on baving clean air, land and wales, aa economy hat nseets b
1 needs and the perpetuation of our cubiures.

NAME ADDRESS TELEPHONE
1. Leshine & Crpeaty
2 Sesiute Alaes, :

wai'l, 426 O'aha Avense, Honolulu, H1 56822; (BOE} 98B-6264; afichawals Balic.org
14 Cﬁ,lrrlur Nunnnlzlhlu.amumdnelmn P.0. Bon AD, Ola'a, HI 967607 (B0) $66-TE1L: www.m abe.aina.org!

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAT'I
1. Weapgose military expansio in Hawal'i, including the build up and destruction of Hawaian lands by miitary forces in Mikna, Pahal
=nd Waikdne; the restsiction of access 10 Nobili, Ksua'l and Keawa'ula, O*al svy testing of scsar and missile Jefense sysiems off
warfase-telated research using high-tech compater and astromomy facilities on Mauna Kea and Haleakald

‘The military must clean retirn nalli leal Lands, incloding Kalio'olawe, Pahakuloa, Mikua, Walkiae, Nobilk, Mokapi,
Bet, Wahiaw, Waimaiatoeliow: ‘uboaiPeart Harbar, Kalia/Fort Defansy and Kabuku.

. Emd Howad ¥ lean ap te and to develogy envi ally suastndnbl
comummity-based economic aliermalives.

4. The military must pay just conipensatbon for ils use of wsd dasiage t Hawaiian kaods.

taking back our land 2nd cur lives from mililarism, Our comeon security depends on having clean air, lnd and water, an ecanomy that meets basic
needs und the perpetizatiza of our cullures,
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Hdalu Aina Center for Nonviolent Education asd Actica, P.D. Box AB, Ola‘s, HI S6760; (108) 966-7

www.malu-aina.org!

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPAMSION IN HAWAIL

1 We nppose military expansion in Hawni'l, including the buikl up and destruction of Hawaiisn lands by miitary forees = Mbkua, 1"ahak Honouliuli

and Waikine; the restriction of access 1o Nobili, Kous'i and Keawa®uls, ©"abu; Mavy esting of sonar and mbssile defense systens off of ' und
arf tex) sesearch using high-lech compater and astronomy facilities on Mangs Kea and Haleakald.
The miitary mast chean ), return mililary inching Kaho'olawe, Pohakulos, M3kua, Watkine, Nobils, Mukape,

Lualwalel, Wabiaws, Wainwasako/Bellows, Pu'uloa/Pearl Harbor, Kalia/Fort DeRussy and Kahuku.

3 End Howad s on military spending by red Josi p the eavl rT— R
comusisnily-besed econoae slternatives.
4 The military must pay just for its use of aml d t0 Hawalian lands.
We ase taking back our land and our Tives from mililarism, Our commen security depends on having clean air, land and water, an scomonyy that meets basic
human needs and the perpetiatiza of our cultures,
NAMIL . ADDRESS TELEPHONE EMALL
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{FHawsi') Malu Aina Cester for Nunvioleat Edusation and Action, P.0. Bax AB, Ola's, HI 96760; (B08) 966762, www,
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CLEAM UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION 1N HAWAI'T
We oppose military espanshon in Hawail, inchuding the boild up and destruction of Hawaiian lends by miliary forces in Maku,
w he sestriction of aceess 10 Nohili, Kaua'l nad Keawa'ula, O'shia; Navy testing of sonar snd missile defense systewy
e reaganch wsiag highetech computer and satronoemy fncilities o Matina Kea and Haleskaln,

. Honoul
a1’

tatst clean tap, restore and vt nidlitary-controlled limids, inelding Kobo'olawe, Pokakabon, Makua, Waikhne, Nohili, Mokapa,
ahlaw, Waimanalo/Bellows, Pu*uloa/Pear] Harbor, Kalia/Fort DeRussy and Kahukn.

3 s exonamic depent il 2 by restirceting fands 0 clean up the envi i 10 develop nvi ¥ éuiinimii
commmunity-lased econamic aliernatives.

& Pl military mst pay just compensation far its use of and damage to Huvailn lans,

talking back aur land and et lives from miltarism, Our common secnrisy depenis on having chean air, land and wales, on e
n needs and the perpetustion of our cullures.

NAMI ADDRESS

kg Blineo

iy thal meets basic

TELEPHONE EMAIL
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aii - Alaha *Alan Campaiga co:
wails Seivice Contmitiee Hawal'l, 2426 O'ahu Avenue, Hoaclaln, H1 96822; (308) 9S-6266: afschawalidady
1a Center for Neaviolent Bducation and Azsios, P.0. Box AB, Ols's, H 96750; (308) 966-7622: www.malu.

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'
I+ We oppose anilitary enpansion in Hawal*l, including the buikd up and destrisction of Hawalian lans by military forees in Makua, Pol skl
and Waikine, the sestiiclion of secess (0 Nokili, Knua'l aad Keawa‘ula, O"ahu; Navy testing of sonar and missile defene systems off
warlure-related research usieg high-tech compater and assronomy facilities on Mauna Kes and Haleakalt

vy nmist elena i, sestore und return military-controlled kots, Enchading Kaho'olawe, Paliakuloa, Makun, Waikine, Nobili, Mokapu,
Wakiawd, WaimanaloBellows, Pu'uloa/Pearl Harbor, Kalia/Font DeRussy and Kahakn

i, End Havwaid preniling
community-based economic aliermatives.

funds to clean up

& The military nust pay Just com persation for its use of and damoge ta Hawaiion lusds

® taking back our land and our lives from militarism. Our common security depends on having clean air, lind snd water, an economy that meets basic
1 needs and the perpetustion of our culiures.
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o T : T gares ;
Sehuoin B, e B i -
2 Al ring /rlz'-'.du teaca 4 ipaye ¢ o : -
N .l lelisshiyilon B B B 2 o .
" M =
s R s, ] = @ : e —L
7 Pt oan Mo, : -
T 7 =

¢ Eman  MMol ‘ v

f 5
o Made M -..,Lg?)--r B
1 — >
B (]
L1002 DME Hawai's - Abolia *Ainn Campulgs e/o; a
O'al serican Friends Service Committen Hawai'i, 2426 O'aha Avenve, Honolulu, HI $6322; (B08) 598.43¢6, waii@afscorg —
Hawaily Mals Adna Center for Nonvioleat Educaticn and Action, P.O. Bax AD, ia‘a, HI 96TE0: (B08) $66-7622. www mal-aina, orgl L3

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'

I Weoppose military exparsion in Hawadl, including e build up and destruction of Hawaiian lands by militsry forces in Mikua, Pahakaloa, Honeulinly
and Waikine; the restriction of access 1o Nohili, Kaua'i and Keswa'ala, 0'sho; Navy timg of seanr and missile defense systems off of Knua'i; and
warfare-related research msing high-tech computer and sstronomy facilities o Manna and Haleakals.

& The military must clean up, restore asd retaen millesry-controlied lands, Including Kabo®olawe, Pobakaloa, Makoa, Waikine, Nohii, Maokapa,
Luslualel, Wahiawd, WaimanaleBeBows, Pu'uloa/Peas] Harbar, KaliaFort DeRussy sad Kabuky,

i Enil Howal'i's economic dependency on military spending by redi Jean up 1 1= develop envl
comumunlty-based cconomic altermatives.

4 The military must pay just compensation for its use of and damsage 1o Tawalian lands.

We are taking back our land and our lives from miliarism. Our common security depends an having clean
buman needs and the perpetiation of our culiares.

NAME ADDRESS

+land and watsr, =n economy that meets hasic

TELEPHONE EMAIL
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(Hawai'i} Mala Aina Center for Nonviolent Fdaratios and Action, F.O. Dex AB, Ola's, HIS6T60; (BUK) 566-T62Y, wwwmads-alna.org!

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'l
I Wenppose military expansion in Hawad'i, inchuding the build up and destruction of Hawaiian lands by military forees in Mikus, Pahakuloa, Honcaliuli
and Waikiine: the restriction of access to Nohili, Kauz'i and Keawa'ula, O"abu; Navy testing of sonar and missile defense systems off of Knwa“h; and
wartare-related research using high-tech competer and astroscany facilities on Mauna Kea and Haleakals

2 The misitary ean g led lands, inchading Kaho'olswe, Pohakulos, Makua, Waikise. Nobill, Makapu,
Lualualei, Wabiaws, Waimasalo/Bellows, Pu*uloa/Pear| Hasbor, KabisFort Delusay and Kabuka,

L End Hawai*i' s
eommunity-based economic altermatives.
4 The military must pay Just compensation for its use of and damage to Hawallan lands.

We are takang back our Land and our lives from endlitarism. Crar common security depends on Baving chean ai. land and waicr, an ecoavmy that meets basic
human meeds and the perpeluation of aur cultures.
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CLEAM UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPAMSION IN HAWAI'L
I, We oppose mililary expansion in Hawad'i, including the buikl up aad destruction of Hawaiisn lands by militasy forees b Makua, Pohakilo
and Walkane: ihe restziction of access 1o Nobili, Kaua'l asd Keawa'ula, ©°ahu; Navy testing of soaar and missile defenie systems alf of
ue-related vesearch using high-tech computer and astroa cny facilities on Mauns Kea and Haleakala

whl

I The military fean up, retirn milif lled kands, inchading Keho'olawe, Fohakulos, Makus, Waikiae, Nobili, Mokag,
Lualualei, Wahaws, WesmataloDellows, Po'sbos/Pearl Harbor, Kalia/Fort DeRugsy and Kahulku

5 End Haw on military dlrectis h U is 1o develop

unity-based ecomomic slternatives.

o

4 The military must pay just compensation for its use of and dumige to Havwaiion lamds.

We aze taking back our land and oar lives from milarism. Our common secusity depends on haviag clesn ain, land and water, an eeonomy that meet
human needs and the perpetustize of ouz cultares.

MAME ADDRESS TELEPHONE LEMAIL
1
5.
DM Havwaiti - Alubia *hina Casmpaign </o: 2
tean Frieads Service Comamities Hawal'l, 2426 Oaha Avense, Honolaly, H1 96822; (808) 988-6266; alichawail@afsc.org —_—
falu Aina Cester for Nonvioleat Education and Action, P.0. Box AB, Ola’s, HI 96760; (BOE) 966-T622: woww, m lu-sins ong! 513

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'l
I Weoppase milliary expansion in Hawai*l, including the build up and destruction of Hawaiian lands by military forees in Makua, Pobakuloa, Hemaulisli

and Waikiine, the retriction of scceas 10 Nohili, Kaua'l and Keawnula, O"abu; Novy testing of sonar and missile defense systems off of Kaua'i, and
e-relnted reseasch using high-tech computer and astromonyy feilities on Mausa Kea snd Haleakals.
2 The military nast cheas up, retrm milltary inchiding Kabaoolawe, Pohaksloa, Mbkua, Waikdne, Nobili, Mokaps,
Lizal ‘ahiawh, Waimnalo/Bellows, Pu‘uloa/Pear] Harbor, Kalia/Fost DeRussy snd Kabuku
3. Enid Hawal T dency on military lean up the envi el Lo develops e bk

cumsiEnily-tased ccomonle allernatives.
4. The military must pay jisst comperssation foe i85 e of and damnge (o Hawadian lands,

We are taking back our land and our lives from milisrism. Our commen security depeads on having clean ai, land and water, an economy that mests basic
Buman needs and the perpetuation of osr culiures.

NAME ADDRESS TELEPHONE EMAIL
1
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2 DM Hanead's - Aloha *Aina Campaign cle: L
American Friends Service Commitses Hawad'l, 2426 O'abu Avenue, Honolula, HI 96532; (808) 993-6266; afschawdi@ulic.ong —
faka fina Center for Noavaolent Education and Action, P.O. Bux. AB, Ola’s, H196760; (508) 966-7622; www mahi-aima.ocg/ e e

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
. MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'
We nppose military rmhn In Hawni'i, inclading the build up and destruction of Hawaiian lands by miilitagy fosees in Makus, Palakeab
and Waikine, the restriction of access to Nobdll, Ksua'l and Keaws'ula, 0'shu; Navy testing of scanr and missile defense systess off of
elated research using high-tech computer and sstroncmy facilities on Maune Kea and Haleakalt
Flee miilitary must clean ug, vestore aml return miliary-controlled fands, Enclading Kaho'slawe, Pohakuloa, Mikus, Waikine, Nahili, Mg,
Lualualei, Waliawd, Walmanalo/Bellows, Pu’uloa/Pearl Harbor, KalisFon Deussy and Kahuks,
Enid Hawal'i 4
coniitnity-based econonslc aliermatives.

1y o ehean up thy i ansd t0 develop envi Insdicall

& The military must pay just compensation for its use of and damage to Hawaiian lunls.

@ taking back our land and our lives from militarism. Our comnion security depeads on huving cleas al, land and water, an econotmy tha ineet
eeds and the perpetuation of oar cultures.

ADDRESS TELEPHONE = EMAIL

Alulsa *Alna Casspaign cla: LS
r neli Service Committee Hawal'L 2426 O'sho Avenue, Honelsla, 111 96512 (B0) 9EE-6266; alichawaii@alse org 17
i Ml Asaa Center for Nonviokent Education end Actica, P.O. Box AB, Ots's, H1 06760; (108) 955.7622:

22; waew.malu-asa.0r) T

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'
1. Weappease miitary expansion in Howad*i, including the build up 2nd desirecison of Hawailan lands by military forees in Mikus
und Waikfine; the restsztion of secess 1o Nohili, Kowa®l and Keawa®ula, 0%ahu; Mavy testing of sonar and missile defenee syztems off of Ka
warfane-related research using high-lech computer and astronomy facilities on Maunn Kea and Haleakald

*akakuloa, Honoulinki

2 The milleary nvust chean u, restore and relurn miliary-comrolied lands, including Kabo®olawe, Pohakaloa, Mbkaa, Waikine, Nobidi, Mokaps,

sulei, Wahisws, WaimaialoBellows, Pu'uloa/Peari Harbor, Kalia/Fost DeRussy and Kabuku,

i End Howal i i 2hy 1o chenanp i S T ;
lty-based economic alternatives,
4 Thee sislkitary st pay for its use of wnd dansage (o Howaiian land;

hack var land and out lives from militarism. Owr comon secarity depenls oa liaving clean alr, land ani
eeds and the perpeluation of our cultures.
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CLEAM UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'
I Weoppose military evpansio:s in Howal'l, including the beild up and destraction of Hawaiian lads by military forces in Makua, Péhakulos, Honouliuli
and Waikhne; the restriction of sccess 1o Nohili, Kawa'l and Keawa'la, O%ghu: Navy testing of sanas and missile delense systems off o
vartare-telated research usiag high-tech computer and astromomy facilities on Mauna Kea and Halsakali.

Thie maifitary must clean up, returm mili lleid lands, incladimg Kaho'clawe, Poliakules, Mikus, Waikine, Nohili,
Lualuulei, Waliaws, WaisnaaloBellows, Pu'uloaPearl Hagbor, KaliaFart DeRussy and Kshuky

o chenn v i and 1o dovek i nalde,

The military must pay just

for its use of wal damage to Havalisn ks

W aze taking back our land and vur lives from miitadsm. Our common secuzity depends on baving clean air, Jand andd water, an econosy that meets hasic
luznan needs and ihe perpetivatin of our cultures.
—NAME ADDRESS TELEPHONE EMALL

; ,ﬂﬁﬂxv’&{tﬁf ’ =7 ' -

WHOT DML Hawai'h - Alolia *2ina Canpalgn cio:
(0"ku) American Friends Service Committes Hawad'i, 2426 O'tha Aveue, Honoluly, HISS822; (BOK) 933-6266, afichawail &
Hawai't) Malu Aina Center for Nonvioleat Educaticn and Action, 0. iox AB, Ola'a, I D6TED: (808) F66-TE22: worw, nuade

——— A NS WL WU

MO MILITARY EXPAMSION IN HAWAI'

e appose military expursion in Hawail, including the build Wp and destruction of Hawaiian lands by eilitary forces in Makua, Pahakabos, Honoulinli
Waskline, the restricthon of access to Nobili, Kaua'l and Keswa'ols, O'alu; Navy tosting of seanr and missile defense systems off of Kaun'i; and
e-reluted research usiag high-tech compates and astronomy fcilties on Mauna Kea ned Haleaksls,

2 The military must elean up, sestore and return ndlitary-controlled lamts, including Kabo'olawe, Pébakalbon, Makua, Waikiine, Nohili, Maokap

.
Lualuale, W i, WalmanaloBelaws, Pu'uloa/Peas] Harbar, Ealin/Fost DeRussy and Kahuku
3 Enad Howaiti's i dependency on military ing e st envi 1o levelog envl
coramanity-based ecomomic alternatives. )
4 Thg milieaey nist poy j for lis use of and damage o Hawaian lands

e taking back our Bad and our lives from militarism. Qur common sec

n neeids und the perpetuation of our cultares.

NAME ; fllllﬂﬂ&‘i TELEPHONE EM.
L Veffaan 7
ohgndhowud

uiity depends an having clean sir, land and witer, an economy that meets b

A

G2 DIVEE Hawai®) = Aloha *Lima Camnpaign clo:
! Americen Fricais Service Commitiee Hawait, 2426 O'ahu Avenie, Hosolaly, HI D682, (304) 968.62
‘i) Mala Aina Cenies tor Noaviclent Edueation and Actioa, P.0. Bos AL, Ola's, HI 06760 (308) 566,76

sfschawaiidhatic.ong
wwwmalu-sina.org!

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
MO MILITARY EXPAMNSION IN HAWAL'T
1. Weappse milltary expansion in Hawall, including the build up and destruction of Hawaiinn lamds by military forces in Makua, Pohakilos, Hon
and Wailckne; the restriction of sccess o Mobil, Kaua'l and Keawa'ula, 0'ahis; Navy ieating of sonar and missile defense systemms off of Ka
warfase-gelaten sescarch asing high-tech camputer and astronciny fazilites on Mauno Keaand Haleakals.

< The uilitary must clean up, et et lands, inchading Kaho'olawe, Fohakuloz, Mika, Waikdne, Nohils, Mokape,
Lualualei, Walsiawd, Waimanaloellows; Pu'ulosPearl Harber, Kalin/Fort Defussy and Kabuku,

3 End Hawaly i s n military li ta clean up o ] P envi
comununity-based econonalc allernatives.

4. The military must pay just Tar its use of and damage o Hawaiken ks

W are taking back our land and oer Bves from militarsm. Our commen security depends on having clean air, land and water, an economy that mects basic
haman needs and the perpetustion of our cullures.

ADDRESS —JELEFIONE EMAILL

UMZ Hawal*l ~ Aloha *Aina Campaign o/o:
| Adtesican Friends Service Committee Hawai'l, 2426 O'alvs Avenue, Honolulu, HE 96822; (B0E) 598-5266; afschawaii@afse g
't} Malu Alna Center for Noaviales Education and Aetion, .0 Bon AD. la's, HI S6760; (BOS) 5667623 movon b sty org!

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAL' it
i i i ifitary 3 in Mikoa, Pdhakel
v {litary expansioa in Hawai'i, inclading be build up and destruction of Hawaiien lands by mililisy lmcct m 3 o2, Hoe
;u: t{m‘: |‘h’|‘:?r>kicii0ﬂ of aceess to .\"nhiJL Kaua'i and Keswa'uls, O"ahi; Navy testing of seaar and missile defense systems off of Knua'i; and
warfure-elated research using high-tech compeles and astreacany facilitses on Manna Keaand Haleakald

fulap,

“The mililary must cleam up, return lleil bands, inchiding Kaho'olawe, Pohakiloa, Makea, Waikine, Nobilk
Lualualei, Wahiawd, Wainajalo/Bellows, Pu’uloa/Pearl Harbor, Kalia/Fort DeRussy and Kahuku.

dine L Jhrectl " By fevels i stinisabibe,
End Hawal'i's i on millary P o | sustninal
comi y-bewsed ecomnnic sllermatives.

Tl mniliry must pay just compensation for is use of wail damage w Hawalian lads
We aze taking back our land 2nd ous lives from mililarism. Our comman security depends on having clean alr, land apd water, an ecoaonsy tat meets basic
san needs asd the perpetunti s of our cullures.

NAME  ADDRESS TELEPHONE EMAIL
1. Eve Jahoueor —
p —_—

DOME Hawal'i = Alsha *Lina Campaign cfo:
i) Amesican Friends Service Comm itee Hawad'l, 2426 0%l Avenue, Honotubs, HI 96822; (808) 743-6
Aima Center for Nanviolent Education asd Action, PO, Box AB, Of BETE0; (308) 9667

266 adsekamail@atac org
622; www snalu-aina.org!
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0024
. CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAIL']
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'L 1 ‘To Mikiary and Giovernment Officials:

To Milicary and Governmers Officials:

We, the undersigned, oppose military expansdon in Hawal'L, including live fire training in Mikas, Army expansion in Pohakuloa and
Honoukiuli, Marire Corps training in Waikine, the restriction of access to Nohili, Kaaa'i and Keswaals, O'sha, Wavy testing of sensr and
missfle defense systems off of Kaus'i, and warfe sing bigh tech snd ast Encilities an Maura Kes and Haleakald

‘We demand the clean up, restoration and return of all military lands, including Kaho'olawe, Mikas, Lualualel, Pohakulos, Wahiswi,
Walkiire, Nohill, Mokapa, Waimanalo, Pu'uloa/ Pearl Harbor, KallaFor: DeRussy and Kahuly,

‘We call on our leaders io develop economle alternatives to the milltary econamy based on human needs and environmental
sustainabllity, not war and greed. We seek an end to Hawai'/'s economic dependency on military spending.

Wie are taking back our land and ous fives from militarism. Our commen security depends on having clean air, land and water, an econceny that
meets basic human needs and the perpetastion of oer culnanes.

NAME  ADDRESS TELEPHONE EMAIL

3. Domune Clemente
b Al Wow B =~
s Floene Mhenly

- -
6 dina Thgly

latrive

o Lamlim

Sl

Fisxie Retom 10 American Friends Servics Comminee Hawai'l, 2426 Ovahs Avense, Honotulu, HI S6623; (BO8) 983-626: sfuchawnii @afic.ceg

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP

NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAIT
To Military and Government Officlls:
We, the undersigned, oppase military expansion [n Hawal'l, Including live fire training in Mikua, Army expansion in Pohakuloa and
Honoubiuli, Marine Corps training in Waikline, the restriction of sccess to Nohili, Ksus'i and Keawaula, O'aha, Navy testing of senar and
missle defense syst f of Kasa'l, and wasf 1 using high tech and astronomy facilities on Maura Kea and Haleakala.
We demand the clean up, restoration and return of all military lands, including Kaho'olawe, Mitkes, Lualuslei, Péhakuloa, Wahiaws,
Waikdne, Nobili, Mokapy, Walmanalo, Pu'loa’ Pearl Hasbor, KalluFoet DeRassy and Kahuky, '
We call on our leaders to develop economic allernatives to the military economy based on human needs and environmental
sustainability, not war and greed, We seck an end to Hawal'i's economic dependency on military spending,

We are taking back our land and our lives from militarism, Our common secusity depends on having clean air, land and water,
meets basic human needs and the perperuntion of euar sultares,

NAME ANDRESS TELEPHONE EMALL

L idgn oy JRrES

an ecanomy that

[ agon Kaines Malua =
7 _ﬂ.a we! B Dueiies T2
5. ﬁan-l&i 2. Qg

Pieaiz Reten io: American Friends Service Commémes Hawal'l 2426 O'sh Avenss, Honolulu, HI $6522; (808) 9EE-8266; efichowall @afie ceg

We, the undersigned, oppose military expansion in Hawai'i, inchading Hye fire training in Mikiss, Army expansion in Pahakulos and
‘Honoulialt, Marine Corps training in Walkine, the restriction of access to Nohili, Kava'i and Keawauls, O'shu, Navy testing of sonar and
missile defense systenss off of Kaua'i, and warfase-reluted research using high tech and astronomy facflities ca Masna Kea and Haleakalt,
We demand the clean up, restoration and return of all military lands, including Kaho'elawe, Mikus, Laglualel, Pobskuloa, Wahiawk,
Waikine, Nahill, Mokapu, Waimanalo, Pu“uloa/ Pear] Harbor, KalisFort DeRussy and Kahuled,

We call on our leaders to develop ecomomic alternatives to the military economy based an human needs and environmental
sustuinnhility, not war wnd greed. We seek an end 1o Hawai iy economic dependency on military spending.

We are taking beck our land and our lives from militarism. Our cansmon security depends on having clean air, land and water, an ecanomy tha:
meets basic human needs and the pespetuation of car calzares.

NAME 0000 ADDRESS 000 TELEPHONE EMAIL

2 Tt Jmpia
3 Lol T
4 _ Caghe ‘\g\e u
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8 ;‘*1 Af ',\ B e Mnonin

39§
Please etum toc American Frieads Sarvics Commitiee Hawal'l, 2426 O'aho Avenne, Henolsks, WI 95832, (808) 988-6266; lmﬁlam

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAIL'L
To Military and Govemnment Officials:

We, the Ilitary nslon In Hawal®l, inclading tve fire training in Milkus, Army expansion in Péhakaloa and
Honoulkuli, Marine Corps training in WalkEne, the restriction of access wo Nohili, Kasa'i and Keswaula, 0'ghy, Navy testing of sonas and
missile defense sysiems off of Kaus'i, and warfare-related research using high tech and astronamy facilities on Mouna Kea and Haleakals.

We di d the clean up, and return of all Innds, including Kaho'olawe, Miloss, Luatuslei, Phhakulos, Wahiswd,
Waikiine, Nokili, Mokape, Waimanalo, Pu'nloal Pearl Herbor, Kalia/Fort DeRussy and Kahakou,

We call an our beaders 1o develop economic alternatives to the milltary economy based en human needs and environmental
sustainability, not war and greed. We seck an end to Hawai'i's economic dependency on miliuary spending.

We are taking hack oar land and our lives fram militarism. Our commen security depends on having clean air, land and water, an economy that
meets basic human needs and the pesperuation of our cultures.

NAME _ADDRESS TELEPHONE EMAIL
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Fiesss Retsem t0: American Friends Service Commises Huwal'l, 2436 Ot Avense, Honsiuln, HI 96822; (BO) PEI-266: sfhchuwii @afuc e
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COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'L

To Milisary end Government Officials:
We, the undersigned, oppase military expansion in Hawal'l, including live fire training in Miius, Army expansion in Pobakuloa and
Horouliall, Mazine Corps training in Waildine, the restrbetion of acoess to Nobili, Kaua'i and Keawnuls, O'sbu, Navy testing of sonar and
enissile defense sysiems off of Kaua'i, and warfare-related research using high tech and astronomy facilities oo Mauna Kea and Haleakall.
W d d the clean up, and return of all military lands, including Ksho'olawe, Mikua, Lualusle], Pohakuloa, Wihiswh,
Watkine, Nobili, Meiape, Waimaselo, Pu'lca/ Pearl Harbor, Kalia/Fort DeRussy and Kahuio.
We call on our leaders to develop economic aliernatives to the milliary economy based on human needs and environmental
sustadnability, mot war and greed. We seck an end to Hawai'T's economic dependency on military spending.
W are taking back our land and our lives from militarismn. Our comman security depends on having clean air, land and water, an econamy that
mesets basle buman peeds and the perpetuation of our culiures.

NAME ADDRESS TELEPHONE. EMAIL
1. Jheresa Weoaly
o “
—
3
4,
5
6.

Piease Bemrs 10 American Fricods Service Commities Hawa'l, 2626 O'sky Avesue, Hosolula, HI 96522; (508) 533-6266; afuchuwald @ulsc.ocg

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI‘L
To Miliary and Govemnment Officials:

We, the undersigned, oppose militory expansion in Hawai*l, inchading live fire training in Mikiza, Army expansion i PShakulos end
Honoulkali, Masine Corps training in Waklne, the restriction of access to Nohill, Kaus'i and Keawauls, ('she, Navy testing of sonar and
emisslie defenss sysiems off of Kaua's, snd warfare-related ressarch using high tech and astronomy facilities on Muuna Kea and Haleskals,

‘We demand the clean up, restoration and return of all military lands, inclodicg Kaho'alawe, Mitkaa, Lualualei, Pohakoalos, Wehiswa,
Waikiine, Nokili, Mokape, Waimanalo, Pu'sloa/ Pearl Harbor, Kalia/Fort DeRussy and Kahaku,

We call on our beaders 1o develop economic alternatives to the military sconomy based on human needs and environmental
sastanability, not war and greed. We seek an end 10 Hawal'l's economic dependency on military spending.

Wi are taking back our land and ous lives from militasism. Owur common secusity depends on having clean air, land snd water, an economy thar
meets basic humar needs and the perpetuation of our cultares.

TRIFPHONE : EMAIL

& Shaduy Gonze ,'c-._; )
eelemels

[ L A /] )]
7 Thpwn T )“"h"

Picase Natum oo American Friends Service Commites Hawad'l, 2626 O'sho Avesue, Hoscluls, HI $6322; (R0) $38-6286; afchawall@afsc.org

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'L

To Militery and Government Officil

We, the undersigned, oppose military expansion In Hawal'L, including live fire training in MEua, Army expansion in Pahakuloa and
Honoubiufi, Marise Corps tralning in Wadkiine, the restriction of sccess to Nohili, Ksua'l and Keswsula, O'abu, Navy testing of scaar and
missile defense systems off of Keaa', and werfare-related research using high tech and sstronomy facilities oo Mausa Kes &nd Heleakald.

We demand the clean ap, restoration and return of all milltary lands, inclading Kako'olawe, Miius, Luslualei, Pohakuloa, Wakiaws,
Waikine, Nohili. Mokapu, Wainianalo, Pa“uloa/ Peas] Harber, KelinFort DeRussy and Kabuku,

W call on our leaders to develop economic alternatives to the military economy bused on buman needs and environmental
sustainability, not war and greed. We seek an end to Hawal'I's economic dependency on military spending.

Wi are taking back our land and our lives from milissrism, Owur commsan security depends oo having clean air, land and waler, an econamy that
meets basic human needs and the perperation of aur cubtures.

NAME ADDRESS TELEFHONE EMAIL
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Pizaie Retem to: American Friends Service Commimies Hawal'L 2426 Oahe Avense, Honolalu, HI $6522: (B08) 985-6260; sfschawal| @ufic org

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAI'L
To Military ard Government Officiats:
We, the undersigned, oppose military expansion in Hawail, inchuding Jive fire training in Milloas, Army i
ll?nouhu]i_ Marine Corps training in Waikling, the restriction of access 1o Nohili, Kaua'j and Kﬁhﬂ:lu, 0:1:::;11?}?;;::':
missile defemse systems off of Kaua®i, and wasfare-relased research wsing high tech and astronomy facilities on Mauns Kea and Haleakals,
We demand the clean up, restoration and return of all milltary lands, including Kabo'olawe,

Wik, Nohil, Moksgu, Waimaaalo, Pu'uloa! Pet Harbos, KaliaFortDeRusey sod Katb - oacibn, Wahiana,

We call on our leaders to develop cconomic alternatives to the military econamy based on human needs and environmental
sustainability, not war und greed, We seek an end to Hawal'i's economse dependency on military spending,

We are taking back atr land and cur lives from militarism. Our common security depends

on kaving clean air, land and 3 "
meets hasic haman needs and the perpetustion of our cultuzes. ng waler, an economy ks

TELEPHON EMaIL
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COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWALT

To Military and Government Officials:
We, the oppose military Hawal'i, inchuding live fire treining in Miloaa, Army expansion in Pohakalos snd
Honouliuli, Merine Corps training in Waikine, the restrietion of access to Nohill, Kaus'i and Keawasla, O'ahy, Navy testing of sonar and
milssile defense systems off of Kaua's, and warfare-related research using high tech and astronamy Facilities on Mauna Kea and Haleakald,
Wedi i the clean up, and retorn of all military lands, including Kaho'clawe, Mikua, Lualiale, Pihakuloa, Wehiawd,
Waikiine, Nohili, Mokapu, Waimanalo, Pu'uloa/ Pear| Harbor, KalisFort DeRussy and Kahul.
We call on our leaders to develop economic alternatives to the military econamy based on human needs and environmental
sustalnability, not war and greed. We seek an end to Hawai'i's cconomic dependency on military spending,
W are taking hack our kend aad our lives from militarisen. Our common security depends on having cleas sir, land and waler, &0 econamy that
mests basic haman needs and the perpetuation of our cubtures.

NAME _ADDRESS

TELEPHONE  EMAIL
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Piease Resarm to: American Frisnds Service Comreimse Hawai'l, 2425 O'ahu Avemse. Honslulu, HI $6813; (R08) S55-6266; afschumwati @afic e

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAIL'D

Te Military and Government Officials:
We, the d, bon bn Hawal®l, inclading bve fire training in Milosa, Army expansion in PShakilos and
Honouliuli, Marine Coops training in Waikine, the restriction of access to Nohili, Kaua'i and Keswasls, O'ohu, Navy testing of sonar and
midestle defense systems off of Kaua'i, and wasfs using high tech and astronamy facilifies on Mauna Kea and Haleakald.
We demand the chean up, restoration and return of all military lands, incleding Kabo®olawe, Miloos, Lualualet, Phhalalos, Wabkiawd,
Waikie, Nohill, Mokapa, Waimanalo, Pauloa Peari Harbor, Kalia/Pon DeRussy and Kabuloa,
We call on our leaders to develop economic aliernatives to the military economy bused on human needs and environmental
sustainabllity, not war and greed. We seek an end to Hawai't's economic dependency on military spending.
W are taking back our land and our lives from militariem. Our comiman security depends oq having clean air, land and water, an economy that
mieets basic bamen needs and the perpetuation of our cultures.

TELEFHONE EMAILL

s sl Datadae

Plesse Rewm to: Americas Friends Service Comaittes Hawai'i, 2626 O'abu Avense, Horoluln, H1 $6622; (808) 9496264 afschawnli Balic eeg

CLEAN UP, NOT BUILD UP
NO MILITARY EXPANSION IN HAWAL'D
Te Military and Govemment Officials:
We, the dbitary slon In Hawal*l, inclading live fire training in Mikea, Ammy expansion in Pihakulos and
Honoulkuli, Marine Corps training in Walklioe, the restriction of access to Nohili, Kaue'i and Keawaals, 0'ahu, Navy testing of sonar and
missile defense systems off of Kaua'l, and warfare-related research using high tech and astronamy facilities on Mauna Kea and Haleakall,

Wi demand the clean up, restoration and return of all military lands, including Kaho'olawe, Mikaa, Luabuslei, Pohakuloa, Wahiswa,
Watkiine, Nohili, Moicspy, Walmarato, Pu'uloa/ Pearl Harbor, Kalla/Fort DeRussy and Kahuky,

‘We coll on our leaders to develop econamie alternatives to the military economy based on human needs and environmental
sustainability, not war and greed. We seek an end 10 Hawal'l's economic dependency oe military spending.

We ase taking back our land and ous lives from militsrism, Ohar common security depends on having clean alr, land snd water, an economy thas
meets basic human needs and the pespetuation of our culures,

NAME ADDRESS TELEPHONE EMAIL
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Mease Keturs to: Amerscan Priends Service Commitioe Huwad'l, 2436 O'sba Avesue, Hosoluls, HI 96322; (806) $98-6266; afichawaii@afscorg.
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COMMENT
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COMMENT
NUMBER

CLEAN UP NOT BUILD UP

To U.S. Military and public officials:

We, the undersigned, oppose the further build up and desecration of Hawaiian lands by US.
military forces in Hawai'i, including plans for "Army Transformation * This “transformation®
means additicnal troops, equipment, aircraft, training, and military land acquisition on Oahy and
Hawai'i Island. We believe it is time for the military to clean up, not build up. Clean up should
include the 123,000-acre former Waikoloa Maneuver Area, the 108,000-acre Pohakuloa
Training Area, and Kawaihas Harbor area on Hawaii Island, the entire island of Kaho'olawe,
Makua Valley on Oahu, and other areas where the military has left unexploded ordnance or
toxins. The U.S. military presently controls over 22% of Qahu and 5% of all lands in the
Hawaiian Istands.

Name (please print & sign) ( address. zip phonefemail . _
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P-W-0025

CLEAN UP NOT BUILD UP

To U.S. Military and public officials:

We, the undersigned, oppose the further build up and desecration of Hawaiian lands by U.S.
military forces in Hawai'i, including plans for "Army Transformation.” This “transformation”
means additional troops, equipment, aircraft, training, and military land acquisition on Oahy and
Hawai'i Island. We believe it is time for the military to clean up, not build up. Clean up should
include the 123,000-acre former Waikoloa Maneuver Area, the 108,000-acre Pohakuloa
Training Area, and Kawaihae Harbor area on Hawaii Island, the entire island of Kaho'olawe,
Makua Valley on Oahu, and other areas where the military has lefi unexploded ordnance or
toxins. The U.S. military presently controls over 22% of Oahu and 5% of all lands in the
Hawaiian Islands

Name (please print & sign) address zip phone/email
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6S-8

CLEAN UP NOT BUILD UP

To U.S. Military and public officials:

We, the undersigned, oppose the further build up and desecration of Hawaiian lands by U.S.
military forces in Hawai'i, including plans for "Army Transformation.” This “transformation”
means additional troops, equipment, aircraft, training, and military land acquisition on Oahu and
Hawai'i Island. We believe it is time for the military to clean up, not build up. Clean up should
include the 123,000-acre former Waikoloa Maneuver Area, the 108,000-acre Pohakuloa
Training Area, and Kawaihae Harbor area on Hawaii Island, the entire island of Kaho'clawe,
Makua Valley on Oahu, and other areas where the military has left unexploded ordnance or
toxins. The U.S. miiitary presently controls over 22% of Oahu and 5% of all lands in the

Hawaiian Islands.

Name (please print & si n) ) address zip phone/email
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CLEAN UP NOT BUILD up

To U.S. Military and public officials:

We, the undersigned, oppose the further build u i i
- 5l . opp ! P and desecration of Hawaiian lands b
military forces in Hawai'i, including pla_ns for "Army Transformation.” This 'nansl’urma::o%‘s.

means additional troops, equipment, aircraft, training, and military land acquisiti

_H'awar‘] Island. We believe it is fime for the military to clean up, r:ot buiidcgg.lscﬂa:nug’z::j:d
include the 123,000-acre former Waikoloa Maneuver Area, the 108,000-acre Pohakuloa
Training Area, and Kawaihae Harbor area on Hawaii Island, the entire island of Kaho'olawe,
Ma_kua Valley on Oahu, and other areas where the military has left unexploded ordnance ar
ro:cmsl. The U.S. military presently controls over 229 of Qahu and 5% of all lands in the
Hawaiian Islands.

Name (please print & sign) address zip
Clevend ¢

phone/email,
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Review of the EIS for the Ground-based Midcourse Defense
Extended Test Range (GMD-ETR) at the Kodiak Launch Complex (KLC)
KL EIS Review Brad Stevens Pape 2
= . .By l?l‘:ld[c}" G Slcvcps. P[_'" D‘_ has already been | missile fuilure out of 5 launches, for a catastrophe rate of 20%. There will be
National Marine Fisheries Service, Kodiak Fisheries Research Center athers.
Kodiak, AK
P. E-9 The statement that “no discemable effects on water chemistry were found... for five 3
R o previous launches™ is patently false, because water quality was impacted in several ways (see
below). Elevated aluminum levels, and decreased abundance of index macrobenthic species
The proposed Alternative 1 would quadruple existing development at KLC, Proposed were observed in several streams following the Athena launch in 2001, These effects were not
developments would include 2 new launch pads, 2 1 ptor silos, an bly bldg, a found to be significant, because in fact, no tests of sipnificance were performed, or could be with
movable missile bldg, expansion of the existing KLC building, a missile storage facility, an IDT the paucity of data collected.
iﬁgzmm?g2 ha (5 acre.:.s) of de\»clopl?'ncnt. expansion of “Narrow Cape lodge”, and Background studies
of a “mancamp” for construction personnel. The expected environmental impacts {or lack thereof) from the GMD ETR development
e at Marrow Cape are largely dependent on the results of studies done to evaluate the impacts of
The are org: 1into four general categories: 1) Environmental impacts to five previous launches by ENRI (Envi and Natural Resources Institute, University of
marine and aquallc resnun:cs 2) Access to public lands for recreational and subsistence uses; 3) Alaska) for the KLC, Therefore, the following review of those documents is necessary as
Public safety consid, and 4) C y with area development plans. background to this EIS.
The d ined include a Baseline Study (ENRI, Feb. 1995), and subsequent
1) Environmental impacts to marine and aquatic resources; studies conducted around the time of five subsequent launches, A summary report was also |
published in Apnl 2002. The assessment of water quality in Narrow Cape streams includes three
The only ing water in the d is on P.4-23, line 25: types of analysis: B T, .
*“... small amounts of deposition from launches would be quickly flushed from stream drainages. n lcj:sn‘d:'uz‘:\ﬁ:y ki L dissolved axyeen (DO); ok, sl
No long term impacts to fish in streams or EFH within the ROI are expected.” 2) Macroinvertebrate sampling (aquatic insects), an:l
I'm dulous they could dismiss this possibility categorically, with no rationale 1 3)  Sediment biotoxicity, as d by t bacteria to
h er, On what infi ion is this based? How can they reach a conclusion of sediment slurrics, using a proprictary test [ Biotox™ J
“no long term impacts” without any background information? How is it that there is absolutely
no mfemnce o5 ye:ars cfprcvmus rescarch (AADC, 2002)? What about the dal.a showing The usc of these ests seems (o be supported by several studies, the Department of
ate and i d alumi levels foll g the 2001 Environmental Conservation, and the Alaska Stream Condition Index. As a starting point, 1
Athena launch? Despite the flawed sampling design of the ENRI studies (see below) the EIS assume that the samples were c_oi_Joclcd and processed properly, that all invertebrates were
B oo to he totally oblivious of it, despite the fact that it is listed in the bibliography. £opeedlly Iderifed, and b ¥ Aeip s i ¥ Facioes bt om h? 1
li ion of relevant informati S pre; include the sampling design, analysis, interpretation and reporting of results.
Launch Environmental Monitoring Program (EMP) Studies.
P. 4-98 The EIS states that “recoverable aluminum was detected in very low concentrations ... The study suffers from mn'mgnawﬁgir:sumpling design. The accepted protocel for
[nnd] did not exceed levels considered to be toxic to aquatic life”. However, aluminum sampling design to detect environmental impacts is called BACI (Before, After, Control,
trations were measured be: ter one launch. Post-launch values increased at Impact). At a minimum it requires that samples be taken Before and After a potential impact, at
e\om'y location sampled, by factors of 2- to 6-fold. Replicate 5amp|=5 were nol [aken 50 N0 2 the expected Impact site, and at a comparable Control site that will not be impacted. Better
statistical comparisons can be made. Such large i are ¥ ically significant, results are obtained when sampbcs are taken at multiple times before and after potential impacts
Finding signi taken before and after some mmc: event

but ENRI did not conduct even a simple t-test on the data.

Supposedly such levels of Aluminum are non-toxic at pH above 5. However, discharge
of hydrogen chloride could reduce the pH to the point at which aluminum becomes toxic. This
might not happen during normal launch events. It could happen during an abnormal event, if a
rocket did not Jeave the launch pad at normal speed, or a catastrophic accident occurred. There

is not enough to determine if such differences were caused by the event. To do so requires
making similar comparisons at a non-impacted control site, and conducting a two-factor
Analysis of Variance (2-way Anova), with time (before, after) and location (impact, control) as
the factors of interest. Furthermore, it requires that multiple replicates be taken at each sampling
opportumity

(=]
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When analyzing the Anova, comparison in the main factors is not of particular
importance. Significant difference (or lack of it) between the B&A samples is not informative if
it occurred at both C and 1 locations, Instead, it 14 necessary to demonstrate that any difference
between the B and A samples lin lirections at the two locations. The
companson necessary to demonstrate this i :s li)e. two-way interaction between time and location.
This interaction would be significant if the change between B and A samples was positive at one
location and negative at the other, regardless of which had the positive results.

The ENRI studies met only one of the criteria described above, by ¢
before and after launches. However, ENRI did not sample any representative CD!IIQF ;tream
that were outside the potential area of ml'[uen:e hy rocket cxhausrs If we assume the studies
were conducted to test the null hypoth of no di before and after samples,
then that hypothesis could be rejected only if changes at the study sites occurred in a different
manner than at control sites (the two-way interaction). But without adequate control samples, it
is not possible to reject the null hypothesis even if it is false.

Rejection of the null hypothesis when it is true is a type [ error. In most statistical
studies, we set the significance level (c), or probability of rejection equal to 0.05 or less,

Accer of the null hypothesis when it is false is a type Il emmor, and has a probability () that
is calculahlb posi-hoc, but not predictable. The Power of the test is equivalent to 1-B, the
y of rej 2 the null h h (correctly) when it is false. However, if the test is

:lus:gn:d such that it the null hypothesis cannot be rejected, i.e., the type Il error probability =
1.0, then the power of the test is 0.

Water Chemistry:
TII: baseline study document does not indicate the dates on which samples were
1l ywhere in the d Thisis i and should be promi 1

placed in the methods section. Subsequent repons suggest that samples were oollec‘te.d in June
of 1994, but specific dates were not given. Comparisons to older data are similar, though the
difference in dates does not allow trends to be assessed.

The analyses conducted around the dates of launches show no apparent differences

between baseline data, pre-launch, and postlaunch data, Huwvﬂ.ﬁﬂmﬂx&ﬂmﬂﬂﬂ
stres - ANL .,.‘.. aunch. Thus no sta isons can be m
within sul:ams Furth 1 diffe might mask any duffenm::s causcd by exhaust

impacts. No studies were conducted in March 2001 due to temperatures. Sampling was only
consistent at Stream 2. Alkalinity levels are very low (<20 mg/L) indicating low buffering
capaity, i.e. minor disturbances could trigger rapid fluctuations in pH.
Al ions are of panticular interest because it has the greatest potential to
Chnrngc asa n:sull of launches, :md the mDsl porcnnal lethality. However, AJ.EMEEL!’M
ased o i

51 nti
]ggm g] 2 o 6 ‘The highest vnlues mcasured were 104 mg/L. EN'RI ms :har th: increase
“might be attributable to inputs from rocket exhawst™, but that these concentrations are “in the
range of those found elsewhere and do not exceed levels believed to be toxic to aquatic life” at
the pH found in the study streams.  Such large increases are probably statistically significant,
but ENR1 did not even conduct a simple t-test on the data. They also stated that “total aluminum

KLC EIS Review Brad Stevens Page 4

values have been shown to naturally increase as stream flows increase in response to seasonal
changes and rainstorms such as occurred near KLC on launch day™

In other words, fluctuations in aluminum concentrations might be natural, but there are
no similar samples from control sites that could be used 10 separate the confounding factors of
weather and rocket exhaust. The study was designed i such a way that it was not possible to
reject the null hypathesis even if it was false, so that its power is essentially 0. If aluminum is
the primary exhaust product that might be lethal to aquatic erganisms, why was it not sampled

earlier in the program?

Macro-invert sampling.
This analysis also suffers from poor sampling design. Furth results cannot be

compared to the baseline srudle&mmwﬂw A Surber

sampler was used in stream 1994, and again in 1998, Stream 7 was not sampled in 1994,
Both streams were sampled with a dipnet in 1998, which is supposedly a better technique, but
not comparable to the Surber samples. No attempts were made to calibrate the two methods by
obtaining comparative samples. Only one collective sample value was cornpulv:d !'nr cach
stream and sampler type, before and after launch. Thus, again, po can be
made. Some of the results indicate changes that were null or beneficial, while others indicate
deleterious changes, but without replicate samples it is not possible to determine whether these
differences are statistically significant or not. Only the results from Stream 2 were considered
by ENRI to be valid.

Reft infi ion for aguatic i does not exist for Kodiak Island, and this

complicates comparison of the data (ENRI, November 1998). Changes in macro-invertebrate
counts were attributed to seasonal variation and differences in sampling methods, and in stream
7. to the effects of repeated sampling, i.e. changes were caused by the procedures used to
measure them. All mzmh.. 1 indices declined after the S her 2001 Athena launch
(the largest rocket I ing the of a pollution effect, but it was attributed
to a seasonal effect; however, the November samples showed a retum to pre-launch values,
suggesting that the September results were probably associated with effects of the Athena
launch. Effects of launches cannot be distinguished without ison to control samples,
which do not exist

Sediment Biotoxicity studies
Some of these samples include 2 or 3 replicates taken before and after launch, whereas

others do not. Howc\crimmwmmm
inappropriate for the test. A 2 to the of variation (CV)...

calculated by dividing the standard deviation of TU |l0)’.b€ll)‘ units] by sampling period and uwn
[sic] by the mean TU by sampling period”. In actuality, the mean of all replicates was c‘ﬂc\\lamd
for pre-and post-launch samples. Then the CV was calculated by dividing the standard d

(SD) of the pre-and post means by the average of the pre- and post means. This method of
computing a CV is incorrect because it uses only the means of the pre and post sample data,
rather than the raw data themselves, thus it essentially “throws out” the original data, reducing its
variability, the information content of the test, and its ability to discern real differences among
the samples. Itis of even less value when the original samples do not include any replicates.
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When compared this way, only one set of samples, from the East Twin Lakes inlet stream
showed any potential toxicity. However, the authors indicate that the highly heterogeneous
nature of sediments at the site were probably the cause of this result, and it should therefore be
discounted. In other words, the Biotox test is not an adequate method for sampling these sites.
In fact, the CV by itself is not a statistical test. It is only a measure of the size of the SD relative
to the mean. The appropriate test in this case would be a t-test for two samples with unequal
variances. When I compared the data using this test, none of the replicated samples showed any
significant differences in toxicity before and after the launch. The non- replicated samples
cannot be analyzed.

The studies conducted above do not include control sites. Virtually all sites within the
KLC area can be considered ially d. Stream 2 is furthest from the KLC site, and
was considered to be a conlm] site by lhc aulhols but may actually be too close for a good
control site.

Conclusion concerning ENRI studies
A considerable amount of work was conducted by Lhe i i (ENRI). H %

iate statistics. Chemical analyses
dicated an i in alumi i nl't:r the 2031 launch, but it was discounted as
unimportant without any | justification. The pling was
compromised by a change in sampling technique, rendering the baseline studies uselcss.
Funthermore, the highly variable nature of the streams makes them poor candidates for analysis
with the metrics chosen. Nevertheless, thc dat:l suggm a negative impact of the 2001 launch,
but again, these results were di as ™ " without ison 1o any control data.
The bi icily lest was apy 1y Iy sensitive to minor variations in sedi quality,
rendering it unsuitable for use in some of |.hc highly sensitive sites.
As a result of these limitations, th ssed 1o make any clear
about th 5 or al vi i s due: ket launches. It
does not demonstrate the best scientific knowledge, or the highest scientific standards, and
would not withstand peer-review scrutiny. Nor does it represent the quality standards to which
the University of Alaska should be aspiring. At best, it should be discredited as a worthless
exercise in futility.

2) Access to public lands for recreational and subsistence uses

Previous public meetings in Kodiak have demonstrated that public access to Narrow
Cape and Fossil Beach is a high priority, and the public does not want to be excluded from those
sites. Throughout the EIS, ref are made 1o p 1 closures of the road and restriction
of access. These are usually vague, often ocrrlﬂlctmg and generally open-ended. All potential
restrictions of access should be outlined i on in the EIS and described with
definite limits, A sampling of such refemnn:es follows:

et

KLC EI5 Review Brad Stevens Page 6
fing]

P.2-5 says “secunty related aclwmcs would occur for app Iy 5 weeks
each launch campaign”, and that during that time “public access could be limited in the

vicinity of the GBI missile storage, handling, and launch facilities”

What are “security related activities™? Does this mean closure of the road to public
access? Closing of the Narrow Cape road for such a length of time is totally
unacceptable. Any closure longer than a few hours before a launch has been deemed
unacceptable by the public citizens of Kodiak.

P 2-71 “The public would be denied use of Fossil Beach for up to 1 day during any interceptor
or target launch. ... beach access would be restricted for hours at a time during hazardous
operations... the beach could also be closed if a GBI missile is at the site during time of
heightened national security™

These statements essentially provide KLC the cpuon to close Narrow (.apc beach access
at any time, for any length of time, without i . This is un Li

on the restriction of access need to be defined.

P 4-68 Construction is expected to require one year, and will be ongoing 24-7 during summer.
During that period the public will be excluded “from the immediate vicinity of the
construction sie”.

What does this mean? How close is the “immediate vieinity”. Does it mean the public
will be c:cluda::l only from KLC property, or that the Narrow Cape road will be closed?
closed except during launches, Closure during

copstruction is unacceplable,

PE-5 claims that the “activity” does not negatively affect public access to coastal waters. This
is patently false, because, as stated, "AADC security personnel” would close Pasagshak
road at the site boundary” before launches, Who are these security personnel? Does
AADC have its own police force, or are they referring to the State Patrol? Pasagshak
Road is a state highway and is not part of the KLC property. Therefore, they do not have
the right to close the road without express permission from the AK. Dept. of

Transportation.

Subsistence uses
P. E7 states that “given the documented limited use of the Narrow Cape area for subsistence

no impacts to subsi ¢ harvesting .u:nvmes on Kodiak Island arc
:xpected. No are provided or
This implies that subsistence uses at Narrow Cape are 1) documented, and 2)

limited, and 3) implics that existing documents were found to support these statements.
However, ADFG docs not routinely document, record, or monitor any subsistence use of marine
resources other than salmon and crab. At various times | personally have observed heavy

Exhibit 8.1.1-1: Reproductions of Written Documents (Continued)




COMMENT

€9-8

COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
KLC EIS Review Brad Stevens Page 7
KLC EIS Review Irad Stevens Page &
use of i 1 including baidarkies (chi whelks (snails), and
seaweeds. Yet these uses are not documented in any official manner. For the EIS to suggest that This statement assumes that “sensitive viewers” are only those who live near a site, and
they are iall is di if not actually a falsification. If aluminum lack of such residents implies a lack of sensitive viewers. It also defines the Coast Guard
concentrations in s:rc:ms become elevated as a result of launches (as shown by ENRI), they Loran station as a “visual presence” that already disturbs the area, and implies that the
could become el din hore intertidal 1 as well, thus creating a pollution hazard KLC is no more disturbing to the visual aesthetic.
for subsi use of those .
In fact, ADF&G conducted an ive survey of subsi food use in 1991-1994, These a lack of sensitivity to local interests and land vse pattems,
following the Exxon Valdez oil spill. The survey was conducted by interviews, and resulted in and i of the local | activities, One of the major uses of the Narrow Cape
the creation of the Community Profile Database (CPDB). This information is available from the region is whale watching, particularly during the period from mid-March to June. At peak
ADF&G Subsistence Division website: migration, hundreds of whales pass through the ocean between Narrow Cape and Ugak Island.
Many “sensitive viewers” drive out there specifically to appreciate the wildness and the presence
hitpefiwww state_ak usflocal/akpages/FISH GAME istigeninfodp fepdb.htm of the whales, The scenic value of the surrounding landscape is a valuable commaodity that is
i unique to Kodiak, and specifically to Narmow Cape. Appreciation for it will be di [} i
Data were collected on many species, including game, fish, i t and plants. only by prevention of access, but by the visual presence of military elements on the scene.
Examination of the database shows that, while h highly variable, use of mu:mdal species (chitons,
snails, urchins, hmp:n muascls sca b oclopus and I
in by people on the Koduak road sysiem 3) Public safety considerations
ranged from a low of 8,500 Jhs in I992 fa year fa!luwmg EVOS) o } |
There are only a few rocky intertidal areas where these foods can be harvested that are | P2-61 The proposed missile assembly building (MAB) would be sited so that Namvow Cape road | 7
accessible from the road system. These include Fort Abererombie, Mill Bay beach, Near Island, would be inside the Explosive Safety Quantity Distance (ESQD) of 1,425 ft. As a result,
Cape Chiniak and Narrow Cape. Although the exact location of capture was not recorded, it is Narrow Cape road would have to be closed during any time a missile is present inside the
highly likely that some portion of that harvest was taken from the Narrow Cape/Fossil Beach MAB. It would also overlap parts of Fossil Beach (P. 4-61). This is unacceptable.
area. Thus the inclusion of the claim cited above in the EIS suggests that no effort was made by
wri o obtai i i i Obviously these facilities must be relocated 50 thal the no portion of public lands or roads
is.within 1425 feet (the previously defined ESQD) of the facilities.
P4-101 The EIS states that * the Narrow Cape area hosts only a limited amount of
subsistence harvesting”, and assumes that restriction of access would be the anly P 4-51 Fuel tanks for the “Kill Vehicle" (EKV) would contain 7.5 | of monomethyl hydrazine
impact on subsistence use, and that “would not be significant”, Line 22 says and 5.5 1 of Nitrogen tetroxide (P 2-3).  The (ESQD) for these is apparently 1,425 fi
access wnnlcl be pmlllbltcd up 09 days per yg.-n- Line 31 says 5 days per year, {P. 2-61). These tanks would be stored at the oxidizer storage bldg or the Processing
5 i Facility, which are only 500 and 1000 feet, respectively, from Narrow Cape Rd,
sccording to the map on p. 2-62. This would require shutting down NC Rd any time
As shown abc\ne avm!nble mfonnauon shuws that, in an average year, subsistence such materials are in storage. This is unacceptable,
5 2 ) inteti 2 5. Although the exact
locauuns of hanmsl are not |dcuuf‘ed l.hls dm nnt cmlude Narmw Cape, which is easily
accessible. Subsistence harvests from that area would not only be prevented by access closure,
but would be harmed if those resources were polluted b-_vexhansr prndm:is Even if pollution
does not occur, the public perception that were i might prevent
subsistence users from harvesting in that arca. The more launches are conducted there, the 4) (In)Consistency with area development plans.
greater that perception will be. Thus, wi ivi : ion of
Appendix E - Determination of Consistency with Coastal Management Plans 8

quality of the natural resources.

P 4-94 “Due to the isolation of the proposed facilities, the lack of sensitive viewers, and the
existence of other man-made elements in the area, the proposed action would not have
significant impact on agsthetic or visual resources”™.

This section is very puzzling because statements are made with no support at all, to wit:

PE3 Spmfc nsE: polwnes [of thc Kud:nk Island Borough] cover industrial development,
" and “they are not applicable to activities

pmpﬁmd for the (‘Mn I"TR Fmrnm 1f the program is not industrial or commercial
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what is it? Obviously military, therefore it is concluded to be exempt from the

management plan. This is not a logical conclusion.

PE4 The plan gives development priority to water-related and water-dependent uses. The
GMD program is claimed to be both water-related and water-dependent because it is
near water. This claim is both ex gant and lud: How is that justifiable? In
what way is it water dependent? It does not use water as a source of input, or
(supposedly) directly affect it. The EIS suggests that, because the KLC is already near
the water, therefore, it is dependent on the water. This iz not a logical conclusion.

P 4-77 The entire construction scenanio assumes that housing for construction workers will
either have to be built on site, or found in Kodiak. On site housing is not provided for
in the Narrow Cape land use plan. Finding housing for 150 people in the summer,
during the height of fishing and tourism season “would represent a moderate to
significant impact to the local tourism industry by excluding repeat/returning tourist
clientele from local establishments.”

How are local tourist oriented businesses such as charier boats suppm-ed to camy on
normal business if there are no available hotel rooms? There just aren’t enough rooms
to house a workforce the size of which is necessary for this project, without a negative
impact on the tourist industry. Tourists come to fish, not to watch rocket launches,
Additionally, estimates of traffic on Narrow Cape Road are based on these same
assumptions, but without on-site housing, traffic will be much higher than stated in

this EIS. This scenario is not well planned or carcfully thought out.

N ibility wi Cape Area Pl

Land occupied by the AADC was ounvc)nd 10 it in 1994 by the Alaska Dept. of
Matural R under I Land A Agr (ILMA) # 226285. The
ILMA *... does not authorize the use of the subsurface estate or any materials on the site
unless specifically anllmzad " Usc of the site for underground development of missile
silos is not specifi i. Further ion of the KLC is not provided for under
the existing ILMA. At the least, a new ILMA will have to be negotiated.

re, the ILMA states that “Public access o state lands.... shall not be blocked

or restricted in any way... except to protect public safety [as during launches] and
improvements [e.g. buildings]." This does not allow for closures of the road during
consiruction or “security related activities”,

y and R dati

1) Problem: The most likely environmental impact of rocket launches is elevation of
aluminum chloride levels in streams, and its effect on macrofauna, and possibly
subsequent impacts to fish or i idal i b i (which are
undocumented). Claims that such impacts would not occur are not believable, given
the evidence available.

10

2)

3)

4
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F dation: Continued pling of Alumi chlonde and pH levels should
be conducted in streams around the KLC, including control streams that are outside
the infls of rocket exh (not done in previ studies), Sampling for

aluminum contamination should also be conducted in fish and other subsistence
resources within the nearby streams, Twin lakes, and adjacent intertidal arcas.

Problem: Kodiak residents have repeatedly and firmly stated that access to Narrow
Cape and Fossil Beach should not be resinicted. This EIS suggests that many more
such closures may occur, for a variety of reasons from including launches,
construction, storage of fuels, rocket transport or storage, and “secunty related
activities”. Such closures could range from hours to weeks or months. AADC has
persistently obfuscated on the exact amount of closures they plan.

Recommendation: AADC should outline to the community exactly the number,
dates, and length of any planned closures for any purpose whatsoever,

Problem: Storage of highly explosive and woxic fuels any closer than 1,425 ft from
public reads or lands is unacceptable due 1o both public risk, and the requirements to
prohibit public access to those arcas during storage. This is unacceptable.

Recommendation: Fuel storage buildings must be sited so that their safety exclusion
zones do not overlap public roads or lands.

Problem: Increased closures of Narrow Cape road are in direct conflict with the stated
goal of providing continued public access to Narrow Cape and nearby beaches, as
specified in the Kodiak Island Borough Pasagshak/Narrow Cape Area Plan. Claims
that the KLC is a “water dependent activity” and should have priority of land use are
extravagant and ludicrous. Housing for large numbers of construction personnel is
not amrablc and sucll an influx would have a negative impact on local tourism by *

i tourist cli le from local blish " The
development p]an submitted by AADC to Alaska DNR did not specify further
expansion of the nature described by the EIS. Such expansion is not permitted under

the 1 y Land M: Agr (ILMA) which transferred control of
the land from ADN'R to the AADC.
R dation: Ata anew ILMA will have to be negotiated between

AADC and the Alaska DNR. Kodiak island Borough should critically evaluate the
expanded plan for consistency with existing land use management plans.

1m0
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stationed a rescue tug at Neah Bay to respond to vessels in distress. The SBX, carrying
P-W-0027 800,000 gallons of fuel and with a wind-catching height of 250 feet and a predicted cruising
speed of only seven knots, could easily become a danger to itself and other vessels if hit by
high winds while fighting surface currents that routinely exceed four knots in Admiralty Inlet.
The Final EIS should compare the navigational risks of the approaches to each of the
possible SBX basing alternatives. For the Everett alternative, the Final EIS should discuss
additional mitigation options including requiring that the SBX have a tug escort all of the way
from the mouth of the Strait of Juan de Fuca to Everett, federal support for the state-funded
June 16, 2003 rescue tug and other reasonable forms of mitigation.
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command 2. Risks associated with SBX radiation while in port.
ATTN: SMDC-EN-V (Mrs. Julia Hudson-Elliott) The DEIS does a good job of listing the basic radiation risks associated with the SBX. But 2
106 Wynn Drive specific measures to protect people, wildlife and machinery in the air and on the ground are
Huntsville, Alabama 35805 largely put off to the EMR/EMI survey and analysis that will be conducted after the SBX is
gmdetreis@smdc.army.mil constructed. While the DEIS contains numerous assurances that a combination of high
energy zones on aeronautical charts and ground restrictions around the SBX will, along with
Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the operétions restrictions on the SBX, prevent any problems, this cannot be demonstrated at
Ground-Based Midcourse Defense Extended Test Range. this time-
s Figure 3.8.2-1 shows just how congested the Everett area is. The Naval Air Station is a few 3
Dear Mrs. Hudson-Elliott: miles due west. Paine Field, which supports an important Boeing Company plant, is five
. . . miles south. Interstate 5 runs along the east side and is within the risk circle for ground or
We have reviewed th‘? portions of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for air handling of EEDs at 65% power and within the risk circle for the presence or shipping of
the Ground-Based Midcourse Defense Extended Test Range (DEIS) that relate EEDs at full power. According to the DEIS, the grating lobe covers a large area on the
to basing the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar (SBX) in Everett, Washington. ground and can trigger or damage EEDs within 1.4 miles at full power. Without some
detailed alternatives being presented in the EIS, it is hard to see how the safety zones
In summary, Everett provides excellent homeport facilities, having very deep necessary for full power testing of the SBX can actually fit in Everett. Perhaps the Final EIS
water right to the pier, exceptional protection from storms and shoreside access can have a diagram that shows the area within 15 miles of the moorage and indicating the
to the facilities and amenities of Everett, Seattle, Tacoma, Bremerton, etc. directions the X-band radar might safely be directed at full power. If flight operations at
Although we raise some issues relating to the navigational challenges between Paine Field or the Naval Air Station need to be interrupted or commercial and pleasure
Everett and the ocean, these can be mitigated. But Everett is also a very vessels prohibited from passing the moorage during testing, this needs to be discussed in
congested area, surrounded by airports, homes, businesses and highways that the Final EIS. The Final EIS should also address the number of small planes that fly from
may require significant restrictions on the operation of the powerful X-band radar the Seattle area to the San Juan Islands and Canada, passing near Everett. If necessary,
of the SBX when in port. The question that must be considered by the project the Final EIS could commit to doing a supplemental review of operational restrictions on the
managers is whether operational restrictions on the SBX radar that might be radar at E\{erett onF:e the actual emissions informatioq is availaple. As nloted in the '
required in Everett's heavily populated environment will ultimately interfere with summary, if operations of the X-band radar must be highly restricted while at Everett, it may
the testing and calibration necessary to make the tests of the Ground-Based be impossible to carry out the necessary testing and calibration of the SBX at that site.
Midcourse Defense a success. 3 Vi
. Visual Impacts.
Figure 2.1.4-1 gives a great feeling for the design of the SBX. A second figure comparing 4

We ask that the following issues be addressed in the Final Environmental
Impact Statement, including appropriate alternatives and mitigation.

1. Risk of collision and spills when entering or leaving Puget Sound.
Washington State has been working for many years to reduce the risk of vessel
groundings, collisions or spills in the Strait of Juan de Fuca and Puget Sound.
The State has, at its own cost,

the profile of the SBX to the familiar profile of the USS Abraham Lincoln, the Nimitz-class
carrier normally moored in Everett, would help reviewers and the public assess the visual
impacts of the SBX.
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4. Air Emissions P-W-0028
The general discussion of the Everett base points out that the base has excess 5 Island County Board of Commissioners

electrical power capacity available. The air quality benefits of providing shore
power to the SBX when at the pier is not adequately considered. Even if the
SBX would need its on-board generators to power tests of the radar, shore
power could supply the SBX the rest of the time and eliminate the noise and
emissions of generators. Of course, this would only be feasible when the SBX
is at the pier.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. Assessing the
environmental effects of such a large and complex program is a daunting
challenge. Providing a homeport for the SBX may seem a minor issue
compared to the construction and operation of missile launch facilities. But we
believe that some significant issues have been identified that can be addressed
in the Final EIS. We hope our comments can improve the Final EIS and the
ultimate decision on this important project.

Sincerely,

John Dohrmann
Policy Director

PHONE: (360) 679-7354 from Camano (360) 629-4522 from S. Whidbey
(360) 321-5111
FAX: (360) 679-7381 P. O. Box 5000, Coupeville, WA 98239-5000

April 15, 2003

United States Army Space Missile Defense Command
Attn: SMDC-EN-V Ms. Julia Elliott

P.O. Box 1500

Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Ms. Elliott,

Recently, Island County learned of a proposed project for the Missile Defense
Agency to site a Sea Based X-Band Radar (SBX) array at Naval Station Everett
in the waters of Puget Sound at Everett, Washington. Island County is very
interested in learning more about this proposal. We understand that a scoping
meeting was noticed in a Seattle newspaper and the meeting held.
Unfortunately, Island County was not a recipient of the notice for the scoping
meeting and we are not located within the central distribution region for Seattle
newspapers so we were unable to view the notice in the newspaper.

Our request is that the comment period deadline of April 15, 2003 be extended
so that we may have an opportunity to become more informed on the project
details. National security is obviously are very important issue to us, therefore
we are not suggesting that we are opposed to the concept, nor are we
advocating the project, however, the facility will likely be transported through the
waters of Island County and the electromagnetic currents will extend into the
county.

We are very anxious to learn more about this project and hope that you will
honor our request for an extended comment period deadline.

Sincerely,

Mike Shelton, Island County Commissioner
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P-W-0029 P-W-0030
Cityof Port Hueneme
SMDC-EN-V, Ms, Julia Elliott y
US Army Space Missile Defense Command
PO Hox 1500 OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
Huntsville, AL. 35807 -3801
Dear Ms. Elliott,
T write to voice my opposition to the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar (SBX) proposed to home March 6, 2003
port at Naval Station Everett or in Port Gardner Bay, Everett, WA, 1
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
Toppose this radar being placed in a large, urban populated area such as Everett and its ATTN: SMDC-EN-V (Ms. Julia Elliott)
surrounding communities. The SBX radar should be placed in a site that will not affect any 106 Wynn Drive
population base. Huntsville, AL 35805
The 22.5 km (13.8 miles) Radiation Hazard Area and Electromagnetic Interference Area covers a 2 Dear Ms. Eliiott:
population base estimated at 400,000 people. It interferes with mrp]ane nawgnuorl and 1
communication controls. It may interfere with our local hospital and and The Port Hueneme City Council enthusiastically endorses the pla:en'lenlt of the Sea
emergency communication systems. Our citizens are not safer within this hawd area, Based Test X-Band Radar at Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC), San Nicolas Island.
3 Having the X-Band radar at San Nicolas Island logistically makes sense and the Council
Current scientific studies have not analyzed radars of this power over a long exposure period. is confident of the community's support should the Ground Based Midcourse Defense
Our children should not be raised within a Radiation Hazard Area regardless of the assurances (GMD) Joint Program Office of the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) make the decision to
that radiation levels are within *safe’ limitations. 4 select NBVC.
The Draft Envi I Impact DEIS) docs not thoroughly address the negat Placing the X-Band Radar on the Pacific Sea Test Range with close proximity to NBVC,
impacts of the SBX a.ndlhe S'::‘::nry area ;hg(l will iumnmd it, on m!ih;o};s of our most vﬁi:;h San Nicolas Island provides a perfect location. The Sea Rangel will allow the MDA
our I and | waterway, Port Gardner Bay. The DEIS does not thousands of square miles for uninterrupted, interference-free testing. NBVC will also
adequately address the loss of future economic re-development of our public water front pravide outstanding mainland logistical support for the system from both Point _Mugu
properties. The SBX eliminates the vision and future economic potentials of our city, Home and Port Hueneme.  Instrumentation at Point Mugu will assist the X-Band with its
porting the SBX will forever tie the City of Everett to an industrial, military, and restricted sensors and tracking missions.
access waterfront, _ ) . .
At the same time, San Micolas Island's remote location off the Ventura County Iooast
5 eliminates potential encroachment threats and provides a safe venue in which to

The impact of this enormous structure on our waterfront will have a huge, negative affect on the
visual attraction of the bay as well as destroy the views from surrounding homes and businesses.
The loss of desirability and loss of property values are not taken into account in this proposal,
The SBX must not become the visual landmark of our town.

1 oppose the SBX Radar project being forced upon Everett, Washington and its people
Place this radar at one of the military sites that does not involve a community,

Sincerely, ¢
~ T ANt
P X = ;
Y u—eﬂ(’ 42 & j/ Concemed Citizens Against the SBX
Dolores Geary

conduct radar operations. Because of this, the Council is confident that the community,
as a whole, would fully support the X-Band Radar System at San Nicolas Island.

The City Council strongly supports the MDA proposal to base the Sea based Test X-
Band Radar at San Nigolas |sland.

Since_r__ely.

- 4 i
é’" - J”,i( ‘
JONATHAN SHA| KEYJ;

MAYOR (
c City Council
City Manager
RDP-21

250 North Ventura Road * Port Hueneme, California 93041 = Phone (805) 986-6500
http:/iwww.ci.port-hueneme.ca.us
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P-W-0031 P-W-0032
Chenega Bay
Cord.
prince william sound oraeve i PAINE FIELD
Tatitlek _— -— ——
ECONOMIC COUNTY EXECUTIVE  Robert Drewel
DEVELOPMENT valdoz AIRPORT DIRECTOR  Dave Waggoner
DISTRICT whitkier March 24, 2003
SMDC-EN-V, Julia Elliott
March 12, 2003 U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.0O. Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
Ms. Julia Elliott, SMDC-EN-V
U. S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P. 0. Box 1500 Dear Ms Elliott
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
Dear Ms. Elliott: Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIS for the GMD ETR. Our
interest is specifically in the option for basing the SBX radar at Naval Station Everett and its
On behalf of Prince William Sound Economic Development District, [ would like to offer potential for affecting aviation at the Snohomish County Airport / Paine Field which is located 5
this letter of support for the SBX-Radar site. miles southwest of the home port.
1
Valdez is a port city designated a National Scenic By-way, with astounding natural Paine Field is a large general aviation airport with nearly 550 aircraft based here and over
beauty, surrounded by the highest coastal mountain peaks of any city in Alaska. Valdez 200,000 annual flight operations, The FAA mans an Airport Traffic Control Tower at Paine
has one of the finest school systems in the state, and Prince William Sound Community Field between the hours of Tam and 9pm. With excellent visual and electronic navigation aids
College. Each year the college sponsors the Last Frontier Theatre Conference allended' Paine is a very popular airport for student training with substantial traffic going to/from the
by leading playwrights from New York and London. uncontrolled airports within the SBX potential interference area at all hours of the day. Paine is
home to the Boeing company wide body production plant assembling 747,767, and 777 aircraft
Valdez is the hub city of Prince William Sound offering fishing, kayaking, diving, skiing, as well as nearly 50 businesses that rely on the continued unrestricted actess to the airport. ‘The
hiking, birding, snowmaobiling — every sport for the outdoor enthusiast! The region is continued of these b are the of our region’s economy.
about 20,000 sq. miles of ins, gl rivers, beaches and forests.
In reviewing the DEIS we are concerned that we cannot accurately gauge the effects of the SBX
The other communities in Prince William Sound are easily accessible by the Alaska on aviation activities at the Airport lacking the technical information that will be generated in the
Marine Highway System. They are Chenega Bay, Cordova, Tatitlek and Whittier, full EMR/EMI survey. The concern for aviation users comes from DEIS statements using words
like "most air navigation facilities”, "highly unlikely", and "if possible” that seem to be less than 1

If our organization can assist your department in any way, please contact us.

Sincerely,

& ,\;/u,‘_.. Cez-f-u"—u—{.f.(

Sue Cogswell
Executive Director

2207 Spenard fd., Suite 207 -Anchorage, Alaska 39503 (907) 222-2440- FAX (307) 222-2411-Cell (307) 223-T672 - Email: pwsedd@gei net

an absolute guarantee of no impact on aircraft.

We request that the agency delay decision-making until g about interference with airport
operations are fully answered. The EMR studies should be complete and any potential
conditions or restrictions on use of the SBX or use of surrounding airspace should be disclosed
as part of this EIS, not just as a follow-up study after the site is selected.

Sincerely

Adrport Diréctor

A SNOHOMISH COUNTY AIRPORT
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P-W-0033 P-W-0034
PARKS &
RECREATION
To:  SMDC-EMN-V
Ms. Julia Elliott
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.O. Box 1500 i 4
Huntsville, Alabama 35807-3801 March 11, 2003
TR SMDC-EN-V, Julia Elliot
: Platform X
Re:  SBX Missile Defense Platfo U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
Dear Ms. Elliott: P.O. Box 1500 Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
The City of Everett Park Commission functions in an advisory capacity to the SUBJECT: Ei:n—i;{ :]_?an;n[s on ::e _Dllzl[sk?r t.thGrcumI-Bz;scd Midcourse
Mayor of Everett, City Council and city departments in respect to park and =xtended Test Range Missile Defense System
recreation matters. We would like to take this opportunity to comment on the Dear Me. Eliot
SBX—described as a key component to creating a national missile-defense X
system. The Channel Islands Beach Community Services District would like 1o offer the
) following comments concerning your agency's Ground-Based Midcourse Defense Test
As commissioners for the City of Everett Plal'k Department, We encourage Range DEIS. Our agency is located in Ventura County, California and therefore our
recreational activities, outdoor aEtIVIt‘II, nEIthOT!"OOd exi’bratl'on as well b comments are primarily related to project components in Ventura County and San
beautification. Enhancing and protecting our nelghtgrhood wel:rst'ls of m‘:-lwr Nicholas Islands. Our comments can best be summarized as follows:
consideration when planning and designing our park system, plantings an
gateways. 1. Volume I, page 3-133, Water-The NAS Poimt Mugu and NBVC Port 1
Hueneme do not receive water from the United Water Conservation District
The SBX by description looks like “an cil-drilling rig topped by a huge sphere”. 1 (UWCD) as stated in the DEIS. Both facilities receive their water from the
At 250 feet above the Everett waterline and 390 feet in length, we are concerned Port Hueneme Water Agency (PHWA). The PHWA was formed in 1994 as a
about the impact this would have on the appearance of Port Gardner Bay. Joint Powers Authority FJPAJ by the City of Port Hueneme and the Channel
Islands Beach Community Services District (CIBCSD). The PHWA began
We are proud of the All America City title that Everett has earned and even more deliveries of potable water to both Naval Facilities in 1997,
's held in our future. Being considered in the forefront as a . ) o
m;gtgi \:::'lt;port to a structure such a?s this gues against the key elements that I'j“"hifi- éhc _?I!:'S Slilt:cs ')hﬂl 'lzs Ci!;:"é;) g;;cm Cﬂlzﬂ;:)'; is 22.0 million
i ieve i i isitors and citizens of Everett. tters (5.8 million gallons) per day. The T should be clarified on this
we strive to achieve in our commitment to the vi point. If “system capacity' is referring to the facility infrastructure being
: 7 capable of delivering 5.8 million gallons per day, that is one thing, But
We therefore respectfully request VEU gg;mnsmer Evereits:Port Gatdnier. By neither of the two base facilities individually or combined have water delivery
when looking at potential sites for the SBX. contracts which assure availability of 5.8 million gallons per day. We believe
) the total capacity of water available to the two facilities is closer 1o the 1.6
Sincerely, million gallons per day. To our knowledge, no water capacity agrecments
exist for the receipt of more water than is currently being used.
I VN WS,
= 2

Gary Stdrmo, Chairman
Everett Parks and Recreation Board of Commission

CITY OF EVERETT = 802 Mukilteo Bivd. « Everatt, WA 98203 = (425) 257-8300 * Fax (425) 257-8325

2. Volume 11, page 4-235, Water-The caleulation of 27.7% of the NBVC Port
Hueneme water capacity (5.8 million gallons per day) is currently being used
al the base is incorrect. Please refer to comment # | above. as we do not
believe that cither Port Hueneme or NAS Point Mugu (or combined) has a

69-8
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GMD-ETR-DEIS, Julia Elliot
March 11, 2003

Page 2

water sales contract providing these facilities with 5.8 million gallons per day.
/e believe both facilities are very close to 100% capacity at the present time
given existing contracts and water availability from local suppliers.

It has come to the District’s attention that the Federal Government is
proposing to exempt the Pentagon's Missile Defense System from the
customary operational testing legally required of every new weapons system
in order to deploy it by 2004, {(Los Angeles Times: Los Angeles, California;
February 24, 2003; Esther Schrader; The Nation; Missile Defense Waiver
Sought; White House wants to exempt the Pentagon’s controversial weapons
system from eperational testing rules, a first for a major program.) If this is

se, it would appear that the DEIS is no longer sufficient in any proposed
. Most issues such as Health & Safety, Air Quality, Airspace,
Biological Resources, Water Resources, Noise, Hazardous Materials and
Missile Launch Safety and Emergency Response analysis are currently Mawed
if a new weapon system of this magnitude and significance is to be deployed
without customary operational testing. This is true of the known system
components, it becomes even more of an issue when you realize that some of
the technology to allow the system to work has yet to be developed.

We offer these comments for you consideration. We believe significant improvements
are needed in the DEIS before a FONSI can be issued.

Sincerely,

Bill Higgins
General Manager

c:

Board of Directors

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0035 P-W-0036
MEMBERS OF THE BOARD
JUDY MIKELS
Char
KATHY I LONG
Y JOHN K. FLYNN
SaN BueNnavenTura CiTy CoUNCII KATHY LXONG
B - i SUPERVISOR, THIRD DISTRICT
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ot
i ] v ; COUNTY OF VENTURA i ;
From the U{ﬁn‘ ﬂf Councilmenmber Neal Andrews CENTER, HALL OF ABMINISTRATION (0} G- 54?4 EXT. 65422?&
: 500 SOUTH VIGTORIA RVENUE. CALIFORNIA 83008 E-mail: kathy. lonjpi@msil.co ventura.ca.us
February 24, 2003
February 24, 2003 US. Army Sp:m: and Missile Defense Command
Atin: SMDE-EN-V
Mrs. Julia Elliott
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Elliot 106 Wynn Drive
LS. Army Space and Missile Defense Command Bleiefifley nl 3800
P.o. “(_’x 1500 Re: Ground-Based Mideourse Defense (GMD) Extended Test Range (ETR)
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
RE: Ground Based Mid-Course Extended Test Range Draft Environmental Impact I am lcm!-ng my support to site the ;prupoud GMD testing activities at Port Hueneme, California and
Statement Py I study that will be undertaken in full consideration of this project, 1
i & In reviewing the scope of the EIS, it would appear the draft document sufficiently covers the intent of the
Dear Ms. Elliot and others to whom it may concern: projeet. Naval Base Ventura County, located on the Port of Hueneme is uniquely suited and positioned 1o
provide an owstanding site, free of excessive public contact and encroachment, compatible in existing
As a City Council Member from the City of San Buena I have every fidence. 1 program, and :a!u:hlc of cx;_mldm; ['m:ll_n)' and personnel vital 1o this project. The base has space, range
based on the materials provided to date in the Draft EIS, lhat th]s pmje::t could be and resource options at the disposal of this proposed project.
£ R
developed in and offshore of Ventura County with % The decp water port is both essential and available 1o this project. The large ocean range, with the extended
San Nicholas Island base of operation 60 miles from close public viewing and encroachment make the site

impacts, While | cannot speak for the entire City Council on this mall:cr at this time, [ am
the designated representative of the city to the Regional Defense Par for the 21
Century, and, as such, | am charged by my colleagues with the task of remaining
informed of events and developments involving military installations and activities in this
geographic area that could impact our city. I believe that, upon completion of your review
and provided any environmental effects identified in the review are vigorously mitigated
to the extent feasible, this project will have the enthusiastic support of our citizens.

Sincerely, 3
— - 4
p d_d/‘_’tﬁ(’.t J-{[Tf A

Neal Andrews
Council Member
City of San Buenaventura

1/-8

well suited to significant defense testing, with minimal negative impact on the public. NBVC has been a
feader in environmental stewardship of San Nicolas Island, and has a track record of accommodation
among its military parters that provide the necessary expanded operations required for this project.

The robust testing and analysis considered part of this project must be undertaken under the safest
conditions possible; Port Hueneme's open sea range with proximity to air and naval commands is powerful
and guarantees the least risky test environment

The County of Ventura stands ready to work in partnership with our military and those engaged in the
continued environmental impact study.

Sincerely, jé

NG
ird Distri

Supervis i 1
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P-W-0037 P-W-0038
City Of Camarill
601 Carmen Drive * PO, Box 248 = Camarillo, CA 9301 1-0248 :‘;t:kof‘qﬁi?;
o Resolution No. 2003-08
¥ice OF the Magar
_rm'.:w-mw A RESOLUTION URGING THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE TO CONSIDER ADAK,
Faaxc (B05) 300-5208 ALASKA AS THE SEA-BASED TEST X-BAND RADAR PRIMARY SUPPORT BASE
March 12, 2003 WHEREAS, the Adak City Council is a municipal government for the City of Adak in the
State of Alaska; and,
o WHEREAS, the City of Adak recognizes that the Secretary of Defense has identified the
U.5. Army Space and Missile Defense Command dt ta highor laval A = :
Aiiny SMDGTENCY (Ms. Jukis Elloth) need to gain a higher level of confidence in the capability of the GMD element; and
LDG lW;fll;ln REV:?SBDS WHEREAS, the City of Adak foresees the development of the Sea Based X-Band
untsville, Radar Support Base ir'_| _Adak. Alaska to provide an effective increase in economic
e ar i it development and stability; and
. ) ) NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the City of Adak and its citizens hereby support
The Camarillo City Council endorses the placement of the Sea Based Test X-Band 1 the Department of Defense in the proposed action to construct and operate the Sea 1

Radar at Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC) at San Nicolas Island. Having the
X-Band Radar at San Nicolas Island logistically makes sense since the island is 60
miles offshore and will have virtually no impact on inhabited areas.

Sitting in the Pacific Sea Test Range, close to NBVC, San Nicolas Island provides a
perfect location for the X-Band Radar. The Sea Range will allow the MDA thousands
of square miles for uninterrupted, interference-free testing. NBVC will also provide
outstanding mainland logistical support for the system from both Point Mugu and Port
Hueneme. Instrumentation at Point Mugu will assist the X-Band with its sensors and
tracking missions.

At the same time, San Nicolas Island's remote location off the Ventura County coast
eliminates potential encroachment threats from the community and public sector, and
provides a safe venue in which to conduct radar operations. The City Council
unanimously supports the X-Band Radar System at San Nicolas Island.

Sincerely,

c% cZ o&%@e famy

Charlotte Craven
Mayor

o RPD-21 Meambers
Ventura County Mayors

Based X-Band Radar within and around the boundaries of Adak, Alaska to better
defend the United States of America.

Passed and adopted by Adak City Council this ;22 [2 é/g day of

, 2003.

H_‘_‘_‘-H_\_‘_‘_‘——-.
F A 5 o A —

Keith Martin, Ma yor

Felicity Flensburg, City Clerk
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and employment related to the project alternatives. This concems have been addressed
in the DEIS, and the City of Ventura fully supports sitting of the Sea Based Test X-Band
Radar at the Naval Base Ventura County at San Nicolas Island, and location of the
logistical support for the system at Point Magu and Port Hueneme.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to participate in the review process, and best of
success as this program advances.

Sincerely,

e

Paul Calderwood

Senior Planner

cc:  Susan J. Daluddung, Community Davelopment Director

501 Poli Streer ® P Q. Box 99 * Ventura, California * 93002-0099  (805) 634-7800 « FAX (803) 632-0863

€/.-8
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COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0039
CITY COUNCIL
Ray D Guilio, Mayor
Brian Brennan, Deputy Mayor
Neal Andrews, Councilmember
James ]. Friedman, Counctlmember
James L. Monahan, Councilmember
March 17, 2003 Carl E. Morchouse, Councilmember
5 Sandy E. Smith, Councilmember
U.5. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
ATTN: SMDC-EN-V (Mrs. Julia Hudson-Elliot)
106 Wynn Drive
Huntsville, Alabama 35805
Re:  Ground-Based Midcourse Defense Extended Test Range Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS)
Dear Mrs. Hudson-Elliot:
The City of Ventura appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the subject
DEIS. As a neighboring jurisdiction to one of the p d military ir ions that 1
would support the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar, specifically Port Hueneme/Point
Magu, the City of Ventura has exp | concerns regarding socioeconomics, housing, THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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P-W-0040
) t verellt Arec US Army Space and Missile Defense Command
Your Businesy Connection Chamber of Commerc ATTN: SVMISC&-:EN—V (Ms. Julia Hudson-Elliott)
Page 2

US Army Space and Missile Defense Command Some of the issues that have come to our attention that we believe warrant
ATTN: SMDC-EN-V (Ms. Julia Hudson-Elliott) further study include the following:
106 Wynn Drive 2
Huntsville, AL 35805 = Aesthetics and the impacts to visual resources.
To: U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command = The possible impacts of the system on local airspace and aircraft 3

electronics at Paine Field.
Re: Everett Area Chamber of C C on Ground-Based
Midcourse Defense Extended Test Range Draft Environmental Impact = The health and safety impacts of the radar operations while the radar 4
Statement (DEIS). system is being tested in Everett.
Dear Ms. Elliot, = The possible impacts on water quality, fish and bird life, and protected

species of Chinook salmon and Bull Trout. 5
The Everett Area Chamber of Commerce welcomes the opportunity to comment
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Ground-Based Midcourse = The possible impacts to ship navigation and operations at the Port of 6
Defense Extended Test Range project. We understand that one component of Everett.
this project, as described in the proposed action and alternatives, includes the
construction and operation of a Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar (SBX) that would We appreciate the opportunity to provide this initial comment on the DEIS and
operate in the Pacific Ocean and may be home based at Naval Station Everett. look forward to continued involvement in this issue. Again, we request further

information on these questions, and ask you to provide additional comment time.

The Everett Area Chamber of Commerce has a long history of strong support for It is our understanding that the US Army Space and Missile Defense Command,
Naval Station Everett. We highly value the presence of Naval Station Everett in in conjunction with the City of Everett, will hold a public information meeting in
our community and strongly support the mission of the Navy and of Naval Everett on April 5, 2003. We look forward to participation in that meeting. If we
Station Everett. can be of any assistance please contact me directly at 425-438-1487, ext. 309.
At this time we wish to express some concern about the DEIS process and our 1 Sincerely,

opportunity to fully analyze this issue. We are aware that there was an initial
scoping meeting for this project in Seattle in October 2002 and a public hearing
was held in Everett on February 27, 2003. At that public hearing it became clear
that there are a number of questions about the project that remain unanswered.
Thus, the Everett Area Chamber of Commerce has not taken a position on this
project. It is our understanding that the City of Everett has requested an
extension of the comment period on the DEIS, as well as an opportunity for an
additional information meeting to be held in our community. We would like to
add our support to that request. Our hope is that we will have further
opportunity to understand the impacts of this project and provide comment on
the DEIS at a later time.

Louise Stanton-Masten
President/CEQ
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0046 P-W-0047
James E. Deno
April 7, 2003
SERAVING THE AEROSPACE SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Ellitott
INDUSTRY SINCE 1963 Wednesday, April 02, 2003 U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.O. Box 1500
MORGAN:
Aerospace Test ville, AL 35807-3801
and Supporl Equipment SMDC-EN-V
ACSE Julia Elliott
"Engine Transportation and US ARMY Space & Missile Defense Command Dear Sir or Madam
Handling Equipment P.0O. Box 1500
MORGAN: Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 I write to you to comment on the proposed placement of the SBX missile system
Lifiing and Load ; component in Everett, Washington. 1 live in an area that will be adversely affected by
Ehimng SiaTe RE: SBX deployment on Everett's Port Gardner Bay both the appearance and the potential radiation from the radar operation if used in the
LIFT-TECH: 1 Puget Sound.
Aerospace MIL-H-004) This is to support the proposed deployment of the SBX radar
Holing Sq pment pl_aﬁorm on Port Gardner Bay. |.hs|i8\|l'e itis entirely compatible I realize that sacrifice of some thing ssary in this dangerous age,
LIFT-IT: ) with Naval Station Everett and with our current national defense helieve that the placement of this system in the Everett Homeport is not the best location.
ot b B requirements. As | am sure others have advised you, em will impact public and private aviation,
MORGAN: will impact two public hospitals located adjacent and within the effective radio frequency
Aircralt Oxygen Systems: The only opposition | have noted to date is the same group of people radiation area.
Source Gualified 1o Boging
B 10000, BP5.0-100, who opposed Naval Station Everett which has proved to be a fine 1

BAC 5402, BAC 5408,
& SAE ARP11TEA

RAMPMASTER:
High Speed, High Capacity
Redusling Equipmant

MORGAN,
Specialized Aluminum and
Steol Fabacation

J.C. CARTER:
Pressure Fueling Equipmeant

addition to the City of Everett as | believe the SBX platform will be.

| am a 50 year resident of Everett and 79 year resident of Snohomish
County and a long time business owner in Everett. | recently made a
multi million dollar commitment to a new manufacturing facility here
that will not benefit financially in any way from the SBX platform. |
am also a WWII veteran of the United States Army Air Corps.

As probably one of the more silent of the silent majority who will be
unable to attend the meetings scheduled for April 05 in Everett |
must support this platform by writing this letter. It is good for the
country and for our city and should not be deterred by our very vocal
NIMBY minority.

With best regards,

MORGAN AERO PRODUCTS

Virgil Morgan
President

Located within the Puget Sound is the Br Shipyard which is equipp
store and house substantial naval vessels and equipment.  Additionally, other facilities
located within the Puget Sound are closer to the Pacific Ocean, and posc less of a hazard
to the general population of the Puget Sound area. The ultimate failure of this system and
harm to the general environment is clearly predictable due to lack of investigation of air
quality, biologic resources, impact of the radiation and impairment of visual and quality
of life resources of this community, Please find and locate this system in a better and

more suitable site,

Due to the size, the unknown but predictable harm from electronic emissions, the

unknown ha patients in the hospitals, and the

tem in Everett,

ficant and ongoing hazards that are nor i the

best interests of the United States Military,  Please listen 1o the citizens of this City. We

are good neighbors with the Navy, but request that the Navy respect and be a good citizen
to its “Home Port™.

o _Siilc‘.:icly /_

James E. Deno
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0048 P-W-0049
GREATER EVERETT, WASHINGTON COUNCIL
Chugiok-Eagle River Chomber of Commerce
POST OFFKE BOK 1449 In Support of the Missile Defense System in the State of Alaska
Resolution 2003-02
EVERETT, WA 98206-1449
April 4, 2003 'WHEREAS, there is an i d ial for the prolif of nuclear, biological, and chemical
materials for use in worheods corried by missiles; ond
SMDC-EN-V
j::i” Elliott WHEREAS, the technology for missile lounch systems is becoming more ond more prevalent in
U. . Army Space and Missile Defense Command countries such as North Korea thot have hostilities towords the United States; and
P. 0. BOX 1500
. 'WHEREAS, this some technology ond copabilities can also be found in some terrorist orgonizations
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 hostile to the United States that are allowed to exist in countries thot may or may not have the
wherewithol to control their activities; and
RE: SBX Radar Platform Homeport Selection
'WHEREAS, the Government of the United Stotes is responsible for protecting its citizens ond lond from
Dear Ms. Elliott: hostile acts; and
The Late United States S Henry M. Jack req d 'WHEREAS, o national missile defense system hos been designed to provide o protective umbrello over
that our Navy League Council be an advocate locally for the United the United States and its territories; ond
States Navy and this mission continues.
We have analyzed the size and scope of the proposed SBX 1 WHEREAS, the missile defense system is to be deployed in part throughout various locations within
Radar Platform and we strongly urge you to consider Everett, the state of Alasko; and
Washi: to be its Homeport. We have the only Deep Water Port . " .
in Puget Sound where an Aircraft Carrier could leave unassisted :'::‘ﬁ;m’:ﬂ‘:;‘:‘::: unique !::':"'I::l::::"':'md";::l:ifm'ﬂ:‘:.lﬂl::m:l:::rn. it
and be in the Pacific Ocean in 3 Hours. In Everett we have access to siion; wid i hioe ! bl b
skilled shipyard workers within 30 Miles the facilities and expertise
of Puget Sound N‘n\'n] Shipyard and the Todd Pacific Slll]l’}‘_'ﬂL WHEREAS, occeptable quality of life and business prosperity for Alaskans depends in part on o safe
Everett also has Shipyard workers who are currently working on 2 environment, which con be partially created by being protected from hostile missile ottacks from
Washington State Ferries. The BOEING Company also has its abrood; and
largest facility in Everett and the sub for Radar §
are located locally. Combine this with Naval Station Everett in the 'WHEREAS, the Missile Defense Agency invites public comment os o part of the EIS process to expond
Port already and the fit for the SBX seems ideal. the current test range on Kodiak Island.
Locally we have heard the opposition from a small vocal
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Chugiok-Eogle River Chomber of Commerce supports fully the 1

group from the Port Gardner Neighborhood who opposed the Naval
Station Everett back in 1984 until we placed the issue of having the
NAVY in Everett on the ballot and Everett residents voted 76% in
favor of having the U. 5. Navy locate in Everett. Our membership is
drawn from that majority of Pro-Navy Everett residents and
endorses the SBX Project as vital for the Country.

We hope you look f: bly on our C ity and decide

that Everett, Washington is a good choice for the SBX Platform.

Sincerely yours,

=

Niles Fowler
Council President

mission of the Missile Defense Agency’s expansion of its test range ond full deployment of its missile
defense in the state of Alaska.

Signed this 25th doy of Morch 2003

Chugiok-Eogle River ,/
Chamber of Commerce”
President, Boord of Directors
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Port of Everett
April 10, 2003

LS. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
ATTN: SMDC-EN-V (Ms. Julia Hudson-Elliott)
106 Wynn Drive

Huntsville, AL. 35805

RE:  Proposed Ground-based Midcourse Defense (GMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR)
Draft Envi I Impact § (DEIS)

Dear Ms. Elliott

Thank you for the opporiunity to comment on the DEIS associated with the
ahove-referenced proposal. The main focus of our comments is the potential siting of the
Sea Based X-Band Radar (SBX) Primary Support Base component at Naval Station
Everett. The Naval Station is adjacent to Port of Everett facilities in Port Gardner Bay
and the Snohomish River Channel It is the Port’s und ling that the
deadline for the Naval Station Everett alternative has been extended to April 15, 2003:
therefore, we trust that this letter will be considered timely.

Previously, the Port of Everett submitted both written and verbal comments on
this proposal. The Port’s October 30, 2002 letter and the verbal comments made by
Exccutive Director, John Mohr, at the February 27, 2003 Public Hearing at the Everett
Holiday Inn are part of the public record

The Port does not question the purpose and need for the proposed action; however, in
our apinion, further detailed analysis is needed on at least two issues related to the Naval
Station Everett alternative for the SBX component

o impacts to ship navigation, berthing, and manewvering in the Port's decp-water
terminal area. This was one of the issue areas raised in the Pont's Letter of
October 30, 2002, The DEIS states in Section 3.8.6.2 that “other than the CVN
and Destroyer Squadron 9 that are homeported at Naval Station Everent, the only
other large ship calling there is an oceasional log carrier, which calls at the piers
directly east of the carrier berth, providing visual contact at all times” This
suby ially under the shi activity that the Pon of Everent
experiences.

P

o impecis associcated with radar operations while the platform is in port, incliding
those related to public healih and safety.  This was another area of concern
expressed in the Pont’s October 30, 2002 lener

P-W-0050

In light of the additional analysis needed, the Port Commission requests that the
Army Space and Missile Defense Command not move forward with the SBX siting
decision until further information is provided.

Should you have any questions or need additional information from the Port of

Everett, please contact John Mohr, Executive Director, at (425) 259-3164
Sincerely,
EVERETT PORT COMMISSION
—
Y op® et
Philip B. Bannan, President
¢ Port Commission

John Mohr, Executive Director
Mayor Frank Anderson, City of Everett
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The text of comment P-W-0052 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0052 The text of comment P-W-0060 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0060
This comment was submitted by Carol Wolton of Kirkland, This comment was submitted by Marion Skalley of Everett,
Washington. Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0061 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0061
The text of comment P-W-0053 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0053 This comment was submitted by Thomas Skalley of Everett,
This comment was submitted by Sara Elliott of Everett, Washington. Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0062 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0062
The text of comment P-W-0054 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0054 This comment was submitted by Elinora Jane Cater of Seattle,
This comment was submitted by Katie Elliott of Everett, Washington. Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0063 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0063
The text of comment P-W-0055 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0055 This comment was submitted by Mary Ellen Egge of Everett,
This comment was submitted by Julia Elliott of Everett, Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0056 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0056
This comment was submitted by Robert and Marion Nokleby of The text of comment P-W-0064 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0064
Everett, Washington. This comment was submitted by Steve Nagel of Everett, Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0057 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0057 The text of comment P-W-0065 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0065
This comment was submitted by Paul LaVigne of Everett, This comment was submitted by Victoria Adlum of Everett,
Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0058 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0058
This comment was submitted by Dorothy Boroughs of Everett, The text of comment P-W-0066 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0066
Washington. This comment was submitted by Laura Elliott of Everett, Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0059 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0059 The text of comment P-W-0067 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0067

This comment was submitted by Dan and Marsha O'Brien of Everett,
Washington.

This comment was submitted by Madeleine Sosin of Seattle,
Washington.
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The text of comment P-W-0068 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0068 The text of comment P-W-0076 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0076
This comment was submitted by Stephen Somogy of Everett, This comment was submitted by Marjorie D. Ross of Mukilteo,
Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0069 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0069 The text of comment P-W-0077 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0077
This comment was submitted by Michele Somogy of Everett, This comment was submitted by Kathleen Haban of Everett,
Washington. Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0078 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0078
The text of comment P-W-0070 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0070 This comment was submitted by Leslie and Deane Minor of Everett,
This comment was submitted by Leslie Minor of LaJolla, California. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0071 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0071 The text of comment P-W-0079 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0079
This comment was submitted by Rosemarie Brown - Sisters of the This comment was submitted by Marianna C. Skalley of Everett,
Holy Names of Jesus and Mary, of Everett, Washington. Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0080 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0080
The text of comment P-W-0072 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0072 This comment was submitted by Thomas and Denise Murphy of
This comment was submitted by Linda Sinter of Everett, Washington. Everett, Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0073 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0073 Thfa text of comment P-W-OO81 was_the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0081
This comment was submitted by John and Kim Larson of Marysville, This comment was submitted by Elsie M. Anderson of Lynnwood,
Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0074 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0074
This comment was submitted by Mary Lee Griswold of Freeland, The text of comment P-W-0082 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0082
Washington. This comment was submitted by Unreadable of Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0083 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0083
The text of comment P-W-0075 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0075

This comment was submitted by Marion Elert of Everett, Washington.

This comment was submitted by Richard and Inez Lawrence of
Marysville, Washington.
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The text of comment P-W-0084 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0084 The text of comment P-W-0092 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0092
This comment was submitted by Elizabeth B. Bentler of Everett, This comment was submitted by Jeff and Caroline Mason of Everett,
Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0085 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0085 The text of comment P-W-0093 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0093
This comment was submitted by Patricia A. Larson of Sisters of the This comment was submitted by Diane and Jerry Solie of Marysville,
Holy Names of Jesus and Mary Everett, Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0086 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0086 The text of comment P-W-0094 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0094
This comment was submitted by Karen Pauley of Everett, This comment was submitted by Won Chong Kim of Everett,
Washington. Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0095 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0095
The text of comment P-W-0087 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0087 This comment was submitted by Bernadine Casey of Spokane,
This comment was submitted by Gene O'Neil of Everett, Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0096 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0096

The text of comment P-W-0088 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0088 This comment was submitted by John D. Lindstrom of Everett,
This comment was submitted by Dawn O'Neil of Everett, Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0089 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0089 The text of comment P-W-0097 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0097
This comment was submitted by Randy Bonsen of Everett, This comment was submitted by Deanne Lindstrom of Everett,
Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0090 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0090 The text of comment P-W-0098 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0098
This comment was submitted by J.C. and Mary Ellen O'Donnell of This comment was submitted by Shirley and C.H. Sievers of Everett,
Everett, Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0091 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0091 The text of comment P-W-0099 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0099

This comment was submitted by Katherine Lynch of Everett,
Washington.

This comment was submitted by Bill Mulliken of Everett, Washington.
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The text of comment P-W-0100 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0100 The text of comment P-W-0108 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0108
This comment was submitted by Betty L. Startup of Everett, This comment was submitted by Amy J. Straddell of Everett,
Washington. Washington.
\W- W - P-W-0101
Thg text of comment P W 0101 was the same as that of P-W-0029. The text of comment P-W-0109 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0109
This comment was submitted by Rich and Andrea Semon of Everett, . . .
Washington This comment was submitted by M. L. Geck of Everett, Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0110 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0110
W- W- P-W-0102
Th.e text of comment P W 0102 was the same as that of P-W. (.)029' This comment was submitted by Peter Bennett of Langley,
This comment was submitted by Lisa Gebert of Everett, Washington. .
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0103 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0103 The text of comment P-W-0111 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0111
This comment was submitted by Jean C. Hokanson of Everett, This comment was submitted by Jeffrey and Leslie Strickland of
Washington. Everett, Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0104 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0104 The text of comment P-W-0112 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0112
This comment was submitted by Aaron and Michelle Lamoureux of This comment was submitted by Sandy Koznek of Everett,
Marysville, Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0105 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0105
This comment was submitted by Barb Lemoureux of Everett The text of comment P-W-0113 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0113
Washington. ' This comment was submitted by Judi A. Little of Everett, Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0106 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0106 The text of comment P-W-0114 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0114
This comment was submitted by William T. Belshaw of Everett, This comment was submitted by Katherine A. Benusa of Everett,
Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0107 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0107 The text of comment P-W-0115 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0115

This comment was submitted by Mary S. Belshaw of Everett,
Washington.

This comment was submitted by Jeannie Sheldon of Everett,
Washington.
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The text of comment P-W-0116 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0116 The text of comment P-W-0124 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0124
This comment was submitted by Bryan Cook of Seattle, Washington. This comment was submitted by Nicole J. Thompson of Everett,
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0117 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0117 Thg text of comment P'W'0125 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0125
This comment was submitted by Annemarie Montera of Everett, This comment was submitted by Carol Rodlond of Everett,
Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0118 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0118 The text of comment P-W-0126 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0126
This comment was submitted by Jack McGinty of Everett, This comment was submitted by Kaila Cogdill of Everett, Washington.
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0119 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0119 The text of comment P-W-0127 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0127
This comment was submitted by Anne Van Clue. This comment was submitted by Marsha Cogdill of Everett,
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0120 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0120
This comment was submitted by Nanette Leaman of Oak Harbor,
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0121 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0121
This comment was submitted by Elizabeth J. Morrow of Everett,
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0122 was the same as that of P-W-0029. P-W-0122
This comment was submitted by Edward M. Morrow of Everett,
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0123 was the same as that of P-\W-0029. P-W-0123

This comment was submitted by Ed Severinghaus of Langley,
Washington.
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Walt Blackford

11 April 2003

SMDC-EN-V

Julia Elliott

US Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.O. Box 1500

Huntsville, AL 35807

Dear Ms. Elliot,

1 am writing to record my strong and 1 ion to the proposed SBX radar platform being
considered for Port Gardner Bay and Everett, w-sl'unglon

By its size and its potential for risk to human life and u:ld‘lvl‘c from electro-magnetic transmissions, a facility of

this kind is totally inapprop for a highl i arca. And given the questionable effectivencss of the

missile dcr‘cnsc strategy (“star- wars”) ity very likely is a tremendous misuse ol‘ public funds when so many urgent
1, and health issues are seriously under-fund

In addition to recording my personal objection to this proposal, | wish to note that the scoping process for the
EIS was flawed by the lack of public notice; therefore, the process should be restarted, beginning with proper
natice to all affected communities. The EIS should then re-written o include public comment received from this

TEW Process.

Thank you for your consideration

Tt Hlacitrd

Walt Blackford

P-W-0128

Sea-based Test kbarel

n Evere ft, Washing fon

it petentially harmtul

.;Jr\ u-” 15 ["f"'rj f..uJ

p—‘;:(_l.’.l by re: Jrln’.’\ on t

:ﬁ): rr.n.Jv"I' st fe n-ull\/

= ;Jsl—-nq Hf <

P-W-0129

18-8
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NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0130 P-W-0131
April 8, 2003
LLS. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.0. Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807 SMDC-EN-V, Ms, Julia Elliott
US Army Space Missile Defense Command
PO Box 1500
Dear Sirs; Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
1 am deeply concerned about the SBX radar project proposed for homeport in Everett, 1 RE: SBX Homeporting in Everett
Washington. | believe that the effectiveness of the SBX is questionable at best, that it 2
presents health risks to nearby residents, that it is no longer an appropriate or necessary 3 Dear Ms. Elliott:
means to accomplish national security, and that it is a misuse of tax dollars. 1 also object
to the lack of public access to this issue. 4 I am opposed to homeporting the SBX in Port Gardner Bay. Everett is not a good option
for the following reasons:
1 will speak my through my repi ive, Rick Larson. Please listen, 1. The impact or public access to the Everett waterfront by land or by water. 1
2. The dangers of high levels of electro-magnetic energy on the populace of the 2
city.
Sincerely, 3 The negative impacts of the above 2 issues on Everett's ability to attract other 3
é . W'*’ waterfront tenants.
% 4. There are better options with less population. 4

Suzanne Schlicke

Sincerely,

rga!]iﬂ‘
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NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0132 P-W-0133
Comment Sheet
for the
april 11, 2003 GROUND-BASED MIDCOURSE DEFENSE EXTENDED TEST RANGE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
My wife and I are residents of Everett, Washington and wish 1 ‘Thank you for anending this public hearing. Our purpose in hosting this meeting is to give you
to note our cbject ion to the propsced SBX Radar system that an opportunity 10 comment on issues analyzed in the Drafi Envi 1 Impact §
is under censideration for ocur area. Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified. To ensure that
your ¢ are add: 1in the Final Envi I Impact your ¢ must
be postmarked by March 24, 2003
. Ll OO
o SHPEAN 4, Gautic Etbiit
o pon Plze F v 7d—
e s T -
o % 7z et Mﬂm‘ﬁ?xfz«j@ ;wﬂy ,?;Te»_/
ok A
e, ML Bt
1

ﬁ'zaZf_‘T"

L S I

. <,

e

Commentor

Name: Leoyp S WD
Sireet Address: PEE

City, State: = e
Zip Code: i

Please place form in the drop box or mail 1o: SMDC-EN-V, Julia Elliou
115, Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.O. Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
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NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0134 P-W-0135
Comment Sheet
for the
; GROUND-BASED MIDCOURSE DEFENSE EXTENDED TEST RANGE
-EN- i i April 13, 2003 a
T Do Couiid B DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
PO Box 1500
Hunln:lic. AL 35807-3801 Thank you fOI attending this [NINIC hcnnng. Our purpase in hostlng this meeting is 0 give you
an opp y 10 on issues analyzed in the Draft En I Impact
Please use lhis sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified. To ensure that
your comments are addressed in the Final Envi | Impact 5 your ¢ must
Dear Ms Elliott, 1 be postmarked by March 24, 2003,
I am writing you 1o oppose the possible basing of the Sca-Based Test X-Band Radar (SBX) at the Naval Dae:_° _.0"’
Station Everett in Everett, Wa, Because there is no scientific information that can show that the ridar i i 1
facility will not create a health risk for the urban arca the safe and rational way to handle this unknown is to ¢ o rmm’"’.
{/
ot setup 4 situation that may prove 1o be an unwise risk to the population of Everett, xe. ;’l () “’ 4 o r
; : - ; 7
The draft Environmental Impact Ststement does not address the negative impacts of the SBX and the 2 “ "y A M. v, albiw DU B u;.l 7 ecf
security area that will surround it. | believe that SBX will hurt the economic potential of our city as a tourist l_ LA A m IALALEA 2
mm ¢
destination cffecting both property and businesses in the arca. . !m = 2d
AL ) 44.5
1 oppose the SBX Radar project and fear the initial lack of ication to the Everctt ity 15 @ 3 ann ld “’J ) ’ o -
waming of things to come. If your organization can nod communicate clearly in this stage of the project 1 L’ “,u g 2!
(] i" 'm' Ahrocayiy
don't believe that | could expect the communications to the public to improve if there comes a time when AN (4K L AN
‘o Hing P ar o ij.mvrmm, ¢ 3
the project possibly poses a risk to the surrounding areas. ". S m“ H,

Sincerely, $ i _T:,‘_%
U

Janis Tullis

AL AL LV
CXNAUAL? Wl mmr:., L. be ¢ -thwd

A AR . H}‘t.;.‘ m.m::m 1 AL
il haps) I dile Aaded 1) phowded

's':i&'t§=

Commentor

Name: Maws Awn Eiddison
Street Address: e

City, State; i

Zip Code: .

Please place form in the drop box or manl to:  SMDC-EN-V, Julia Ellion
1.5, Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.O. Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

7
af ateHw Besuilts o Hee e r‘swum-] MM‘?%ﬁd
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16-8

Comment Sheet
for the
GROUND-BASED MIDCOURSE DEFENSE EXTENDED TEST RANGE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose in hosting this meeting is to give you
an ity 1o on issues lyzed in the Draft Envi | Impact S

Please use this sheet to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified. To ensure that
your comments are addressed in the Final Envi Impact S your mist

be postmarked by Mareh-24-2003. ﬁrni’ FS 2403 |

:“;nm::nmr ﬂ )L@/‘M\- 0
:Irae'[.)\ddmss: e . d‘L ‘/
City, State: . M.Z/‘J“/A,/

Zip Code: = = i

Please place form in the drop box or mail 1o: SMDC-EN-V, Julia Elliott
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.0O. Box 1500
Humsville, AL 35807-3801

P-W-0136

April 15, 2003

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Elliott

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

Humsville, AL 35807-3801

RE: Proposed Everett location of SBX radar
Dear Ms. Elliott

| oppose the depariment of defense proposal to locate the Sea-Based X-Band radar in Everelt
Washington for a number of reasens.

| feel that Everett is not a good choice for this radar, Everett is a clean, quiet residential community that
overiooks Porl Gardner bay. This beautiful bay is the source of vistas and recreational opportunities. We
have worked hard to clean up our shoreline and protect i's natural beauty and well as increase it's
economic vitality. Ewverett has the second largest Marina on the west coast with a wealth of recreational
opportunities. We are poised lo become one of the most livable cifies in America and we have been
working to increase tourism here

The Navy is a clean and welcome presence in our bay, It gives our town an ‘Annapolis' feel. But this radar
is unsightly. It's F would damage our home values, health, and Y.

Another reason | am oppused ta this location is my concemn for health issues. The possible heallh
impacts caused by i long-term, low level EM radi have not been fully studied. | understand
the radius for exposure to this radlauon is almost 14 miles radius. That is a lot of peaple that would be
affected!

| am also concerned that this is a diesel powered facility. | have asthma and diesel is the primary trigger.
A facility of this size powered by diesel would be a blow to my health. | do not accept these health risks,

Please consider more suitable sites that are not as populated or as rich in natural beauty as our beautiful
port.

Respectfully yours,
T\\_ 21 G )
- _,W\?.m_'\ F

Ginger Decker

P-W-0137
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0138 P-W-0139
M/.ﬂ'r 2003
Jawmes . Finley, M., and Mary Lou Finley
SHDC-ew- v My, Qubba ELLAL
4 I
vs A »4.‘:«. S Hoaile /97&1# e April 15, 2003
ro .64; S20
‘ SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Elliott
%JMJ&, AL 35FeT - 350y %wg&?&mwmmmm
o - Huntsville, AL. 35807 -3801
Rear Me . & Hirtr.
Dear Ms. Elliott,
vq wrile }é#ﬂ, He sBx e aelaledd in {wa‘z?f WA, \We write to voice our oppesition to the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar (SBX) proposed to home
Mﬁ X 1 port at Naval Station Everett or in Port Gardner Bay, Everetf, WA
me““ﬁ‘%“"” """éé’ aialiin M"M , et »7{.&’:{6(‘4_#? We oppose this radar being placed in a large, urban populated area such as Everett and its 1
4/ sumounding communities, The SBX radar should be placed in a site that will not affect any
4“-?2&1&4» A‘a’vﬂﬁ-“ t’ydé Aazﬂ’zj aou?’ aed i'déj&u population base. The Draft £ Impact (DEIS} does not thoroughly address
‘{! M W 4’; the negalive IrnpmolIheSBdemesecmlyarealmtmllsumundxlonmelossoloulrms{
AL ﬂ'gtt‘ Ae o Lﬁ mm.e.!/ P 2 valuable resource, our and Port Gardner Bay. The DEIS does
,J,{ mmm;ﬂmu?walﬂdw;mcmdwldw;mw:hWI 2
/M,Za .(e““, es, The SBX eliminates the v a re economic potentials of our city. Home
Ve, % ce 2, and Ae W‘j’M porting the SBX wil forever tie the City of Everett to an industrial, military, and restricted access
o Ated wa&?éon}/ W Jam) reailed oy Everst! Vetex N
: g The impact of this on our will have a huge, negative affect on the 3
o (Aol SCEA it cwd trye Yho »4#444% ;f viaﬂﬂradjmdtmbayaswd}adwroyuevimﬁmswmn:gn:mmmﬂmﬂm.
,d/ ThelmoidairabilityandIpasnlmﬁfvahmsammld&enirﬁommlinﬁsptmalihe
ﬂ((}df MJ 5BX must not become the visual landmark of our town.
The 22.5 km (13,8 miles) Radiation Hazard Area and Electromagnetic Interference Area covers a 4
population base estimated at 400,000 people. It i with airplana and
M _ﬁa,,u‘ OPRED) p ot communication controls, It may interfere with our local hospital and medical equipment and
a ‘ﬁ ”“a' % emergency communication systems. Curment scientific studies have not analyzed the effects of 5

[dcww /(5Mﬂu—u(¢r_.,,

scatter from radars of this power on a local population exposed over a long period, while
epidemiclogic reports indicate adverse health eﬂechlommexpoudlacnm:mdom
Electromagnetic Radiation. Current safety for 9

are based on out-dated studies with minimal scientific Imeqrny

‘We are very pleased to have our Navy Base here in Everett. Ilhasbemapusnlwelnm

community and region. The officers and enlisted p have throwgh
civic and philanthropic involvement,
However we are very opposed to i Radar project being forced upon Everett, Washington

of the military sites that does not involve a community,

/l-’ﬁ»&, -ﬁvﬁl@y

and its pecple. Place this

( ) /- e 7
Name———c -~ Joprr Ao,

Address
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0140 P-W-0141
4-9-03
Department of Defense
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense C d
P.O. Box 1500 .
Huntsville, AL 35807-3810 April 15,2003
US Army Space and Missile Defense Cmd.
Doar D P.0. Box 1500
I am writing to you concerning the SBX radar project, which is Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
potentially being considered for installation in the Everett area |
of Western Washington. TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: |
1 strongly oppose this project in the first place, but [ also live 1 .
on Whidbey Island, and 1 definately do not want to have to look I write to register my opposition 1o the plan to test or base the Sea-based test X-band
at this abomonation let alone have my health jeopardized by its radar (SBX) system in Everett, Washington. 1
prestnoe: i is i : and residential core. The dangers of
This port is in the heart of Everett’s downtown L _
v iocin - " e i the interf t ital and
My understanding is that tests thus far have proven this approach radiation to the population are unknown, but probable, the interference to hosp 2

to be highly inefficient, and 1 wish you would pursue methods of
diplomacy rather than nuclear proliferation when it comes to making
this world safer.

Please do not bring this contraption to the Puget Sound.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

clinic diagnostic equipment located less than a mile from the basc :Eilc is likely, the
aesthetic impact on the city’s waterfront development plans is significant.

Please reconsider this basing proposal and look elsewhere. Surely the Defense
Department can find a location which would not be in the heart of a small city where the
residential, health care, and business centers are the primary targets of any unforeseen or
ill-effects of this basing.

e i

dent, Everent, 2
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0142 P-W-0143
April 14, 2003
To:  SMDC-EN-V SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Eliiott
Julia Elliott US Army Space and Missile Defensa Command
US Army Space and Missile Defense Command PO Box 1500
PO Box 1500 Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
Huntsville, AL 35807-38m RE: SBX in Everett
From: Anna Petersons Dear Ms. Eliiott,
Sinca 1990 | have been invalved with the arsenic and lead contamination clean-up in North
= Everett. The clean-up is the result of practices by a smeiter that was in operation bneﬂy atthe
. urn of the last century. At the tima, they ware
Re: SBX Radar Project production, The clean-up costs are rapidly appraanhmgsao million and may ulhmalalybermre
1 am writing to object to your proposed placement of the SBX Radar Platform at New, L &m coocomee hat s Ko ﬁ:ﬁrﬁuﬁh&mlm:‘:ﬁsm“ww Heleh Yy 1
Port Gardner Bay near Everett, Washington, for the following reasons: paopra mswarmmd&mga from the radistion.
-- I am concerned about the platform’s interference with many electronic 1 | strongly oppase the placement of this questicnabie device in such a highly populated area.
devices. | have heard that similar platforms have disrupted non-critical things
like garage door openers, but I am concerned that this platform could disrupt Sincerely,
more vital things like pacemakers or emergency responders’ communication i
systems.
Anna Robison
-~ I don’t want our community’s beautiful landscape marred by an
unsightly, large platform 2
-- 1 fear that the Radar Platform may have unexpected effects on living 3

systems. For instance, | would like to know if anyone has studied the effects of
this type of radiation on the navigation systems of migratory birds and
mammals.
Thank you for considering my objections.

-

Anna Petersons
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COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0144 P-W-0145
Comment Sheet
for the
GROUND-BASED MIDCOURSE DEFENSE EXTENDED TEST RANGE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
i 2
April 14,2003 Thank you for attending this public hearing. Our purpose in hosting this mu;tmg is 1o give you
- . . an opportunity o comment on issues analyzed in the Draft Envi I Impact
SMDC-EN-V, Ms J"]m_ E!,l'm Please use this shee: to comment on any issues that you feel should be clarified. To ensure that
US Army Space and Missile Defense Command your i 1 in the Final Envi I Impact § yoir & it
PO Box 1500 be postmarked hv March 24, 2003,
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
RE:  SBX in Everett
Dear Ms. Elliott,
I am writing to document my opposition to the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar (SBX)
proposed to home port at Naval Station Everett or in Port Gardner Bay, Everett, WA, 1
As a four year cancer survivor, | am incensed that the Department of Defense would
consider a highly populated urban area such as Everett as a location for this project. The 1
DEIS does not address the affects of radars of this power over a long period of time, nor
can it. These studies do not exist - they have not been made.
According to the EPA’s most current data, Snohomish County ranks among the
dirtiest/worst 10% of all counties in the US in terms of the number of people living in
areas where cancer risk from hazardous air pollutants exceed 1 in 10,000, More than 2
590,972 people in Snohomish County face a cancer risk more than 100 times the goal set
by the Clean Air Act. You are proposing o put an as-yet: d device ina
that already has unacceptable Ievels ol'camer" 3

To place the SBX in a populated area is a cure that would be worse than the ailment it
was intended to treat. Place this radar at a site that a community does not call home.

/ i (:-.
Valerie Steel

L;f b ,or‘;t«..'m % / Mf i

Commentor - ’ i
Hme: Susanl . DouEaL iRt 4.
- e

Street Address: _ Te d Leese.
City, State: wganFrave (i, ST 5..

i - ) \\ aage svatreis 4
Zip Code: __L_ﬁ'_
Please place form in the drop box or mail to:  SMDC-EN-V, Julia Elliott b 4%,;_

LLS. Army Space and Missile Defense Command Frs.
P.O. Box 1500 e

Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 :4‘"‘,
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0146
14 April 2003
9 How well tested is this technology? 9
SMDC-EN-V. Ms Julia Elliott A complete Environmental Impact Statement should address these
US Army Space Missile Defense Command questions and many more.
EO BQ_X 1300 More basic questions should also be addressed before making such a
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 proposal
Subject: Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar based in Everett, Washington 10. Do we need the SBX, o is it a redundant system? 10
Dear Ms Elliott: 11. If we did not need it before we were the dominant military force in the
world, why do we need it now?
| live very close to Naval Station Everett, Washington State. | am opposed
to the proposed deployment of the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar (SBX) 12. Could the resources be used for more pressing needs?
so near my home and that of the other 300,000 to 500,000 people within a
13.8 mile radius. 13. How about better medical care for military personnel?
Many questions remain to be answered regarding this device: 14. How about better medical care for all Americans?
1. Why does it need to be based near an urban center? 1 | object to being one of the organisms being ‘tested’ by this project.
Obviously there are th ds of children, aged, and other at-risk
2. How will it affect the wildlife of Puget Sound? Will it further degrade 2 populations in a city of this size. We will all be exposed to the
our endangered populations of Puget Sound Chinook Salmon, Marbled electromagnetic field and radiation hazards of this device.
Murrelet, Humpback Whales, Stellar Sea Lions, Leatherback Sea Turtles, . . . . . i
Bald Eagles, Bull Trout, and Coho Salmon? Finally, this project will further degrade our quality of life by obstructing our
: : view of Port Gardner Bay. Our city and county have made significant
is i ill i environmental and infrastructure improvements in the last 20 years, and
:'ﬁd;c:\;us:ax?ﬂéw :::HJ};::;:;%T;;&;;?:::;:Z?:s:ﬁgg:nw 3 we would like to continue the trend. This may seem to be a minor iss_ue
e : e taan | i hat for those who live elsewhere, but the citizens of Everett and Snohomish
our shorelines and in our fragile estuaries? How about when it is being + 2 P f soci ic discriminati
towed through the Strait of Juan De Fuca and off the Pacific beaches of County abject fo being;the victinaf hclo-scononic discrmination
Washington? Winter weather off our coast is notoriously rough. Wil this Sinceraty
ungainly structure be seaworthy? 4
4. How will it impact human health over an extended period? 4 &Aﬁ e e N
5. How will the radio frequency radiation affect hospital equipment and 5 Christine Lavra
pacemakers?
6. What other hazardous wastes are produced by the operation of this 6
device and how will they be disposed of? cc;  US Congressman Rick Larsen
State Representative John McCoy
7. How do you propose to deal with noise pollution? 7
8. Will the presence of this device trigger further security measures in the 8

Port, hampering trade and employment?
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April 14, 2003

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Elliott

US Army Space Missile Defense Command
P.0O. Box 1500

Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

SUBJECT: Comment, DEIS for SBX S-Band Radar Platform Siting at Naval Station Everett

The City of Everett, the Port of Everett, ancl l.'.llmens ({including our membem: plus local, regional
State D of Ecology,

and state

Ce ity Trade and D and Fish & Wildlife have invested over 5 years of

study and effort in i of and use of Everett vicinity

Mlmaﬂdlhelrfum asln‘bended under the USCnastaEZmeManagemmM The

DEIS conclusions of no sngﬂrf’aant advaw |mpmm unfounded; they appear to be based upon
aver and i q analysis of the factors

line Coalit of Everett from consideration as an

addressed.

The Everett Sh
eligible site.
One of the key considerations in careful and detailed local planning has been the concern that all

of the possible human ach'ui!ias at our shoreline create impacts that are compounded and
i ifa d acticn is in isolation, such as the SBX platform siting

propasal, Itallcmsfammﬂvuwmseqmﬂmwldhpmdldabletaa}ﬂutm
C

alone and b) that i iate vicinity.
Impacts has been identified as HIGH in prlorﬂy InamoaerashlngmnSlabeCwstalZme

Management Program Rewew (Ser;t :NJG Asseasment & Slraieg'y 2001]
d 3 Eve 5

and mly tides mdﬂw hnr‘borwatm far ’
estuary.

The DEIS statements, pages 4-238 - 4-245

= fail to address effects of SBX platform transport, refueling, cl'eanmg and other
upon § stocks of that
migrate fhtuvgﬂ these waters at different timos throughout each year, with regional
consequences;
i issi s upon well-

« fail to include i luation of prosp impact:
large of Mn!a using the N’Wﬁnm near the
.N'.mal’ Station; {Thls i

in the ASMD
impacts upon resident humans, and
sfealusemnwe equipment and l'adlllles as well asvalcllfe 1
» the that I
disturbance, within the range of SBX ignore i y y of
civilian systems, relying upon:
o unproven design features for pp still to be defined and
developed
“coordination” of SBX operational timing with an extensive list of external

agencies and other
ding upon other entities to recognize and

, depen
remain outside of invisible boundaﬁes of a mapped High Energy Radiation
Areal Each of these assumptions remains

highly questionable.

]

o

P-W-0147

rficial DEIS of standard factors is clearly inadequate for
evaluation of siting Impacts upon an increasingly dense urban population with a broad array of
ation, communication, and Health & Safety services dependent upon functions
vulnerable to interference from not-yet-studied SBX iransmission

Thank you for considering cur comments
Vagy

Everett Shorelines Coalition
Peggy Toepel, Co-Chair

16-8
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NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0148 P-W-0149
To: SMDC-EN-V
Julia Elliott
US Army Space and Missile Defense Command
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801
From: Molly Petersons April 10, 2003
= Mayor Frank Anderson
. City of Everett
Re: SBX Radar Project ZQt;O Wetmore Avenue
- ) Everett, WA 98201
1 am writing to object to your proposed placement of the SBX Radar Platform at Port
Gardner Bay near Everett, Washington, for the following reasons: Dear Mayor Anderson,
I am greatly concerned about the platform’s interference with many electronic 1 At the March meeting of the Council of Neighborhoods we heard from a number
devices. I have heard that similar radar installations have disrupted non-critical of neighbors who expressed concerns over the SBX Radar platform proposed for
things like garage door openers, but I am concerned that this installation could location on the Everett waterfront. A lengthy discussion ensued covering such
disrupt more vital things like heart pacemakers and emergency responders’ issues as health and safety, visual and aesthetic impacts as well as the
communication systems significant lack of public and City involvement in the project |t was, for many of
the neighborhood representatives, the first opportunity to understand what the
1 don't want our community’s beautiful landscape marred by an unsightly, SBX was about. All of us were appalled that a proposal of this magnitude and
large installation or the waters of the Puget Sound Basin adversely affected by 2 one having $o many negative impacts on the community was being promoted
this project. with so little public information.
1 fear that the Radar Platform may have unexpected effects on living systems. 3 After our discussion we voted y to gly opp locating the SBX 1
For instance, I would like to know if anyone has studied the effects of this in Everett until such time as the many concerns and questions are answered to
type of radiation on the navigation systems of migratory birds and mammals. the satisfaction of the A ation, the City Council and the Citizens of our
Puget Sound is on the migrational route of several types of whales. [ value Community. We also voiced unanimous support for your efforts as well as City
the biodiversity of our region. Council efforts to foster an environment where the public opinion is welcome and
where the government decision-makers listen and respond appropniately
I fear that the radar installation may have unexpected effects on humans living 4

in the region also. This area is densely populated so the potential effects of
increased exposure to radar will be multiplied by the density of that human
population. While it may be inconvenient for you to locate in a more remote
area, the potential damage to human populations too, warrants serious
consideration.

Thank you for oogsidering my objections.

Molly Petersons

Sincerely,

ma?ﬁ%/

Everett Council of Neighborhoods

Ce: Julia Elliot, U.S Army SMDC
Senator Patty Murray
Congressman Rick Larson

City of Everett » 3002 Wetmore » Everett, WA 98201
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NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0150
Robin Ahmann
The SBX would interfere with airplane navigation and communication controls, and the 4
current temporary flight restrictions would most likely become permanent. We know that
Boeing is one of the contractors for this project but it does affect Paine Field and other
April 11,2003 local airfields. Adequate testing has not been done to determine the potential interference
SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Elliot with our local hospital/medical equipment and emergency response communication
US Army Space and Missile Defense Command systems. Why is much of the research and data in the DEIS (vol. 2} at least 10 years old?
PO Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801 In Volume 2 of the DEIS there is repeated mention of no mitigating impacts or measures
from the SBX. It also states that it is not stationary at Naval Station Everett so it is not 5
Dear Ms. Elliot, necessary to complete a Significant Deterioration Review or get a Title V permit(4.8.1.2).
1 would consider 7-9 months in port quite permanent! What about the loss of future
st - s o : economic vision and redevelopment of our public waterfront? Everett is no longer a
ali\aln:ywiz :_::gpl;::g"ii T:g;::muﬂ‘:I;QTV:]'ES!:(?;E“ES::I‘I;i;ﬁfnmgagndctréfa);}vm:hc mill/industrial city and is working hard to change its desirability for residential and
WA, ¥, I » business growth. The appearance of the SBX (for as long as 20 yrs. according to
Commander Dees) would prevent Everett and the surrounding areas from becoming
I his radar beine nlaced i =4 ¥ . ; anything other than an industrial, military and restricted access waterfront and airspace.
oppose this radar being placed in any large, urban populated area such as Everett and its 1 In fact, both the Everett City Council and Port of Everett Commission have voiced their
surrounding communities. The SBX, if built, should be placed in a site that will not affect opposition to the SBX.
any population base.
5 o = s Home porting of the SBX at Naval Station Everett would have a huge negative impact on
Ilive on the |“|3]'I? h'ld“?{l Reservation in Marysville, WA; on Puget Sound and within our community; certainly destroying the visual attraction of the bay and economic re-
the 22.5km []_J.R mi.) Radiation Hazard Area and Electromagnetic Interference Area. development and potentially destroying the health of humans and marine life.
Our community was not notified of the proposal to site the SBX in Everett until Feb. 25, Commander Dees mentioned in the meeting that the SBX should be home ported where it
2003 when one article appeared in the Everett Herald newspaper. When | contacted is welcomed by the community. My community has spoken loud and clearly as
officials of Marysville and Tulalip they had never heard about the project. Why were cvidenced at that same meeting — We do not want the SBX here!
citizens and elected officials left out of this public process?
Sincerely,
According to the Draft EIS (DEIS) and information gathered from the military personnel 2
at the public meeting held in Everett on April 5, 2003, I have determined that the SBX Robin P. Ahmann
would pass through our fragile ecosystem approximately 12 times/yvear on its way to and e
from its testing sites out in the Pacific Ocean. This untested radar platform would carry ¢ //:' (\///% e
more than 800,000 gal. of diesel through an area rich in marine life, including feeding e Lt
gray whales, seals, abundant salmon, eagles, herons and osprey to name just a few. The
DEIS listed all the wrong species for this area. Who did the “research” for the DEIS? It
does not thoroughly address the negative impacts of the SBX on our most valuable
our ional and inl waterway. Who will take responsibility for
protecting our wonderful environment?
Despite the assurance from military personnel (Commander Dees) at the April 5 meeting 3

that the radar would always be operating at an angle of 10 degrees and higher we know
that there is a certain amount of EMR scatter that would reach all of us within the 22.5km
Radiation Hazard Area. Current scientific studies have not analyzed radars of this power,
or the effects of low EMR *scatter” over a long exposure period on Human Health and
Safety. Current [F idelines are based on outdated science. We do not want our
children to be raised within a Radiation Hazard Area regardless of the assurances that
radiation levels are within ‘safe’ limitations,
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I —
Breoca Ly oo controls, emergency response system, and medical devices, I am opposed to using Naval
Station Everett as the SBX’s Primary Support Base.
Aprl 13,2003 I also oppose the usc of Naval Station Everett as the SBX’s PSB because of the risk of the 4
SBX’s Electromagnetic Radiation (EMR) on the health of citizen’s who come within SBX’s
J -E i i ROL Currently there arc no case-controlled studies on the effects of chronic exposure to low
bh‘:ﬂ)" ARl 0, J“h':l it dose EMR/ EMR ‘scatter’ from X-Band Radar on human populations. Until the effects of low
US Ay Space and Missile Defense Command dose EMR/EMR ‘*scatter” on human populations is thoroughly studied, the SBX should not be
PO Bog 1300 tocated in a populated area. Our children should not be raised within a Radiation Hazard Area
Humisville, AL. 35807-3801
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) also does not thoroughly address the
Dear Ms. Elliott, potential risks to one of our most valuable natural resources, our recreational and commercial
waterway, Port Gardner Bay. The potential radiation hazard to our wildlife has not been 5
I would like to begin by thanking for your prompt response to my request for a copy of the adequately studied. In addition, it is my understanding the portions of the SBX’s fuel storage
Dyrafi Envin ! Impact S for the Cround-Based Midcouise DefenseTatended system is anly single hulled. The DEIS does not adequately address the real danger to Port
Test Range. After reviewing the DEIS, I would like to voice my opposition to using Naval Gardner Bay resulting from an oil spill.
Station Everett and/or Port Gardner as the Primary Support Base (PSB) for Sea-Based Test X-
Band Radar (SBX). Although the DEIS does not reflect the enormous negative economic impact of the SBX on the
Everett community, ] am much more concerned about the cost to the health of the citizens,
As my property overlooks Port Gardner, | am not thrilled about my view being occupied by the wildlife, and natural resources within the SBX'_s ROI if Naval Station Evergn became it’s PSB.
SBX and the Iting d in my property value. But | would be willing to sacrifice my Due to these aforementioned reasons, 1 wou!d like to request that a more suitable PSB be found
property value for the defense of the nation if that was the only negative impact that the SBX for the SBX where it would not impact the lives of so many people.
would pose. But after reviewing the DEIS, it is my conclusion that the SBX poses many threats to .
the health and welfare of the Everett community and surrounding area along with dangers to our Thank you for your atteniion to my request.
natural resources.
Sincerely,
The Radiation Hazard Area and Electromagnetic Interference Area covers a large population 1
base. As stated in the DEIS, the SBX will interfere with airplane navigation. At the community /o v,
meeting held in Everett, the Department of Defense representative stated that the SBX would N o M{L i%‘v, » }/§.Q, LA
not significantly impact the air traffic in the Everett/Puget Sound Area. | find this very o
difficult to comprehend. There are 5 airports within the Range of Influence (ROI) of the SBX Brenda Lynn Kerr
if the Naval Station Everett became it’s PSB. 1 think that the SBX would have a large, 2

negative impact on air traffic and the safety of aircraft personal and passengers. It is my
understanding that the SBX would not be docked at Naval Station Everett pier when the
Abraham Lincoln was in port. Where would the SBX be during these periods? If it would be
moored in the immediate area, it would definitely have an even larger negative impact on
airplane navigation and travel in the Puget Sound Area.

The SBX's Radiation Hazard Area and Electromagnetic Interference Area would also impact
communication controls. This impact is much more than a matter of convenient
communication. Since there would be at least 2 hospitals in the SBX's Range of Influence
(ROT), the EMI from the SBX could interfere with the lifesaving efforts that occur at these
hospitals, The DEIS does not adequately address the SBX's impact on the Emergency
Response System in it's ROI nor it's impact on medical equipment and/or medical devises
such as pace makers or defibrillators. Due to the SBX’s negative impact on ¢ icati

Concemned Citizens Against the SBX
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April 14, 2003

SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Elliott

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.0. Box 1500

Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

Dear Ms. Elliott,

On February 27, 2003, | commented at the first SBX hearing held in Everett,
and then obtained a copy of the draft EIS. I subsequently made remarks
about the draft EIS during the listening forums that were held on April S
would like to expand my comments at this time.

I do appreciate your returning to Everett for the second time, and extending
the comment period until April 15", However, I think you would have to
agree that people in Everett were not given the same amount of time as those
in other potential SBX locations to become familiar with the issue, to obtain
the draft EIS, and to make comments about it.

As is stated on p. es-8 of the draft EIS, the scoping period began on March,
28, 2002, and the comment period was at least twice extended to December
20, 2002 as the SBX was added to the project. Before that time scoping
meetings were held in locations other than Everett, some as early as April,
2002. I now understand that you made a good faith attempt to include us in
those meetings by holding the Seattle meeting on October 17, 2002, when
you still had other Puget Sound locations in mind. Unfortunately that failed
when the Seattle location did not attract any notice in Everett.

During the time period when citizens of other potentially affected
communities were able to discuss the pros and cons of the SBX, and, after
January, read the draft EIS, and prepare for their February and March public
hearings, people in Everett still knew nothing about the project. 1
understand that you took out an ad in the Everett Herald, and published
notice in the Federal Register. Most peaple do not read that kind of ad, or

P-W-0152

the Federal Register, so it was not until Pebruary 25, 2003, when the Everett
Herald published a story about the upcoming hearing on February 27", that
virtually any of us in Everett knew about this project. Since then people in
Everett have had a much shorter time period to learn what was in the few
copies g‘f the draft EIS which subsequently entered the community before
April 5%.

Because this process has left citizens in the Everett area with less time to
understand and comment on the proposed SBX project than citizens in other
potentially affected communities, I believe that it does not meet the criteria
required by CEQ regulations for an open process under NEPA.

I'm concerned about the objectivity of the draft EIS and the rigor of the
science being used to justify some of its conclusions. For example, in
Chapter 4, p. 244, there is a discussion of EEDs (electroexplosive devices
like fire extinguishers, air bags in cars, and ejection seats on military
aircraft). XBR emissions could have two possible effects on these devices.
They could be made not to work, or they could be inadvertently initiated.
On that page there is also a chart showing the required separation distances
of these devices from the SBX. If the SBX were tied up to the USS
Lincoln’s dock, it appears that cars with airbags may come within that
distance.

The draft EIS seeks to assure drivers by saying that “there s no predicted
potential for inadvertent initiation of vehicle airbags because the metallic
body/frame of the vehicle provides sufficient shielding.” This fails to take
into account cars which have bodies which aren’t made of metal. These

include fiberglass bodies on some models of Corvette, Taurus, Monte Carlo,

and Grand Prix. Saturns are made from sheet molded composites. Chrysler
is researching cars made from the same plastic used to make pop bottles.

Please be extremely thorough and rigorous as you complete your scientific
examination of the safety of this system. I understand some of the pressure

you are under to get the SBX tested and operational in a short period of time.

But please do not let speed and deadlines interfere with valid, reliable,
scientific examination of all aspects of this complex project.

There seem to be a lot of qualifications in the draft EIS. For instance in
Chapter 4, p.239, in the discussion of the effects of EMR/EMI on airspace
surrounding the SBX, it says, “The actual SBX operating area at the pier or
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mooring location would be restricted in order to minimize (all underlines are In Everett we are striving hard right now to develop a positive image and
mine) impacts to aircraft operations, EEDs, and communication equipment.” create a livable city. If you had ;riven by here on the ﬁeewa 20 ogr 30 years
I would feel much more assured if the EIS were honestly able to substitute ago, let alone visite;i the city, you would have smelled us. It >c’[idn’t sme{l
the word *eliminate” for ‘minimize. good. We were defined by that negative image, just like Seattle is defined
In the next paragraph the EIS states that, “operations would be coordinated by the positive images of the Space Needle or the Public Market.
“{ith the FAA’. an@ WOUI‘? be scheduled to occur during hours of minfmaf That image of Everett is pretty much gone now. We realize that we are 6
alrcrgﬁ operation if possible. 'That d_oesn ¢ make e ﬁ?e} yery ggod #l'm surrounded by water, and our waterfront is a great opportunity to define our
the pilot flying through the region of influence when it isn’t possible. city in a positive way. We have a great marina and another on the drawing
. . . board. We have lots of people working in various ways to transform our
Later, on the Asam‘e“pggei the EIS says that, since the radar b_eam s m waterfront. We want it opened up for people to enjoy. Iam afraid of what
constant motion, “it is highly unlikely that the SBX would illuminate an bringing the SBX to Everett will mean f . d 1
aircraft long enough to affect the onboard electronics.” If Pm that same &ing mean for our image and our plans-
unlucky pilot, who now had onboard electronics which were affected, the When the Navy came to Everett they were careful to design handsome brick
odds are of no comfort to me. buildings that would not detract from the view. The ungainly SBX, on the
On p. 4-243, in the discussion of radiation hazards, two separate thresholds other hand, would become the focal point of that view.
of acceptable human exposure to radiation are mentioned; 5 mW/square cm 4 We are trying to promote the idea of waterfront condominiums and
as used in the MPEL models, Z.m.d the IEEE starfdard of 6.33 n})W/square om- restaurants with gorgeous water and mountain views. I spoke with 2 man in
One of the models for determining power density used the 65% populated late March who is hoping to buy one of those condominiums. He told me
radar at a distance of 85 meters for 9.5 minutes. This density was calculated that, if the SBX came toiveretz, he would 1 Thi l(i b . ¢
to be 2.5 mW/square cm. While that amount received is, as the EIS says, b 1’(W ds for Everett > he would leave. This would be a giant step
significantly less than the thresholds, it is not what I would consider a very ackowar wverett.
:S:jﬁ:g;:e :’:; i‘;:;;?::,e:olgzyx :?:Z?;lcdtz :;??Zf;;gi ‘oh: u:ccell: ainty For us this is not a simple question of whether or not this project will drive
& people. down land values. It’s a question of whether we attract people to Everett or
What if the time exposure were doubled? What do we know for certain drive people out. The siting of the SBX in Port Gardner Bay would be
*p § o entirely unfair to those who already live and work here, and are hoping for a
about the cumulative effects of human exposure to radiation? The EIS on p. renewal of spirit in Everett
4-246, says that the potential for cumulative impacts is extremely limited, P .
because, “...it is unlikely that environmental exposures would ever consist . . . .
of continuous, constant values of power density.” Unlikely isn’t a very In Appendix B, p. 14, of the draft EIS there is a description of visual and
solid assuranc’e : aesthetic resources. “The significance of visual effects is very subjective
: and depends upon the degree of alteration, the scenic quality of the area
disturbed, and the sensitivity of the viewers. The EIS defines sensitive
5 viewers as “those who utilize the outdoor environment or value a scenic

In Appendix F the EIS gives an example of a consultation request letter
which was sent to more than 40 individuals and agencies. Then in Appendix
G, entitled Cooperating Agencies Acceptance Letters, only one is listed.
This is from the FAA dated 11/13/2001, which is before the SBX was even a
part of the proposed missile defense system. Why are there not more letters

from thesc agencies?

viewpoint to enhance their daily activity and are typically residents or
recreation users.” That includes just about everyone.

This section concludes by saying, “Visual impacts would also occur if
proposed development is inconsistent with existing goals and policies of
jurisdictions in which the project is located.” The existing goals of the city
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of Everett include, among other things, the enhancement of the aesthetic
value of our waterfront. The SBX is extremely inconsistent with this goal.

On p. 34 of the Executive Summary, the EIS concludes that “... no impacts
to visual resources are anticipated.” Please go out Mukilteo Bivd. to Harbor
View Park. Look back at the waterfront and imagine the SBX floating in
front of you before you decide that no impacts to visual resources are
anticipated. On the way back, go down to the mouth of Pigeon Creek #1
where the city plans a small waterfront park. Tell me if the SBX in front of
you didn’t just get a whole lot bigger.

Then walk down to the overlook at the end of Warren St, and look at the
view of Mt. Baker, the Olympic Mountains, Port Gardner Bay, Whidbey,
Hat, and Camarno Islands. Try to ignore the SBX. Finally stop at Grand Av.
Park, and see if that sweeping view wouldn’t be impacted by the SBX for
even the most jaded viewer. As you look off that cliff, decide for yourself
the scenic quality of the area being disturbed.

We are now in the process of responding to this proposal. The other half of
the democratic equation is for you to truly listen to what we have to say. 1
realize that you probably have the authority to park the SBX pretty much
wherever you choose. But besides your military role, you are also members
of this civil society. I hope that you have not already made up your mind to
locate the SBX in Everett.

There are other communities without large populations, like Port Adak,
Alaska, which would like to see the SBX located there. On April 10”‘, 2003,
I spoke with Sandra Moller, President and CEO of the Aleut Enterprise
Corporation in Port Adak. She said that she would be delighted to see the
SBX come to Port Adak. She talked about the benefits of their deep water,
ice-free port. She felt that their location, much closer to the mid-Pacific than
Everett, was a particularly strong advantage.

The SBX doesn’t belong in a city. Please weigh our concerns carefully
when you make your final recommendations. I would appreciate being sent
a copy of the final EIS when it becomes available. Thank you.

{@‘@f C. Qenctiso

bert C. Jackson

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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Petition Petition

We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band*Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Printed Name Signature .. Addres: City/State Zip
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Concerned Cirizens Against the SBEX _April 2003

Total 20 sigratures

4//’7
Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
‘We oppose yhis location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

[y’rmled Name _ Address City/State Zip
Downtos (Gifenn ;
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Concgrned Citizens Against the. $BX ____ April 2003 Total. 20 signatures

We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Ray, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose thls location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

Printed Name Address . City/State __ Zip
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Conzerned Citizens Against the SBX. April2003  Total 20 signatuces

Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose thls location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

Printed Name Address City/State Zip
e Ruegey bmw%mm .
R M. e e, P _
N = ;UJ,@

il L/;{Zf ,\/)'QZ//L A . —

Concerned Citizens Azainst the SBX______ April 2003 Total: 20 signatares 7

Exhibit 8.1.1-1: Reproductions of Written Documents (Continued)




COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

G0L-8

4

Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
‘We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

Printed Name ignature Address City/State Zip
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Concerned Citizens Against the SBX April 2003 Tatal: 20 signatures
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Petition

We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this Jocation for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

Printed Name Signature Address City/State Zip
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Concerned Citizens Againdt the SBX April 2003 Total: 20 signatures
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA, as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Basc.

Printed Name Address City/State Zip
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Concerned Ciizens Against the SBX April 2003 Toial: 20 signatres
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Petition
‘We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Printed Name. igriaturs Address City/State Zip.
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everctt or
Port Gardner Bay, Everctt WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We npposc this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

Printed Name

. ress, ~_ __CitvState __Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

Printed Name Signature Address City/State Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.

We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Printed Name Sipnature

; Address CitviState Zip
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Detition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.

We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
_ S natugg Address — City/State Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA, as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
‘We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Printed Name. Addres: City/State Zip.
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

Printed Name Address City/State Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

Printed Name ignature Address _ . City/State Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Printed Name bnatyre, Address _ City/State Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this locatmn for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
aned Name A5 Address i City/State Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everc(t or
i'ort Gardner Bay, Everett WA, as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
ancd Name Signature Address City/State .. Zip ____
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Printed Name Signature Address City/State Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

Printed Name Signature Address City/State Zip
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Petition
‘We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA, as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose thls location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Printed Name Address City/State Zip

Congerned Citizens Aainst the SBX April 2003 “Total: 20 signatures

Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defensc proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gar.dner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Tcsn‘ng or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

PrintedName _ Signature - Address CitviState Zip _
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.

‘We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Suppert Base.
Prmlcd Name Signature Address City/State  ____ Zip
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We, the undersigned, oppose e wepartment of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
‘We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

Printed Name Stepature Address City/State Zip,
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Petition

We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Printed Name i Address City/State Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
‘We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Basc.
Printec Name

b ignature Address City/State Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA, as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

Printed Name ignature Address City/State. Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Printed Name i Addres City/State Zip
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Petition

‘We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
ancd Name i Addre: City/State Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose (hls location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Printed Name . Address City/State Zi

Zip
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Petition

We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar,
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

Address City/State Zip
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Petition

We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA, as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Printed Name _Signature Address . _ City/State “in
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Petition

We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
‘We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Suppon Base.
Printed Name 4 q Address
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Petition

We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose tlus location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

Printed Name Addre:
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Petition

thy F

We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
‘We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

Printed Name Signatyre £y

Citv/State Zip
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We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA, as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

We believe that only a non- populated Military site should be considered for SBX Radar PSB.

Printed Name

City/State Zip
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b t Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
‘We oppose this location for SBX. Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
‘We believe that only a no pulnted Military site should be considered for SBX Radar PSB.

Printed Name “\Signature. Address City/State Zip
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Petition

We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.

‘We oppose thls location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Address City/State Zip.
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA, as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.

We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
City/State Zin.
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Petition
‘We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
i Zip

Printed Name ignature, Address City/State
FauLEA sl Uy Licth () Dpyig
“ai e ,éL//
e el g
> ﬁé’b\/ s
s

rt, e
L4 /)LL Ly, ’OMVVK/A/ iAW)
4 )

2372 ) <
g 5 e 7t G

o
) (o
Cio e e WS- (qmmxu T Yeef - ]
o ? .
o fio 4 /r Fi

Morna Cuorsiveet

Yz, i

L : o L7 _
CQ ;; cgg: izens Against the SBX __ April 2003 Total: 20 signatures

Petition
‘We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
‘We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Suppeort Base.
Address, City/State Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA, as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base,
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Petition

We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
Prined N We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
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K Signature. _ Address City/State Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose thls location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Printed Name. Address City/State Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Pnnled Name mmnm‘ Address City/State Zip,
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Petition

We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal te use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose thls location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Printed Name Address City/State Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.

‘We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Address City/State Zip
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We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA, as Primary Support Base for the Sca-Based Test X-Band Radar.
‘We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
We belicve that only a non- populated Military site should be considered for SBX Radar PSB.
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o ‘We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
. Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
N We oppose this locatlon for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
?rlnted Name . _ ignature ﬂ Address City/State Zip.
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
) ‘We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Printed Name it Address City/State Zip
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA, as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Printed Name Signature Address City/State Zip
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Petition

We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA. as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
‘We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.

S - Address City/State Zip.
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA, as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
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Petition
We, the undersigned, oppose the Department of Defense proposal to use Naval Station Everett or
Port Gardner Bay, Everett WA, as Primary Support Base for the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar.
We oppose this location for SBX Testing or as a Permanent Primary Support Base.
Printed Name Siguature Address o City/State__
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[From Original Letter] P-W-0154 The text of comment P-W-0155 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0155
This comment was submitted by R. L. Holmer of Everett,
The possible negative impacts to Human Health and Safety caused by Washington.
Receiving Long-Term, Low Level EM Radiation Have not been fully 1
Studied. The DoD indicated that Radiation "Scatter" Will be an Issue
Despite its attempts to target the array "So as to not Irradiate” people. The text of comment P-W-0156 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0156
This comment was submitted by Jane L. Cauley of Everett,
The Size of this Structure (SBX), Built on a Converted Ocean Based 2 Washington.
Oil drilling rig, and its design for Heavy Industry Degrades the Visual
and Aesthetic Value of our Local Waterfront.
The text of comment P-W-0157 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0157
Its Placement would Undermine the City of Everett's Current and 3 This comment was submitted by Lyan Lichtenberg of Everett,
Future Efforts to promote Economic Re-Development and Attract Washington.
Investment in out Waterfront & City Core.
The DoD has not fully assessed the potential interference to Airborne The text of comment P-W-0158 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0158
Navigation & Commercial Communication Systems, Sensitive 4 This comment was submitted by Todd Combs of Everett,
Electronics and Hospital and Clinic-based Medical diagnostic Washington.
equipment. Especially unknown is the ffect of the "full power" tests of
the energy beam that must be run 5 to 6 times per week.
The text of comment P-W-0159 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0159
Kathie Hoban This comment was submitted by Garret Tomsin of Everett,
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0160 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0160
This comment was submitted by Jan Olsen of Ev erett, Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0161 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0161
This comment was submitted by Peach Tomsin of Arlington,
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0162 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0162

This comment was submitted by Jeff Rowe of Marysville,
Washington.
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NUMBER NUMBER
The text of comment P-W-0163 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0163 The text of comment P-W-0171 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0171
This comment was submitted by Roshael Tomsin of Arlington, This comment was submitted by Stephen Clough of Everett,
Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0164 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0164 The text of comment P-W-0172 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0172
This comment was submitted by Gary A. Vandalfsfeni of Everett, This comment was submitted by Ed and Vera Carlston of Everett,
Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0165 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0165 The text of comment P-W-0173 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0173
This comment was submitted by Leann Rowe of Arlington, This comment was submitted by Marsha Cogdill of Everett,
Washington. Washington.
-W- -W- P-W-0174
The text of comment P-W-0166 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0166 me text of C°tmme”t F;)tho 1d7g' "‘I’_a.‘sdtheRS?ere o E‘.aktl °f§ W-0154.
This comment was submitted by Russell Silva of Everett, Washington. 1S qommen Wwas submitted by Linda Rethke ot firkland,
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0167 was the same as that of P-W-0154.
P-W-0167 “W- -W- -W-
This comment was submitted by Bryon Henault of Everett, Thfe text ofcommentPWO175 was t.he same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0175
. This comment was submitted by Marianne Roberts of Everett,
Washington. .
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0168 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0168 me text of cotm ment F;—Wt-tO 1d7l:? V“’Jaithf sv?/mte a;s_tha]’g céf P-Vl/t-0154. P-W-0176
This comment was submitted by Jane Best of Everett, Washington. IS comment was submitted by John L. Yvetzstein ot Everett,
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0169 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0169 The text of comment P-W-0177 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-w-o177
. . ; This comment was submitted by D. G. Carlson of Everett,
This comment was submitted by Ryan J. May of Seattle, Washington. .
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0170 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0170 The text of comment P-W-0178 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0178

This comment was submitted by M. Cogdill of Everett, Washington.

This comment was submitted by Holly Fellows of Everett,
Washington.

Exhibit 8.1.1-1: Reproductions of Written Documents (Continued)




0cl-8

COMMENT COMMENT
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The text of comment P-W-0179 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0179 The text of comment P-W-0187 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0187
This comment was submitted by Monica Trott of Everett, Washington. This comment was submitted by Bill Mullikin of Everett, Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0180 was the same as that of P-W-0154 P-W-0180
. . ' The text of comment P-W-0188 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-wW-0188
This comment was submitted by H.W. Stuchell of Everett, . . .
: This comment was submitted by B. Bruno of Everett, Washington.
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0181 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0181 The text of comment P-W-0189 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0189
This comment was submitted by Holly Anderson Knapp of Everett, This comment was submitted by Tom and Margaret Hoban of Everett,
Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0182 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0182 The text of comment P-W-0190 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0190
This comment was submitted by Earl and Doris Beech of Everett, . . . .
: This comment was submitted by Angela Hill of Monroe, Washington.
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0183 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P_W-0183 The text of comment P-W-0191 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0191
This comment was submitted by Jonathan Witte of Everett, This gomment was submitted by Reg Scodeller of Everett,
Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0184 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0184 The text of comment P-W-0192 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0192
This comment was submitted by Mark Underwood of Monroe, This c_omment was submitted by Betty Scodeller of Everett,
Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0185 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0185 The text of comment P-W-0193 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0193
This comment was submitted by Tom and Vida Delany of Everett, This comment was submitted by Constance Bennet of Snohomish,
Washington. Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0186 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0186 The text of comment P-W-0194 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0194

This comment was submitted by Won Chong Kim of Everett,
Washington.

This comment was submitted by Victoria Kehoe of Snohomish,
Washington.
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The text of comment P-W-0195 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0195
This comment was submitted by Rochelle Ritchie of Everett,
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0196 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0196
This comment was submitted by Dolores M. Hancock of Everett,
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0197 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0197
This comment was submitted by Felita Hernandez of Everett,
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0198 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0198
This comment was submitted by Lisa Mechals of Lynnwood,
Washington.
THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
The text of comment P-W-0199 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0199
This comment was submitted by Marie McLain of Mukileto,
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0200 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0200
This comment was submitted by Larry Bashoy of Arlington,
Washington.
The text of comment P-W-0201 was the same as that of P-W-0154. P-W-0201

This comment was submitted by Judy Matheson of Everett,
Washington.
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P-W-0202
" | / FRANK H. MURKOWSKI,
I - | g | (1] e } - 1 / GOVERNOR
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR /
/ AK 0302-03AA Page 2 March 20, 2003
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET Ground-based Mid Defense, E led Test Range
DIVISION OF GOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION
WﬁDU THCENTRAL REGIONAL OFFICE 7 CENTRAL OFFICE 7 PIPELINE COORDINATOR'S OFFICE
proiek ey F bl R O os814:0030 S 2. that GMD personnel held with State and federal agency staff, staff leamed that closures and security
PH_ (507} 265-7470FAX. (507) 260-3081 PH. (907 465-T562FAX: (907) 465-3075 PHC (007) 257-1351FAX: (807) 2723829 restrictions during operations are anticipated to be about the same as is going on now with launches.
The only anticipated change relates to the greater frequency of the launches so the frequency of
March 20, 2003 closures will increase. To clarify exactly what the effects might be, it would be useful to include
specific closure and restriction information related to the approximate number of hours per launch
Ms. Julia Elliot day and number of launch days per month or season, types of restrictions and closures, and areas to
SMDC-EN-V be closed. Including this information in the DEIS would address and may alleviate local concemns
U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command surrounding this issue. It also would be useful to address construction closure schedules and arcas.
166 Wynn Drive : 3 : : ;
Huntsville, Alabama 35805 The DEIS notes on page 3-13 that there are no paleontological resources identified in any of the
upland areas of the Kodiak Launch Complex. However, there are numerous paleontological 4
resources in the area -- Fossil Beach derives its name from those resources and rock outcroppings
Dear Ms. Ellion: on both sides of the beach contain a variety of fossil remains. Rock outcropping from the ridge
that the new missile silos will be excavated into and built upon likewise contains fossils,
SUBIECT:  Ground-hased Mi s¢ Defense, E ded Test Range
State LD, No. AK 0302-03AA Two typographical errors in the DEIS should be corrected. 5
DE1S NEPA Response # Section 3.1.1.1 describes the location of the highest conc ion of launch emissions on a
mountaintop to the cast of the KLC. The mountains are not 3 miles 1o the east of the KLC.
The Division of Gavernmental Coordination received the Drafl Environmentai Inapact Statenient *  Section 3.1.2.2 describes the location of the Kodiak airport as being northeast of the KLC; in 6
{DEIS) for the Ground-based Midcourse Defense, wded Test Range. The Missile Defense fact. it is north and slightly to the west of the KLC.
Agency (MDA) prepared this document 1o satisfy the requirements of the Nutional
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The Alaska Departments of Environmental Conservation, The DEIS does not dwell on authorizations that would be needed for anticipated activities. As
Fish and Game and Natural Resources have reviewed the DEIS document in accordance with noted on page 1V-67, GMD would submit a coastal project questionnaire and consistency 7
NEPA and with an awareness of future requirements for executing decisions that would invalve determination prior to any construction activities. The questionnaire will help identify any
State of Alaska authorizations and consistency with Alaska’s Coastal Management Program. necessary authorizations.  As advisory information for future authorizations:
»  There are no state legislatively designated special areas (i.e., state game refuges,
s offer e lollowing coimnents: sanctuaries, or critical habitat areas) over which ADF&G exerts Title 16 special areas
Kodiak Launch Complex Barge Landing Sites (KLC). Scction 4.1.8.2.1. Operation, Pre-Launch 1 permitting authority near the project site.
Aclivities, discusses the use of barge landing sites.  The Alaska Department of Fish and Game » A Fish Habitat Permit issued by ADF&G, Habitat and Restoration Division, would be
(ADF&G) notes that there are differences in potential effeets at the three sites that are not adadressed required for any project related activities that are to be conducted below the ordinary high
in the DEIS. Barge landing site number 2, the ADF&G's preferred alternatve, is not in proximity water level of a specified anadromous fish stream or that may affect the free, unhindered
to an anadromous fish siream. Barge landing site number 1 is in close proximity to ADF&G movement of any species of fish,
anadromous fish stream 259-30-10060 which supports pink salmon, Barge landing site number 3 *  The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation requires information that will come
is in close proximity to ADF&G anadromous fish stream 259-30-10060, In addition, hoaters use the 2 later in the process to determine if any wastewater permits are needed.
aren around barge landing site 3 for launching and mooring, and the beach is used for recreational »  Extracting potable water from ground water or surface water sources would require an
purposes. authorization from the Alaska Department of Natural Resources.
) * Docking or mooring the floating X-band radar on state tidelands for more than 14 days
Public aceess to the arca continues 1o be a primary public concem. The DEIS states that restrictions 3 would require either a permit or lease from the. In issuing the permit or lease, the Alaska

and closures can be expected both during construction and during operations.  During the meetings

Department of Natwral Resources will consider the
users, including recreational boat users, commerc
impacts, and impacts on habitat,

acilities impacts on other resources and
1 vessel traffic, ng interest, visual
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NUMBER NUMBER
P-W-0203
AK 0302-03AA Page 3 March 20, 2003 — Togethe I T
. A-hased Mi Def, - e g e
® Mt Yok Bings Clean Air Agenc April 15,2003
www.pscleanalr.ar
» Changes that affect the Kodiak Launch facility that are not undertaken by the Alaska R § U.S. Army Space and Missile D_f:)‘:cnsn: Command
Aerospace Corporation may require approval from the Alaska Department of Natural h Atin: SMDC-EN-V (Ms. Julia Elliott)
Resources, Division of Mining, Land, and Water. 3 ”Lﬁm\;\?irn:.lkll?cjsws
The State of Alaska appreciates your cooperation. Please contact me at 269-7473, or email e
maurcen_meerealiigov.state.ak.us if you have any questions, Dear Ms. Elliott:
i Draft Envi (DEIS)
Sincerely, SBX
Puget Sound Clean A:r Agency has reviewed the tive summary of the SBX
.' oAt // / DEIS proposed for the Puget Sound Naval Base in 11, Washington and has
~ concluded that the air quality assessment is incomplete and needs to be ﬂpaﬂdud in
Maureen MeCrea WREEURL DIARETON the EIS.
Frojeat Review Supervisar rotect public health, increase clarity, and define 1hc I'I1lIIL,..lI|Dn options
. . :w:n able for this project, the Agency req that the fi be
Enclosures UOAND OF BINECTORS addressed in the EIS:
. i i * a proactive dust control plan that is not reliant on “frequent rains” to 1
ce: viae-mail FACORATCITY. RUNGIS, SUAH minimize dust emissions during construction,
Wayne Dolezal, DFG * an emission estimate of eriteria and hazardous air pollutants including 2
Lance Trasky, DFG N BN yde, and 1,3
Ed Weiss, DFG *  screening modeling to ensure that National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Karlee Gaskill, DNR will not be violated and the Washington State Acceptable Souree Impact 3
Mary Walter, DNR seatILE Levels (ASIL) will not be exceeded, and
Dick Mylius, DNR . + an evaluation of mitigation options 1o reduce emissions fmrn diesel
Tim Rumfelt, DEC such as the of cleaner diesel fuels (e.g., on-road 4
Alan Kukl bE(‘ 3 KITBAP COUNTY and ultra-low sulfur diesel tuel I:l]odlr:hcl fuel blends, and oil/water
R fuels); busti (e.g., low NOx bumers, water
Alan Wien, DEC injection, and improving combustion aerod nics); and post-com

Pat Ladner, AADC

Leroy Phillips, COE Regulatory
David Hasley, SMDC

CHiff Stone, AK Legislature
Chris Nelson, AK

Duane Dvorak, KIB

Karol Kolehmainen, AWCRSA
Mary Siroky, DEC

BREMERTON

E COUNTY

SHOMOMISH COUNTY
EVERETT

MEMDER AT LARGE

controls {e.g., selective noncatalytic reduction and :y::]ccu\c catalytic
reduction) similar to those used on stationary diesel generators.

The Agency would like 1o participate and comment on any future review of this
project. Please send the EIS and any other cormespondence to:

Thomas J. Hudson

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency

110 Union Street, Suite 500

Seattle, WA 98101

If you need any clarification of these comments, please contact Tom Hudson of my
staff. He can be reached at (206) 689-4025 or e-mail 1o tomh@pscleanair.org.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

e &

Dennis J. McLertan
Executive Director
DIMTh

A Fs
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

May 7, 2003

U.5. Army Space and Missile Defense Command
ATTN: SMDC-EN-V (Ms. Julia Elliott),
106 Wynn Drive, Huntsville, AL 35805

Re: Citizen Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) on the proposed Ground-based Midcourse Defense (GMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR)

Dear Ms. Elliott:

Enclosed for your consideration is a packet containing the written
comment of Elizabeth Marshall, M.D., staff physician at The Everett Clinic,
together with further information. Dr. Marshall voiced her concerns during the
April 5 forums.

'u'ery trul',r yours

fank E Anderson
Mayor
FEA/mI
Enclosure

c: Elizabeth Marshall, M.D.

Frank E. Anderson

Mayor

CITY OF EVERETT= 2930 Wetmore Ave., Suite 10-A » Everett, WA 98201 « (425) 257-8700 = Fax (425) 257-8729

P-W-0204

SUMMARY STATEMENT: CITIZENS' POINTS AGAINST THE SBX

introduction:

The “SBX" or (Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar) is an experimental antiballistic
missile radar system on a sea-going ptatform. The entire entity is the size of a
football field and 25 stories tall. US Army Space Command hopes the SBX will
successfully track incoming intercontinental missiles. The Department of Defense
has proposed placing the system at the Naval Station in Everett, Washington for
nine months of each year. The SBX has an expected life cycle of approximately
twenty years, with the selected home port likely to be a permanent base for the
continuing SBX program. The radar unit would be operational 5 to 6 days per
week for testing. It would be within 1.5 kilometers of schools, many businesses,
hospitals and residential areas. Citizens of Snohomish, King, and Island Coun-
ties have concerns about the SBX and believe it should be placed in a remote
area. The three points of concern are:

% Public Health

<+ Economic Impact

+ Due Process

PUBLIC HEALTH:

< The SBX generates extremely high freguency non-ionizing radiation, at the
highest end of the band range. Consistent safety standards have not been set
for human exposure to non-ionizing radiation. In depth reviews of the scientific
and medical literature show that scientists are concerned about a two-fold in-
crease in childhood leukemia in children exposed to a LOWER BAND
FREQUENCY than the SBX. Breast cancer, amyotrophic lateral sclerosis and
other diseases may also be caused by such exposure over time. There are
no scientific studies which prove the safety of this high frequency radiation
and studies do exist which indicate exposure may be damaging to human
health.

< Research used to validate the SBX as safe and harmless dates back to 1982,
with a revision in 1993. The Institute of Electronic and Electrical Engineers
(IEEE) is one of the lead scientific bodies originally charged with helping to
formulate these standards. However, the IEEE recently published a paper
urging that the standards be changed to more conservative heaith and
safety measures.

< No studies have been done on the SBX and long term human exposure to this
type of high frequency radiation.
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< Documents from the Defense Department indicate the SBX will create a dis-

turbance strong enough to interfere with television and radio signals at ground

level for approximately three miles. The actual range of disruption is yet to be

determined by the FCC. The SBX impairs fire safety and navigational systems

in airplanes, and could spontaneously ignite electro-explosive devices such as

those which detonate air bags in automobiles.

Concerns have been raised about sensitive medical equipment, cardiac

monitors, pacers, and computer technology, which may be disrupted within

this three-mile range.

+ The Department of Defense has no plans and has designated no agencies to
monitor the radiation scatter from the SBX and its effects on local citizenry.

< If placed in Washington, the SBX would be in the center of an urban area with
a population of approximately 400,000 people. Citizens feel the SBX should
be placed far from urban or residential areas, for the above health related rea-
sons.

2
B3

ECONOMIC IMPACT:

+ Everett's waterfront is its greatest economic resource and the key to future
growth for the city. In recent years, Everett and her citizens have been work-
ing hard to draw talents and businesses to the area due to the physical loca-
tion and the beauty of Port Gardner Bay. The SBX spans approximately 310
feet from its floating pontoons to its dome-top. If compared to nearby geo-
graphical landmarks, the SBX would span an elevation close to that of Rucker
Hill. The visual aesthetic of Port Gardner Bay and the businesses around it
would be impacted, with economic repercussions for the community. For ex-
ample, the SBX would be seen from many windows of the new Providence
Pavilion Hospital, a muiti-million doliar project designed to bring first class ob-
stetrical services to Everett, beautifully situated to maximize the view.
The visual impact will resuit in a drop in property values and the tax base this
represents.
< The SBX holds 816,000 gallons of fuel in multiple tanks. It will be running
generators three hours a day while in port. 1t is expected to emit polluting
substances into the air and water. Port Gardner Bay contains many species of
fish, bird-life and sea life in a delicate ecosystem created by the sound and the
river estuary, and efforts are being made to protect them. Local pleasure and
commercial fishing and marine craft will be affected, as well as the businesses
associated with these activities.
< Plans to commercially develop the port with condominiums, shopping, and
restaurants will be threatened. Fewer new businesses will choose Everett.
The tax base these businesses represent will be lost to the community.

.
o

'

10

1

< Business owners and their employees concerned about the above stated
health risks will move their commercial entities from Everett and surrounding
locations.

< Individuals and families concerned about public health will leave the area,
taking professional skills and community investment with them.

< According to DoD spokesmen, it is less costly if the array can be plugged into
a readily available urban electrical and sewer grid, saving fuel costs. However,
financial loss to the community would be significant and permanent, for a
minimum of a twenty-year span of time. We do not feel the cost savings war-
rants the potential damage to human health and the economy.

“ The SBX employs only 54 personnel; thus any local positive economic impact
from the SBX would be far outweighed by the financial loss to the community
for the above reasons.

“ No economic loss or negative impact study has been conducted to date.

DUE PROCESS:

< The initial scoping process to develop the Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment (DEIS) for the SBX in Everett was by law required to involve the com-
munity. It did not.

< The five other sites being considered were afforded meetings within their own

communities. But the scoping meeting for the Everett site was in Seattle,

Washington, in King County on October 7", 2002. Everett citizens were not

aware that this meeting had taken place and no Everett citizens, City, or

County officials were in attendance.

The first meeting held in Everett was on February 27" 2003. The deadline for

citizens’ comments was less than one month later, on March 24", No copies

of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were made available to the pub-
lic at that meeting.

Local citizens were informed of the above meeting by an article in The Everett

Herald. This article gave little coverage on the SBX and gave only two days

prior notice of the meeting.

% The initial DEIS assumes no visual, aesthetic or safety concerns for the SBX if
placed in Everett, such an assumption would not allow citizens to properly
mitigate the statements therein.

% There are many concerns about the impact of the SBX on Everett, Snaho-

mish, Island and King counties. Citizens believe economic, health and safety

concerns cannot be ignored.

There has been inadequate time for these issues to be presented by citizens

to their Congressman and Senators given the restrictions of the federal time-

lines and lack of due process. The SBX cannot come to Everett, Washington
without adequate voice from alt constituencies affected.

3
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Prepared by:

Concerned Citizens Against the SBX (CCA-SBX)
PO. Box 12278

Everett, WA. 98208

To register opposition to the SBX please contact:
PHONE: US Army Space Missile Defense Command 1-800-823-8823
EMAIL: gmdetreis@smdc.army.mil
WRITE: SMDC-EN-V, Ms. Julia Elliott
US Army Space and Missile Defense Command
P.O. Box 1500
Huntsville, AL 35807-3801

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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SBX Electromagnetic Radiation Beam:
Proximity to Human Population in Everett
(op )= Futingliog
Review of the Medical and Scientific Literature on the Health
Effects of Electromagnetic Radiation on Humans
Letter to the Department of Defense, April 147 2003
Elizabeth T. Marshall, M.D.

I propose that the EIS indicating no adverse effects to human health 15

Street Elevation Above Sea Level Naval Statien Federal West Grand Rucker  Hoyt Calby
Evorert 201 skt oR

Harmation W an
o o
o
- New Offee
i} | Deluxe Condo Bldgs.
| R el it
. Bege | e | | wan 1200+
Description of Building: == e v | ] i
warkers famikes familes
Apx. Minimum Distance Between | ) ; 0 |
Humans and EM Radiation Beam = | 550« 1696+« | 738+ 789«

Sponsored by : CCA-SBX, Concerned Citizens Against SBX in Everett
Contact: michie2531@aoLeom (or) PO BOX 12278, Everett, WA 98201

SBX Size Comparison

All Drawings Use the Same Scale to Alaw for Comparison

One miimeler equals.
5714 Feet
343 ft, High 605 ft. High 360 ft. High

SBX Radar Dome Space Needle Rucker Hill

and safety with placement of the SBX in Everett, Washington is faulty
and without sufficient support from the scientific community and
medical literature. This statement is based on a review of currently
available information on the effects of electromagnetic, non-ionizing
radiation on humans and animals, an understanding of the X-Band
Radar system, and the EIS.

If placed in Everett the SBX would be within 2 km of densely
populated urban and residential areas. The SBX is expected to create
electromagnetic interference within a three-mile radius at ground
level strong enough to interfere with television, radio signals and
electro-explosive devices such as those that detonate air bags.'

There are elementary schools, businesses, homes, and two hospitals
within this radius.

The radar rotates. Due to the bluff around the harbor, because the
unit is at sea level with the beam coming off approximately 25 stories
above sea level, the sweep would effectively be closer to the
residential and urban sites at the top of the bluff. Based on the to-
scale elevations provided by the DoD in the EIS, residents of north
Everett living on Grand, Rucker and Hoyt avenues (85 — 143 feet
above sea level) would be only 580 feet below the radar beam.
Residents of Rucker Hill (elevation 360 feet) will possibly be closer to
the beam than this (no elevations provided for this area).
Furthermore, these measurement estimates are taken from the
schemata of the SBX provided by the DoD which show it operating at
its pontoon level, NOT submerged to it’s water-line level. If
operating at water level, this would effectively bring the beam
substantially even closer to residents by the factor of the height from
water level to pontoon level. No schemata were provided by the DoD
to show the SBX operating at it's submerged water-line level.
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Human exposure to EMR has increased in the 20™ century because of
newer technologies such as cell towers, power lines and mobile
phones. Epidemiologic studies raise concern for a two-fold increase
risk of childhood ieukemia caused by electromagnetic radiation
exposure. Amyotrophic lateral sclerosis is related to occupational
exposure. Breast cancer, suicide, depression, reproductive
disorders, increased spontanecus abortion, and cardiovascular
disease remain unresolved concerns'. Animal studies indicate
behavioral disruption, immunosuppression and reproductive
disorders.” However, rigorous case-controlled studies on humans do
not exist. This is because it is difficult to quantify EMR in the
environment, and measure exposure to it over a relevant time period.
iv

The current safety standards for human exposure to EMR, including
the SBX, are based on studies performed during World War II and
reviewed in 1982 by IEEE/ANSI. The standards were based on
assumptions about the behavior of EMR in human tissue, primarily
that it produces heat and can raise human body temperatures.
However, studies in the last twenty years are pointing to many types
of changes in tissues and animals exposed to EMR. An opinion paper
published by the IEEE in July of 2002 states “current exposure
standards for electromagnetic radiation do not adequately
address current realities....we must revise our safety
standards and set conservative new ones using all of the
available results and information — not just data that fits
previously held assumptions.”™ *

The average power line generates EMR at about 9Hz, and the SBX
generates at 8-12 GHz, a billion times higher frequency. The SBX is in
the highest frequency spectrum of all man-made non-ionizing
radiation.” Guidelines limiting EMR exposure for public health
purposes outlined by the International Commission on Non-Ionizing
Radiation Protection in 1998 indicate that higher frequency
radiation is more harmful to health than lower frequencies,
and multiple exposures at different frequencies are additive.
(L.e. a cell phone, electric line and SBX radiation, for example).

In addition, the International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation
Protection (ICNIRP) states that the resonant absorption frequency of

16

17

18

19

EMR varies depending on many factors, including body habitus,
position in relation to the beam, intensity, polarization and frequency.
Children and those with short stature have a resonant absorption
frequency (or specific absorption rate — (SAR)) approximately 42%
greater than tall adults™. A review of the available literature
published in 2001 by an international group of scientists under the
auspices of the World Health Organization has shown a two-fold
increase in childhood leukemia at certain SAR’s of EMR."™ Many
European countries do not allow the levels of EMR exposure
that are currently considered “safe” in the United States.

A very recent study indicates damage to DNA caused by low-grade
radiation (i.e. lower exposure) may be harder for the body to
recognize and repair than that caused by hi-grade. This study looked
at ionizing radiation, but its outcome was concerning. Scientists had
assumed the body repairs DNA damage at the same rate regardless
of the dose of radiation. This may not be true.* Low-grade exposure
may be as harmful as higher intensity radiation experienced for a
short period of time. Assumptions made by the scientific community
about radiation may not be true and further study is required.

Finally, the DEIS and proposal from the Department of Defense do
not include any measures to monitor the health of local
citizens after placement of the SBX. The only historical prototype
for the SBX is a radar one-third the size (PAVE PAWS) which has
been on Cape Cod for over twenty years. The National Research
Council was asked in 2002 to look at the adverse health affects of
this radar. However, their review was sorely limited by inadequate
measurements of the PAVE PAWS waveform and “inadequate... data
about the distribution of population exposures in the Cape Cod
region.” * Citizens of the area have raised concerns about an
increase in soft tissue tumors caused by PAVE PAWS for two
decades, but there is still no agency actually monitoring these
effects. *

With regards to the SBX I would like answers to each of the following
questions:

< Do you have measurements of the electromagnetic scatter (or the
E and H fields) at 300 — 500 feet, .2, .25, .5, 1, 2 and 3 miles

20

21

22

Exhibit 8.1.1-1: Reproductions of Written Documents (Continued)



6¢l-8

COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

P
<

o

R

o
<

o

3
ot

K3
B

which would come from the radar beam and side lobes; the
frequency, polarization and intensity of such scatter at these
distances, in the test mode and with the unit fully operational?
What are these measurements?

Have the Specific Absorption Rates in humans been measured for
the electromagnetic field generated by the SBX at 300 — 500 feet,
.2,.25, .5, 1, 1.5, 2 and 3 miles from the beam? Both horizontally
from the radar unit, including side lobes, and vertically (DOWN
from the beam)? Do you have measurements for the average
adult, infants and children? If so, what are they?

Have you measured, for example, the EMR and SAR’s which those
living at a given point in North Everett, downtown Everett or the
Viewridge areas might be exposed to? What are these
measurements? 1.E. an average three-year-old standing at Grand
Avenue park would be exposed to how much EMR at what SAR for
the twenty minutes the unit is operating?

Recent guidelines for limiting exposure to time-varying EMR are
published by the ICNIRP in 1998. The EIS literature, published in
1993 and not updated, refers to older standards (ANSI 1982, IEEE
revision 1991). These are the standards being used to defend
the SBX. Has any attempt been made to review these standards
based on current international scientific analysis?

Are there case-controlled or epidemiologic studies on chronic
exposure in humans to the electromagnetic field generated by X-
Band radar such as the SBX would generate over a twenty year
period and if so please reference them?

Everett citizens would experience intermittent, pulsed type
exposure to the SBX radar both because of the sweep of the beam
and because the radar would be turned off and on while in port.
Intermittent exposure might be harmful because the body would
not have time to repair damaged DNA prior to repeat exposure.
Have you tested this? Have you studied the effect of intermittent
EMR exposure on human tissues? Cumulative intermittent
exposure (i.e. repeat exposures over a long period of time)?

Have you tested cumulative effects of prenatal and post-natal
exposure to the electromagnetic field such as neonates, newborns,
and infants living in the local area would be exposed to?

23
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+ Have you determined additive sources of EMR, specifically, that
which comes from the USS Lincoln and other ships when in port,
and local power lines?

The SBX literature does not quantify the human SAR (Specific
Absorption Rate) of its electromagnetic radiation field. Why not?
Have you determined the effect on sensitive medical devices such
as MRI scanners, telemetry monitors, cardiac pacers etc. within
the field of scatter?

Have you created an independent agency designated only to
measure the EMR exposure of humans living near the SBX? If so,
what is the agency? What measurement will it use? How will it
be funded? Do you have plans to monitor the incidence of soft
tissue tumors, leukemia and reproductive disorders in citizens
living within a thirteen-mile radius of the SBX? How will you do
this? And if adverse health effects were to be documented, what
contingencies are in place to remove the SBX at a future date?*
% Have you studied the device in proximity to air bags in
automobiles with fiberglass, plastic or other non-metal bodies?
Why would you consider placing such a high frequency radar
system with so many unknown risks in a densely populated area?

o
B
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The SBX is new technology. Standards for human exposure to EMR
are inconsistent internationally, and human exposure to extremely
high frequency radiation such as the SBX is not thoroughly
understood. Infants, children and adults should not be exposed
unnecessarily to low, moderate or high levels of EMR on a chronic
basis without first conducting rigorous scientific protocols to
determine the effects of such exposure. The SBX should not be
placed in any densely or moderately populated area.

Elizabeth Marshall, M.D.
Dartmouth Medical School 1987

The Everett Clinic
3901 Hoyt Ave
Everett, WA 98201
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1022 Grand Avenue
Everett, WA 98201

Concerned Citizens Against the SBX
P.O. Box 12278
Everett, WA 98206

*Revised May 2, 2003

' Appendix A, “Electromagnetic Radiation Exposure Issues and Approaches for Assessing Potential
Impact” Ground Based Radar Family of Radars Environmental Assessment 5/93

" Review of the Epidermiologic Literature on EMF and Health, Environmentat Health Perspective
109 (suppl 6):911-933 (2001)

L ai, Henry “Biological Effects of Radiofrequency Radiation from Wireless Transmission Towers”,
a paper presented by the Berkeshire-Litchfield Environmental Council on December 2, 2000 and
articles referenced therein,

¥ Review of the Epidemiologic Literature on EMF and Health, Environmental Health Perspective
109 (suppl 6):911-933 (2001)

* Appendix A, “Electromagnetic Radiation Exposure Issues and Approaches for Assessing
Potential Impact” Ground Based Radar Family of Radars Environmental Assessment 5/93

i International Commission on Non-Ionizing Protection (ICNIRP) Guidelines for Limiting Exposuse
to Time-Varying Electric, Magnetic, and Electromagnetic Fields (Up to 300 GHz). Health Phys.
74:494-522;1998

Vit Review of the Epidemiologic Literature on EMF and Health, Environmental Health Perspective
109 (suppl 6):911-933 (2001)

& proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 2003; 10.1073/pnas 0830918100

*“etter Report to the Department of the Air Force from the Committee to Assess Potential
Health Effects from Exposure to PAVE PAWS Low-Level Phased-array Radiation”;
http.//www.nap.edu/openbook/N1000483/htmi/t.htmi. copyright 2002, 2001, The National
Academy of Sciences

* Appendix A, “Electromagnetic Radiation Exposure Issues and Approaches for Assessing
Potential Impact” Ground Based Radar Family of Radars Environmental Assessment 5/93
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EDITORIALS

THE NEWSPAPER’S VIEW

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

The Sea-Based Tost X-Band Radar, shown here in a photo-illustration, would
loom large on Port Gardner Bay if the facility is based at Naval Station Evereti.

HOME PORT SBX
CLOSER TO ITS WORK

VERETT'S Port Gardner incoming enemy missiles and help
E Bay is a dubious choice to sort through the debris and decoys

home port a new, high- in space to find the real target for
powered, missile-tracking radar land-based interceptors.

system —— especially with a long The SBX does its Work during a
commute for the massive floating brief mid-course phase of missile
platform to test sites in the North flight. Tests are planned for three
Pacific. sites in the North Pacific. The plat-
Health and safety concerns and form, which is 390 feet long and
impacts on economic development 238 wide, would be towed from its
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The Missile Defense Agency is
Iooking at six locations for the Sea-
Based Test X-Band Radar, which
was conceived to provide more re-
alistic tests for the nation’s missile-

The mammoth, oil-rig-shaped
structure would be in Everett when
the Abraham Lincoln is at sea.
SBX's port time is variously de-
scribed as nine months or six-week

defense program or- intervals for seven
dered by President The logical choice for  months.
Bush in 2002. this piece of the missile In port, the SBX
The other sites are defense system is a would be tested for 20
in Cal}_forma, Alaska, remote site; the Marshall minutes to an hogn
Hawaii and the Mar- 15l for up to five or six
shal Islands. s.ands or Pearl Haﬂfw hours a week. The
If you have not if the electromagnetic military is still sorting

heard of the proposal issues can be resolved.  through potential haz-

to berth the 250-foat

tall, dome-adorned -

platform at Naval Station Everett,
don’t feel left out. The SBX was a
late addition by the military.

A half-dozen locations around
Puget Sound were added last
spring, but poor notice procedures
Jeft citizens and public agencies in
the dark. A lone information ses-
sion last fall in Seattle was poorly
attended. This-winter, Everett resi-
dents learned they top the list.

Meetings last Saturday in Ever-
ett attracted opponents who took
polite but pointed exception to the
rush job. Public comment on the
draft environmental impact state-
ment is due tomorrow.

Everett is proud of its Navy con-
nection and looking forward to the
safe return of the USS Abraham
Lincoln from extended sea duty.
Naval Station Everett is a modern
facility, popular with sailors and an
easy choice for military brass.

But there is more to it than avail-
able shore power and a commissary.

Everett is a growing city, with ro-
bust neighborhoods and a reviving
waterfront. The community is al-
ready gridded with airspace restric-
tions for commercial, military and
general aviation.

The SBX uses a powerful beam
of energy to paint a radar picture of

ards from electromag-
netic radiation and in-
terference.

This is no small issue for civilian
and military aviation from Seattle-
Tacoma International Airport to Na-
val Air Station Whidvey, and a half
dozen airfields in between.

Pear! Harbor is another favored
site, but the SBX would sit under |
Honolulu International Airport.

Shore side in Everett, neighbors
from Grand, Rucker and Hoyt av-
enues are worried how the 25-story
structure affects their views. So is
the city of Everett, which has
worked for years to clean up a mill-
town image and leverage the ailure
of waterfront sites for economic de-
velopment.

The logical cheice for this piece
of the missile defense system is a
remote site; the Marshall Islands or
Pear! Harbor if the electromagnetic
issues can be resolved.

Why haul a massive structure
across the Pacific, when it can be
moored there? Certainly, the crew
of 50 can be provided for and rotat-
ed to nearby installations.

Everett is a welcoming port, but
the SBX is outside the mission and
character of what is done — and
done well — at Naval Station Ever-
ett.

Seattle Tomes editorial board members are edilorial page edilor James E Vesely, Frank 3. Blaten.
Wlliam K. Blethen, Robert C. Blethen and Carolyn . Kelb

SBX Test X-Band Radar Info Sheet

The Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar (SBX) is part of the Ground Based Missile

Defense System governed by the Missile Defense Agency, US Government.

The SBX is responsible for tracking, communication, and all mid-course sensor

functions for national missile defense.

1t is the element that tracks Bailistic Missile flight in Mid-course Phase, (approx.

20 minutes), while missiles are in the upper atmosphere.

The SBX is a sea-based, semi-submersible platform measuring 390 feet in length,

231 feet in width and 250 feet above the water line. The radar sits on top of the

platform within a radar assembly that resembles a white sphere.

Note: This has been estimated to be the same size as Husky Stadium and

25 stories tall from the water line. The tallest building currently in
Everert is 12 stories tall.

The X-Band Radar (XBR) would have either a 65% populated array (approx.

39,000 elements) or a fully populated array (approx. 60,000 elements) to support

the planned testing.

The SBX is proposed to home port at Naval Station Everett, docked at the pier

when the USS Lincoln is at sea, or moored nearby in Port Gardner Bay.

The SBX will be towed to the mid Pacific 5 times a year for realistic interceptor

flight testing.

The SBX is powered by six 3.3 MW diesel driven generators. ‘While in Port only

three generators will be used with one operating continually for daily functions.

This represents a total of 8,270 hours of generator operation at the Primary Support

Base (PSB). Usage is based 24 hours per day for 9 months per year.

The SBX carries 818,000 gallons of diese} fuel at full capacity. For transit and

maintenance operations its consumption is 14,500 gallons per day.

The SBX emits Electromagnetic Radiation (EMR) and creates Electromagnetic

Interference (EMI). The Potential Disturbance Area from EMR/EMI extends from

the center of the SBX 13.8 miles in all directions at a fully populated array.

The EMI creates a radio frequency radiation area aircraft navigation interference

area, electronic communication interference area, and electro explosive devise

interference areas.

Safe operating areas and angles are not established at this time.

Within the Potential Disturbance areas are 5 airports, 2 low altitude air routes, 2

hospitals, City Emergency Response Communication Systems and commercial

communication systems (partial list).
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o X-Band radar operates in the range of 8-12 GHz and could potentiaily degrade the

overall performance of other airborne systems such as fire control, weather radars,
bomb / navigation in military aircraft that also operate in the X-Band.

o The document states that NO adverse impacts are anticipated in the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and, therefore NO mitigations are
proposed for:
Air Quality, Biologic Resources, Hazardous Materials and Hazardous
Wastes, Transportation, Utilities or Visual and Aesthetic Resources

Note: The DEIS does not adequately assess the impacts of the SBX on
these issues and has taken no public comment from citizens of Everett,
WA. or residents of Snohomish County into consideration to develop the
DEIS as of Feb. 27", 2003.

o Issues of Noise, Socioeconomics, Water Resources, Cultural Resources, Land Use

or Environmental Justice are not addressed in the DEIS.

Note: See note above

s Heaith and Safety and Airspace impacts and mitigation rely on a Joint Spectrum

Analysis Survey and completion of DoD Form 1494 which has not yet been
conducted.

Congemed Citizens Against the SBX (CCA-SBX)
Compiled from the Ground Based Mid-Course Defease (GMD)
Extendod Tost Range (ETR) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Jasuary 2003

CCA-SBX
PO Box 12278
Everett, WA. 98206

BUSINESS
JOURNAL

May 2003

Page B6

Everett wants the
business these flrms
bring and the jobs

& they provide.”
— Tim Reisenauter
See below

Feel of city would change with SBX installed

An acquaintance of mine who
owns several business interests in
Everett made a public announcement
the other day that startied me,

In a room full of hundreds of
people and TV cameras, he said he
will seriously consider moving his
investment and the 200 jobs that go
with it out of Everett because of a
lifestyle issue. Those 200 jobs
represeat 200 potentisl customers to

of you reading this asticle
today. People and businesses decide
to-stay or leave a community often
because of a_psychological image
they associated with the place.

When I was a kid growing up east
of the mountains the only thing [
knew about Everett was that it
“smelled like Tacoma”,

My wife and I are transplants and
we intentionally chose Everett many
yeacs ago because we fell in love with

“But for many zeasons, largely
because of its reputation, we would
never bave thought of getting off the
freeway to come iito the. ity whea 1
was 3 lid. It was an image thing.

Psycnploglcz!ly, businesses work

e same, way. New businesses don't
set anchor in ahy old port in a storm.
Nordo established busmcss:s stay
anchored in‘ any old
especially n'lu'estyle s anissie for s
owners and its employees.

Mom and pop firms and major
corparaticns 100k at a variety of
lifestyle factors when trying to
decide wheze to initially locate and
whether or not to stay put.

Look at Boeing’s decision to move
the company headquariers to
Chicago. Modern communications
make Seatle s close {0 Bocings
markets as Chicag

However, the psy_uaxeg.cal impact
of being centzally located and in the
big city bad an allure (along with
other ctors) that was iresiible.

Residents,  presumably  my
acquaintance’s employees. among
them, are concerned for their health
and the health of their children. In
short it is a lifestyle issue. The USS,
Department of Defense has placed
the port of Everett on 3 short list to
be the home of 2 twenty-five story

State governments even sponsor
“economic_development zones® in
cities with bad images to spur
business investment. Man)
companies ot involved in direct
retail to customers couid do business
in 2 ghetto, but they don't, .

Ultimately this is becausc
customers, Gincluding internal ones
like employees) make a psycho-
logical judgment about ‘a business
based partly on its location and the
lifestyle issues that go with it: issues
like image, safety, and health

This judgment serves as the basis
for a city’s business psychology or
the emotional picture that people
form_about a
company dotng business there. -

Evereit is working hard to create 1
poychological _image  thar s
;\m’zcnv= I"a»new sl ogan, “Great

a View" is definitely
not largetcd toward _resouree
extraction or manufacturing firms
tied to heavy industry.

Both are on the decline nationally
and axe providing fewer family wage
jobs. The slogan appears to be
cargeted to attract domestic tourism,
biomedical firms and research
companies focused on biothera-
peutics, Changlag deougraphics (e
graying of America), and world
events make it clear that each of
these sectors will be dominant
players on the economic horizon. It is
clear that Evereft wants the business
these firms bring and the family
wage jobs they provide.

tall, missile radar
platform called the SBX, a term short
for_“Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar™

waller than Providence Hospitals
Colby campus facility.
o other of the Ammy's top sites
< both in remote, non-urban areas;
{the Marshall Tolands in the Dacine
Ocean, and the Aleutian Islands in
the Aretic).

Visual aesthetics aside, the high-
energy pulse beam and electromag-
netic radiation produced by its side
beams have people concerned.
Despite: the. Army’s assurances that
they will try not to_imadiate the
community (by: using software
designed to focus.ithe. beam) they
acknowledge that they cannot
control all of the radiation scatter.

its pame suggests, the device is
still being tested and is therefore
experiment;

‘The Deftnse Department says the
beam eseates 2 potential disturbance
area which extends from the center
of the SBX 13.8 miles in all directions.

The beam will be operated at full
power five to six times per week for
up to twenty minutes at a time and
Tower power calibration tests will
also be ongoing.

Depending on how close or far
from the radiation one is, the Army
says it could lead 0 disruptions in
electronic communications, interfere
with sensitive aircraft navigational
systems and/or impact  other
airborne systems such as fire coatrol,
weather radars or bomb / naviga-

& Infor

ik

i hu;uoiC45)r257 peas
358 2t the Symphony OFcE!15: 7y(leL5ué=x Evereit
* Www.everetisymphony.org

tional control in military or techno-
logically advanced air craft. It also
bas the potential to spontaneously
ignite the electro-explosive devices
that inflate emergency airbags in
cars, especially ones with composite
(plastic/fiberglass) bodies.

There is consistent agreement in
the scientific community that EM
radiation is dangerous at bigher
frequencies.

owever, scientists do not consis-
tently agree with one snother about
its health effects at lower levels of
exposure.

There is evidence that suggests 2
two-fold increased risk of childbood
leukemia, Lou Gehrig's Discase (also
known as ALS), breast cancer,
suicide, depression and cardiovas-
cular disease. studies show a
velationship between electromag-
netic radiation and behavioral
Sisruption, immunosuppression aad
reproductive disorders.

Even if these  diseases. are
eventually f6und 56t to be caused by
clectromagaetic  radiatisn, the
pesceived prychological risk, along
with many other factors such as
visual impizt, makes the SBX a
usiness choice for
Everett or<'any other densely
populated urban center,

The station can seemingly do its
job as well or better far out to sea.
The city council has weighed in
against it, the Port of Everelt has
asked that it not be placed bere until
it can be studied further, and
members of the local medical
community bave voiced concerns.

installation would contribute
appmxxma(ely 5o joba 1o e local
community, some uniformed Army
and some civilian, But these hardly
compensate for the very real
likelihood that the city will lose
‘many “Thinking People Looking for a
View" who choose not to take the
risk to do business in Everett.

If you want to share comments
about the possibility of the SBX
coming to Everett you may do 5o by
calling the US Army Space and
Missile Defense Command at 1-800-
8238823, or  emal 1o
gmdetreis@smdc.armymil or write
to US Army Space and Missile
Defense Cmd., PO BOX 1500,
Huntsville AL 358073601

I‘Hm Reisenauer, Ph.l D», a hus\ness
psychologlst and management
consultant, is founder and CEO of
Summit Consulting Group Inc. He
can be’ contacted over the net at
summitcg@premierLnet or call
425-339-0751.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Office of the Assistant Secretary for

Oceans and Atmosphera

Washington, D.C, 20230

Colonel Steve Davis MR 20 20
Department of Defense Missile Defense Agency

Ground-Based Midcourse Defense Joint Program Office

Humtsville, AL 35807-3801

Dear Colonel Davis:
The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) has reviewed the Ground-Based

Mideourse Defense (GMD) Extended Test Range (ETR) Draft Envi 1 Impact §
(DEIS) dated January 2003,

The proposed action is the construction and operation of additional launch and test facilitics in
the Pacific Region in order to conduct more realistic interceptor flight tests in support of GMD
development. Under the No Action Alternative, the GMD Extended Test Range would not be
established and the Sea Based Test X-Band Radar (SBX) would not be developed. However,
GMD testing would continue at the existing launch areas, including the Kodiak Launch Complex
(KLC) as it does now. Three altematives propose new Ground-Based Interceptor (GBI) missile
launch site construction with new and existing test components at KLC or Vandenberg Air Force
Base (AFB), California or both, and development of the SBX Radar with possible home ports in
Valdez or Adak, Alaska.

Based on the information provided, it appears that the proposed activities may affect the listed
Steller sea lions, Hawaiian monk seals, sea turtles, and other species. Because of this, MDA will
likely need to consult with NOAA Fisheries (and Fish and Wildlife Service for species listed

under their jurisdiction). Additional cc are provided ding ial impacts on
habitats and marine resources in the vicinity of the KLC. Monitoring needs are add 1 as
well.

Please refer any questions with respect to Alaska’s resourees to Mr. Brad Smith or LT Mark
Boland in our NOAA Fisheries Anchorage office at (907) 271-5006. For questions regarding
activities affecting Pacific Islands resources, please contact Margaret Akamine in our Pacific
Islands Area Office at (808) 973-2935,

Sincerely,
Lt /575‘-; ea 41

James P. Burgess, [11
NEPA Coordinator

P-W-0205

NOAA Comments on Ground-Based Midcourse Defense (GMD) Extended Test Range
(ETR) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

General Comments

The draft Environmental Tmpact Statement (DEIS) includes alternatives that would launch up to
five (5) missiles annually from the existing Kodiak Launch Complex (KLC), and would
construct new facilities at or near KLC such as launch pads, silos, and barge docks. Several
authorizing entities exist for the KLC, including the Federal Aviation Administration, the Alaska
Aerospace Development Corporation (AADC), and the various launch entities, which are often
Federal agencies (¢.g. the US Air Force, Department of the Army, Missile Defense Agency).
This DEIS should contain a discussion of the cumulative effects of activities and the
responsibilities of these parties concerning the KL.C and the environmental impacts of the facility
and launches. For instance, efforts to monitor certain envirorunental and physical conditions are
ongoing near Narrow Cape, as well as operational conditions agreed to by the vendor, AADC,

The DEIS should clarify what environmental monitoring is to be done during these additional
launches, what the objectives are, who is funding it or responsible for it, what existing
agreements or operational constraints require, and which, if any, are inconsistent with the
proposed project. For instance, the Ugak Island Steller sca lion haulout was monitored during
earlier launches to understand the effect of Jaunches on the behavior of these endangered species.
No conclusive results were obtained and, while launch noise may not be injurious to these
animals, periodic monitoring remains appropriate and necessary. We recommend the DEIS
indicate that this monitoring would occur for the first two launches that coincide with periods
when the Ugak Island haul out is occupied.

Additionally, we recommend continuing a water quality monitoring program in the streams and
lakes around the KLC launch facility. Sampling should include testing for the potentially
hazardous materials emitted from the missiles plus standard water chemistry parameters (e.g.,
pH, dissolved oxygen, temperature, and conductivity). This sampling program should also
include a non-impacted control sitc outside the area of influence of missile emissions.

Specific Comments

The DEIS references Best Management Practices (BMP) and Standard Operating Procedures
{SOP) but does not include a description of these. We recommend you include a scction
describing the BMPs and SOPs.

The proposed configuration of the EKV presently uses liquid propellants that would be very
hazardous to local fish and wildlife if lost due to vehicle failure in the early phase of a launch.
Please explain why solid propellants cannot be used here.

The Narrow Cape area is a prominent point of land and a popular viewing area for wildlife,
especially gray whales during spring migrations. The DEIS notes that access will be restricled
during certain activitics associated with this project. However, Table ES-2 does not include the
Resaurce Category “Recreation” or “Wildlife Viewing.” The DEIS should include an expanded
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asscssment of impacts to this use.

ES1.4 Proposed Action. Please explain the need for construction of launch silos at the KLF, and
why existing launch complex configuration is not suitable for launching of either the target or
interceptor vehicles. The DEIS should also present more detail on the design of any barge or
dock facilities to be constructed on Kodiak Island.

Please explain whether the flight corridor depicted in Figure 4.1.7-2 or Figure 4.1.7-3 is correct;
or are multiple corridors proposed?

Impacts to Marine Species

This document contains little information regarding protected marine species and their habitats.
We request the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) provide full information regarding the potentiai
effects of these activities on protected species and their habitats. Based on the limited
information provided in the DEIS, it appears that the activities may affect the listed Steller sca
lions, Hawaiian monk seals, sea turtles, and other species. Because of this, MDA will need to
consult with NOAA Fisheries (and Fish and Wildlife Service for species listed under their
jurisdiction). MDA should provide additional information on the effects of the various activities
on listed species that would be applied to an Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 7
consultation. Without this information, NOAA cannot provide MDA with substantive comments
regarding the proposed actions.

In addition, other marine mammals may be affected by launch, debris recovery, or other
activities. It seems marine mammals will be disturbed during target missile launches (such as on
page 4-29 to 4-30) and debris recovery (such as on page 4-176). Such disturbance would
constitute a "take” by harassment. MDA should seek a Marine Mammal Protection Act
authorization to exempt such take of marine mammals, and in the case of listed marine mammals
(e.g., Steller sea lion) a formal consultation as well.

There is no discussion on the impacts of x-band radar to animals that remain at the water surface
for extended periods. The DEIS states on page 4-215, “ft is highly unlikely that an individual
would be on or substantially above the surface of the water for a significant amount of time
within the main beam or side lobe areas during the 3 10 6 hours per week that the SBX would be
operating.” Further biclogical information is needed to support this position.

TPS-X Radar wiil be used at PMRF but there is no discussion of potential impacts to protected
species in the PMRF area (page 4-148).

The U.S. Navy acknowledges “that acoustic emissions from various products and activities
could be interacting with marine mammals " hearing” (page 4-286). We would like further
discussion on the potential or expected harassment.

Construction activities at Midway, Northwestern Hawaiian Islands need further discussion.
NOAA Fisheries guidelines recommend remaining 150 feet from Hawaiian monk seals (not 100
ft as stated on page 4-113). However, it may be necessary to increase this distance depending on

10

1

12

13

construction activities (noise levels, etc.). Morc information regarding the construction activities
is necessary in order to assess the potential for impacts to protected species and their habitats.

Appendix B of the DEIS lists the laws that were considered by MDA, but the list simply
describes the various laws. It does not state MDA's intentions on how they will proceed with an
ESA consultation and/or Essential Fish Habitat consultation per the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery

Conservation and Management Act, and whether they will seek an MMPA, authorization.
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Table 8.1.1-2: Responses to Written Comments

EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Bob Brodie P-W-0001-1 Safety and Health 211 See P-E-0020-13
3.1.6.2
4.1.6
41.7.
P-W-0001-2 Socioeconomics 4.8 See P-T-0014-2
Jean Murphy P-W-0002-1 EIS Process See P-E-0208-1
P-W-0002-2 Policy See P-E-0032-3
P-W-0002-3 Program A siting study was conducted to identify candidate locations for a PSB. Only
those locations that met the exclusionary criteria and application of initial
evaluative criteria were carried forward for analysis in the GMD ETR EIS. The
preliminary rank-order list of sites had Naval Station Everett, Washington, as the
most desirable. See section 2.4.4 of the EIS for additional information.
Walter Selden - Port  P-W-0003-1 Program See P-E-0006-1
Gardner
Neighborhood
Association
P-W-0003-2 EIS Process See P-E-0242-1
P-W-0003-3 EIS Process See P-E-0242-1
P-W-0003-4 EIS Process See P-E-0208-1
P-W-0003-5 EIS Process See P-E-0208-1
P-W-0003-6 EIS Process See P-E-0208-1
P-W-0003-7 EIS Process 3.7 By the nature of the marine mission and use of existing homeport facilities, the
SBX support and operational activities would not result in any adverse effects to
cultural resources or noise levels. A socioeconomic analysis has been added to
the Naval Station Everett portion of the EIS.
P-W-0003-8 Air Quality 481.2 See P-E-0275-4
P-W-0003-9 Air Quality 3.8.1.2 Please see section 3.8.1.2. for information.
P-W-0003-10  Air Quality 48.1.2 See P-E-0208-3
P-W-0003-11  Air Quality 48.1.2 See P-E-0208-3
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Table 8.1.1-2: Responses to Written Comments (Continued)

Name

EIS
Comment # Resource Section Response Text

Walter Selden - Port  P-W-0003-12  Airspace Use 4.8.2 See P-E-0008-4

Gardner
Neighborhood
Association

2142

P-W-0003-13  Safety and Health 2142 See P-E-0208-4
Appendix G

P-W-0003-14  Safety and Health 214 See P-E-0005-1
218
43525
46.5.2
4852

P-W-0003-15 Airspace Use 4.6.2 See P-E-0033-17
482
2.1.4.2

P-W-0003-16  Biological Resources 3.8.3 The ROI for impacts to biological resources that may potentially be affected by
the use of Naval Station Everett for the SBX will be modified as suggested.

P-W-0003-17 Biological Resources 4.8.3 Text will be expanded to include minimizing the potential for impacts to wildlife
from diesel fuel spills.

P-W-0003-18 Hazardous Materials 485 See P-E-0318-6

P-W-0003-19  Safety and Health 217 See section 4.8.5. A DD Form 1494 would be completed prior to SBX operations
4.8.5 and would assist in defining the operating area and defining safe operating

angles, power levels, etc. Mitigation methods would include safe distance
separations and software controls, such as those currently in place on the XBR
used at Kwajalein Island in the RMI. Under proposed operating conditions, full
power operation would involve tracking objects in space with the beam pointed
up and constantly moving. The beam would not remain stationary for any period
of time. RF Radiation Hazard Safety Software controls would not allow a full
power beam to come in contact with any personnel on the platform or on land.
Section 2.1.7; Two separate, redundant computer systems would monitor all
emission energy levels at locations around the radar to assure safe exposure
levels would be maintained. The odds that communication-electronics
equipment could be affected by the SBX because of high power effects during
the course of one day are 0.0001% of the time (roughly 1/10 of a second per
day). The effects would not damage any electronic equipment and would last for
less than a second should this occur.

P-W-0003-20 Safety and Health 2142 See P-E-0008-3
Appendix G
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Table 8.1.1-2: Responses to Written Comments (Continued)

EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Walter Selden - Port  P-W-0003-21  Safety and Health 21.4 As indicated in section 2.1.4.2, the SBX can exceed the 300 V/m average power
Gardner Appendix G threshold at 12 km. The average power threshold is based upon reducing the
Neighborhood time of exposure of aircraft avionics to high intensity radiated field environments
Association in order to preclude shortening the life of the aircraft avionics. The concern is not
interference, but a reduction in life of the aircraft avionics. Additional information
on the potential effects of EMR on communications-electronics, including aircraft
avionics, is provided as appendix G of the EIS. Mitigation measures such as the
redundant software that would help minimize potential interference to aircraft
systems are discussed in section 2.1.4 as well as in appendix G.
P-W-0003-22 Safety and Health 21.4.2 See P-E-0208-4
Appendix G
P-W-0003-23 Transportation 4.8.7.2 See P-E-0303-2
P-W-0003-24 Transportation 4.8.7.2 See P-E-0303-2
P-W-0003-25 Transportation 4.8.6.2 See P-E-0318-5
P-W-0003-26  Utilities Such issues are not addressed at Port Everett as the scenario involves the
actual use of Pier Alpha or Pier Bravo (section 4.8.7.2), precluding the need for
such measures.
P-W-0003-27 Visual Aesthetics 3.8.9 The ROI for Visual and Aesthetics (section 3.8.9) was determined in the EIS to
include all areas that may be affected by the proposed action.
P-W-0003-28 Visual Aesthetics 4.8.9 See P-E-0008-1
P-W-0003-29 Visual Aesthetics 4.8.9 See P-E-0011-1
P-W-0003-34  Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0026-4
P-W-0003-35 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0006-2
P-W-0003-36  EIS Process See P-E-0250-2
Mohala Aiu - AFSC  P-W-0004-1 Program See P-E-0006-1
Hawai'i Area
P-W-0004-2 Program See P-E-0018-5
P-W-0004-3 EIS Process 3.6 See P-E-0024-1
P-W-0004-4 EIS Process See P-T-0057-3
P-W-0004-5 Safety and Health 4.3.5 See P-W-0004-11
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Table 8.1.1-2: Responses to Written Comments (Continued)

Name Comment #

EIS
Resource Section Response Text

Mohala Aiu - AFSC P-W-0004-6
Hawai'i Area

Policy See P-E-0032-3

P-W-0004-7

Airspace Use 4.11.1.3  Asdiscussed in section 4.11.1.3, delays from launches and intercept debris
would be handled in a manner similar to severe weather. Aircraft would be
scheduled to approach a launch corridor just after a launch, or to have passed
through a launch corridor prior to the launch. Since commercial aircraft are the
most likely to be flying in the BOA, the additional time would likely be less than
10 minutes.

P-W-0004-8

Safety and Health 444 See P-E-0004-4
41.7
455
4.35

P-W-0004-9

Airspace Use 4.11.1.3  Asdiscussed in section 4.1.11.3, the airspace in the broad ocean area outside
territorial limits lies in international airspace and, consequently, is not part of the
National Airspace System. Because the area is in international airspace, the
procedures of ICAQ, outlined in ICAO Document 444, Rules of the Air and Air
Traffic Services, are followed. ICAO Document 444 is the equivalent air traffic
control manual to FAA Handbook 7110.65, Air Traffic Control. The FAA acts as
the U.S. agent for aeronautical information to the ICAO, and air traffic in the
overwater ROl is managed by the Honolulu, Oakland, and Anchorage ARTCCs.

P-W-0004-10

Program See P-E-0018-5

P-W-0004-11

Safety and Health 4.3.5 Instrumentation is used for range safety by tracking incoming reentry vehicles
and terminating missile flights in order to prevent an impact on inhabited islands.
The Kwajalein Range Safety System links the RTS radar system to a range
safety center on Kwajalein. A missile and payload can be tracked during the
entire flight by the range safety center. Missiles launched from RTS are
equipped with flight termination systems that allow destruction of the missile if
the flight deviates significantly from planned criteria or otherwise poses a threat
to the public. For example, a flight would be terminated if the missile path
intersects the Marshall Islands protection circle, an artificial boundary around
inhabited atolls and islands.

P-W-0004-12

Safety and Health 4.3.5 See P-W-0004-11

P-W-0004-13

Program 2.0 See P-T-0017-1

P-W-0004-14

Hazardous Materials NA Thank you for your comment.

P-W-0004-15

Biological Resources 4.11.2 Comment noted. The Proposed Action is not expected to result in significant
impacts to marine biological resources.
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Table 8.1.1-2: Responses to Written Comments (Continued)

EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text

Mohala Aiu - AFSC P-W-0004-16 Biological Resources 4.11.2 The potential for auditory and debris impacts to marine species is discussed on
Hawai'i Area pages 4-285 through 4-287.

P-W-0004-17  Safety and Health 4.1 See sections 4.1.3.2.1 and 4.1.14.2.1.  Any residual aluminum oxide and burnt
hydrocarbon coating the inside of the motor casings would not present any
toxicity concerns. Were hazardous materials to leach out of the intercept debris,
the great volume of water in the ocean would dilute the contaminant to
acceptable levels. The solid fuel’'s aluminum oxide is insoluble; in addition, as the
fuel slowly dissolves, its outer layers become spongy, further retarding
dissolution. Thus no toxic levels of ammonia, chlorine, or aluminum would be
expected. As shown in table 4.1.14-2, it would take approximately 270 days for
90 percent of the perchlorate to leach out of solid propellant that land in the
ocean (at 29 °C [84° F]). The perchlorate would be expected to be diluted as it
mixes with the surrounding water.

P-W-0004-18  Policy See P-E-0026-1

P-W-0004-19  Transportation As noted in section 4.4.4.1, clearance of commercial/recreational shipping areas
for safety reasons is a typical procedure during PMRF launches (announced via
NOTMARSs) and, as such, is understood by transients utilizing such areas in and
around the Facility. In addition, these events are discrete and of short duration,
posing no long-term effects on area water transportation.

P-W-0004-20 Visual Aesthetics 4.8.9 See P-E-0011-1

P-W-0004-21  Hazardous Materials The National Response Center (NRC) is the federal point of contact for reporting
all oil and chemical spills. Refer to the attached to tables for a statistical
summary of spill reports and responses from 1979 to 2002.

P-W-0004-22 Biological Resources 4.6.3 The potential for impacts to marine species from the floating platform is
discussed on pages 4-214 and 4-215.
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Name

Comment #

EIS
Resource Section

Response Text

Mohala Aiu - AFSC
Hawai'i Area

P-W-0004-23

Transportation

The basic assumption regarding the SBX operation while in port, or at a nearby
mooring location, is that the 20 minutes of daily calibration and tracking would be
coordinated in both time and space so as to reduce any potential EMR
interference to a negligible level. The potential radiation hazard for EEDs on the
ground would exist only 10 meters (32.8 feet) in front of the radar on the main
deck of the SBX. Therefore EEDs on the ground, including those associated with
airbags in vehicles, would not be affected. Garage door openers as well would
not be affected because they are well below the operating frequency of the SBX.
The beam from the SBX would not remain stationary during operation for any
period of time; thus the odds of interference from high power effects with any
electronic equipment on the ground would be slight, 0.0001% of the time (roughly
1/10 of a second per day). The effects would not damage any electronic
equipment (section 4.8.2.2) and would last for less than a second, should this
occur. The SBX would be constrained so that the existing ground-, air-, and
sea-based electronics are not impacted.

P-W-0004-24

Biological Resources 442

The TPS-X radar will be sited on a previously disturbed site. Temporary artificial
berms and ground cover would be removed after fueling. No new vegetation will
be introduced.

P-W-0004-25

Cultural Resources 4.4

As discussed in the introduction in section 4.4, based on the prior analyses done
and the effects of past target and missile launch activities, the potential impacts
related to proposed GMD ETR activities are expected to be minimal; therefore,
the proposed action would result in minimal changes to the land or to the
Hawaiian culture.

P-W-0004-26

EIS Process

See P-E-0250-2

P-W-0004-27

Environmental Justic NA

Native Hawaiian sovereignty is a political issue that would be best addressed
outside an environmental document.

P-W-0004-28

Policy

Strategic Target System launches from PMRF would be included in existing
missile flight activities.

P-W-0004-29

Policy

See P-E-0026-1

P-W-0004-30

EIS Process

Authors of the Draft EIS have been working environmental projects at PMRF
since 1989.

P-W-0004-31

Cultural Resources 4.6

Comment noted.
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Mohala Aiu - AFSC  P-W-0004-32  Cultural Resources 4.4 As stated in section 4.4, there is no ground disturbance planned for PMREF;
Hawai'i Area therefore, there would be no impacts to cultural resources at PMRF. All
operations would be carried out in accordance with Cultural Resource
management guidelines, as presented in previous environmental documents for
PMREF listed in appendix B.
Annette Bustalf P-W-0005-1 EIS Process The decision will be made by the Director of MDA after reviewing comments
gathered from the public.
James Folsom P-W-0006-1 Program See P-E-0018-5
Lee Quaintance - P-W-0007-1 Visual Aesthetics 4.7 Additional text has been added to section 4.7 to state that the SBX would only be
The Beacon moored at San Nicolas Island and would not be visible from Port Hueneme.
Foundation
P-W-0007-2 Air Quality 4712 As discussed in section 4.7.1.2, the SBX would be moored off of San Nicolas
Island. While San Nicolas is within Ventura County, a non-attainment county for
federal and state 1-hour ozone standards, San Nicolas is considered to be in
attainment or unclassified; therefore, a Conformity Analysis would not be
required.
P-W-0007-3 Safety and Health 214 See P-E-0005-1
21.8
43525
46.5.2
485.2
David Dengel - City ~ P-W-0008-1 Program See P-E-0006-1
of Valdez
P-W-0008-2 Utilities 3.10.7.2 That Copper Valley derives power from Solomon Guich is addressed in section
3.10.7.2. Text has been altered to indicate that Solomon Gulch is no longer state
owned, based on information derived from Copper Valley Electric Association.
P-W-0008-3 Socioeconomics 4.8 See P-T-0014-2
P-W-0008-4 Environmental Justic 4.10.6 Text revised.
P-W-0008-5 Utilities 3.10.7.2  As per section 3.10.7.2, "the Valdez Landfill, a Class 2 landfill operated by the
City of Valdez on Glacier Haul Road, utilizes a bale fill system. At the Port of
Valdez docks, the City provides dumpsters to handle solid waste removal
(Kinney, 2002)." Thus, once removed from the Port of Valdez and processed at
the baler facility, the solid waste is removed to the landfill, or solid waste disposal
area, that you mention.
Michelle Trautman P-W-0009-1 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0026-4
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Michelle Trautman P-W-0009-2 Safety and Health 2142 Section 2.1.4.2 discusses SBX emission patterns.
P-W-0009-3 Air Quality 481.2 See P-E-0208-3
P-W-0009-4 Safety and Health 21.7 See P-W-0003-19
485
P-W-0009-5 Safety and Health 214 See P-E-0005-1
2.1.8
435.25
46.52
4852
P-W-0009-6 Program See P-E-0006-1
P-W-0009-7 EIS Process See P-E-0242-1
P-W-0009-8 EIS Process Hard copies and CDs were available at the registration table.
P-W-0009-9 Program See P-E-0006-1
David Mascarenas P-W-0010-1 Safety and Health 214 See P-E-0005-1
218
43525
4.6.5.2
4852
P-W-0010-2 Program See P-E-0018-5
P-W-0010-3 Airspace Use 4.82 See P-E-0008-4
2142
P-W-0010-4 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0209-2
P-W-0010-5 Safety and Health 214 See P-E-0005-1
2.1.8
435.25
4652
4852
P-W-0010-6 Noise 4.8 See P-E-0208-2
P-W-0010-7 Biological Resources 4.8.3 See P-E-0209-4
P-W-0010-8 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0006-2
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
David Mascarenas P-W-0010-9 EIS Process See P-E-0242-1
Frank Anderson - P-W-0011-1 EIS Process Comment noted.
City of Everett
P-W-0011-2 EIS Process No decision will be made until the NEPA process is complete. The comment
period was extended until 15 April and additional meetings were held 5 April.
P-W-0011-3 Visual Aesthetics 4.8.9 See P-E-0008-1
P-W-0011-4 Airspace Use 4.6.2 See P-E-0033-17
4.8.2
2142
P-W-0011-5 Program The operation of the SBX while in the PSB would include system testing,
calibration, and tracking of satellites. Radar emissions would occur in 15- to 20-
minute periods totaling approximately 1 hour per day.
P-W-0011-6 Program See P-E-0006-1
P-W-0011-7 Air Quality 4.8.1.2 See P-E-0208-3
P-W-0011-8 Biological Resources 4.8.3 The potential for impacts to Chinook salmon and bull trout will be added to the
Final EIS.
P-W-0011-9 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0013-2
P-W-0011-10  Policy See
P-W-0011-11  Land Use 3.8 As discussed in section 3.8, potential impacts to state lands, tidelands, or leases
are not anticipated. If Naval Station Everett is selected as the PSB, the
Proposed Action and the potential for impacts to state lands, tidelands, or leases
would be reviewed at that time.
Todd Apo - Ko Olina  P-W-0012-1 Visual Aesthetics 4.6.7 Section 4.6.7 states that visual resources may be slightly affected by the
Community proposed SBX off-shore at Barbers Point. The SBX would be moored at an
Association adequate distance away from the shore and would not obstruct panoramic views.
P-W-0012-2 Socioeconomics 4.6 Socioeconomic impacts were determined to be minimal regarding the SBX at
Pearl Harbor. As stated in section 4.6.,7 the SBX facilities at Pearl Harbor would
be visually synonymous with historic and present military activities that occur
there. The SBX would have a very minor impact on views from Barbers Point.
P-W-0012-3 Airspace Use 4.6.2 See P-E-0319-17
Deborah Wright P-W-0013-1 EIS Process See P-E-0242-1
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Terri Pauls P-W-0014-1 Policy See P-E-0026-1
P-W-0014-2 Program See P-E-0006-1
P-W-0014-3 Program The missiles proposed for testing will not be nuclear-tipped.
P-W-0014-4 Transportation 2.3.1.16 See P-E-0020-14
P-W-0014-5 Program See P-E-0018-5
Michelle Kermoade P-W-0015-1 EIS Process See P-E-0242-1
P-W-0015-2 Safety and Health 4.8.5 See P-E-0208-5
P-W-0015-3 EIS Process Multidisciplinary team of experts.
P-W-0015-4 Safety and Health 21.4.2 See P-E-0248-7
Appendix G
P-W-0015-5 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0006-2
P-W-0015-6 EIS Process 4.8 Based upon five tests per year, the SBX would be at the PSB for 7 months. In
the case of Naval Station Everett, it is anticipated that the SBX would be docked
and use existing power sources for daily ship functions. Two generators would
be used for powering of the 65 percent or fully populated radar for 3 hours per
day. The noise levels produced by the SBX are not anticipated to be loud
enough to disturb those on land. It is anticipated that JP-8 fuel would be used to
fuel the generators.
P-W-0015-7 Hazardous Materials 474 See P-E-0208-6
48.4
P-W-0015-8 Visual Aesthetics 4.8.9 See P-E-0011-1
P-W-0015-10  Program Please see section 2.4.4. of the EIS for more detailed information pertaining to
the SBX PSB selection process.
Frederick Dodge P-W-0016-1 Safety and Health 214 See P-E-0005-1
21.8
43525
46.5.2
4.8.5.2
P-W-0016-2 Airspace Use 4.6.2 See P-E-0319-17
P-W-0016-3 Program See P-E-0018-5



fenton-mcenirya
Table 8.1.1-2:  Responses to Written Comments (Continued)


SvL-8

Table 8.1.1-2: Responses to Written Comments (Continued)

EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Helen Takeuchi P-W-0017-1 Policy This is beyond the scope of the EIS.
Sachiko Fuijita P-W-0018-1 P-W-0017 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0017.
Peggy Choy P-W-0019-1 P-W-0017 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0017.
Horst Petzold P-W-0020-1 Program See P-E-0018-5
Robert Jackson P-W-0021-1 EIS Process See P-E-0208-1
P-W-0021-2 EIS Process See P-W-0011-1
Deborah Milam - P-W-0022-1 Socioeconomics 4.8 See P-T-0014-2
Kodiak Chamber of
Commerce
P-W-0022-2 Program See P-E-0006-1
Kristina Kuch - P-W-0023-1 Policy See P-E-0032-3
American Friends
Service Committee
Hawai'i
Dominic Clemente -  P-W-0024-1 Policy See P-E-0032-3
American Friends
Service Committee
Hawali'i
Madeleine Hiraga- P-W-0025-1 Policy See P-E-0032-3
Huccio - Malu Aina
Bradley G Stevens P-W-0026-1 Biological Resources 4.1.3 Additional information concerning water resources and further reference to the
AADC research is provided on pages 4-105 and 4-106.
P-W-0026-2 Biological Resources 4.1.14 As also stated on page 4-105 in the Draft EIS, aluminum oxide is only a hazard

to aquatic life in acidic environments when it dissociates into as free aluminum
cation. Aluminum oxide should not dissolve in water with pH levels between 5
and 9.5. As summarized in the Summary Findings of KLC Environmental
Studies 1998-2001, there have been no discernable effects on water chemistry
to date, including from the Strategic Target System mishap.
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text

Bradley G Stevens P-W-0026-3 Water Resources 4.1.14 As stated in chapter 2, up to five launches from each selected launch site would
occur per year as part of the Proposed Action. According to the FAA EA, no
significant impacts to water quality were anticipated as a result of launching nine
missiles per year. The missile launches required as part of the Proposed Action
would not exceed the number previously analyzed. As stated on page 4-105 in
the Draft EIS, aluminum oxide is only a hazard to aquatic life in acidic
environments when it dissociates into a free aluminum cation. Aluminum oxide
should not dissolve in water with pH levels between 5 and 9.5. We agree with
the Summary Findings of KLC Environmental Studies 1998-2001. As stated on
page 4-103, the existing water quality monitoring required by KLC'’s 401 Water
Quality Assurance Permit from the Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation, and the implementation of related components of the KLC Natural
Resources Management Plan would continue.

P-W-0026-4 Biological Resources 4.1.3 Comment noted. The studies were conducted within the parameters of the KLC
Environmental Monitoring Plan (approved by NMFS, USFWS, and FAA), which
included detailed work plans, sampling protocols, objectives, and criteria for
monitoring tasks such as environmental quality monitoring.

P-W-0026-5 Land Use See P-T-0007-4

P-W-0026-6 Cultural Resources 4.1.15 Comment 1: The information being referenced had been removed from the
document before the Draft version was released.

Comment 2: The 9 days per year pertain to what was established by the KLC
EA. The GMD ETR EIS is planning for only 5 days per year. The argument is to
ensure that the program stays within the limits of what was established by the
KLC EA.

Comment 3: Thank you for your comment. The Visual and Aesthetics section
(4.1.13) has been modified.

P-W-0026-7 Program See P-E-0006-1

P-W-0026-8 Land Use Appendix E  Based on discussions with several state and federal agencies, appendix E,
Determination of Consistency with Coastal Management Plans, was removed
from the document prior to publication of the GMD ETR Draft EIS. Consultation
is ongoing with the appropriate agencies regarding Coastal Consistency
requirements.
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Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text

Bradley G Stevens P-W-0026-9 Socioeconomics 4.1.10 It is assumed that 50 of the 150 support personnel would be housed at the
existing mancamp near KLC. The remaining 100 would be housed at other
accommodations on Kodiak. As stated in section 4.1.10, the use of existing
accommodations would be coordinated and utilized to the maximum extent while
trying to minimize potential long-term negative impacts due to displacing repeat
tourists. There is the possibility of an additional mancamp being constructed and
the existing mancamp being expanded which would accommodate an additional
75 to 100 personnel. As stated in section 4.1.11 the average daily traffic would
only be minimally increased on key roads.

P-W-0026-10 Land Use 4.1.2.8.1 Based on input from the Alaskan Department of Natural Resource the Proposed
Action at KLC would be compatible with the existing ILMA. Furthermore, section
4.1.8.2.1 on page 4-69 states that all Launch Hazard Areas would be established
and maintained by AADC in accord with the ILMA for the property.

John Dohrmann - P-W-0027-1 Hazardous Materials 48.4 The SBX platform would be constructed (enclosed double bottom) and operated

State of Washington in accordance with the military, state, federal and international maritime (SOLAS)

Office of the and (MARPOL 73/78) standard construction and operating requirements for

Governor safety and pollution prevention. Like other marine vessels entering Puget Sound
and the Strait of Juan de Fuca, the SBX would undergo inspection by the 13th
Coast Guard District MSO Puget Sound, Prevention Department. The vessel
would be inspected for seaworthiness, safety and pollution prevention concerns,
and compliance with local, State ,and Federal regulations, including the
standards of care and protocol contained in the Puget Sound Harbor Safety
Plan. Regular U.S. Coast Guard inspections would occur and fueling operations
would be monitored and controlled. Any potential breech or leak would be
handled in accordance with existing Naval and Coast Guard procedures. Vessel
navigation/escort requirements would be in compliance with local, U.S. Coast
Guard District 13 MSO, State and Federal provisions, and performance
obligations and would be determined prior to arrival at the Strait of Juan de Fuca
and reviewed at the time of initial U.S. Coast Guard inspection.

P-W-0027-2 Safety and Health 21.4 See P-E-0005-1
2.1.8
4.35.25
4652
4.8.5.2

P-W-0027-3 Airspace Use 4.8.2 See P-E-0008-4
2142

P-W-0027-4 Visual Aesthetics 4.8.8 See P-E-0026-3
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Name Comment #

EIS
Resource Section Response Text

John Dohrmann - P-W-0027-5
State of Washington

Office of the

Governor

Air Quality 4.8.1.2 The text and analysis has been modified in section 4.8.1.2. It is anticipated that
the SBX would be able to dock at Naval Station Everett and would utilize shore
utilities.

Mike Shelton - Island P-W-0028-1
County Board of
Commissioners

EIS Process The comment period was extended from March to 15 April.

Dolores Geary P-W-0029-1

Program Comment noted.

P-W-0029-2

Airspace Use 4.82 As stated in section 4.8.2, the SBX would not exceed the FAA 3000 V/m peak
21.4.2 power threshold. The SBX could exceed the FAA 300 V/m average power

threshold out to 12.1 kilometers (7.5 miles) (65% populated radar) or 19
kilometers (11.8 miles) (100% populated radar). The average power threshold is
based upon reducing the time of exposure of aircraft avionics (electronic
equipment) to High Intensity Radiated Fields in order to preclude shortening the
life of the aircraft avionics. Therefore, the concern here is not interference but is
a reduction in life of the aircraft avionics. The SBX would be constrained so that
the existing ground-, air-, and sea-based electronics are not impacted. As stated
in the EIS, while in port, or at a nearby mooring location, the 20 minutes of daily
calibration and tracking would be coordinated in both time and space so as to
reduce any potential EMR interference to a negligible level. Based on the
spectrum certification and frequency allocation process, the high energy
radiation operating area for the SBX would be modified to fit existing airport and
airspace requirements. The FAA would provide notice regarding the SBX
operating area to local airports and aircraft through a NOTAM.

P-W-0029-3

Safety and Health 2.1.4 Sections 2.1.4,2.1.8,4.3.5.2.5, 4.6.5.2, and 4.8.5.2 of the EIS indicate the SBX
21.8 operating and mooring areas and general operational effects. A large body of
4.3.5.25 evidence was used in determining the current IEEE human exposure and
46.5.2 measurement practices standards (IEEE C95.1-1999 and IEEE C95.3-1999) on
4.8.5.2 which the EIS EMR analysis is based. The IEEE standards afford the public
protection and have safety factors built in. Through the use of software controls,
constraints placed on the SBX operating area, and coordination with local, state,
and federal agencies, potential interference levels would be below the IEEE
standards. The odds that communication-electronics equipment could be
affected by the SBX because of high power effects are negligible (roughly 1/10 of
a second per day). New information on the potential effects of EMR on human
health and communications-electronics has been added as appendix G of the
EIS.
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text

Dolores Geary P-W-0029-4 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 Please refer to section 4.8.6 for an added Socioeconomic section for Naval
Station Everett. It addresses concerns regarding Visual and Health and Safety
impacts on the socioeconomics of the area due to the SBX. In regards to the
redevelopment plan, it states that while it is possible that those that visit and
reside in this area may be affected by the SBX, the effects would be minimal in
regards to this plan.

P-W-0029-5 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 Please refer to section 4.8.6 for an added Socioeconomic section for Naval

Station Everett. It addresses concerns regarding Visual and Health and Safety
impacts on the socioeconomics of the area due to the SBX. In regards to the
ability of Everett to maintain and increase tourism, commercial, and residential
value it states that given the possible visual impacts of the SBX, along with the
misconception that the SBX would have adverse health impacts to the public, the
proposed project could potentially lead to adverse impacts.
However, the impacts would be minimal due to the fact that the SBX would be an
additional structure on an existing military base immediately surrounded by
industrial land uses, thereby reducing the impact to these resources.

Jonathan Sharkey -  P-W-0030-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

City of Port Hueneme

Sue Cogswell - P-W-0031-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

Prince William

Sound Economic

Development District

Dave Waggoner - P-W-0032-1 Airspace Use 4.6.2 See P-E-0033-17

Paine Field 4.8.2

2142
Gary Stormo - P-W-0033-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

Everett Parks and
Recreation Board of
Commission
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Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text

Bill Higgins - P-W-0034-1 Utilities Information from the Navy (see section 3.7.6.2) indicates that the source of

Channel Islands potable water for NBVC Port Hueneme and Point Mugu is groundwater from the

Beach Community United Water Conservation District, conveyed through the Oxnard-Hueneme

Services District Pipeline to the City of Port Hueneme’s Brackish Water Desalination Plant. This
is under the auspices of the Port Hueneme Water Agency.
Per the City of Port Hueneme, "...The City of Port Hueneme's primary source of
water is from the Port Hueneme Water Agency (PHWA)...The United Water
Conservation District delivers the source water for these processes from El Rio
water wells to the PHWA Brackish Water Reclamation Demonstration Facility
(Treatment Plant)..."
To meet demands, the treated water is then blended with State Water Project
water delivered by Calleguas Municipal Water District. The existing system has
a capacity of 22.0 million liters (5.8 million gallons) per day, and an average
demand of 6.1 million liters (5.3 million gallons) per day.
"Existing System Capacity" refers to the facility infrastructure being capable of
delivering 5.8 million gallons per day.
Information was previously provided as to the "base-only" use of 1.6 mgd and
was added after the draft EIS was delivered, as was the other updated
information.

P-W-0034-2 Utilities Thank you for your comment. This refers of course to the City's capacity and has
been restated to avoid further confusion (section 4.7.6.1).
P-W-0034-3 Program See P-E-0018-5

Neal Andrews - San  P-W-0035-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

Buenaventura City

Council

Kathy Long - Board P-W-0036-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

of Supervisors,

County of Ventura

Charlotte Craven - P-W-0037-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

City of Camarillo

Keith Martin - City of P-W-0038-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

Adak
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Paul Calderwood - P-W-0039-1 Program See P-E-0006-1
City of San
Buevaventura
Louise Stanton- P-W-0040-1 EIS Process See P-W-0011-1
Masten - Everett
Area Chamber of
Commerce
P-W-0040-2 Visual Aesthetics 4.8.9 See P-E-0011-1
P-W-0040-3 Airspace Use 482 See P-E-0008-4
2142
P-W-0040-4 Safety and Health 214 See P-E-0005-1
21.8
4.35.25
46.5.2
4852
P-W-0040-5 Biological Resources 4.8.3 When at home port, the SBX vessel would be moored at the pier. No adverse
effects to water quality, fish, shellfish, or other wildlife are anticipated. The
potential for impacts to the Chinook salmon and bull trout will be added to the
Final EIS.
P-W-0040-6 Transportation See P-E-0012-1
Robert Drucker P-W-0041-1 Program See P-E-0018-5
P-W-0041-2 EIS Process Reference analysis sections in the Final EIS.
P-W-0041-3 EIS Process See P-E-0208-1
P-W-0041-4 Program See P-E-0018-5
Jean Lanigan P-W-0042-1 EIS Process See P-E-0242-1
P-W-0042-2 EIS Process Multi-disciplinary team of experts coordinated with State and Federal agencies.
Annie Lyman P-W-0043-1 Program See P-E-0006-1
P-W-0043-2 EIS Process Seattle scoping meeting held, comment period extended for Everett, and
additional meetings held in Everett.
P-W-0043-3 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0026-4
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Lydia Marshall P-W-0044-1 EIS Process See P-W-0043-2
P-W-0044-2 Program See P-E-0006-1
P-W-0044-3 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0013-2
P-W-0044-4 Safety and Health 485 See P-E-0348-1
Alice Minor P-W-0045-1 Safety and Health 21.4 The PAVE PAWS radar at Cape Cod, Massachusetts, is a completely different
kind of radar from the proposed SBX and operates at a different frequency. As
indicated in section 2.1.4 the proposed SBX would operate like the GBR-P at
Kwajalein Island in the RMI and will employ similar redundant software controls
to reduce potential RF interference and ensure public safety.
P-W-0045-2 Airspace Use 4.8.2 See P-E-0008-4
2142
Virgil Morgan - P-W-0046-1 Program See P-E-0006-1
Morgan Aero
Products
James Deno P-W-0047-1 Program See P-E-0006-1
Niles Fowler - Navy  P-W-0048-1 Program See P-E-0006-1
League of the United
States
Peter Lorentzen - P-W-0049-1 Program See P-E-0006-1
Chugiak-Eagle River
Chamber of
Commerce
Philip Bannan - P-W-0050-1 Transportation See
Everett Port
Commission
P-W-0050-2 Safety and Health 2142 See P-0-0057-1
Appendix G
Jack Olson P-W-0051-1 Program See P-E-0006-1
Carol Wolton P-W-0052-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Sara Elliott P-W-0053-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Katie Elliott P-W-0054-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.



fenton-mcenirya
Table 8.1.1-2:  Responses to Written Comments (Continued)


€G1-8

Table 8.1.1-2: Responses to Written Comments (Continued)

Name Comment # Resource Seltzzlt?on Response Text
Julia Elliott P-W-0055-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Robert and Marion P-W-0056-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Nokleby
Paul LaVigne P-W-0057-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Dorothy Boroughs P-W-0058-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Dan and Marsha P-W-0059-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
O'Brien
Marion Skalley P-W-0060-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Thomas Skalley P-W-0061-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Elinora Jane Cater P-W-0062-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Mary Ellen Egge P-W-0063-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Steve Nagel P-W-0064-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Victoria Adlum P-W-0065-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Laura Elliott P-W-0066-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Madeleine Sosin P-W-0067-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Stephen Somogy P-W-0068-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Michele Somogy P-W-0069-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Leslie Minor P-W-0070-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Rosemarie Brown - P-W-0071-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Sisters of the Holy
Names of Jesus and
Mary
Linda Sinter P-W-0072-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
John and Kim Larson P-W-0073-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Mary Lee Griswold P-W-0074-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Marion Elert P-W-0075-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
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Table 8.1.1-2: Responses to Written Comments (Continued)

EIS

Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Marjorie D. Ross P-W-0076-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Kathleen Haban P-W-0077-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Leslie and Deane P-W-0078-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Minor
Marianna C. Skalley P-W-0079-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Thomas and Denise  P-W-0080-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Murphy
Elsie M. Anderson P-W-0081-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
[unreadable] P-W-0082-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
[unreadable]
Richard and Inez P-W-0083-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Lawrence
Elizabeth B. Bentler = P-W-0084-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Patricia A. Larson - P-W-0085-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Sisters of the Holy
Names of Jesus and
Mary
Karen Pauley P-W-0086-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Gene O'Neil P-W-0087-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Dawn O'Neil P-W-0088-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Randy Bonsen P-W-0089-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
J.C. and Mary Ellen  P-W-0090-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
O'Donnell
Katherine Lynch P-W-0091-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Jeff and Caroline P-W-0092-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Mason
Diane and Jerry Solie P-W-0093-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Won Chong Kim P-W-0094-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
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Name Comment # Resource Seltzzlt?on Response Text
Bernadine Casey P-W-0095-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
John D. Lindstrom P-W-0096-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Deanne Lindstrom P-W-0097-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Shirley and C.H. P-W-0098-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Sievers
Bill Mulliken P-W-0099-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Betty L. Startup P-W-0100-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Rich and Andrea P-W-0101-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Semon
Lisa Gebert P-W-0102-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Jean C. Hokanson P-W-0103-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Aaron and Michelle P-W-0104-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Lamoureux
Barb Lamoureux P-W-0105-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
William T. Belshaw P-W-0106-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Mary S. Belshaw P-W-0107-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Amy J. Strandell P-W-0108-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
M. L. Geck P-W-0109-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Peter Bennett P-W-0110-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Jeffrey and Leslie P-W-0111-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Strickland
Sandy Koznek P-W-0112-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Judi A. Little P-W-0113-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Katherine A. Benusa P-W-0114-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Jeannie Sheldon P-W-0115-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Bryan Cook P-W-0116-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
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Table 8.1.1-2: Responses to Written Comments (Continued)

EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Annemarie Montera  P-W-0117-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Jack McGinty P-W-0118-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Anne Van Clue P-W-0119-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Nanette Leaman P-W-0120-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Elizabeth J. Morrow  P-W-0121-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Edward M. Morrow -  P-W-0122-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Former Everett City
Council Member
Ed Severinghaus P-W-0123-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Nicole J. Thompson  P-W-0124-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Carol Rodlond P-W-0125-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Kaila Cogdill P-W-0126-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Marsha Cogdill P-W-0127-1 P-W-0029 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.
Walt Blackford P-W-0128-1 Safety and Health 21.4 See P-E-0340-1
2.1.8
4.35.25
4652
4.8.5.2
P-W-0128-2 Policy See P-E-0032-3
P-W-0128-3 EIS Process See P-W-0043-2
Karen Stolworthy P-W-0129-1 Safety and Health 2142 See P-0-0057-1
Appendix G
P-W-0129-2 Safety and Health 21.4 See P-E-0340-1
2.1.8
43525
46.5.2

4.8.5.2



fenton-mcenirya
Table 8.1.1-2:  Responses to Written Comments (Continued)


1G1-8

Table 8.1.1-2: Responses to Written Comments (Continued)

EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Karen Stolworthy P-W-0129-3 Socioeconomics 4.8 A socioeconomic section has been added to the document. The proposed
project would be visible from some of the surrounding neighborhoods, and there
would be a potential for a visual impact. However, the area is arguably visually
synonymous with the present industrial and military uses. The assumption that
the SBX would result in a reduction in property values is conjecture and does not
present any quantifiable statistics or other information that can be readily or
credibly analyzed. In addition, real estate values in an area are more directly
related to the levels of income and employment that occur in the area.
Socioeconomic studies prepared by the Air Force and the military's experience
during several rounds of base closures have shown that housing values and
military programs are generally positively related. Particularly in a port area
where the mooring of ships and other Navy activities are a normal incidence of
the military presence, a reduction of property values from the visual effect of
large vessels in the harbor, or a perceived risk, does not seem likely. The SBX
would occupy a small part of the panoramic view of Possession Sound when
viewed from the waterfront. The addition of personnel and resupply of the SBX
would provide a small, positive impact to the local economy.
Suzanne Schlike P-W-0130-1 Program 2.0 See P-T-0017-1
P-W-0130-2 Safety and Health 21.4 See P-E-0340-1
21.8
43525
46.5.2
4.8.5.2
P-W-0130-3 Policy See P-E-0032-3
P-W-0130-4 EIS Process See P-E-0250-2
Kim Ratliff P-W-0131-1 Transportation 48.7.2 See P-E-0303-2
P-W-0131-2 Safety and Health 214 See P-0-0077-1
21.8
4.35.25
46.5.2
48.5.2
P-W-0131-3 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0013-2
P-W-0131-4 Program See P-E-0006-1
Loren Waxler P-W-0132-1 Program See P-E-0006-1
Lloyd Wold P-W-0133-1 Program See P-E-0006-1
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Janis Tullis P-W-0134-1 Safety and Health 21.4 See P-E-0340-1
21.8
4.35.25
4.6.5.2
48.5.2
P-W-0134-2 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0013-2
P-W-0134-3 EIS Process See P-E-0026-2
Mary Ann Erickson P-W-0135-1 Safety and Health 21.4 See P-E-0340-1
2.1.8
43525
46.5.2
4.85.2
P-W-0135-2 Air Quality 48.1.2 Mitigation options could be as listed in the section 4.8.1.2; however, there are no
current plans to implement them.
P-W-0135-3 Safety and Health 214 SBX emission pattern and power levels are discussed in section 2.1.4. The
4.8.5 separation distance and calculated power density is discussed in section 4.8.5.
Appendix G  For the fully populated radar at a s distance of 150 meters (492 feet) and for the
65 percent populated radar at a distance of 85 meters (297 feet) the power
density was calculated to be 2.5mW/cm2. Under proposed SBX operating
conditions, full power operation would involve tracking objects in space with the
beam pointed up and constantly moving. The beam would not remain stationary
for any period of time and two separate, redundant radio frequency radiation
hazard safety software controls, similar to controls effectively used on the large
XBR at Kwajalein Island in the RMI, would monitor all emission energy levels at
locations around the radar and would not allow a full power beam to come in
contact with any personnel, on the SBX platform or on land. Results of the
EMR/EMI survey will be provided pending survey completion. A DD Form 1494
would be completed prior to SBX operations and would assist in defining the
operating area and defining safe operating angles, power levels, etc.
Lynae Slinden P-W-0136-1 Program See P-E-0006-1
P-W-0136-2 Policy See P-E-0032-3
P-W-0136-3 Safety and Health 214 See P-E-0340-1
2.1.8
43525
46.5.2

4.85.2
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Ginger Decker P-W-0137-1 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0013-2
P-W-0137-2 Safety and Health 214 See P-E-0340-1
2.1.8
4.35.25
4652
4852
P-W-0137-3 Safety and Health 4.8 No exceedences of the NAAQS or state AAQS would be anticipated. See
section 4.8 for additional information on Air Quality and Safety and Health issues
pertaining to the SBX.
Anne Bosserman P-W-0138-1 Safety and Health 21.4 See P-E-0340-1
2.1.8
4.35.25
46.5.2
4.8.5.2
P-W-0138-2 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0006-2
James and Mary Lou P-W-0139-1 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0209-2
Finley
P-W-0139-2 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0026-4
P-W-0139-3 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0013-2
P-W-0139-4 Safety and Health 2142 See P-0-0057-1
Appendix G
P-W-0139-5 Safety and Health Appendix G As indicated in appendix G, EMR is classified as ionizing and non-ionizing.

Numerous studies have been conducted regarding the health effects of low dose
ionizing radiation, such as that produced by X-rays, and of non-ionizing radiation,
such as that generated by radars, microwave ovens, cellular phones, etc. These
studies (321 that are referenced in the latest version of IEEE Standard for Safety
Levels with Respect to Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic
Fields, 3 kHz to 300 GHz, 16 April 1999), have resulted in the development of
various operating guidelines/controls and exposure standards such as the IEEE
MPELs used in the EIS analytical process.

Barbara Joan P-W-0140-1 Program See P-E-0018-5
Govedare
Donna Witte P-W-0141-1 Safety and Health 21.4.2 See P-0-0057-1

Appendix G
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Donna Witte P-W-0141-2 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0026-4
Anna Petersons P-W-0142-1 Safety and Health 21.4.2 See P-0-0057-1
Appendix G
P-W-0142-2 Visual Aesthetics 489 See P-E-0011-1
P-W-0142-3 Biological Resources 4.8.3 Comment noted. However, the radar beam would be in motion, making it
extremely unlikely that a bird would be in the intense area of the beam and would
remain there for any considerable length of time. The power density is also not
expected to exceed levels that could impact birds. No significant impacts to
biological resources are anticipated. The Proposed Action is not expected to
result in changes to the biodiversity of the region.
Anne Robinson P-W-0143-1 Safety and Health 21.4 See P-E-0340-1
2.1.8
43525
46.5.2
4.8.5.2
Valerie Steel P-W-0144-1 Safety and Health 214 See P-E-0340-1
21.8
43525
46.5.2
4.8.5.2
Susan Dougal P-W-0145-1 EIS Process See P-E-0026-2
P-W-0145-2 Safety and Health Appendix G As indicated in appendix G, a large body of evidence was used in determining
the current IEEE standards. Through the use of software controls, constraints
placed on the SBX operating area, and coordination with local, state, and federal
agencies, potential interference levels would be below the IEEE standards and
therefore additional studies are not warranted or planned at this time.
P-W-0145-3 Safety and Health 4.8 See P-W-0137-3
Christine Lavra P-W-0146-1 EIS Process See P-E-0338-1
P-W-0146-2 Biological Resources 4.8.3 See P-0-0087-3
P-W-0146-3 EIS Process Please see section 2.1.4.1 of the EIS for addition information pertaining to the
Sea-Based Platform of the SBX.
P-W-0146-4 Safety and Health Appendix G New information on the potential effects of electromagnetic radiation on human

health from the proposed SBX has been added as appendix G of the EIS.
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Christine Lavra P-W-0146-5 Safety and Health 21.4 See P-E-0340-1
21.8
4.35.25
4.6.5.2
48.5.2

P-W-0146-6 Hazardous Materials Potentially hazardous materials associated with GMD ETR/SBX matenance
activities could include solvents, oils/lubricants, and paints/primers. The
quantities of these materials ordered and used would be kept to the minimum for
the work required. Therefore, most would be consumed during use and minimal
quantities of potentially hazardous wastes would be generated. Potentially
hazardous wastes would be collected for disposal in accordance with applicable
state and federal regulations/requirements. Only a licensed hazardous waste
carrier would transport the waste to an RCRA permitted hazardous waste
treatment or disposal facility.

P-W-0146-7 Noise 4.8 See P-E-0208-2

P-W-0146-8 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0209-2

P-W-0146-9 Program A prototype XBR (GBR-P) has been in operation at RTS since 1998.

P-W-0146-10  Policy See P-E-0032-3

Peggy Toepel - P-W-0147-1 Biological Resources 4.8.3 See P-E-0209-4
Everett Shorelines
Coalition (Co-chair)

P-W-0147-2 Biological Resources 4.8.3 Comment noted. The radar beam would be in motion, making it extremely
unlikely that a bird would be in the intense area of the beam and would remain
there for any considerable length of time. The power density is also not expected
to exceed levels that could impact birds. The radar main beam would be directed
10 degrees above horizontal for calibration and maintenance testing while at the
PSB, which would not result in impacts to resident humans. The side lobes that
reach the ground would be far removed from the main beam and would not
contain sufficient energy to present any type of RF emission hazard.

P-W-0147-3 Safety and Health 4.8 See P-W-0137-3

Molly Petersons P-W-0148-1 Safety and Health Appendix G See P-O-0077-2

P-W-0148-2 Visual Aesthetics 4.8.9 See P-E-0011-1

P-W-0148-3 Biological Resources 4.8.3 See P-W-0142-3
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Molly Petersons P-W-0148-4 Safety and Health 214 See P-E-0340-1
21.8
4.35.25
4.6.5.2
48.5.2
Bill Belshaw P-W-0149-1 Program See P-E-0006-1
Robin Ahmann P-W-0150-1 EIS Process See P-E-0242-1
P-W-0150-2 Biological Resources 4.8.3 See P-E-0209-4
P-W-0150-3 Safety and Health 214 See P-E-0340-1
2.1.8
43525
46.5.2
4.8.5.2
P-W-0150-4 Airspace Use 4.8.2 See P-E-0008-4
2142
P-W-0150-5 Air Quality 4.8.1.2 See P-E-0275-4
Brenda Lynn Kerr P-W-0151-1 Airspace Use 4.8.2 See P-E-0008-4
2142
P-W-0151-2 Program See P-0-0097-2
P-W-0151-3 Safety and Health 21.4 See P-E-0340-1
21.8
4.35.25
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2
P-W-0151-4 Safety and Health 21.4 See P-E-0340-1
2.1.8
43525
46.5.2

4.85.2
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Name

Comment #

Resource

EIS
Section

Response Text

Brenda Lynn Kerr

P-W-0151-5

Biological Resources

4.8.3

Analysis in the EIS is based on effects of other similar radar systems. As stated
on page 4-130, a full EMR/EMI survey and analysis would be conducted by the
Joint Spectrum Center, in coordination with the FAA, DOT, and other potentially
affected users. An operating permit would be negotiated based on the results of
this survey. The Proposed Action will comply with all applicable federal and state
laws and regulations.

As stated on page 4-242, the SBX vessel would incorporate marine pollution
control devices such as keeping decks clear of debris, cleaning spills and
residues, and engaging in spill and pollution prevention practices in compliance
with the UNDS provisions of the Clean Water Act. No significant long-term
adverse impacts to biological resources are anticipated.

Robert Jackson

P-W-0152-1

EIS Process

See P-E-0208-1

P-W-0152-2

EIS Process

According to analysis by the Joint Spectrum Center, air bags would have to be
within 10 meters (32.8 feet) of the radar to be affected, or on the deck of the
SBX. Additonal information pertaining to this issue will be included in the Final
EIS in appendix G.

P-W-0152-3

Airspace Use

4.8.2
2142

See P-E-0008-4

P-W-0152-4

Safety and Health

214
4.35.25
Appendix G

The EIS EMR analysis is based on IEEE C95.1-1999 human exposure standards
(refer to section 2.1.4, section 4.3.5.2.5, and appendix G), and IEEE C95.3-1999
measurement practices standards (5 mW/square centimeters - MPEL models).
Appendix G also discusses the potential affects of human exposure to EMR.

P-W-0152-5

EIS Process

At the time of the Draft EIS, responses from participating agencies were still
being received.

P-W-0152-6

Socioeconomics

4.8.6

See P-E-0026-4

Karen L. Dworkin

P-W-0153-1

Program

See P-E-0006-1

Kathie Hoban

P-W-0154-1

Safety and Health

214
218
4.35.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.85.2

Sections 2.1.4, 2.1.8, 4.3.5.2.5, 4.6.5.2, and 4.8.5.2 of the EIS indicate the SBX
operating and mooring areas and general operational effects. A large body of
evidence was used in determining the current IEEE human exposure and
measurement practices standards (IEEE C95.1-1999 and IEEE C95.3-1999) on
which the EIS EMR analysis is based. The IEEE standards afford the public
protection and have safety factors built in. Through the use of software controls,
constraints placed on the SBX operating area, and coordination with local, state,
and federal agencies, potential interference levels would be below the IEEE
standards. New information on the potential effects of electromagnetic radiation
on human health from the proposed SBX has been added as appendix G of the
EIS.
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Name

Comment #

Resource

EIS
Section

Response Text

Kathie Hoban

P-W-0154-2

Visual Aesthetics

4.8.9

Based on the additional analysis in section 4.8.9 in the EIS, the proposed project
would be visible from some of the surrounding neighborhoods, and there would
be a potential for a visual impact. However, the area is arguably visually similar
to the present industrial and military uses and aside from the viewer being very
near the SBX, it would not obscure panoramic views.

P-W-0154-3

Socioeconomics

4.8.6

Please refer to section 4.8.6 for an added Socioeconomic section for Naval
Station Everett. It addresses concerns regarding Visual and Health and Safety
impacts on the socioeconomics of the area due to the SBX. In regards to the
redevelopment plan, it states that while it is possible that those that visit and
reside in this area may be affected by the SBX, the effects would be minimal in
regards to this plan.

P-W-0154-4

Safety and Health

2.1.4.2
Appendix G

Section 2.1.4.2 and appendix G of the EIS discusses potential interference with
communications and electronics equipment. Under proposed SBX operating
conditions, full power operation would involve tracking objects in space with the
beam pointed up and constantly moving. The beam would not remain stationary
for any period of time. Thus, the odds that communication-electronics equipment
could be affected by the SBX because of high power effects during the course of
one day are 1/1,000,000 or 0.0001% of the time (roughly 1/10 of a second per
day). If interference occurs, the short-term effects would not damage any
electronic equipment. These odds are based on conservative calculations that
assume the SBX would operate in full power mode for 20 minutes each day at
maximum duty cycle. New information on the potential effects of EMR on human
health and communications-electronics has been added as appendix G of the
EIS.

R.L. Holmer

P-W-0155-1

P-W-0154

Multiple

See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.

Jane L. Cauley

P-W-0156-1

P-W-0154

Multiple

See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.

Lyan Lichtenberg

P-W-0157-1

P-W-0154

Multiple

See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.

Todd Combs

P-W-0158-1

P-W-0154

Multiple

See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.

Garett Tomsin

P-W-0159-1

P-W-0154

Multiple

See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.

Jan Olsen

P-W-0160-1

P-W-0154

Multiple

See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.

Peach Tomsin

P-W-0161-1

P-W-0154

Multiple

See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.

Jeff Rowe

P-W-0162-1

P-W-0154

Multiple

See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.

Roshael Tomsin

P-W-0163-1

P-W-0154

Multiple

See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
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Name Comment # Resource Seltzzlt?on Response Text

Gary A Vandalfsfeni  P-W-0164-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Leann Rowe P-W-0165-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Russell Silva P-W-0166-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Bryon Henault P-W-0167-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Jane Best P-W-0168-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Ryan J. May P-W-0169-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
M Cogdill P-W-0170-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Stephen Clough P-W-0171-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Ed and Vera Carlston P-W-0172-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Marsha Cogdill P-W-0173-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Linda Rethke P-W-0174-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Marianne Roberts P-W-0175-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
John L. Wetzstein P-W-0176-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
D.G. Carlson P-W-0177-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Holly Fellows P-W-0178-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Monica Trott P-W-0179-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
H.W. Stuchell P-W-0180-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Holly Anderson P-W-0181-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Knapp

Earl and Doris Beech P-W-0182-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Jonathan Witte P-W-0183-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Mark Underwood P-W-0184-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Tom and Vida Delany P-W-0185-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Won Chong Kim P-W-0186-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Bill Mullikin P-W-0187-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
B. Bruno P-W-0188-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Tom and Margaret P-W-0189-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Hoban
Angela Hill P-W-0190-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Reg Scodeller P-W-0191-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Betty Scodeller P-W-0192-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Constance Bennet P-W-0193-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Victoria Kehoe P-W-0194-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Rochelle Ritchie P-W-0195-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Dolores M. Hancock  P-W-0196-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Felita Hernandez P-W-0197-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Lisa Mechals P-W-0198-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Marie McLain P-W-0199-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Larry Bashoy P-W-0200-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Judy Matheson P-W-0201-1 P-W-0154 Multiple See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.
Maureen McCrea - P-W-0202-1 Biological Resources 4.1.3 The text has been revised in accordance with the information provided by the
State of Alaska, Alaska Department of Fish and Game.
Office of the
Governor
P-W-0202-2 Land Use 4.1.8.2.1 Asdiscussed on page 4-68, restricted access to the beach landing areas and
road closures to the immediate area during unloading would occur. However,
short-term closures would not significantly impact such aspects of land use.
P-W-0202-3 Land Use 4.1.8.2.1  The five MDA launches are included in the total nine launches per year currently
authorized at KLC. The exact dates and length of closures concerning the
Proposed Action have not been established at this time. In addition, any
restrictions of public access is further discussed in section 4.1.8.2.1 on page 4-
69.
P-W-0202-4 Cultural Resources 3.1.4 Paleontological section has been modified within section 3.1.4.

P-W-0202-5 Air Quality 3.1.1.1 Text revised in section 3.1.1.1.
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Maureen McCrea - P-W-0202-6 Airspace Use 3.1.2 Text in section 3.1.2.2 has been corrected.
State of Alaska,
Office of the
Governor
P-W-0202-7 EIS Process See P-E-0250-2
Dennis J. McLerran - P-W-0203-1 Air Quality 48.1.2 Text revised in section 4.8.1.2 to state dust suppression measures.
Pugent Sound Clean
Air Agency
P-W-0203-2 Air Quality 4.8.1.2 It is assumed that the SBX would be considerably less than 1.39 tons per year of
total HAPs and less than 0.47 tons/year for the maximum individual HAP
(benzene). These levels were determined for the stationary XBR previously
proposed for Eareckson Air Station with seven generators running 8,760 hours
per year per generator (24 hours a day, 7 days a week), a total of 61,320 hours
per year.
P-W-0203-3 Air Quality 48.1.2 Screen modeling was not performed for the anticipated emissions from the SBX
as it is a mobile source.
P-W-0203-4 Air Quality 48.1.2 See P-W-0135-2
Elizabeth Marshall -  P-W-0204-1 Safety and Health 214 See P-E-0340-1
The Everett Clinic 21.8
43525
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2
P-W-0204-2 Safety and Health 485 See P-E-0208-5
P-W-0204-3 Safety and Health 21.4 See P-E-0340-1
21.8
43525
46.5.2
4852
P-W-0204-4 Safety and Health 21.4 See P-E-0340-1
2.1.8
4.35.2.5
46.5.2
4.8.5.2
P-W-0204-5 Safety and Health 2142 See P-0-0057-1
Appendix G
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
Elizabeth Marshall -  P-W-0204-6 Safety and Health The SBX has not been built so measurements are not available.
The Everett Clinic
P-W-0204-7 Safety and Health 21.4 Based upon documented IEEE, ANSI, and DoD RADHAZ to personnel
standards, the SBX will not adversely effect personnel. Drawing comparisons
between potential personnel exposure and interference to communications-
electronics equipment is like comparing apples to oranges. A single pulse could
degrade communications-electronic equipment, but for personnel to be effected,
they would need to be radiated continuously for over 6 minutes. Also, as
indicated in section 2.1.4, the port is not deep enough for the SBX to be
submerged.
P-W-0204-8 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0013-2
P-W-0204-9 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0006-2
P-W-0204-10 Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0209-2
P-W-0204-11  Socioeconomics 4.8.6 See P-E-0013-2
P-W-0204-17  EIS Process See P-E-0208-1
P-W-0204-18 EIS Process See P-E-0250-2
P-W-0204-19  EIS Process See P-E-0242-1
P-W-0204-20 Safety and Health 21.4 See P-0-0077-1
21.8
4.35.25
46.5.2
4.8.5.2
P-W-0204-21  Safety and Health 21.4 See P-E-0340-1
21.8
43525
46.5.2
4.85.2
P-W-0204-22 Safety and Health 4.8.5 See P-E-0208-5
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text

Elizabeth Marshall -  P-W-0204-23  Safety and Health 4.3.5.25 ICNIRP EMF guidelines do not address equipment/product design and

The Everett Clinic Appendix G performance standards or provide guidance concerning the use of safety factors,
computational methods or measuring techniques to reduce exposure and
therefore have been criticized by experts n a variety of fields as lacking direct
application to any equipment currently in existence. In a 31 March 1999
statement, ICNIRP recognized that physics and engineering expertise from
organizations such as the IEEE is required to measure and “translate biologically
justified restrictions on human exposure into practical exposure limitations”. As
indicated in Section 4.3.5.2.5 and appendix G IEEE standards afford public
protection and have safety factors built in.

P-W-0204-24  Safety and Health 43525 See P-W-0204-23

Appendix G
P-W-0204-25 Safety and Health 214 See P-E-0340-1
21.8
43525
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0204-26  Safety and Health 21.4 See P-W-0045-1

P-W-0204-27 Safety and Health The SBX has not been built, so measurements are not available.

P-W-0204-28 Safety and Health 21.4 The SBX has not been built so measurements are not available. Additional
modeling may be completed that would predict power densities over a certain
time period and allow one to compute the specific absorption rates (SARs) for
persons of varying heights.

P-W-0204-29  Safety and Health 214 See P-W-0204-28
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Name

Comment #

Resource

EIS
Section

Response Text

Elizabeth Marshall -
The Everett Clinic

P-W-0204-30

Safety and Health

4.35.25
Appendix G

ICNIRP EMF guidelines do not address equipment/product design and
performance standards or provide guidance concerning the use of safety factors,
computational methods or measuring techniques to reduce exposure and
therefore have been criticized by experts n a variety of fields as lacking direct
application to any equipment currently in existence. In a 31 March 1999
statement, ICNIRP recognized that physics and engineering expertise from
organizations such as the IEEE is required to measure and “translate biologically
justified restrictions on human exposure into practical exposure limitations”. As
with other standards, including ICNIRP guidelines, the current standard is
followed until there is an official change. As indicated in section 4.3.5.2.5 and
appendix G, the EIS EMR analysis is based on 1999 IEEE human exposure and
measurement practices standards, C95.1-1999, |IEEE Standard for Safety Levels
with Respect to Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields, 3
kHz to 300 GHz, 16 April 1999 and IEEE C95.3-1999, respectively. The
equivalent ANSI designations are ANSI C95.1-1999 and ANSI C95.3-1999.

P-W-0204-31

Safety and Health

41134

See section 4.11.3.4. A large body of evidence was used in determining the
current IEEE human exposure and measurement practices standards (IEEE
C95.1-1999 and IEEE C95.3-1999) on which the EIS EMR analysis is based.
The IEEE standards afford the public protection and have safety factors built in.
Through the use of software controls, constraints placed on the SBX operating
area, and coordination with local, state, and federal agencies, potential
interference levels would be below the IEEE standards, and therefore additional
studies are not warranted or planned at this time. As with other standards, the
current standard is followed until there is an official change.

P-W-0204-32

Safety and Health

41134

See P-W-0204-31

P-W-0204-33

Safety and Health

41134

See P-W-0204-31

P-W-0204-34

Safety and Health

43525
Appendix G

See section 4.3.5.2.5 and appendix G. Additional modeling is underway to
determine potential interference distances related to high power effects. Also
ground-based, airborne, and ship-based systems will be evaluated for in-band,
adjacent band, and harmonic band interference during detailed EMR/EMI survey
that is underway. Level 2 surveys are planned to be completed in

Summer 2003. A DD Form 1494 would be completed prior to SBX operations
and would assist in defining the

Ooperating area and defining sea operation angles, power levels, etc.

P-W-0204-35

Safety and Health

214

The SBX is not yet built, so there are no measurements.

P-W-0204-36

Safety and Health

2.1.4.2
Appendix G

See P-0-0057-1
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text

Elizabeth Marshall -  P-W-0204-37  Safety and Health 21.4 To date, no independent agency has not been designated for such a task. Two

The Everett Clinic separate, redundant radio frequency radiation hazard safety software controls,
similar to controls effectively used on the large XMR at Kwajalein Island in the
RMI, would monitor all emission energy levels at locations around the radar and
would not allow a full power beam to come in contact with any personnel, on the
SBX platform or on land.

P-W-0204-38 Safety and Health Appendix G As indicated in appendix G, the main beam and side lobes of the SBX could

illuminate EEDs on the ground in the presence/shipping phase. However, the
potential radiation hazard would exist only 10 meters (33 feet), in front of the
radar, which would be limited to the deck of the SBX. Therefore, EEDs on the
ground, including those associated with airbags in vehicles, would not be
affected.

P-W-0204-39

Safety and Health 21.4
2318
244

As indicated in section 2.4.4, alternative locations in each geographic area were
considered. Based on the compatibility criteria discussed in sections 2.1.4 and
2.3.1.8, Naval Station Everett is a preferred potential PSB location.

James P. Burgess,
Il - National Oceanic
and Atmospheric
Administration

P-W-0205-1

Biological Resources 4.1.3

To date, no indications of significant disturbance to the sea lions from activities
on KLC have been identified. Safety crews and other personnel are briefed on
harassment guidelines established by the National Marine Fisheries Service to
minimize harassment. The GMD ETR program would adhere to the terms and
conditions of KLC’s pending harassment/take permit from the National Marine
Fisheries Service. Cumulative impacts are discussed at the end of each
resource.

P-W-0205-2

Water Resources 4.1.14

See P-W-0026-3

P-W-0205-3

EIS Process

See P-E-0250-2

P-W-0205-4

Program

See P-E-0020-5

P-W-0205-5

Land Use 3.1.8.2

Section 3.1.8.2 acknowledges that recreation, which includes wildlife and scenic
viewing, was included as a component of the more broad resource area of land
use.

P-W-0205-6

Program

More realistic testing using trajectories and distances that closely resemble those
required fof an operational element is needed to ensure the GMD element being
developed has the capability to defend the United States against limited missile
attacks. The details on the potential barge facilities on Kodiak are the most
recent and up to date information available at this time.

P-W-0205-7

Program

Figure 4.1.7-2 depicts a representative Exclusion and Warning area. Figure
4.1.7-3 depicts a realistic Flight Safety Corridor for potential launches out of
KLC. See section 4..1.7.2.1 of the EIS for additional information.
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
James P. Burgess, P-W-0205-8 Biological Resources 4.1.3 An appendix has been added to the document providing a brief discussion of
Il - National Oceanic 422 potential listed species (terrestrial and marine) that may be found in the areas
and Atmospheric 4.3.3 affected by the Proposed Action. Consultation with applicable agencies has
Administration 442 been initiated.
452
48.3
4.11.2
P-W-0205-9 Biological Resources 413 As stated in section 4.1.3.5, no significant impacts to biological resources of KLC
are expected from nine annual launches. It is not likely that the Proposed Action
of five total launches per year, in conjunction with current planned or anticipated
launches, would exceed this level of activity. Multiple failures at the same point
in flight would be required to cumulatively impact biological resources. AADC
has applied to the National Marine Fisheries Service for a take authorization.
P-W-0205-10 Biological Resources 4.3.3 The SBX is designed to track an incoming target missile. Its narrow beam is
4.6.3 always moving and looking up in order track a moving object in space. In order
4.7.3 for tissue damage to occur, the radar’'s main beam would have to rest on an
4.8.3 animal (or human) for several minutes. Since the main beam will not come into
4.9.3 contact with the water’s surface or remain stationary, the main beam will not
4.10.3 come in contact with any animal at the water’s surface for any significant period
4.11.2 of time. The only potential hazard to personnel or animals from the radar beam
would be from the grating lobes that result from steering the beam. The grating
lobes would be suppressed using the radar’s software for the safety of personnel
on the deck of the SBX platform. Power density levels from the grating lobes at
the water’s surface would be below the IEEE threshold for human exposure and
at a low enough level to pose little or no chance for harm to an animal remaining
at the water’s surface for extended periods of time.
Results from modeling of power density levels from the SBX, in a scenario where
it is tracking multiple targets, show that the power density levels are below IEEE
safety levels for human exposure in an uncontrolled environment (IEEE C95.1,
IEEE Standard for Safety Levels with Respect to Human Exposure to
Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields, 3 kHz to 300 GHz, 16 April 1999). An
uncontrolled environment includes locations where there is exposure of
individuals who have no knowledge or control of their exposure. Based on these
results, marine species would be exposed to power density levels that are below
the standard for human exposure.
P-W-0205-11 Biological Resources 442 Page 4-148 discusses air quality impacts. The potential for impacts to biological
resources from the TPS-X Radar, including protected species, is discussed on
pages 4-153 through 4-155.
P-W-0205-12 Biological Resources 4.11.2 Additional discussion on the potential for harassment will be added to the EIS.
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EIS
Name Comment # Resource Section Response Text
James P. Burgess, P-W-0205-13 Biological Resources 422 The distance will be changed to 45.7 meters (150 feet). As described in sections
11l - National Oceanic 2.1.3.1.1 and 2.1.3.5, the construction would involve less than 0.4 hectare (1
and Atmospheric acre) for the IDT and less than 0.1 hectare (0.25 acre) for the COMSATCOM.
Administration
P-W-0205-14  EIS Process The appendix is intended to be a list and description of laws and regulations

which are taken into consideration during the EIS process.
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