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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:  

■ 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, HI 

96813 
■ 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, HI 96722 
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■ Waimea Public Library, 9750 Kaumualii Highway, Waimea, HI 96796 
■ 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: 

■ 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 Everett, WA 10, 16, 23 February 2003 
The Bremerton Sun Everett, WA 9, 16, 23 February 2003 
The Everett Herald Everett, WA 9, 16, 23 February 2003 
The Lompoc Record Lompoc, CA 9, 16, 23 February 2003 
The Santa Barbara News Lompoc and Oxnard, CA Lompoc:  9, 16, 23 February 2003 

Oxnard:  12, 16, 23 February 2003 
Ventura County Star Lompoc and Oxnard, CA Lompoc:  18, 21, 23, 25 February 2003 

Oxnard: 9, 16, 23 February 2003 
Kodiak Daily Mirror Kodiak, AK 5, 21, 24 February 2003 
Anchorage Daily News Anchorage, AK 9, 16, 23 February 2003 
Valdez Vanguard Valdez, AK 19, 26, 27 February 2003 
Valdez Star Valdez, AK 12, 19, 26 February 2003 

The Honolulu Star-Bulletin Honolulu, HI Daily paper:  23, 26 February 2003 
2 March 2003 
Mid-week paper: 5 March 2003 

The Honolulu Advertiser and 
The Island Weekly 

Honolulu, HI 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: 
 

■ 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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■ 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 

 
■ Radio 

– 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: 

■ The Draft EIS process 
■ The Final EIS process 
■ Environmental areas considered 
■ Scope of the Draft EIS 
■ Potential environmental impacts 
■ 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 10th 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. 



ID NumberCommentor and Affiliation
P-W-0001Bob Brodie

P-W-0002Jean Murphy

P-W-0003Walter Selden - Port Gardner Neighborhood Association

P-W-0004Mohala Aiu - AFSC Hawai'i Area

P-W-0005Annette Bustalf

P-W-0006James Folsom

P-W-0007Lee Quaintance - The Beacon Foundation

P-W-0008David Dengel - City of Valdez

P-W-0009Michelle Trautman

P-W-0010David Mascarenas

P-W-0011Frank Anderson - City of Everett

P-W-0012Todd Apo - Ko Olina Community Association

P-W-0013Deborah Wright

P-W-0014Terri Pauls

P-W-0015Michelle Kermoade

P-W-0016Frederick Dodge

P-W-0017Helen Takeuchi

P-W-0018Sachiko Fujita

P-W-0019Peggy Choy

P-W-0020Horst Petzold

P-W-0021Robert Jackson

P-W-0022Deborah Milam - Kodiak Chamber of Commerce

P-W-0023Kristina Kuch - American Friends Service Committee Hawai'i

P-W-0024Dominic Clemente - American Friends Service Committee Hawai'i

P-W-0025Madeleine Hiraga-Huccio - Malu Aina

P-W-0026Bradley G Stevens

P-W-0027John Dohrmann - State of Washington Office of the Governor

P-W-0028Mike Shelton - Island County Board of Commissioners

P-W-0029Dolores Geary

P-W-0030Jonathan Sharkey - City of Port Hueneme

P-W-0031Sue Cogswell - Prince William Sound Economic Development District

P-W-0032Dave Waggoner - Paine Field

P-W-0033Gary Stormo - Everett Parks and Recreation Board of Commission

P-W-0034Bill Higgins - Channel Islands Beach Community Services District

P-W-0035Neal Andrews - San Buenaventura City Council

P-W-0036Kathy Long - Board of Supervisors, County of Ventura

P-W-0037Charlotte Craven - City of Camarillo

P-W-0038Keith Martin - City of Adak

P-W-0039Paul Calderwood - City of San Buevaventura

Table 8.1.1-1:  Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Comments)
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ID NumberCommentor and Affiliation
P-W-0040Louise Stanton-Masten - Everett Area Chamber of Commerce

P-W-0041Robert Drucker

P-W-0042Jean Lanigan

P-W-0043Annie Lyman

P-W-0044Lydia Marshall

P-W-0045Alice Minor

P-W-0046Virgil Morgan - Morgan Aero Products

P-W-0047James Deno

P-W-0048Niles Fowler - Navy League of the United States

P-W-0049Peter Lorentzen - Chugiak-Eagle River Chamber of Commerce

P-W-0050Philip Bannan - Everett Port Commission

P-W-0051Jack Olson

P-W-0052Carol Wolton

P-W-0053Sara Elliott

P-W-0054Katie Elliott

P-W-0055Julia Elliott

P-W-0056Robert and Marion Nokleby

P-W-0057Paul LaVigne

P-W-0058Dorothy Boroughs

P-W-0059Dan and Marsha O'Brien

P-W-0060Marion Skalley

P-W-0061Thomas Skalley

P-W-0062Elinora Jane Cater

P-W-0063Mary Ellen Egge

P-W-0064Steve Nagel

P-W-0065Victoria Adlum

P-W-0066Laura Elliott

P-W-0067Madeleine Sosin

P-W-0068Stephen Somogy

P-W-0069Michele Somogy

P-W-0070Leslie Minor

P-W-0071Rosemarie Brown - Sisters of the Holy Names of Jesus and Mary

P-W-0072Linda Sinter

P-W-0073John and Kim Larson

P-W-0074Mary Lee Griswold

P-W-0075Marion Elert

P-W-0076Marjorie D. Ross

P-W-0077Kathleen Haban

P-W-0078Leslie and Deane Minor

Table 8.1.1-1:  Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Comments Continued)
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ID NumberCommentor and Affiliation
P-W-0079Marianna C. Skalley

P-W-0080Thomas and Denise Murphy

P-W-0081Elsie M. Anderson

P-W-0082[unreadable] [unreadable]

P-W-0083Richard and Inez Lawrence

P-W-0084Elizabeth B. Bentler

P-W-0085Patricia A. Larson - Sisters of the Holy Names of Jesus and Mary

P-W-0086Karen Pauley

P-W-0087Gene O'Neil

P-W-0088Dawn O'Neil

P-W-0089Randy Bonsen

P-W-0090J.C. and Mary Ellen O'Donnell

P-W-0091Katherine Lynch

P-W-0092Jeff and Caroline Mason

P-W-0093Diane and Jerry Solie

P-W-0094Won Chong Kim

P-W-0095Bernadine Casey

P-W-0096John D. Lindstrom

P-W-0097Deanne Lindstrom

P-W-0098Shirley and C.H. Sievers

P-W-0099Bill Mulliken

P-W-0100Betty L. Startup

P-W-0101Rich and Andrea Semon

P-W-0102Lisa Gebert

P-W-0103Jean C. Hokanson

P-W-0104Aaron and Michelle Lamoureux

P-W-0105Barb Lamoureux

P-W-0106William T. Belshaw

P-W-0107Mary S. Belshaw

P-W-0108Amy J. Strandell

P-W-0109M. L. Geck

P-W-0110Peter Bennett

P-W-0111Jeffrey and Leslie Strickland

P-W-0112Sandy Koznek

P-W-0113Judi A. Little

P-W-0114Katherine A. Benusa

P-W-0115Jeannie Sheldon

P-W-0116Bryan Cook

P-W-0117Annemarie Montera

Table 8.1.1-1:  Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Comments Continued)
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ID NumberCommentor and Affiliation
P-W-0118Jack McGinty

P-W-0119Anne Van Clue

P-W-0120Nanette Leaman

P-W-0121Elizabeth J. Morrow

P-W-0122Edward M. Morrow - Former Everett City Council Member

P-W-0123Ed Severinghaus

P-W-0124Nicole J. Thompson

P-W-0125Carol Rodlond

P-W-0126Kaila Cogdill

P-W-0127Marsha Cogdill

P-W-0128Walt Blackford

P-W-0129Karen Stolworthy

P-W-0130Suzanne Schlike

P-W-0131Kim Ratliff

P-W-0132Loren Waxler

P-W-0133Lloyd Wold

P-W-0134Janis Tullis

P-W-0135Mary Ann Erickson

P-W-0136Lynae Slinden

P-W-0137Ginger Decker

P-W-0138Anne Bosserman

P-W-0139James and Mary Lou Finley

P-W-0140Barbara Joan Govedare

P-W-0141Donna Witte

P-W-0142Anna Petersons

P-W-0143Anne Robinson

P-W-0144Valerie Steel

P-W-0145Susan Dougal

P-W-0146Christine Lavra

P-W-0147Peggy Toepel - Everett Shorelines Coalition (Co-chair)

P-W-0148Molly Petersons

P-W-0149Bill Belshaw

P-W-0150Robin Ahmann

P-W-0151Brenda Lynn Kerr

P-W-0152Robert Jackson

P-W-0153Karen L. Dworkin

P-W-0154Kathie Hoban

P-W-0155R.L. Holmer

P-W-0156Jane L. Cauley

Table 8.1.1-1:  Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Comments Continued)

8-11



ID NumberCommentor and Affiliation
P-W-0157Lyan Lichtenberg

P-W-0158Todd Combs

P-W-0159Garett Tomsin

P-W-0160Jan Olsen

P-W-0161Peach Tomsin

P-W-0162Jeff Rowe

P-W-0163Roshael Tomsin

P-W-0164Gary A Vandalfsfeni

P-W-0165Leann Rowe

P-W-0166Russell Silva

P-W-0167Bryon Henault

P-W-0168Jane Best

P-W-0169Ryan J. May

P-W-0170M Cogdill

P-W-0171Stephen Clough

P-W-0172Ed and Vera Carlston

P-W-0173Marsha Cogdill

P-W-0174Linda Rethke

P-W-0175Marianne Roberts

P-W-0176John L. Wetzstein

P-W-0177D.G. Carlson

P-W-0178Holly Fellows

P-W-0179Monica Trott

P-W-0180H.W. Stuchell

P-W-0181Holly Anderson Knapp

P-W-0182Earl and Doris Beech

P-W-0183Jonathan Witte

P-W-0184Mark Underwood

P-W-0185Tom and Vida Delany

P-W-0186Won Chong Kim

P-W-0187Bill Mullikin

P-W-0188B. Bruno

P-W-0189Tom and Margaret Hoban

P-W-0190Angela Hill

P-W-0191Reg Scodeller

P-W-0192Betty Scodeller

P-W-0193Constance Bennet

P-W-0194Victoria Kehoe

P-W-0195Rochelle Ritchie

Table 8.1.1-1:  Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Comments Continued)
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ID NumberCommentor and Affiliation
P-W-0196Dolores M. Hancock

P-W-0197Felita Hernandez

P-W-0198Lisa Mechals

P-W-0199Marie McLain

P-W-0200Larry Bashoy

P-W-0201Judy Matheson

P-W-0202Maureen McCrea - State of Alaska, Office of the Governor

P-W-0203Dennis J. McLerran - Pugent Sound Clean Air Agency

P-W-0204Elizabeth Marshall - The Everett Clinic

P-W-0205James P. Burgess, III - National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Table 8.1.1-1:  Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Written Comments Continued)
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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 

comment was submitted by Peggy Choy of Madison, Wisconsin.

COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

P-W-0018     

P-W-0019

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

8-35



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

P-W-0020

1

    
   

8-36



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

8-37



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

P-W-0021

1

    
  

2

8-38



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

P-W-0022

1

2

    

8-39



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

P-W-0023

1

    
   

8-40



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-41



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-42



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-43



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-44



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-45



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-46



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-47



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-48



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-49



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-50



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-51



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-52



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-53



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-54



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

P-W-0024

1

8-55



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-56



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-57



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

P-W-0025

8-58



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    
   

8-59



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

P-W-0026

1

2

    

3

8-60



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    

8-61



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    

4

5

6

8-62



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    

7

8

8-63



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

 

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

    

9

10

8-64



COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

 

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

    P-W-0027

1

 

 

June 16, 2003

U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command

ATTN:  SMDC-EN-V (Mrs. Julia Hudson-Elliott)

106 Wynn Drive

Huntsville, Alabama  35805

gmdetreis@smdc.army.mil

Subject:  Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 

Ground-Based Midcourse Defense Extended Test Range.

Dear Mrs. Hudson-Elliott:

We have reviewed the portions of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 

the Ground-Based Midcourse Defense Extended Test Range (DEIS) that relate 

to basing the Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar (SBX) in Everett, Washington.

In summary, Everett provides excellent homeport facilities, having very deep 

water right to the pier, exceptional protection from storms and shoreside access 

to the facilities and amenities of Everett, Seattle, Tacoma, Bremerton, etc.  

Although we raise some issues relating to the navigational challenges between 

Everett and the ocean, these can be mitigated.  But Everett is also a very 

congested area, surrounded by airports, homes, businesses and highways that 

may require significant restrictions on the operation of the powerful X-band radar 

of the SBX when in port.  The question that must be considered by the project 

managers is whether operational restrictions on the SBX radar that might be 

required in Everett's heavily populated environment will ultimately interfere with 

the testing and calibration necessary to make the tests of the Ground-Based 

Midcourse Defense a success.

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, 

stationed a rescue tug at Neah Bay to respond to vessels in distress.  The SBX, carrying 

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 

rescue tug and other reasonable forms of mitigation. 

2.  Risks associated with SBX radiation while in port.

The DEIS does a good job of listing the basic radiation risks associated with the SBX.  But 

specific measures to protect people, wildlife and machinery in the air and on the ground are 

largely put off to the EMR/EMI survey and analysis that will be conducted after the SBX is 

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 

operations restrictions on the SBX, prevent any problems, this cannot be demonstrated at 

this time.  

Figure 3.8.2-1 shows just how congested the Everett area is.  The Naval Air Station is a few 

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 

air handling of EEDs at 65% power and within the risk circle for the presence or shipping of 

EEDs at full power.  According to the DEIS, the grating lobe covers a large area on the 

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 

necessary for full power testing of the SBX can actually fit in Everett.  Perhaps the Final EIS 

can have a diagram that shows the area within 15 miles of the moorage and indicating the 

directions the X-band radar might safely be directed at full power.  If flight operations at 

Paine Field or the Naval Air Station need to be interrupted or commercial and pleasure 

vessels prohibited from passing the moorage during testing, this needs to be discussed in 

the Final EIS.  The Final EIS should also address the number of small planes that fly from 

the Seattle area to the San Juan Islands and Canada, passing near Everett.    If necessary, 

the Final EIS could commit to doing a supplemental review of operational restrictions on the 

radar at Everett once the actual emissions information is available. As noted in the 

summary, if operations of the X-band radar must be highly restricted while at Everett, it may 

be impossible to carry out the necessary testing and calibration of the SBX at that site.

3.  Visual Impacts.

Figure 2.1.4-1 gives a great feeling for the design of the SBX.  A second figure comparing 

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

The general discussion of the Everett base points out that the base has excess 

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

P-W-0028
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      Island County Board of Commissioners__________

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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The text of comment P-W-0052  was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Carol Wolton of Kirkland, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0053 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Sara Elliott of Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0054 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Katie Elliott of Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0055 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Julia Elliott of Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0056 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Robert and Marion Nokleby of 

Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0057 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Paul LaVigne of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0058 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Dorothy Boroughs of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0059 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

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

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0060 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Marion Skalley of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0061 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Thomas Skalley of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0062 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Elinora Jane Cater of Seattle, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0063 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Mary Ellen Egge of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0064 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Steve Nagel of Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0065 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Victoria Adlum of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0066 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Laura Elliott of Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0067 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Madeleine Sosin of Seattle, 

Washington.

COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    P-W-0052

P-W-0053

P-W-0054

P-W-0055

P-W-0056

P-W-0057

P-W-0058

P-W-0059

P-W-0060

P-W-0061

P-W-0062

P-W-0063

P-W-0064

P-W-0065

P-W-0066

P-W-0067

8-82



The text of comment P-W-0068 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Stephen Somogy of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0069 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Michele Somogy of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0070 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Leslie Minor of LaJolla, California.

The text of comment P-W-0071 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Rosemarie Brown - Sisters of the 

Holy Names of Jesus and Mary, of Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0072 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Linda Sinter of Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0073 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by John and Kim Larson of Marysville, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0074 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Mary Lee Griswold of Freeland, 

Washington. 

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

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

The text of comment P-W-0076 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Marjorie D. Ross of Mukilteo, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0077 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Kathleen Haban of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0078 was the same as that of P-W-0029. 

This comment was submitted by Leslie and Deane Minor of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0079 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Marianna C. Skalley of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0080 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Thomas and Denise Murphy of 

Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0081 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Elsie M. Anderson of Lynnwood, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0082 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

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.  

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.  

This comment was submitted by Elizabeth B. Bentler of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0085 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Patricia A. Larson of Sisters of the 

Holy Names of Jesus and Mary Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0086 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Karen Pauley of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0087 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Gene O'Neil of Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0088 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Dawn O'Neil of Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0089 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Randy Bonsen of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0090 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by J.C. and Mary Ellen O'Donnell of 

Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0091 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Katherine Lynch of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0092 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Jeff and Caroline Mason of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0093 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Diane and Jerry Solie of Marysville, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0094 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Won Chong Kim of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0095 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Bernadine Casey of Spokane, 

Washington. 

The text of comment P-W-0096 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by John D. Lindstrom of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0097 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Deanne Lindstrom of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0098 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Shirley and C.H. Sievers of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0099 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

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.  

This comment was submitted by Betty L. Startup of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0101 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Rich and Andrea Semon of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0102 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Lisa Gebert of Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0103 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Jean C. Hokanson of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0104 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Aaron and Michelle Lamoureux of 

Marysville, Washington. 

The text of comment P-W-0105 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Barb Lemoureux of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0106 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by William T. Belshaw of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0107 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

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

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0108 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Amy J. Straddell of Everett, 

Washington. 

The text of comment P-W-0109 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

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.  

This comment was submitted by Peter Bennett of Langley, 

Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0111 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Jeffrey and Leslie Strickland of 

Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0112 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Sandy Koznek of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0113 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Judi A. Little of Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0114 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Katherine A. Benusa of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0115 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

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.  

This comment was submitted by Bryan Cook of Seattle, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0117 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Annemarie Montera of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0118 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Jack McGinty of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0119 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Anne Van Clue.

The text of comment P-W-0120 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

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.  

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.  

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.  

This comment was submitted by Ed Severinghaus of Langley, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0124 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Nicole J. Thompson of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0125 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Carol Rodlond of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0126 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Kaila Cogdill of Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0127 was the same as that of P-W-0029.  

This comment was submitted by Marsha Cogdill of Everett, 

Washington.
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The text of comment P-W-0155  was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

This comment was submitted by R. L. Holmer of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0156 was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

This comment was submitted by Jane L. Cauley of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0157 was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

This comment was submitted by Lyan Lichtenberg of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0158 was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

This comment was submitted by Todd Combs of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0159 was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

This comment was submitted by Jeff Rowe of  Marysville, 

Washington.
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[From Original Letter]

The possible negative impacts to Human Health and Safety caused by 

Receiving Long-Term, Low Level EM Radiation Have not been fully 

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 Size of this Structure (SBX), Built on a Converted Ocean Based 

Oil drilling rig, and its design for Heavy Industry Degrades the Visual 

and Aesthetic Value of our Local Waterfront.

Its Placement would Undermine the City of Everett's Current and 

Future Efforts to promote Economic Re-Development and Attract 

Investment in out Waterfront & City Core.

The DoD has not fully assessed the potential interference to Airborne 

Navigation & Commercial Communication Systems, Sensitive 

Electronics and Hospital and Clinic-based Medical diagnostic 

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.

Kathie Hoban
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The text of comment P-W-0163 was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

This comment was submitted by Roshael Tomsin of Arlington, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0164 was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

This comment was submitted by Gary A. Vandalfsfeni of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0165 was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

This comment was submitted by Leann Rowe of Arlington, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0166 was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

This comment was submitted by Russell Silva of Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0167 was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

This comment was submitted by Bryon Henault of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0168 was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

This comment was submitted by Jane Best of  Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0169 was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

This comment was submitted by Ryan J. May of Seattle, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0170 was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

This comment was submitted by M. Cogdill of  Everett, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0171 was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

This comment was submitted by Stephen Clough of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0172 was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

This comment was submitted by Ed and Vera Carlston of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0173 was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

This comment was submitted by Marsha Cogdill of Everett, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0174 was the same as that of P-W-0154. 

This comment was submitted by Linda Rethke of Kirkland, 

Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0175 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by Marianne Roberts of Everett, 

Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0176 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by John L. Wetzstein of Everett, 

Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0177 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by D. G. Carlson of Everett, 

Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0178 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by Holly Fellows of Everett, 

Washington.  

COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

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

    P-W-0163

P-W-0164

P-W-0165

P-W-0166

P-W-0167

P-W-0168

P-W-0170

P-W-0171

P-W-0172

P-W-0173

P-W-0174

P-W-0175

P-W-0176

P-W-0177

P-W-0178

P-W-0169

8-119



The text of comment P-W-0179 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by Monica Trott of Everett, Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0180 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by H.W. Stuchell of Everett, 

Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0181 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by Holly Anderson Knapp of Everett, 

Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0182 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by Earl and Doris Beech of Everett, 

Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0183 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by Jonathan Witte of Everett, 

Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0184 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by Mark Underwood of Monroe, 

Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0185 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by Tom and Vida Delany of Everett, 

Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0186 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by Won Chong Kim of Everett, 

Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0187 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by Bill Mullikin of Everett, Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0188 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by B. Bruno of Everett, Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0189 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by Tom and Margaret Hoban of Everett, 

Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0190 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by Angela Hill of Monroe, Washington.

The text of comment P-W-0191 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by Reg Scodeller of Everett, 

Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0192 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by Betty Scodeller of Everett, 

Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0193 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

This comment was submitted by Constance Bennet of Snohomish, 

Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0194 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

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.  

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.  

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.  

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.  

This comment was submitted by Lisa Mechals of Lynnwood, 

Washington.  

The text of comment P-W-0199 was the same as that of P-W-0154.  

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.  

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.  

This comment was submitted by Judy Matheson of Everett, 

Washington.  
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Name Comment # Resource Response Text
EIS

Section
Bob Brodie P-W-0001-1 Safety and Health See P-E-0020-132.1.1

3.1.6.2
4.1.6
4.1.7.

P-W-0001-2 Socioeconomics See P-T-0014-24.8

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 
Gardner 
Neighborhood 
Association

P-W-0003-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

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 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.

3.7

P-W-0003-8 Air Quality See P-E-0275-44.8.1.2

P-W-0003-9 Air Quality Please see section 3.8.1.2. for information.3.8.1.2

P-W-0003-10 Air Quality See P-E-0208-34.8.1.2

P-W-0003-11 Air Quality See P-E-0208-34.8.1.2

Table 8.1.1-2:  Responses to Written Comments
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Name Comment # Resource Response Text
EIS

Section
Walter Selden - Port 
Gardner 
Neighborhood 
Association

P-W-0003-12 Airspace Use See P-E-0008-44.8.2
2.1.4.2

P-W-0003-13 Safety and Health See P-E-0208-42.1.4.2
Appendix G

P-W-0003-14 Safety and Health See P-E-0005-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0003-15 Airspace Use See P-E-0033-174.6.2
4.8.2

2.1.4.2

P-W-0003-16 Biological Resources 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.

3.8.3

P-W-0003-17 Biological Resources Text will be expanded to include minimizing the potential for impacts to wildlife 
from diesel fuel spills.

4.8.3

P-W-0003-18 Hazardous Materials See P-E-0318-64.8.5

P-W-0003-19 Safety and Health See section 4.8.5.  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.  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.

2.1.7
4.8.5

P-W-0003-20 Safety and Health See P-E-0008-32.1.4.2
Appendix G
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Name Comment # Resource Response Text
EIS

Section
Walter Selden - Port 
Gardner 
Neighborhood 
Association

P-W-0003-21 Safety and Health As indicated in section 2.1.4.2, the SBX can exceed the 300 V/m average power 
threshold at 12 km.  The average power threshold is based upon reducing the 
time of exposure of aircraft avionics to high intensity radiated field environments 
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.

2.1.4
Appendix G

P-W-0003-22 Safety and Health See P-E-0208-42.1.4.2
Appendix G

P-W-0003-23 Transportation See P-E-0303-24.8.7.2

P-W-0003-24 Transportation See P-E-0303-24.8.7.2

P-W-0003-25 Transportation See P-E-0318-54.8.6.2

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 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.

3.8.9

P-W-0003-28 Visual Aesthetics See P-E-0008-14.8.9

P-W-0003-29 Visual Aesthetics See P-E-0011-14.8.9

P-W-0003-34 Socioeconomics See P-E-0026-44.8.6

P-W-0003-35 Socioeconomics See P-E-0006-24.8.6

P-W-0003-36 EIS Process See P-E-0250-2

Mohala Aiu - AFSC 
Hawai'i Area

P-W-0004-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

P-W-0004-2 Program See P-E-0018-5

P-W-0004-3 EIS Process See P-E-0024-13.6

P-W-0004-4 EIS Process See P-T-0057-3

P-W-0004-5 Safety and Health See P-W-0004-114.3.5

8-137

fenton-mcenirya
Table 8.1.1-2:  Responses to Written Comments (Continued)



Name Comment # Resource Response Text
EIS

Section
Mohala Aiu - AFSC 
Hawai'i Area

P-W-0004-6 Policy See P-E-0032-3

P-W-0004-7 Airspace Use As discussed 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.

4.11.1.3

P-W-0004-8 Safety and Health See P-E-0004-44.4.4
4.1.7
4.5.5
4.3.5

P-W-0004-9 Airspace Use As discussed 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 ICAO, 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 ROI is managed by the Honolulu, Oakland, and Anchorage ARTCCs.

4.11.1.3

P-W-0004-10 Program See P-E-0018-5

P-W-0004-11 Safety and Health 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.

4.3.5

P-W-0004-12 Safety and Health See P-W-0004-114.3.5

P-W-0004-13 Program See P-T-0017-12.0

P-W-0004-14 Hazardous Materials Thank you for your comment.NA

P-W-0004-15 Biological Resources Comment noted.  The Proposed Action is not expected to result in significant 
impacts to marine biological resources.

4.11.2
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P-W-0004-16 Biological Resources The potential for auditory and debris impacts to marine species is discussed on 
pages 4-285 through 4-287.

4.11.2

P-W-0004-17 Safety and Health 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.

4.11

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 
NOTMARs) 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 See P-E-0011-14.8.9

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 The potential for impacts to marine species from the floating platform is 
discussed on pages 4-214 and 4-215.

4.6.3
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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 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.

4.4.2

P-W-0004-25 Cultural Resources 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.

4.4

P-W-0004-26 EIS Process See P-E-0250-2

P-W-0004-27 Environmental Justic  Native Hawaiian sovereignty is a political issue that would be best addressed 
outside an environmental document.

NA

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 Comment noted.4.6
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P-W-0004-32 Cultural Resources As stated in section 4.4, there is no ground disturbance planned for PMRF; 
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 
PMRF listed in appendix B.

4.4

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 - 
The Beacon 
Foundation

P-W-0007-1 Visual Aesthetics Additional text has been added to section 4.7 to state that the SBX would only be 
moored at San Nicolas Island and would not be visible from Port Hueneme.

4.7

P-W-0007-2 Air Quality 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.

4.7.1.2

P-W-0007-3 Safety and Health See P-E-0005-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

David Dengel - City 
of Valdez

P-W-0008-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

P-W-0008-2 Utilities That Copper Valley derives power from Solomon Gulch 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.

3.10.7.2

P-W-0008-3 Socioeconomics See P-T-0014-24.8

P-W-0008-4 Environmental Justic Text revised.4.10.6

P-W-0008-5 Utilities 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.

3.10.7.2

Michelle Trautman P-W-0009-1 Socioeconomics See P-E-0026-44.8.68-141
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Michelle Trautman P-W-0009-2 Safety and Health Section 2.1.4.2 discusses SBX emission patterns.2.1.4.2

P-W-0009-3 Air Quality See P-E-0208-34.8.1.2

P-W-0009-4 Safety and Health See P-W-0003-192.1.7
4.8.5

P-W-0009-5 Safety and Health See P-E-0005-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

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 See P-E-0005-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0010-2 Program See P-E-0018-5

P-W-0010-3 Airspace Use See P-E-0008-44.8.2
2.1.4.2

P-W-0010-4 Socioeconomics See P-E-0209-24.8.6

P-W-0010-5 Safety and Health See P-E-0005-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0010-6 Noise See P-E-0208-24.8

P-W-0010-7 Biological Resources See P-E-0209-44.8.3

P-W-0010-8 Socioeconomics See P-E-0006-24.8.6
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David Mascarenas P-W-0010-9 EIS Process See P-E-0242-1

Frank Anderson - 
City of Everett

P-W-0011-1 EIS Process Comment noted.

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 See P-E-0008-14.8.9

P-W-0011-4 Airspace Use See P-E-0033-174.6.2
4.8.2

2.1.4.2

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 See P-E-0208-34.8.1.2

P-W-0011-8 Biological Resources The potential for impacts to Chinook salmon and bull trout will be added to the 
Final EIS.

4.8.3

P-W-0011-9 Socioeconomics See P-E-0013-24.8.6

P-W-0011-10 Policy See 

P-W-0011-11 Land Use 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.

3.8

Todd Apo - Ko Olina 
Community 
Association

P-W-0012-1 Visual Aesthetics Section 4.6.7 states that visual resources may be slightly affected by the 
proposed SBX off-shore at Barbers Point.  The SBX would be moored at an 
adequate distance away from the shore and would not obstruct panoramic views.

4.6.7

P-W-0012-2 Socioeconomics 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.

4.6

P-W-0012-3 Airspace Use See P-E-0319-174.6.2

Deborah Wright P-W-0013-1 EIS Process See P-E-0242-1
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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 See P-E-0020-142.3.1.16

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 See P-E-0208-54.8.5

P-W-0015-3 EIS Process Multidisciplinary team of experts.

P-W-0015-4 Safety and Health See P-E-0248-72.1.4.2
Appendix G

P-W-0015-5 Socioeconomics See P-E-0006-24.8.6

P-W-0015-6 EIS Process 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.

4.8

P-W-0015-7 Hazardous Materials See P-E-0208-64.7.4
4.8.4

P-W-0015-8 Visual Aesthetics See P-E-0011-14.8.9

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 See P-E-0005-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0016-2 Airspace Use See P-E-0319-174.6.2

P-W-0016-3 Program See P-E-0018-5
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Helen Takeuchi P-W-0017-1 Policy This is beyond the scope of the EIS.

Sachiko Fujita P-W-0018-1 P-W-0017 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0017.Multiple

Peggy Choy P-W-0019-1 P-W-0017 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0017.Multiple

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 - 
Kodiak Chamber of 
Commerce

P-W-0022-1 Socioeconomics See P-T-0014-24.8

P-W-0022-2 Program See P-E-0006-1

Kristina Kuch - 
American Friends 
Service Committee 
Hawai'i

P-W-0023-1 Policy See P-E-0032-3

Dominic Clemente - 
American Friends 
Service Committee 
Hawai'i

P-W-0024-1 Policy See P-E-0032-3

Madeleine Hiraga-
Huccio - Malu Aina

P-W-0025-1 Policy See P-E-0032-3

Bradley G Stevens P-W-0026-1 Biological Resources Additional information concerning water resources and further reference to the 
AADC research is provided on pages 4-105 and 4-106.

4.1.3

P-W-0026-2 Biological Resources 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.

4.1.14
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Bradley G Stevens P-W-0026-3 Water Resources 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.

4.1.14

P-W-0026-4 Biological Resources 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.

4.1.3

P-W-0026-5 Land Use See P-T-0007-4

P-W-0026-6 Cultural Resources 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.

4.1.15

P-W-0026-7 Program See P-E-0006-1

P-W-0026-8 Land Use 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.

Appendix E
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Bradley G Stevens P-W-0026-9 Socioeconomics 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.

4.1.10

P-W-0026-10 Land Use 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.

4.1.2.8.1

John Dohrmann - 
State of Washington 
Office of the 
Governor

P-W-0027-1 Hazardous Materials The SBX platform would be constructed (enclosed double bottom) and operated 
in accordance with the military, state, federal and international maritime (SOLAS) 
and (MARPOL 73/78) standard construction and operating requirements for 
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.

4.8.4

P-W-0027-2 Safety and Health See P-E-0005-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0027-3 Airspace Use See P-E-0008-44.8.2
2.1.4.2

P-W-0027-4 Visual Aesthetics See P-E-0026-34.8.8
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John Dohrmann - 
State of Washington 
Office of the 
Governor

P-W-0027-5 Air Quality 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.

4.8.1.2

Mike Shelton - Island 
County Board of 
Commissioners

P-W-0028-1 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 As stated in section 4.8.2, the SBX would not exceed the FAA 3000 V/m peak 
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.

4.8.2
2.1.4.2

P-W-0029-3 Safety and Health 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.  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.

2.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

8-148

fenton-mcenirya
Table 8.1.1-2:  Responses to Written Comments (Continued)



Name Comment # Resource Response Text
EIS

Section
Dolores Geary P-W-0029-4 Socioeconomics 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.

4.8.6

P-W-0029-5 Socioeconomics 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.

4.8.6

Jonathan Sharkey - 
City of Port Hueneme

P-W-0030-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

Sue Cogswell - 
Prince William 
Sound Economic 
Development District

P-W-0031-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

Dave Waggoner - 
Paine Field

P-W-0032-1 Airspace Use See P-E-0033-174.6.2
4.8.2

2.1.4.2

Gary Stormo - 
Everett Parks and 
Recreation Board of 
Commission

P-W-0033-1 Program See P-E-0006-1
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Bill Higgins - 
Channel Islands 
Beach Community 
Services District

P-W-0034-1 Utilities Information from the Navy (see section 3.7.6.2) indicates that the source of 
potable water for NBVC Port Hueneme and Point Mugu is groundwater from the 
United Water Conservation District, conveyed through the Oxnard-Hueneme 
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 
Buenaventura City 
Council

P-W-0035-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

Kathy Long - Board 
of Supervisors, 
County of Ventura

P-W-0036-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

Charlotte Craven - 
City of Camarillo

P-W-0037-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

Keith Martin - City of 
Adak

P-W-0038-1 Program See P-E-0006-1
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Paul Calderwood - 
City of San 
Buevaventura

P-W-0039-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

Louise Stanton-
Masten - Everett 
Area Chamber of 
Commerce

P-W-0040-1 EIS Process See P-W-0011-1

P-W-0040-2 Visual Aesthetics See P-E-0011-14.8.9

P-W-0040-3 Airspace Use See P-E-0008-44.8.2
2.1.4.2

P-W-0040-4 Safety and Health See P-E-0005-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0040-5 Biological Resources 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.

4.8.3

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 See P-E-0026-44.8.6
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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 See P-E-0013-24.8.6

P-W-0044-4 Safety and Health See P-E-0348-14.8.5

Alice Minor P-W-0045-1 Safety and Health 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.

2.1.4

P-W-0045-2 Airspace Use See P-E-0008-44.8.2
2.1.4.2

Virgil Morgan - 
Morgan Aero 
Products

P-W-0046-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

James Deno P-W-0047-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

Niles Fowler - Navy 
League of the United 
States

P-W-0048-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

Peter Lorentzen - 
Chugiak-Eagle River 
Chamber of 
Commerce

P-W-0049-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

Philip Bannan - 
Everett Port 
Commission

P-W-0050-1 Transportation See 

P-W-0050-2 Safety and Health See P-O-0057-12.1.4.2
Appendix G

Jack Olson P-W-0051-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

Carol Wolton P-W-0052-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Sara Elliott P-W-0053-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Katie Elliott P-W-0054-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple
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Julia Elliott P-W-0055-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Robert and Marion 
Nokleby

P-W-0056-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Paul LaVigne P-W-0057-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Dorothy Boroughs P-W-0058-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Dan and Marsha 
O'Brien

P-W-0059-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Marion Skalley P-W-0060-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Thomas Skalley P-W-0061-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Elinora Jane Cater P-W-0062-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Mary Ellen Egge P-W-0063-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Steve Nagel P-W-0064-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Victoria Adlum P-W-0065-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Laura Elliott P-W-0066-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Madeleine Sosin P-W-0067-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Stephen Somogy P-W-0068-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Michele Somogy P-W-0069-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Leslie Minor P-W-0070-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Rosemarie Brown - 
Sisters of the Holy 
Names of Jesus and 
Mary

P-W-0071-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Linda Sinter P-W-0072-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

John and Kim Larson P-W-0073-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Mary Lee Griswold P-W-0074-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Marion Elert P-W-0075-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple
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Marjorie D. Ross P-W-0076-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Kathleen Haban P-W-0077-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Leslie and Deane 
Minor

P-W-0078-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Marianna C. Skalley P-W-0079-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Thomas and Denise 
Murphy

P-W-0080-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Elsie M. Anderson P-W-0081-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

[unreadable] 
[unreadable]

P-W-0082-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Richard and Inez 
Lawrence

P-W-0083-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Elizabeth B. Bentler P-W-0084-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Patricia A. Larson - 
Sisters of the Holy 
Names of Jesus and 
Mary

P-W-0085-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Karen Pauley P-W-0086-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Gene O'Neil P-W-0087-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Dawn O'Neil P-W-0088-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Randy Bonsen P-W-0089-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

J.C. and Mary Ellen 
O'Donnell

P-W-0090-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Katherine Lynch P-W-0091-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Jeff and Caroline 
Mason

P-W-0092-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Diane and Jerry Solie P-W-0093-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Won Chong Kim P-W-0094-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple
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Bernadine Casey P-W-0095-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

John D. Lindstrom P-W-0096-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Deanne Lindstrom P-W-0097-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Shirley and C.H. 
Sievers

P-W-0098-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Bill Mulliken P-W-0099-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Betty L. Startup P-W-0100-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Rich and Andrea 
Semon

P-W-0101-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Lisa Gebert P-W-0102-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Jean C. Hokanson P-W-0103-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Aaron and Michelle 
Lamoureux

P-W-0104-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Barb Lamoureux P-W-0105-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

William T. Belshaw P-W-0106-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Mary S. Belshaw P-W-0107-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Amy J. Strandell P-W-0108-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

M. L. Geck P-W-0109-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Peter Bennett P-W-0110-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Jeffrey and Leslie 
Strickland

P-W-0111-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Sandy Koznek P-W-0112-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Judi A. Little P-W-0113-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Katherine A. Benusa P-W-0114-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Jeannie Sheldon P-W-0115-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Bryan Cook P-W-0116-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple
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Annemarie Montera P-W-0117-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Jack McGinty P-W-0118-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Anne Van Clue P-W-0119-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Nanette Leaman P-W-0120-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Elizabeth J. Morrow P-W-0121-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Edward M. Morrow - 
Former Everett City 
Council Member

P-W-0122-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Ed Severinghaus P-W-0123-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Nicole J. Thompson P-W-0124-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Carol Rodlond P-W-0125-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Kaila Cogdill P-W-0126-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Marsha Cogdill P-W-0127-1 P-W-0029 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0029.Multiple

Walt Blackford P-W-0128-1 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
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 See P-O-0057-12.1.4.2
Appendix G

P-W-0129-2 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2
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Karen Stolworthy P-W-0129-3 Socioeconomics 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.

4.8

Suzanne Schlike P-W-0130-1 Program See P-T-0017-12.0

P-W-0130-2 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
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 See P-E-0303-24.8.7.2

P-W-0131-2 Safety and Health See P-O-0077-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0131-3 Socioeconomics See P-E-0013-24.8.6

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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Janis Tullis P-W-0134-1 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4

2.1.8
4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0134-2 Socioeconomics See P-E-0013-24.8.6

P-W-0134-3 EIS Process See P-E-0026-2

Mary Ann Erickson P-W-0135-1 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0135-2 Air Quality Mitigation options could be as listed in the section 4.8.1.2; however, there are no 
current plans to implement them.

4.8.1.2

P-W-0135-3 Safety and Health SBX emission pattern and power levels are discussed in section 2.1.4.  The 
separation distance and calculated power density is discussed in section 4.8.5.  
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.

2.1.4
4.8.5

Appendix G

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 See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2
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Ginger Decker P-W-0137-1 Socioeconomics See P-E-0013-24.8.6

P-W-0137-2 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0137-3 Safety and Health 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.

4.8

Anne Bosserman P-W-0138-1 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0138-2 Socioeconomics See P-E-0006-24.8.6

James and Mary Lou 
Finley

P-W-0139-1 Socioeconomics See P-E-0209-24.8.6

P-W-0139-2 Socioeconomics See P-E-0026-44.8.6

P-W-0139-3 Socioeconomics See P-E-0013-24.8.6

P-W-0139-4 Safety and Health See P-O-0057-12.1.4.2
Appendix G

P-W-0139-5 Safety and Health 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.

Appendix G

Barbara Joan 
Govedare

P-W-0140-1 Program See P-E-0018-5

Donna Witte P-W-0141-1 Safety and Health See P-O-0057-12.1.4.2
Appendix G
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Donna Witte P-W-0141-2 Socioeconomics See P-E-0026-44.8.6

Anna Petersons P-W-0142-1 Safety and Health See P-O-0057-12.1.4.2
Appendix G

P-W-0142-2 Visual Aesthetics See P-E-0011-14.8.9

P-W-0142-3 Biological Resources 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.

4.8.3

Anne Robinson P-W-0143-1 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

Valerie Steel P-W-0144-1 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

Susan Dougal P-W-0145-1 EIS Process See P-E-0026-2

P-W-0145-2 Safety and Health 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.

Appendix G

P-W-0145-3 Safety and Health See P-W-0137-34.8

Christine Lavra P-W-0146-1 EIS Process See P-E-0338-1

P-W-0146-2 Biological Resources See P-O-0087-34.8.3

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 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.

Appendix G
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Christine Lavra P-W-0146-5 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4

2.1.8
4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

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 See P-E-0208-24.8

P-W-0146-8 Socioeconomics See P-E-0209-24.8.6

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 - 
Everett Shorelines 
Coalition (Co-chair)

P-W-0147-1 Biological Resources See P-E-0209-44.8.3

P-W-0147-2 Biological Resources 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.

4.8.3

P-W-0147-3 Safety and Health See P-W-0137-34.8

Molly Petersons P-W-0148-1 Safety and Health See P-O-0077-2Appendix G

P-W-0148-2 Visual Aesthetics See P-E-0011-14.8.9

P-W-0148-3 Biological Resources See P-W-0142-34.8.3
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Molly Petersons P-W-0148-4 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4

2.1.8
4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

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 See P-E-0209-44.8.3

P-W-0150-3 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0150-4 Airspace Use See P-E-0008-44.8.2
2.1.4.2

P-W-0150-5 Air Quality See P-E-0275-44.8.1.2

Brenda Lynn Kerr P-W-0151-1 Airspace Use See P-E-0008-44.8.2
2.1.4.2

P-W-0151-2 Program See P-O-0097-2

P-W-0151-3 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0151-4 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2
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Brenda Lynn Kerr P-W-0151-5 Biological Resources 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.

4.8.3

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 See P-E-0008-44.8.2
2.1.4.2

P-W-0152-4 Safety and Health 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.

2.1.4
4.3.5.2.5

Appendix G

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 See P-E-0026-44.8.6

Karen L. Dworkin P-W-0153-1 Program See P-E-0006-1

Kathie Hoban P-W-0154-1 Safety and Health 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.

2.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2
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Kathie Hoban P-W-0154-2 Visual Aesthetics 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.

4.8.9

P-W-0154-3 Socioeconomics 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.

4.8.6

P-W-0154-4 Safety and Health 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.

2.1.4.2
Appendix G

R.L. Holmer P-W-0155-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Jane L. Cauley P-W-0156-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Lyan Lichtenberg P-W-0157-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Todd Combs P-W-0158-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Garett Tomsin P-W-0159-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Jan Olsen P-W-0160-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Peach Tomsin P-W-0161-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Jeff Rowe P-W-0162-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Roshael Tomsin P-W-0163-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple
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Gary A Vandalfsfeni P-W-0164-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Leann Rowe P-W-0165-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Russell Silva P-W-0166-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Bryon Henault P-W-0167-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Jane Best P-W-0168-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Ryan J. May P-W-0169-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

M Cogdill P-W-0170-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Stephen Clough P-W-0171-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Ed and Vera Carlston P-W-0172-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Marsha Cogdill P-W-0173-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Linda Rethke P-W-0174-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Marianne Roberts P-W-0175-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

John L. Wetzstein P-W-0176-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

D.G. Carlson P-W-0177-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Holly Fellows P-W-0178-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Monica Trott P-W-0179-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

H.W. Stuchell P-W-0180-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Holly Anderson 
Knapp

P-W-0181-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Earl and Doris Beech P-W-0182-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Jonathan Witte P-W-0183-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Mark Underwood P-W-0184-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Tom and Vida Delany P-W-0185-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Won Chong Kim P-W-0186-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Bill Mullikin P-W-0187-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple8-165
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B. Bruno P-W-0188-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Tom and Margaret 
Hoban

P-W-0189-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Angela Hill P-W-0190-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Reg Scodeller P-W-0191-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Betty Scodeller P-W-0192-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Constance Bennet P-W-0193-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Victoria Kehoe P-W-0194-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Rochelle Ritchie P-W-0195-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Dolores M. Hancock P-W-0196-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Felita Hernandez P-W-0197-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Lisa Mechals P-W-0198-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Marie McLain P-W-0199-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Larry Bashoy P-W-0200-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Judy Matheson P-W-0201-1 P-W-0154 See responses to issues identified for comment number P-W-0154.Multiple

Maureen McCrea - 
State of Alaska, 
Office of the 
Governor

P-W-0202-1 Biological Resources The text has been revised in accordance with the information provided by the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game.

4.1.3

P-W-0202-2 Land Use As discussed 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.

4.1.8.2.1

P-W-0202-3 Land Use 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.

4.1.8.2.1

P-W-0202-4 Cultural Resources Paleontological section has been modified within section 3.1.4.3.1.4

P-W-0202-5 Air Quality Text revised in section 3.1.1.1.3.1.1.1

8-166

fenton-mcenirya
Table 8.1.1-2:  Responses to Written Comments (Continued)



Name Comment # Resource Response Text
EIS

Section
Maureen McCrea - 
State of Alaska, 
Office of the 
Governor

P-W-0202-6 Airspace Use Text in section 3.1.2.2 has been corrected.3.1.2

P-W-0202-7 EIS Process See P-E-0250-2

Dennis J. McLerran - 
Pugent Sound Clean 
Air Agency

P-W-0203-1 Air Quality Text revised in section 4.8.1.2 to state dust suppression measures.4.8.1.2

P-W-0203-2 Air Quality 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.

4.8.1.2

P-W-0203-3 Air Quality Screen modeling was not performed for the anticipated emissions from the SBX 
as it is a mobile source.

4.8.1.2

P-W-0203-4 Air Quality See P-W-0135-24.8.1.2

Elizabeth Marshall - 
The Everett Clinic

P-W-0204-1 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0204-2 Safety and Health See P-E-0208-54.8.5

P-W-0204-3 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0204-4 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0204-5 Safety and Health See P-O-0057-12.1.4.2
Appendix G
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Elizabeth Marshall - 
The Everett Clinic

P-W-0204-6 Safety and Health The SBX has not been built so measurements are not available.

P-W-0204-7 Safety and Health 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.

2.1.4

P-W-0204-8 Socioeconomics See P-E-0013-24.8.6

P-W-0204-9 Socioeconomics See P-E-0006-24.8.6

P-W-0204-10 Socioeconomics See P-E-0209-24.8.6

P-W-0204-11 Socioeconomics See P-E-0013-24.8.6

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 See P-O-0077-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0204-21 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0204-22 Safety and Health See P-E-0208-54.8.5
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Elizabeth Marshall - 
The Everett Clinic

P-W-0204-23 Safety and Health 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 
indicated in Section 4.3.5.2.5 and appendix G IEEE standards afford public 
protection and have safety factors built in.

4.3.5.2.5
Appendix G

P-W-0204-24 Safety and Health See P-W-0204-234.3.5.2.5
Appendix G

P-W-0204-25 Safety and Health See P-E-0340-12.1.4
2.1.8

4.3.5.2.5
4.6.5.2
4.8.5.2

P-W-0204-26 Safety and Health See P-W-0045-12.1.4

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 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.

2.1.4

P-W-0204-29 Safety and Health See P-W-0204-282.1.4
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Elizabeth Marshall - 
The Everett Clinic

P-W-0204-30 Safety and Health 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.

4.3.5.2.5
Appendix G

P-W-0204-31 Safety and Health 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.

4.11.3.4

P-W-0204-32 Safety and Health See P-W-0204-314.11.3.4

P-W-0204-33 Safety and Health See P-W-0204-314.11.3.4

P-W-0204-34 Safety and Health 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 
�operating area and defining sea operation angles, power levels, etc.

4.3.5.2.5
Appendix G

P-W-0204-35 Safety and Health The SBX is not yet built, so there are no measurements.2.1.4

P-W-0204-36 Safety and Health See P-O-0057-12.1.4.2
Appendix G
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Elizabeth Marshall - 
The Everett Clinic

P-W-0204-37 Safety and Health To date, no independent agency has not been designated for such a task.  Two 
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.

2.1.4

P-W-0204-38 Safety and Health 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.

Appendix G

P-W-0204-39 Safety and Health 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.

2.1.4
2.3.1.8
2.4.4

James P. Burgess, 
III - National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric 
Administration

P-W-0205-1 Biological Resources 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.

4.1.3

P-W-0205-2 Water Resources See P-W-0026-34.1.14

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 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.

3.1.8.2

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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James P. Burgess, 
III - National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric 
Administration

P-W-0205-8 Biological Resources An appendix has been added to the document providing a brief discussion of 
potential listed species (terrestrial and marine) that may be found in the  areas 
affected by the Proposed Action.  Consultation with applicable agencies has 
been initiated.

4.1.3
4.2.2
4.3.3
4.4.2
4.5.2
4.8.3
4.11.2

P-W-0205-9 Biological Resources 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.

4.1.3

P-W-0205-10 Biological Resources The SBX is designed to track an incoming target missile. Its narrow beam is 
always moving and looking up in order track a moving object in space. In order 
for tissue damage to occur, the radar’s main beam would have to rest on an 
animal (or human) for several minutes. Since the main beam will not come into 
contact with the water’s surface or remain stationary, the main beam will not 
come in contact with any animal at the water’s surface for any significant period 
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.

4.3.3
4.6.3
4.7.3
4.8.3
4.9.3
4.10.3
4.11.2

P-W-0205-11 Biological Resources 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.

4.4.2

P-W-0205-12 Biological Resources Additional discussion on the potential for harassment will be added to the EIS.4.11.2
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Name Comment # Resource Response Text
EIS

Section
James P. Burgess, 
III - National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric 
Administration

P-W-0205-13 Biological Resources The distance will be changed to 45.7 meters (150 feet).  As described in sections 
2.1.3.1.1 and 2.1.3.5, the construction would involve less than 0.4 hectare (1 
acre) for the IDT and less than 0.1 hectare (0.25 acre) for the COMSATCOM.

4.2.2

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.

8-173

fenton-mcenirya
Table 8.1.1-2:  Responses to Written Comments (Continued)



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 

8-174


	8.0 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
	8.1 GMD ETR DRAFT EIS PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS
	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






