8.1.3 PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT DOCUMENTS—DRAFT EIS

Individuals who commented on the Draft EIS at one of the seven public hearings are listed in
table 8.1.3-1 along with their respective commenter ID number. This number can be used to
find the public hearing transcript document and each speaker's comments and to locate the
corresponding table on which responses to each comment are provided.

Public Hearing Comments

Exhibit 8.1.3-1 presents reproductions of the public hearing transcript 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 Public Hearing Comments

Table 8.1.3-2 presents the responses to substantive comments to the Draft EIS that were
received in public hearing transcript form. Responses to specific comments can be found by
locating the corresponding commenter ID number and sequential comment number identifiers.
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Table 8.1.3-1: Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Public Hearina Documents)

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number
Jim Sykes P-T-0001
Greg Garcia - Alaskans for Peace and Justice P-T-0002
Steve Cleary - Citizens Opposed to Defense Experimentation Code P-T-0003
Judy Mikels - Ventura County Supervisor P-T-0004
Brian Miller - Congressman Elton Gallegly P-T-0005
Charlotte Craven - City of Camarillo P-T-0006
Robert Lagomarsino - Former Member of U.S. Congress P-T-0007
Frank Schillo - Retired Ventura Co. Supervisor P-T-0008
Anthony Volante - Councilmember from City of Port Hueneme P-T-0009
Kathy Long - Ventura County Supervisor P-T-0010
Alex Herrera - City of San Buenaventura P-T-0011
Devon Chaffee - Nuclear Age Peace Foundation P-T-0012
Bob Conroy P-T-0013
Wayne Davey - Rockwell Scientific Company P-T-0014
David Faubion - Ventura Peace Coalition P-T-0015
Gordon Birr - The Beacon Foundation P-T-0016
Bill Conneen P-T-0017
Jack Dodd P-T-0018
Norman Eagle P-T-0019
Henry Norten P-T-0020
Gloria Roman P-T-0021
Don Hayes P-T-0022
Carolyn Heitman P-T-0023
Mike Sirofchuck P-T-0024
Brad Stevens P-T-0025
Wayne Stevens - Kodiak Chamber of Commerce P-T-0026
Mike Milligan P-T-0027
Pam Foreman - Kodiak Island Convention & Visitors Bureau P-T-0028
Gary Carver P-T-0029
John Mohr - Executive Director, Port of Everett P-T-0030
Horst Petsold P-T-0031
John Flowers P-T-0032
Bob Jackson P-T-0033
Morrie Trautman P-T-0034
Mark Nagel P-T-0035
Dave Salsman P-T-0036
Dale Moses P-T-0037
Richard Windt P-T-0038
Walter Selden P-T-0039
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Table 8.1.3-1: Public Comments on the Draft EIS (Public Hearina Documents Continued)

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number
Daryl Williams - Tulalip Tribes P-T-0040
Sheila Baker P-T-0041
MacGregor Eddy - Vandenberg Action Coalition P-T-0042
Elden Boothe - Vandenberg Action Coalition P-T-0043
James Carucci P-T-0044
Hobert Parker P-T-0045
Suzanne Marinelli P-T-0046
Todd Morikawa - Fellowship of Reconciliation P-T-0047
Doreen Redford P-T-0048
Kyle Kajihiro - American Friends Service Committee P-T-0049
Fred Dodge P-T-0050
William Aila P-T-0051
Terri Keko'olani-Raymond - Nuclear Free and Independent Pacific P-T-0052
Peter Yee - Office of Hawaiian Affairs P-T-0053
Karen Murray P-T-0054
William Gosline - 'Ohana Kou / Nuclear Freedom and Independent Pacific P-T-0055
Kalama Niheu - Ohana Kou / Nuclear Freedom and Independent Pacific P-T-0056
Gail Chism/Lowell P-T-0057
Justin Ruhge P-T-0058
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PUBLIC HEARING - GROUND-BASED MIDCOURSE DEFENSE
EXTENDED TEST RANGE
DRAFT ENVIROMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

MR MICHAELSON: Good evening, ladies and gentlemen and thank you for
coming tonight, | am Lewis Michaelson, and I've been asked by the Missile Defense
Agency to serve as the moderator for tonight’s hearing, This is one of seven Public
Hearings being held on the Ground- Based Midcourse Defense Extended Test Range
Drafl Envire | Fmpact § During tonight’s hearing, we will refer to the
Ground-Based Midcourse Defense and GMD and we will refer to the Draft
Envir 1 Impact Stat t ag the Draft EIS.

This public hearing is being held in accordance with provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act and implementing regulations. The act requires federal
agencies lo consider the polential environmental impacts of their activities in the
decision-making process

The purpose of tonight™s heanng 15 1o provide you with information on the GMD
program and proposed GMD Extended Test Range activities. We will also summarize the
findings presented in the Draft EIS and solicit your comments on the Draft EIS.

Lets look at tonight’s agenda. After I finish the introduction, Colonel Kevin
Norgaard, seated to my lefi who is t the Director of the Site Activation Command for
GMD in Alaska, will describe the proposed GMD flight test activities. Then Mr. David
Hasley, the Chief of the U.S. Army Space and Miszile Defense Command, National
Environmental Paliey Act Compliance Branch, will deseribe the process called for the
National Environmental Policy Act. He will also present the environmental analysis and
results of the Drafl EIS.

The last item on the agenda, however the public comment portion, is really the
mostimportant. Remember the Draft EIS is just that — a draft, This is your opportunity to
tell the GMD Project Office how it can improve its analysis of potential environmental
impact before the document is finalized and before a decision is made on whether or not
to proceed with the proposed action.

Now a few administrative points on making comments tonight. If you have
already gigned up to speak and | have several already that’s great, If not and would like to
speak tonight, please go o the registration table and fill out one of the cards. Everyone 1s
welcome to speak, but it makes the process run more smoothly if I can call on people
from a list. We also have a reserved area up here to my left and that we will be asking
people to come up and sit in as [ call the list of speakers after the presentations

Each speaker will be allowed a maximum of four minutes and may speak only
once. You may not combine or yield speaking times to other people. Elected officials will
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be given the courtesy of speaking first. All other speakers will be called up in the order n
which they signed up. There is a court reporter here today, seated to my left over at that
table making a verbatim transcript of the hearing so that all of your oral comments will
be recorded accurately. As part of preparing that transeript, an audio and video recording
is being made of tonight™s hearing as well. The other cameras you see here are for the
media.

If' you are uncomfortable with public speaking, you may also provide verbal
comments by telephone, There iz a toll-free telephone number indicated on the on the
handout that you may use for recording those comments, This 15 the handout that yon
should have received when you came in and it has a lot of important contact information
for you.

You may also submit written comments, There are four ways to do that. You may
hand in written comments that you brought with you tonight, either to me or a person at
the registration table. Second, you may use the written comment sheets that are available
at the registration table to write down any comments and tarn them in tonight. Third, you
may mail written comments to the name and address that appear on the comment sheet or
again on the handout. Or last of all, you may e-mail comments 1o the address listed on the

handout.

Your written comments will be entered into the formal record of public comments
on the Drafl EIS, and they will be given the same co 10m as oral cc ts offered
here tomght.

It you choose to mail in comments, please be sure that to postmark them by
March 24, 2003 to be considered in the Final EIS.

Algo, if you would like to receive a copy of the Final EIS when it becomes
available there are several ways you can do that. If you have already received a Draft EIS
in the mail, you are already on the mailing list and will automatically receive the Final
EIS, unless vou indicate otherwise, If vou provide either oral or written comments, along
with your address yon will be sent a copy of the Final EIS. If you are not on the mailing
list, you may fill out a card such as this and that will place you on the mailing list and
then you can choose what type of documentation you would like to receive. You can also
request a copy of the Final EIS through the e-mail address and copies of the Final EIS
will be placed local libraries in this case it will be in the Anchorage Municipal Library on
Denali Street.

Finally, it"s important for you to understand the Government representatives are
not here tonight to make any decision. Their main purpozge in being here is to listen
firsthand to your suggestions and concerns. With that we will begin with Colonel
Norgaard's presentation.

Exhibit 8.1.3-1: Reproductions of Public Hearing Documents
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COLONEL NORGAARD: Good evening. I am Colonel Kevin Norgaard. T live
here in Anchorage. I am the Director for Site Activation Command for GMD. The
Missile Defense Agency, formerly known as the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization,
15 the Depariment of Defense agency responsible for developing and testing a Ballistic
Miszile Defense System. In the following charts, [ will briefly deseribe the GMD
Extended Test Range. provide an overview of the GMD and how it works, and address
the decisions to be made. But before I do, | would like to describe the overall concept of
the Ballistic Missile Defense System under development and explain the different
segments of the System.

Thiz chart represents the flight of a ballistic missile. A ballistic missile flight path
has three basic parts, which we call segments, Those segments are the boost segment
(when the missile iz thrusting and leaving the atmosphere, the midcourse segment (the
middle, or ballistic phase, and the terminal segment {where the missile re-enters the
earth’s atmosphere). Within each of these segments, our migsile program has to this point
been characterized by discrete, independent programs (which we call elements), Each
element worked to shoot down ballistic missiles in that particular segment of flight.

Now, however, the Missile Defense Agency 1s now moving towards an integrated
Ballistic Missile Defense System. Instead of having discrete, stand alone elements; we
plan to eventually tie the programs for the various elements together so we can shoot

down missiles in all segments of flight.

Each segment of Ballistic Missile Defense System could include several elements,
which are different ways of providing a defense against the threat missile during the same
phase of flight. All segments and elements are designed to work together as each element
1s developed. At the same time, each element could provide an effective stand-alone
defense against a specific type of threat.

The GMD Element is part of the Mideourse Defense Segment of the Ballistic
Miszile Defense System. The GMD element iz the successor to National Missile Defense
and includes the same components.

The conceptual GMD element would consist of the components shown on the
slide. These components are the Ground-Based Interceptor; existing early warning radars
and satellites; the X-Band Radar, which performs tracking, discrimination, and
assessment of the incoming missile: the Defense Support Program or Space-Based
Infrared System; the Battle Management Command Control, which is the central
commumication and control point,
and finally, the In-Flight Interceptor Communications System Data Terminal, which
transmits commands to the Ground-Based Interceptor while the interceptor is in flight.

The GMD Extended Test Range may not include all of theze elements.

The GMD Joint Program Office iz proposing to conduct more operationally

realistic testing of the GMD element of the Ballistic Missile Defense System. This slide
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indicates the proposed locations for the varions components in the Extended Test Range.
As you can see the extended test range could include components in the Lower 48
through the Pacific and here in Alaska, Kodiak and near the end of the Aleutians
unintelligible,

The GMD testing would be of two types. One type of testing would involve
increasingly robust Ground-Based Interceptor flight-testing in the Pacific region in
scenarios that are operationally realistic as possible. The other would type involve
validation of the operational concept through integrated ground test using GMD
components, These are the tests using Forl Greely and other locations analyzed m the
GMD Validation of Operational Concept Environmental Asseszment. These ground tests
do not involve missile flights or intercepts.

The Draft EIS, which is the subject of this hearing, evaluates the first type of
GMD testing, involving interceptor flight-testing, This interceptor flight-testing will be
the focus of our discussion lonight.

As you can see from this slide, the existing interceptor test capability includes the
use of the Kodiak Launch Complex, Vandenberg Air Force Base, the Pacific Missile
Range Facility, and the Regan Test Site at Kwajalein Atoll in the Marshall Islands.
Current testing includes launching target missiles from Vandenberg Air Force Base, and
launching Ground-Based Interceptors from the Reagan Test Site, with intercepts
oceurring over the broad ocean area. The ground-based radar prototype at the Reagan
Test Site is used lo track, discriminate, and provide updates to the interceptor during
flight, while a radar on Oahu is used as a tracking sensor. For some tests, target missiles
are alzo launched from the Kodiak Launch Complex and viewed by the Early Warning
Radar at Beale Air Force Base. Current capability does exist to launch target missiles
from the Pacific Missile Range Facility as well. These scenarios present a very limited
capability to demonstrate the effectiveness of the GMD element becanse the Ground-
Based Interceptor can be launched only from the Reagan Test Site. This limits ability to
test the system in operationally realistic environment.

The extension of the existing GMD test range would increase the realism of GMD
testing by using multiple engagement scenarios, trajectories, geometries, distances,
speeds of targets, and interceptors to clogely resemble an operational scenario involving
attack by one or more threat missiles, We are proposing to add dual target and Ground-
Based Interceptor launch capability at the Kodiak Launch Complex and/or at Vandenberg
Adr Force Base. Also proposed are mobile target launch capalnlity and ship-bome radars.
The proposed Extended

Test Range would provide more operationally realistic flight-testing, as President
Bush and Congress have directed.

Exhibit 8.1.3-1: Reproductions of Public Hearing Documents (Continued)
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A Sea-based Test X-Band Radar, or SBX, is proposed to support the Extended
Test Range flight-testing. This SBX would be a multi-function radar that would perform
tracking,
digerimination, and intercept assessment of incoming test missiles, The SBX would be
assembled at an existing shipyard on the United States Gulf Coast.

Three conceptual SBX performance regions have been identified to accomplish
effective radar coverage for flight-testing. The SBX would operate within the confines of
one of the three performance regions based on the needs of the particular flight test
scenario, Potential primary support bases have been identified based in part on their
proximity to these performance regions.

Approximately 10 to 12 days before GMD operational tests, the SBX would leave
the Primary Support Base to travel to its performance region in the Pacific Ocean. The
SBX would be stationed at its primary support base between flight test missions. The
SBX would have a deep drafl, which would restriet it from many harbors. The SBX may
dock to a deep draft pier if it is available between missions. If a pier is not available, the
SBX would most likely be moored three to ten miles off shore while at the pnmary
support base. Potential locations for the primary support base analyzed in the Drafl EIS
were Port of Valdez and Adak Alaska, Naval Base Ventura County/San Nicolas Island,
near Oxnard California; Pear] Harbor, Honolulu, Hawaii; Naval Station Everett,
‘Washington; Reagan Test Site, Republic of the Marshall Islands. Daily activities
provided by the support base might include logistics, re-supply, and maintenance and
repair. Radar operations in the vicinity of the Primary Support Base may include tracking
of satellites and calibration devices. Vessels from the primary support base would re-
supply the SBX., During transit between the primary support base and the test location,
periodic radar operation for satellite and calibration device tracking, including jomnt
satellite tracks with GMD sensors and other pre-mission activities my also occur.

Activities analyzed in the Drafl E1S, which may meet some of the enhanced test
objectives, include launching target and/or interceptor missiles for the Kodiak Launch
Complex, adding interceptor missile launches from Vandenberg Air Force Base, and
launching target missiles from mobile platforms over the broad ocean area. The target
and interceptor missiles could be launched in sets of two under some testing scenarios
from either the Kodiak Launch Complex, the Reagan Test Site, or Vandenberg Air Force
Base.

In-Flight Interceptor Communications System Data Terminals would be
constructed in close proximity to the proposed Ground-Based Interceptor launch sites and
expected intercept area. Existing launch sites and test resources would continue to be
used in enhanced test scenarios,

Launching Ground-Based Interceptors from the Kodiak Launch Complex may
require up to two additional small mobile radars and telemetry stations in South Central

or Southwest Alaska for telemetry and flight safety.

MISSILE DEFENSE AGENCY
PUBLIC HEARING 2/25/03 - ANCHORAGE, AK

Existing ship-borne sensors would be nsed for mid-course tracking of the target
missile during Ground-Based Interceptor launches from both the Kodiak Launch
Complex and Vandenberg Air Force base. The Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar would be
constructed and used in tests to perform tracking, discrimination, and assessment of
target missiles.

The Draft EIS analyzed three alternatives for the GMD extended test range
testing. For Alternative 1. we would propose the following components: First, single and
dual Ground-Based Interceptor launches from the Kodiak Launch Complex, and the
Reagan Test Site; Second, single and dual target launches from the Kodiak Launch
Complex, Vandenberg Air Force Base and the Reagan Test Site; Third, single target
launches from the Pacific Missile Range Facility and a mobile target launch platform.
Construction of two Ground-Based Interceptor silos, an additional target lannch pad, and
aszociated support facilities would be needed at the Kodiak Launch Complex. We would
also construct an In-Flight Interceptor Communications System Data Terminal at the
Kodiak Launch Complex and at a location in the Mid-Pacific. The SBX would be used in

tests for tracking, discrimination, and of target il

Alternative 2 would be similar to Alternative 1, with the exception that Ground
Based Interceptor launches would be from Vandenberg Air Force Base instead of from
the Kodiak Launch Complex. The ground-Based Interceptor launch would require
construction on an In-Flight Interceptor Communications System Data Terminal and
modification of existing support facilities at Vandenberg Air Force Base.

Alternative 3 would combine activities proposed for Alternatives | and 2 and
would include Ground-Based Interceptor launches form both the Kodiak Launch
Complex and Vandenberg Air Force Base, and construction of the required support
facilities.

Under the No Action Alternative, the GMD Extended Test Range would not be
established and interceptor and target launch scenarios could not be tested under more
operationally realistic conditions. The SBX would not be developed. Testing at the
existed GMD test ranges using existing launch areas would continue.

The decision to be made 1s whether to enhance the current GMD flight test
capability by selecting from the list of alternatives presented, including the No Action

Alternative,

The Missile Defense Agency is still evaluating the feasibility, safety, and utility to
the GMD testing program of conducting a limited number of checkout Ground-Based
Interceptor flight testz for Fort Greely. The possibility of such flights iz too speculative to
be analyzed at this time. The Missile Defense Agency will perform an EIS if and when it
proposes to conduct Ground-Based Interceptor flight tests form Fort Greely.

Exhibit 8.1.3-1: Reproductions of Public Hearing Documents (Continued)
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The Federal Aviation Administration, or FAA which is a cooperating agency for
thiz Draft EIS, will also rely on the analysis to make its environmental determination for
a launch site operator license at the Kodiak Launch Complex.

The FAA’s alternatives to be evaluated include renewing the current launch site
operator license with no modification; issuing a license for the list of activities ag
identified in Allernativel; 1ssue a license for the list of activities as identified i
Alternative 2; and the FAA s No Action Alternative, which would be to not 1ssue a
license renewal for the Kodiak Launch Complex.

At the conclusion of this environmental review process, the FAA will issue a
separate decision document 1o support ils licensing determination, The FAA will draw i1s
own conclusions from the analysis presented in the Final EIS and relevant information
contained in the FAA’s earlier Environmental Assessment of the Kodiak Launch
Complex, and will assume responsibility for its decigion and any related mitigation
measures, This concludes the program overview and now [ would like to introduce Mr.
David Hasley who will describe the environmental analysis process.

MR. HASLEY: Good evening, my name is David Hasley and 1 am with the U5,
Army Space and Missile Defense Command my office is responsible for preparation the
EI$ on behalf of the Missile Defense Agency. And, tonight T will briefly discuss the EIS
process and describe the results of our analysis.

The National Environmental Policy Act requires that federal agencies consider
the envira tal co ces of their proposed actions in their decision-making
process, The Missile Defense Agency has decided to prepare an EIS under the National
Environmental Policy Act to analyze the environmental effects of extending the current

GMD Test Range.

As you may be aware, the first phase in the preparation of an EIS 15 to conduct
what iz called scoping, to identify environmental and safety issues that should be and
addressed in the Drafl EIS. Public scoping meetings were held in Kodiak, Anchorage,
Adak, and Valdez, Alaska as well as Oxnard and Lompoc, California; Honolulu, Hawaii:
and Seattle, Washington. Other informal scoping sessions with federal and state agencies
az well as Native Alaskan groups were held to obtain their views concerning the
proposed action, its alternatives, and potential effects within their areas of expertise or
which were of particular concern to them, Following scoping, the next step was to further
refine the possible altematives being considered for GMD Extended Range testing. The
Draft EIS was the then prepared to address reasonable altemnatives, including the No-
Action Alternative, reasonably foreseeable future actions, and information on cumulative
effects. The Drafl EIS has been made available to federal and state agencies and to the
general public for review and comment for a period of 45 days. During this comment
period, public hearings like the one here tonight are being held 1o receive public input.
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All comments received will be reviewed and considered in preparing the Final
EIS. The Final EIS will then be made available to the public for a period of 30 days. No
sooner that 30 days after the release of the Final EIS, the Missile Defense Agency will
make public itz decizion on whether to proceed with the GMD Extended Test Range
activities.

The Missile Defense Agency identified 15 environmental resource areas that
normally require some level of analysis in an EIS. The Draft EIS has focused on those
areas with the most potential for environmental impacts, Each resource area was
addressed at each location unless 1t was determined through 1mtial analysis that the
proposed activities would not result in an environmental impact to that resource.

The Draft EIS analyzed the environmental issues aggociated with implementing
the Proposed Action or its alternatives. In addition, the Draft EIS analyzed the
environmental issues associated with licenses or permits required to implement the
proposed action at each of the potential extended test range sites. As an example, the
FAA will utilize the Extended Test Range EIS to support its licensing decision, which
has already been proposed to renew the launch sites operator’s license for the Kodiak
Launch Complex,

The Draft EIS has incorporated by reference several environmental analyses
aszociated with current Ballistic Missile Defense System tests assets that include the
Kodiak Launch Complex, the Reagan Test Site, the Pacific Missile Range Facility, and
Vandenberg Air Force Base, Alzo incorporated by reference iz the analysis of
environmental impacts contained in the GMD Validation of Operation Concept
Environmental Assessment.

The Draft EIS also analyzed the potential for cumulative impacts from other
Department of Defense, Government, and commercial activities in areas where GMD
actions are proposed.

The potential environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIS are presented in
the next several slides. For you convenience, this information has been reproduced as a
fact sheet, which is available at the registration table. I would like to highlight a few
rezource areas that may be important to you. As you will gee, minimal impacis were
identified from the implementation of the proposed action because most of the proposed
actions are a continuation or similar to existing activities at a number of the various
locations.

At the Kodiak Launch Complex, air quality impacts would be minimal for short-
term increases in air emissions of both construction activities and launches. The launches
would be part of the activities currently licensed for the site. It iz not likely that the
proposed action of up to five launches in conjunction with other currently planned or
participating launches at the Kodiak Launch Complex will receive this level of activity.

Exhibit 8.1.3-1: Reproductions of Public Hearing Documents (Continued)
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COwerall impacts to regional air quality are not expected to be adverse and wonld remain

within National and State and Ambient Air Quality Standards.

At the Kodiak Launch Complex, air quality impacts would be mimimal for short-
term increases in air emissions from construction activities as well as launches. The
launches would be part of the activities currently licensed for the site. Its iz not likely that
the Proposed Action of up to five launches in conjunction with other currently planned or
anticipated launches at the Kodiak Launch Complex would exceed the previous analyzed
level of activity, Overall impacts to regional air are not expected to adverse and would
remain within National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Likewise, the impacts to biological resources would be similar to those from on-
going activities. Wildlife monitoring at the Kodiak Launch Complex concluded there
could be temporary short-term effects on wildlife near the launch complex. However, we
expect no adverse impacts to thr 1 and end 1

pecies.

As part of the Geology and Soils analysis we looked at whether facilities built at
the Kodiak Launch Complex complied with current building code requirements, In fact
1994 building code, which was in effect when the current facilities were built, appears to
be more stringent than the current International Building Code of 2000. In addition, no
adverse effects to soil chemistry are expected,

With respect to Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Wastes, the quantities
generated would not exceed the amount anticipated for normal operations at the Kodiak
Lannch Complex. The Kodiak Launch Complex would manage this under their current
plan.

Under Health and Safety, the Propose Action will not increase the risk to workers
and the general public over current operations, Notices of launches will continue to be
announced in advance, Launch activities would be within the launch site operator’s
license currently in place for the Kodiak Launch Complex.

Access to Fossil Beach and other nearby public areas would continue to limited
during hazardous operations and in the interests of national security, as has been done
previously at the Kodiak Launch Complex.

There could be a potential lodging shortage during the of tourist season due to the
launch activities. To reduce the potential shortage, the Missile Defense Agency is
congidering construction of an addition to the existing to Narrow Cape Lodge or an
additional man-camp.

With regard to subsistence, there would be a slight decrease in the amount of land
available for subsistence nses becanse of additional security fencing at the Kodiak
Launch Complex. However, the areas that are proposed for fencing are not signi ficant
subsistence use areas in the region.
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At the Port of Valdez, small quantities of hazardous materials nsed during construction
activities would result in the generation of added waste and would be accommodated in
accordance with existing protocol and regulations.

The SBX will follow U.S. Navy requirements that to the extent practical ship
chall retain its hazardous waste aboard ship for shore disposal. In compliance with
Uniform National Discharge Standards, the SBX vessel would incorporate marine
pollution prevention control such as keeping decks clear of debris, cleaning spills and
residues and engaging in spill and pollution prevention practices, in the design or routine
operation. Handling and disposal of hazardous matenials and hazardous waste would be
in accordance with State of Alaska, Department of Transportation, and Department of
Defense policies and procedures.

Implementation of SBX operational safety procedures, including establishment of
controlled areas, and limitations on the areas subject to illumination by the radar unitz,
would preclude any potential safety hazard to either the public or to the workforce, An
Electromagnetic Radiation/Electromagnetic Interference survey and analysis would be
required as part of the spectrum certification and frequency allocation process.

Coordination would be required with the U.S. Coast Guard to lessen requirement
for Valdez Narrows channel closure and preclude potential delays of oil tankers and
cruize ships using the area, as well as to establizh any required security zone at the
mooring site,

As would be expected, the impacts for these three resource areas at Adak are the
same as those [ just described for the Port of Valdez.

This slide show the other sites proposed for the primary support bases analyzed in
the Draft EIS and the resource areas that were determined to have a potential
environmental concern. Impacts al Naval Base Ventura County, Califormia; Naval Station
Everett, Washington; and Pear]l Harbor Hawaii are expected to be minimal as described
before with the Port of Valdez.

The Pacific Missile Range Facility, the Reagan Test Site, and the Vandenberg Air
Force Base, like the Kodiak Launch Complex, all have on-going missile operations.
Impacts to air quality, hazardous materials and waste and health and safety, would be
minimal for continuation of existing launch activities.

Likewise, the impacis to biological resources would be similar to those from on-
aoing activities, Therefore, we expect no adverse impacts to threatened or endangered
species,

In addition to tonight s hearing, written comments on the Drafl EIS will continue
to be accepted until March 24, 2003, at the address shown on the slide. Afler the
comment period is over, we will consider all comments, as we conduct the analysis.
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446 Again, equal consideration will be given to all comments, whether they are presented 491 suggestions. We are going to read the names of the first several speakers and if you
447 here tonight, e-mailed to us or submitted by regular mail. 492 would come up to the reserved area I would appreciate it. Jim Sykes, Greg Garcia, Terry
448 493 Pauls and Don McKenzie. Actually, we are going to take a minute to rearrange the
449 Onee the Final EIS iz complete, we will mail it to all of the individuals who 494 microphones.
450 requested a copy. If you are not on our mailing list you can request a copy by writing to 495
451 the street address here, or the e-mail address given in the handout, or by filling out a card 196 JIM SYKES: Thank you very much my name is Jim Sykes. I come from Palmer, P-T-0001
452 al the registration table tonight. That concludes the environmental portion of the meeting 497 AK. I appreciate the mailings. | have received the Executive Summary and one other
453 tonight and I'll turn it back over now to Mr. Michaelson for continuation of the meeting, 498  mailing. I would recommend cutting your postage cost though, These two items cost
454 499 $17.00 for the American taxpayer, which, I thought, was a little excessive. I come here
455 MR. MICHAELSON: Thank you. We are ready to begin calling oul the names of 500  tomght because | have two concermns; One is conceptual and the other 15 environmental. |
456 those you indicating that you would like to make comments tonight. We have a reserved 501  was recently made aware the top Pentagon evaluator is of Weapons Programs is Mr. 1
457 area, right behind this gentleman seated in front of me for speakers. What T would like to 502 Thomas P. Christy issued a report that asked some serions questions about this whole
458  doiz [ will read out the first zeveral names and if you will come up and =it in those seats 503  thing. I think they are kind of startling. He is the Director of Operational Test and
459 it will make the process run more efficiently. We will be using this podium right in front 504  Evaluation. Another, clanse from the report says, in FY02 the GMD, the Ground-Based
460 of me for public comments. I will be calling on you in which the order you signed up and 505 Mideourse Missile System Program continued to demonstrate the technical feasibility of
461 because we like to record your comments fully and accurately we ask that you speak 506 intercepting a bullet with a bullet agaimst simple target complexes however, due to the
462 dearly into the microphone, becanse of the acoustics it will be important that you speak 507  stage of development and the following testing annotations the GMD element has yet to
463 clearly that to make sure thal the Court Reporter can capture everything you have to say. 508 demonstrate significant operational capability. I think that is a long phrase meaning it
464 Also, at the begimming of your speaking time state your name for the Court Reporter. 509 doesn’t work. Another, item on the report talked aboul the early enlry weapon into
465 510 production as being a questionable way to go, and I quote “One of my chief concerns is
466 We kindly request that you observe the four-minute limit for oral comments. We 511 the potential for systems to circumvent the rigorous acquisition process and enter into full 2
467 are using the four-minute in all the hearings in all of the states where they are being held 512 reproduction or into the hands of our war fighters without learning operational
468 1o give everyone a fair and equal chance to make their comments. We greatly appreciate 513 capabilities and limitations demonstrated by adequate operational testing and evaluation.
469 your understanding and cooperation in observing this limit. 514 Although you might see that as an argument for additional testing we now understand
470 515  that missiles are going to be installed in Fort Greely without full testing and that brings to
471 To aid you in knowing when the four minutes are up, I have a simple method for 516 question it may make Alaskans at greater risk from one of our own American rockets and
472 indicating times. Afler three minutes, | will raise my index finger indicating that you 517 then any little fire sticks that North Korea could send our way, And, this concems me
473 have one minute lefl. This should help you find a comfortable place to wrap-up you 518 greatly because [ don’t see any such evaluation of a potential catastrophe from one of our
474 comments. At the end of four-minutes will hold up my closed hand, indicating it is your 519 own rockets that is untested landing on our own waters or land here in Alaska. [ think it
475 timeis finished. S0 itis important to look up at me occasionally from your paperif that is 520 needs to be part of the examination. There 15 sometlung else, another quote from the
476 what you are doing so you won’t miss the signal. 521  report “1 recognized and agree in principle with the desired to field new capabilities as
477 522 soon as possible but that desire should be tempered with responsibility to ensure the
478 I'have one other request, that is: you please withhold any expressions whether for 523 weapons will not put the Americans at risk and this is precisely the case that we are

79 or against anything a speaker has to say. Speaking in public can be very intimidating, and 524 facing here with an early deployment and your asking for extended test ranges when the
480 this will ensure that everyone has an equal chance fo offer their comments. This will also 525 operational capabilities of the rockels haven’ even proven to work, In many times in the
481  ensure that the Court Reporter is capluring all of your comments. expressions until the 526 cases so far and we don’t know how many test were dummied up.
482  speaker is finished. Thank you in advance. 527
483 528 In relation to the Envir tal Impact Stat titgell, 1 did not have the benefit
484 If you choose not to make an oral comments remember that you can also hand 529  of seeing the whole thing I only have the Executive Summary but [ found three troubling 3
485 them in writing, mail them in, e-mail them in so there is a variety of ways to do that and 530 entries. One is there is no health or safety issnes zaid to be important enough to recognize
486 again writlen comments are given the same consideration as oral comments offered here 531 inthe Impact and Mitigations Summary for the Kodiak Launch Complex and the
487 tonight. 532 Ground-Based
488 533 Interceptor or target. In the broad ocean area there is biological resources said no adverse 4
489 Again, remember there is no decision being made here tonight. The main purpose 534 mmpact. | think we have to recognize it for a long time, you know kind of seeing the
490 of the government representatives being here is to learn first hand of your concerns and 535 ocean as a big toilet becanse it takes just takes everything away and nothing happens. T
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536 mean [ realize it is a part of a closed system of which we are all apart and T don’t think 581  the EIS, which we already heard is a ballonomons document. Two particular ones, |
537 we can take either health or safety considerations apart. 582 guess I will start out with the Sea-Based X-Band Radar proposed to be deployed in
538 583 Valdez. I noticed the part, again in the Draft EIS talking about EEDs, which Mr. Hasley
539 So, in summary | would say the No-Action Alternative allows the things to 5 584 could respond and | found it really helpful. But, [ will quote from the Environmental
540  continue. I would propose a roll back alternative to stop and take a breath until this think 585  Impact Statement here “Typical EED applications and the presence phase would fire 1
541 actually makes since and actually works before you ask for anything new and in the 586 extinguishers, automotive air bags a miseile attached to the wing of an aircraft and
542 second place | would oppose the FAA license renewal for Kodiak until some of these 587 mililary aircrafl ejection seats. Now, it goes on further to say the potential impacts from
543 things are done. Thank you very much. 588  the EEDs from emissions from the XBR or the X-Band Radar are two-fold the EED
544 589  could be made not to work or the EED could be inadvertently initiated and both of those
545 MR, MICHAELSON: Thank you very much Mr. Sykes, The next speaker is 590 two seem like a dangerous concept 1o our air bags, fire extinguishers and some military
546 Greg Garcia, 591  aircraft are going to work when they shouldn’t or they won’t ever work again. I don’t
547 P-T-0002 592 know if there is a good way to test that. Tt goes on to give an area and peak time, different
548 MR. GARCIA: Hello, my name iz Greg Garcia. [ have received the Draft 593 beam separations of whether and how much thiz would effect places like Valdez, Adak or
549  Environmental Impact Statement, which is indeed a weighed document. I have began 594  wherever this mobile Sea-Based X-Band Radar would be deployed and that is certainly
550 looking over it and begun address some of those 1ssues in writing. Rather today | want to 595 ome concem.
551 address the general issues of the Star Wars Program as policy issue. | was pleased o see 596
552 that one of the sites was named the Reagan Test Site | think it is an appropriate name for 597 A great concern we have here in Alaska and [ am sure that you have heard similar
553 the facility in the Marshall Islands since this name did come from him. So, whether we 598  things in other parts of the country are missiles coming back down and exploding. We 2
554 callit SDI, NMD, BMDS, or GMD no matter how many names you give itit’s still 599 had one roughly are year ago, a year ago November in Kodiak that had to be detonated
555 basically Star Wars, 600 and we are concerned that if such a missile were fired again from Kodiak with
556 First of all, Star Wars protects us from the least likely attack scenario, the launch 1 601  trajectories that might include a safe area where folks inside are living or if they are
557  ofan Intercontinental Ballistic Mizsile. Number two, it squanders tax payer rezources 2 602 coming from Greely that they would population centers in danger or such infrastructure
558 which could be better spent on education health care or basic infrastructure of people for 603 devices of the Trans Alaska Pipeline. I know we are not talking about Greely tonight,
559 example; highways, courts, elc., as well as legitimate defense needs, Number three, it 604 unfortunately, which I think is a detriment to this whole process 1f we are digjointed in
560  makes less rather than more secure. It encourages other countries to develop more 3 605 such a way. But, [ would like to conclude by just positing the question even if do decide
361 advanced weapons systems. It discourages countries from abiding by the terms of 006 that we are going to deploy missiles, interceptors or test misziles at Greely by September 3
562 treaties, which we have chosen to violate or terminate, Number four, it appears to be a 4 607 of 2004, could we even have an EIS process completed? It lends me to think that this
563 program promoted through lobbying the very war industry contractors who are being G608 process isn't really given the grievance that it should. I mean we had scoping hearings for
564 paid to build the system with taxpayer dollars. At the same time these very corporations 609 this part of it a while ago and now we are having the Draft Environmental Impact
565 will use their clout to weasel out of paying their fair share of the tax burden. Number 610 Statement and 1f we are going to put 14 missiles in the ground or 10 or 12 at Greely are
566 five, itis a component of a larger plan by the United States Space Command to establish 5 611 we even going to have time to study them? Thank you for the ability to talk.
567 “Full spectrum dominance of the battle field and deny others the use of space™. This is 612
568  not defense but an offensive plan. As a citizen I insist prior to any new construction the 6 613 MR: MICHAELSON: Thank you. Thomas Higgins. | will go back to the names
569  military completely clean up all toxic sites in Alaska. Especially, the reactor at Fort 614 that I called earlier, Terry Pauls he stepped out briefly, Don McKenzie and Thomas
570 Greely and the removal of all radioactive materials associated with it. 615 Higgins. | exhausted the list of speakers that 1 have for the evening but since we came to
571 616 this far to get your comments [ would like to find out if there is anybody else that has
572 MR. MICHAELSON: Thank you. The next speaker is Terry Pauls. I will call his 617 been inspired in the meantime to speak tonight to please take advantage before we
573 mname again in case she or he is just stepped out temporarily. The next speaker will be 618 adjourn back to the Open House Session [ see none, Thank you very much for coming
574 Don McKenzie, Steve Cleary, Thomas Higgins if yvou have not already made your way 619 to this portion of it. We will adjourn this portion of it at 7:41 pm and the stafl that were
575 up. 620 available earlier are there to answer other questions that might have occurred to you since
576 621 you saw the presentation. Thank you very much.
577 MR: CLEARY: Thank you Mr. Michaclson. Again, for the record my name is P-T-0003 622 CERTIFICATION: This hearing was recorded and transeribed by the undersigned to the
578  Steve Cleary I am the organizer for Citizens Opposed to Defense Experimentation Code. 623 best his ability and reflects the content presented. DATED: AT ANCHORAGE, ALASKA,
579 Which iz a collation of 10 Alaskan groups opy 1 to missile def deployment here in 624 on March 14, 2003, A, L. COZZETTI, Court Reporter and Transcriber.
580  Alaska. 1 will try not to echo the concerns already brought up. I did have two specific to
13 14
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1
GROUND-BASED MIDCOURSE DEFENSE
EXTENDED TEST RANGE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
MS. ELLIOTT: Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. Thank you

for coming tonight. I am Julia Elliott, and I am with the
U.5. Army Space and Missile Defense Command. I have been
asked by the Missile Defense Agency to serve as the moderator
for tonight's hearing. This is one of meven public hearings
being held on the Ground-Based Midcourse Defense Extended
Test Range Draft Environmental Impact Statement. During
tonight's hearing, we will refer to the Ground-Based
Midecourse Defense as GMD, and we will refer to the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement as the Draft EIS.

Thiz public hearing is being held in accordance with
provisions of the Wational Environmental Policy Act and
implementing regulations. The act requires federal agencies
to consider the potential environmental impacts of their

activities in the decision-making process.

The purpose of tonight's hearing iz to provide you with
information on the GMD pregram and proposed GMD Extended Test

Range activities., We will also summarize the findings

presented in the Draft EIS and solicit your comments on the

Draft EIS.

Let's look at the agenda for tonight. After I finish the
introduction, Commander Robert Dees of the Ground Based
Midcourse Defense ¥-Band Radar Project Office will describe
the proposed GMD flight test activities. Then Ms. Sharon
Mitchell, Program Manager for the EIS, will deacribe the
procesa called for in the National Envivonmental Policy Act.
She will also present the environmental analysis and results

of the Draft EIS.

The last item on the agenda, the public comment portion, is
really the most important. Remember that the Draft EIS i3
just that -- a draft. This is your opportunity to tell the
GMD Project Office how it can improve its analysis of
potential environmental impacts before the document is
finalized and before a decision is made on whether or not to

proceed with the proposed action.

Now a few administrative points on making comments tonight.
If you have already signed up to speak, that's good. I have
approximately five sign-up cards already. If you have not
already filled out a card and would like to speak tonight,

please go to the registration table and sign up. Everyone iz

Exhibit 8.1.3-1: Reproductions of Public Hearing Documents (Continued)



fenton-mcenirya
EVERETT, WASHINGTON


68€-8

EVERETT, WASHINGTON

COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

welcome to speak, but it makes the process run more smoothly
if I can call on people from a sign-up list. We will also
have a reserved area up here of six seatz that will be for
upcoming speakers, so we can move through the process

efficiently.

Each speaker will be allowed a mazximum of four minutes and
may zpeak only once. You may not combine ot yield speaking
times to other people. Elected officials will be given the
courtesy of speaking first. All other speakers will be
called in the order in which they signed up. There iz a
court reporter here today, seated to my left, making a
verbatim tranacript of the hearing 2o that all of your otal
comments will be recorded accurately. A=z part of preparing
that transcript, an audio and video recording is being made

of tonight's hearing az well.

If you are uncomfortable with public speaking, you may also
provide verbal comments by telephone. There is a toll-free
telephone numker indicated on the handout that you may use

for recording those comments.

You may also submit written comments. There are four ways

to do that. First, you may hand in written commentz that you

brought with you tonight either te me or te a person at the

registration takle. Second, you may use the written comment
sheets that are available at the registration table to write
down any comments you wish to make and turn them in tonight.
Third, you may mail written comments to the name and address
that appear on the comment sheet. Or last of all, you may
e-mail comments to the address listed on the handout for

tonight's hearing.

Your comments will be entered into the formal record of
public comments on the Draft EIS, and they will be given the

same consideration as oral comments offered here tonight.

If you choose to mail in commenta, please note that they must
be poztmarked by March 24th, 2003 to be considered in the

Final EIS.

Also, if you would like to receive a copy of the Final EIS
when it becomes available, there are several ways you can do
that. If you have already received a Draft EIS in the mail,
you are already on the mailing list and will automatically
receive the Final EIS, unless you tell us otherwise. If you
provide either oral or written comments, you will be sent a
copy of the Final EIS. If you are not on the mailing list,
you may fill out a request at the registration table. You

can also request a copy by sending an e-mail te the address
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listed on the handout. Alsc, copies of the Final EIS will be
placed in area libraries. A list of those libraries is

available at the registration takble and can alsec be found in
the Draft EIS. The Final EIS will also be put on the Mi=s=ile

Defense Agency website listed on the handout.

Finally, it is important for you to understand that the
Government representatives are not here tonight to make any
decizion. Their main purpose in being here is to listen
firsthand to your suggestions and concerns. With that, we

will begin with Commander Deea’ presentation.

COMMANDER DEES: Good evening. My name is Commander
Robert Dees3, and I am a technical advizor for the GMD X-Band
Radar FProject Office, The Missile Defense Agency, focrmally
known as the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, is the
Department of Defense agency responsible for developing and
testing a Ballistic Missile Defense System. In the following
charts, T will briefly describe the GMD Extended Test Range,
provide an overview of the GMD and how it works, and address
the decisionz to be made, But before I do, I would like to
describe the overall concept for the Ballistic Missile
Defense System under development and explain the different

segmentz of the system.

This chart represents the flight of a ballistic missile. A
ballistic misaile flight path has three basic parts, which we
call =egments. Those =zegments are the boost segment, when
the missile is thrusting and leaving the atmosphere; the
midoourse segment, the middle or ballistic phase: and the
terminal segment, where the missile re-enters the earth's

atmosphere.

Within each of these segments, our missile program has to
this point been characterized by discreet, independent

programs, which we call elementa. Each element worked to
shoot down ballistic missiles in a particular segment of

flight.

Now, however, the Missile Defense Agency iz now moving
towards an integrated Ballistic Missile Defensze System.
Instead of having discrete, stand-alone elements, we plan to
eventually tie the programs for the various elements together
=0 we can shoot down missiles in all segments of flight.

Each segment of the Ballistic Missile Defense System could
include several elements, which are different ways of
providing a defense against the threat missile during the
zame phase of its flight. All segments and eslements are
designed to work together asm each element iz developed. At

the same time, each element could provide an effective
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=tand-alone defenze against a specific type of threat.

The GMD element iz part of the Midcourse Defense Segment of
the Ballistic Defense System. The GMD element is the
successor to National Missile Defense and includea the same

components.

The conceptual GMD element would consist of the componenta
shown on the slide. These components are the Ground-Based
Interceptor: existing early-warning radars and satellites:
the X-Band Radar, which petrforma tracking, discrimination,
and assessment of the incoming missile; the Defense Support
Program ot Space-Based Infrared System; the Battle Management
Command and Control, which iz the central communication and
control point; and finally, the In-Flight Intecceptor
Communications System Data Terminal, which tranamits commandsz
to the Ground-Based Interceptor while the interceptor is in

flight.

The GMD Joint Program Office is proposing to conduct more
operationally realistic testing of the GMD element of the
Ballistic Missile Defense System. This slide indicates the
proposed locations for the various components in the Extended
Test Range. OF particular importance locally -- and it may

be hard to see —- is the Sea-Based Test XBR & IDT. This is

the part of the system that we are considering for

homeporting in the Everett Naval Station.

The GMD testing would be of twe types. One type of testing
would invalve increasingly robust Ground-Based Interceptor
flight testing in the Pacific region in =2cenarios that are as
operationally realistic as possible. The other type would
imvolve validation of the operational concept through
integrated ground tests using GMD components. These are the
tests using Fort Greely and other locations analyzed in the
GMD Validation of Operational Concept Environmental
Assessment. These ground tests do not invelve missile

flights ot interce

The Draft EIS, which is the subject of this hearing,
evaluates the first type of GMD testing, involving
interceptor flight-testing. This interceptor flight-testing

will be the focus of our discussion tonight,

Az you can see from this slide, the existing interceptor test
capability includesz the use of the Kodiak Launch Complex,
Vandenberg Air Force Base, the Pacific Missile Range
Facility, and the Reagan Test Site at Kwajalein Atcll in the
Marshall Islands. Current testing includes launching target

mizsiles from Vandenberg Air Force Base and launching
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Ground-Based Interceptors from the Reagan Teat Site, with
intercepts ccourring over the kreoad ccean area. The
ground-based radar prototype at the Reagan Test Site is used
to track, discriminate, and provide updates to the
interceptor during flight, while a radar on Oahu i3 used as a
tracking sensor. For some tests, target missiles are also
launched from the Kodiak Launch Complex and viewed by the
Early Warning Radar at Beale Air Force Base., Current
capability does exist to launch target missiles from the
Pacific Missile Range Facility as well. These scenarios
present a very limited capability to demonstrate the
effectiveness of the GMD element because the Ground-Based
Interceptor can be launched only from the Reagan Test Site.
This limits our ability to test the system in an

operationally realistic environment.

The extension of the existing GMD test range would increase
the realism of GMD testing by using multiple engagement
scenarios, trajectories, geometries, distances, speeds of
targets, and interceptors to closely resemble an operational
scenario involving attack by one or more threat missiles. We
are proposing to add dual target and Ground-Eased Interceptor
launch capability at the Kodiak Launch Complex and/or at
Vandenberg Air Force Base. Also proposed are mchile target

launch capability and shipborne radars. The proposed

10

Extended Test Range would provide more operationally
realistic flight testing, as President Bush and Congress have

directed.

A Sea-based Test X-Band Radar, or S$BX, is proposed to support
the Extended Test Range flight-testing. This SBX is a
multi-function radar that petforms tracking, discrimination,
and intercept assessment of incoming target missiles. The
SBX would be assembled at an existing shipyard on the United

States Gulf Coast.

Three r:nnr.'Pptua] SBX perfotrmance regiona have been identified
to accomplish effective radar coverage for flight-testing.
The SBX would operate within the confines of one of the three
performance regionz based on the needs of the particular
flight test scenario. Potential primary support bases have
been identified based in part on their proximity to these

performance regions.

Approximately 10 to 12 days before GMD operational tests, the
5B¥ would leave the Primary Support Base to travel to its

performance region in the Pacific Ocean.

The SEX would be stationed at its primary support base

between flight test missions. The SBX would have a deep
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draft, which would restrict it from many harbora. The SEX

may dock to a deep-draft pier if it iz available between
mizsions. If a pier i= not available, the S5BX would most
likely be moored 3 to 10 milea off shore while at the primary
support base. Potential locations for the primary support
base analyzed in the Draft EIS were Port of Valdez and Adak,
Alaszka! naval base Ventura County/San Nicolas Ialand, near
Oxnard, California; Pearl Harbor, Honolulu, Hawaii; Naval
Station Everett, Washington:; and Reagan Test Site, Republic
of the Marshall Islands. Daily activities provided by the
support base might include leogistics, re-supply, and
maintenance and repair. Radar operations in the vicinity of
the Primary Support Base may include tracking of satellites
and calibration devices., Vessels from the Primacy Support
Baze would re-supply the SBX. During tranzit between the
primary support base and the test location, periodic radar
operation for satellite and calibration device tracking,
including joint satellite tracks with GMD sensors and other

pre-mission activities may also occur.

Activities analyzed in the Draft EIS, which may meet some of
the enhanced test objectives, include launching target and/or
interceptor misailes from the Kodiak Launch Complex, adding
interceptor missile launches from Vandenberg Air Force Base,

and launching target missiles from mobile platforms over the

broad ocean area. The target and interceptor missiles could

be launched in setsz of two under some testing scenarios from
either the Kodiak Launch Complex, the Reagan Test Site, or

Vandenberg Ailr Force Base.

In-Flight Interceptor Communications System Data Terminals
would be constructed in close proximity to the proposed
Ground-Based Interceptor launch sites and expected intercept
area, Existing launch sites and test resources would
continue to be used in enhanced test scenarios. Launching
Ground-Based Interceptors from the Kodiak Launch Complex may
require up to two additional amall mobile radara and
telemetry stations in South Central or Southwest Alaska for

telemetry and Elight safety.

Existing shipborne sensors would be used for mid-course
tracking of the target missile during Ground-Based
Interceptor launches from both the Kodiak Launch Complex and
Vandenberg Alr Force Base. The Sea-Based Test X-Band Radar
would be constructed and usged in testez to pecform tracking,

discrimination, and assessment of target missiles.

The Draft EIS analyzed three alternatives for the GMD
extended test range testing. For Alternative 1, we would

propose the following components: First, single and dual
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Ground-Based Interceptor launches from the Kodiak Launch
Complex and the Reagan Test Site; second, single and dual
target launches from the Kodiak Launch Complex, Vandenberg
Air Force Base, and the Reagan Test Site: and thired, single
target launches from the Pacific Missile Range Facility and a
mobile target launch platform. Construction of two
Ground-Based Interceptor silos, an additional target launch
pad, and associated support facilities would be neesded at the
Kodiak Launch Complex. We would also construct an In-Flight
Interceptor Communications Syatem Data Terminal at the Kodiak
Launch Complex and at a location in the mid-Pacific. The SBY
would be used in tests for tracking, discrimination, and

azzezzment of target missiles.

Alterpative 2 would be similar to Alternative 1, with the
exception that Ground-Based Interceptor launches would be
from Vandenberg Alr Force Base instead of from the Kodiak
Launch Complex. The Ground-Based Interceptor launch would
regquire construction of an In-Flight Interceptor
Communications System Data Terminal and modification of

eHisting support facilities at Vandenberg Air Force Base

Alternative 3 would combine activities proposed for
Alternatives 1 and 2 and would include Ground-Based

Interceptor launches from both the Kodiak Launch Complex and
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Vandenberg Air Force Base, and construction of the required

support facilities.

Under the No Action Alternative, the GMD Extended Teat Range
would not be established and interceptor and target launch
scenarios could not be tested under more operationally
realisztic conditions. The SBX would not be developed.
Testing at the existing GMD test ranges u=ing existing launch
areas would continue.

The decision to be made is whether to enhance the current GMD

flight test capability by selecting from the liat of

alternatives presented, including the no action alternative.

The Miszile Defense Agency is still evaluating the
feasibility, safety, and utility to the GMD testing program

of conducting a limited number of checkout Ground-Based

Interceptor flight t from Fort Greely. The possibility
of such flights is too speculative to be analyzed at this
time. The Missile Defenze Agency will perform an EIS if and

when it proposes to conduct Ground-Based Interceptor flight

tests from Fort Greely.

This concludes the Program Overview. HNow I would like to

introduce Ma. Sharon Mitchell, who will describe the
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