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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
MX MILESTONE U

VOLUME I, PROGRAM OVERVIEW

VOLUME 1 PRESENTS AN OVERVIEW OF THE ENTIRE MX SYSTEM INCLUDING

¢ THE MX MISSILE AND BASINGMODE @ A SUMMARY OF THE POTENTIAL ENVIRON
ACQUISITION PROCESS MENTAL EFFECTS OF PAST AND FUTURE
® THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM MX DECISIONS
AND ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENTS & IDENTIFICATION OF FUTURE ACTIONS

10 BE PREPARED FOR DECISION- ANTICIPATED AS PARY OF THE MX
MAKERS AND THE PUBLIC SYSTEM

VOLUME II: FULL-SCALE ENGINEERING OEVELOPMENT

VOLUME N ADDRESSES THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF EXPENDITURE OF RESOURCES TO
DESIGN, CONSTRUCT, AND TEST MISSILE AND BASING MODE VEHICLE COMPONENTS AND THE
ASSEMBLED MISSILE AND VEHICLES KEY ISSUES ARE

® EXPENDITURE OF $5 TO §7 BILLION ® GROWTH INDUCEMENT CONCENTRATED

FOR FULL-SCALE ENGINEERING IN9STATES

DEVELOPMENT {FSEO) ® CONSUMPTION OF ENERGY AND WATER
© CREATION OF JOBS THROUGHOUT RESOURCES

THE NATION © ATMOSPHERIC EMISSIONS

VOLUME 111 MISSILE FLIGHT TESTING

VOLUME I PROJECTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF MX FLIGHT TESTS ON VANDENBERG AIR
FORCE BASE AND CENTRAL CALIFORNIA KEY ISSUES INCLUDE

® GROWTH RELATED IMPACIS TO ® CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF MX, THE
NORTHERN SANTA BARBARA SPACE SHUTTLE, AND THE PROPOSED
COUNTY LNG PLANT

# FOUR CANDIDAYE SITING AREAS (CSA) WERE EVALUATED TO ASSESS SITE SPECIFIC
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS RELATED TO THE FOLLOWING KEY ISSUES-

=YRANSPORTATION —~AIR QUALITY
~WATER RESOURCES ~ARCHAEOLOGY
=RARE OR ENDANGERED SPECIES ~MINERAL RESOURCES

VOLUME IV, BASING MODE EVALUATION

VOLUME IV EVALUATES THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WiTH THE FOLLOWING
FOUR BASING MODES

® VERTICAL SHELTER ® HORIZONTAL SHELTER
® BURIED TRENCH ¢ SLOPE SIDED POOL

THE POTENTIAL FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSOCIATED WITH EACH BASING MODE
IS EVALUATED AT SEVEN BASING MODE COMPARISON AREAS (BMCA) THROUGHOUY THE
WESTERN UNITED STATES KEY ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES INCLUDE

© VARIATION OF SPACING BETWEEN ® PUBLIC OR PRIVATE LAND
AIMPOINTS © WATER RESOURCES REQUIRED

o AREA SECURITY VERSUS POINT
SECURITY © CONSTRUCTION RESOURCES
o DISTURBED OR UNDISTURBED REQUIRED
ENVIRONMENT ® ENERGY RESOURCES REQUIRED

VOLUME V: APPENDICES

VOLUME V CONTAINS
® BIOLOGICAL APPENDICES AND ® BASING MODE EVALUATION
SPECIES LISTS
¢ GLOSSARY
® REGIONAL INDUSTRIAL MULTIPLIER
SYSTEM (RIMS) DESCRIPTION ® REFERENCES

VOLUME Vi: PUBLIC COMMENTS -
VOLUME VIPRESENTS PUBLIC RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT -
STATEMENT. INCLUDED IN THIS VOLUME ARL: -

® LETTERS RECEIVED FROM ® RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS RAISED
AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS BY THE PUBLIC .

® PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPTS )
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Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation
1522 K Streer NW.

Washington, D.C. 20005

September 11, 1978

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Department of the Alr Force
Washington, D. C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

This 1s in response to your request of July 19, 1978, received in our
Denver office on August 7, 1978, for comments on the dJdraft environmental
statement for MX: Milestone II. We have reviewed the statement and note
that the undertaking will affect archeological sites in the States of
California, Arizona, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexicoe, Texas, Tennessee,
Kansas, Nebraska, Oklahoma and Utah, properties included in or that may
be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966 (16 U.S.C. 470f, as amended, 90 Stat. 1320) Federal agencies must,
prior to the approval of the expenditure of any Federal funds or prior
to the granting of any license, permit, or other approval for an under-
taking, afford the Council an opportunity to comment on the effect of
the undertaking upon properties included in or eligible for inclusion
in the National Register of Historic Places.

Until the requirements of Section 106 are met, the Council considers the
draft environmental statement incomplete in its treatment of historical,
archeological, architectural and cultural resources. To remedy this
deficiency, the Council will provide, in accordance with its "Procedures
for the Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties'" (36.CFR Part 800),
substantive comments on the effect of the undertaking on these properties.
Please contact Michael .l. Bureman at the Council's Denver office, P. O.
Box 25085, Denver, Colorado 80225 or (303) 234-4946, an FIS number, to
assist you in completing thils process.

Sincerely yours,

ih L '~//;"/J;,,, £

Louis S. Wall
Assistant Director, Office of
Review and Compliance, Denver

The Council is an independent umi of the Exceutive Branch of the Federal Government charged by the Act of
October 15, 1966 0 advise the Presdent and Congress in the field of Historic Preservation.

1-1
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DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20305

1 Sgp 1978
SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on MX: Milestone II

Deputy for Environment and Safety (SAF/MIQ)
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D,C, 20330

The DEIS on MX: Milestone II, provided by your letter of 19 July 1978,
has been reviewed, Matters of interest to DNA are principally those
which affect the hardness and survivability (H/S) of the MX system
against nuclear weapons effects, Specific comments follow:

a, Paragraph 1,1,1.3 = Nuclear H/S - Page 11-23,

A brief description of the simulation methods wouid be appropriate 1-2
to indicate that testing similar to Misers Bluff High Explosive Test, the
Transportable Electromagnetic Pulse Simulator or other EMP simulators may
be required. It does not seem appropriate to close out the option of under-
ground nuclear testing at this stage of development,

b, Paragraph 1.1.3.4 - Nuclear Hardness and Survivability - Page II-28.

There is an appuarent inconsistency in the requirement for
underground nuclear testing with that expressed in paragraph 1.1,1,3., A
more detailed explanation of required testing may be appropriate parti-
cularly since these tests may have environmental consequences, Further 1-3
since hardness and survivability are a requisite to the entire MX concept,
it would be appropriate to plan a suitable testing program that would
demonstrate system survivability in a nuclear environment,

¢. Paragraph 3.4.3 - Kirtland Air Force Base ~ page II-99,

The use of FMP simulators described here is not consistent with
the requirements stated in a similar paragraph at the bottom of page I1I-8,
If the advanced research electronic simulator (ARES), a DNA test facility
at Kirtland Air Force Base, is to be used, suitable schcduling is required.

I 1-4

FOR THE DIRECTOR: -
~

ICHARD N, CODY
Major General, USAF
Deputy Director
(Operations and Administration)
CY FURN:
DASD(Environment & Safety)

VI - 1-2 Public Comments
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20350

R A A

$N REPLY RLFER TO
Ser 453/721511
7 Sep 1978

Dear Dr. Stern,

As requested in your letter of July 19th, the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement on MX: Milestone II has been
; teviewed.,

The Department of the Navy has no comments.

‘ Sincerely,
% |
d ;
] {
i %
:
3 Prote ic s & Oncupational
g ﬂ <.y & Health Division
j l Carlos Stern, ?h.D. ™~ direction of the
i | Ceputy for Environment and Safety (SAF/MIQ) ¢ af Naval Operations
¢ g Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force

! Pentagon

Washington, D. C. 20330

3
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

WESTERN ASGION
P 0 BOX 92007, WORLOWAY POSTAL CLHTER
105 ANGELES CALIFOANIA 90009
September 15, 1978

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environmental and Safety
Department of The Air Force
Washington D. C. 20330

Deaxr Dr. Stern:

We have now completed the review of your Environmental Impact Statement
(E18) regarding MX: Milstone II and our comments are as follows:

1. From our preliminary review findings it appears that initial testing
and operation at Vandenberg should have no effect on our existing
communication type facilities. Since these areas are so vast and
without specification, we cannot offer in this particular case a final
agsessment except in the stated general terms.

2. According to the map of the areas considered viable, it is generally
feli that a substancial impact effect could occur on future FAA selected
facility sites not only where we install transmittere/receivers but also
where FAA overland leased lines are involved.

3. Pleasa te advised that this approval does not obviate the requirement
for the Department of The Air Force to file a notice with the Federal
Aviation Administration where applicable and as stipulated under Part 77
of The Federal Aviation Regulations.

We appreciate the courtesy in bringing this matter to our attention.

Sincerely /
NS

A (/é'/
(AVA

W. BRUCE S

Regional Planning Officer

VI - 1-4 Public Comments
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FEDERAL ENERGY PEGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426

Septembexr 5, 19789

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment & Safety
(SAF/M1Q), Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

I am replying to your requests of July 19 and
August 14, 1978 to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
for comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
on MX: Milestone IXI., This Draft EIS has bsen reviewed by
appropriate FERC staff components upon whose evaluation
this response is based.

The staff concentrates its review of other agencies'
environmental impact statements basically con those areas
of the electric power, natural gas, and oil pipeline industries
for which the Commission has' jurisdiction by law, or where
staff has special expertise in evaluating environmental
impacts involved with the proposed action.

We note with interest that energy demands are identi-
fied as one of four key growth-related effects at the state
and regional levels during full-scale engineering development
and the basing mode. The EIS indicates that deployment of
the MX in any of the suggested regions is likely to cause
electrical demands in excess of planned capacity, especially
in the northeastern United States and particularily in New 1-4a
York State., It would appear that these impacts have bzen
adequately identified and delineated. During finalization
of the EIS it is suggested that the recent report by the
Northeast Power Coordinating Council, Task Force on Load
and Capacity (April 1, 1978), be used to refine the
energy impact analysis for that region of the U. S.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this statement.

Sincerely,

! a7
ReSNr
Jack’ M. Heinemann

]
LjAdvisor on Environmental Quality

Public Commenis Yl - 1-5
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NASA

National Aeronautics and
Space Administration

Washington, D.C.
20546

September 22, 1978

Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and

Safety (SAF/MIQ)
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, DC 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the MX: Milestone
II Program has been reviewed by NASA personnel. Ve have the
following comments, all related to the effects of the launch
exhaust cloud described in Volume III.

On pages III-298 through III-308, the draft compares the

quantity of exhaust products emitted to the atmosphere from
the MX with those of the Titan XIT and the Space Shuttle.
For example:

a. "...the total MX exhaust emissions to the atmos-
phere would be less than those released by Titan III
by a factor of four." (page III-299, para. 2).

b. "...the amount of gaseous exhaust from a MX launch
would be 1/10 that expected from a Space Shuttie launch."
{page III-300, para. 1).

¢. "The small size of the MX vehicle in comparison to
Titan and Shuttle vehicles, and the launch frequency

of 5 MX vehicles per year, produce an expected effluent
per unit volume discharged into the atmosphexe that

is a factor of six to ten times less than in the case
of Titan III or the Space Shuttle respectively."

Public Comments
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d. "...this amount (of aiuminum oxide released in

the lower atmosphere) is two orders of magnitude

: ‘ smaller than the amount released in the same 1~5(cont)
| ' altitude interval by the Space Shuttle..." (page

; ’ IIT-307, para. 2).

To avoid the inconsistencies that appear in these and similar
statements, it is suggested that absolute quantities, rather

| than ratios or factors, be specified. If comparisons are con-
: sidered necessary, the text should be rewritten to clarify

the conditions for which each comparison applies.

2. Figure 3-10 (page III-30l) shows a comparison of the peak
concentration of hydrogen chloride using both the USAF Opera-
: tional Model and the NASA Model for the Titan III launch

: vehicle and employs the USAF Model to estimate a peak con-

: centration for the MX missile, The Titan III calculation by
: the NASA Model was made in 1973 and that model has since been
extensively refined. The current model, which provides a 1-6
better prediction of the event, tends to show peak concentra-

i tions considerably lower than those predicted by the older

' model, and these trends have been borne out by experiments
at the Kennedy Space Center. The predictions of peak con-
centrations for Shuttle launches (Table 3-18, page III-303)
were made with the current model and the significantly lower
maxinum peak concentration (3.38 ppm) is evident. Thus the
praediction you show for the MX is unduly conservative and
this point should be made in the text.

G e il ik mpustsina s S

Lt -t b s Y

TR

T s en e ©

g

3. In Table 3-17 (page III-302), suggested short-term emer-
gency exposure limits for exposures of occupational personnel
to hydrogen chloride and carbon monoxide are attributed to

' NASA Contractor Report CR-1205 (III). The citation should

1~-7
be to the original sources, references 13-135 and 13-136 of
that report. 1In addition, you may wish to cite a journal
article containing much the same information.*
[ 4. The "1 km Downstream" list of constituents shown in Table
3-19 (page IXI-304) includes the combined effects of both 1-8

afterburning and turbulent mixing with ambient air. This
should be stated explicitly to explain the significant changes

*See Smyth, Henry F.: "Military and Space Short~Term

Inhalation Standards." Archives Environmental Health,
vol. 12, April 1966, pp 488-490.

public Comments VI -~ 1-7
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from the constituents at the nozzle exit plane. In addition,
inclusion of a comparable constituent list for a hypothetical
"1 km Downstream" case including afterburning but excluding
mixing would be instructive, showing, for example, the further
oxidation of carbon monoxide to carbon dioxide and the creation
of other trace species, such as chlorine. This table was
developed for the Space Shuttle solid rocket motor exhaust
(Trable 4-1, page 58, Environmental Impact Statement, Space
Shuttle Program, April 1978) and is applicable to the MX.

5. The second paragraph on pg. 305 tends to be misleading,
implying that NASA arrived at the conclusion that the small
particles of Al,03 could penetrate the alveolar spaces in the
lungs if inhaled. NASA calculations have only been made on
the particulate distribution that may be contained in the
ground cloud and its relation to average primary and secondary

standards. The ambiguous language should be altered to clear
up this point.

6. Table 3-20 (page III-308) was taken from the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement for the Space Shuttle Program. The
material has since been updated in the final statement and the
revised figures should be used (Table 4-2, page 59, Environ-
mental Impact Statement, Space Shuttle Program, April 1978).
More generally, the MX: Milestone XI Program draft cites the
NASA Space Shuttle Program draft environmental impact statement
as reference in a number of places. The final statement, dis-
tributed in May 1978, should be cited insteau. A copy is
enclosed.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Nathaniel B. Cohen, Director
Management Support Office

Enclosure

Vi - 1~-8 Public Comments
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NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20550

September 21, 1978

OFFICE OF THE
ASSISTANT DIRECTOA
FOR ASTRONOMICAL,

ATMOSPHERIC, EARTH,
AND OCEAN SCIENCES

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, DC 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

Your letter dated 19 July 1978 with an attached copy of the 5-volume
draft environmental impact statement on MX: Milestone II arrived here
at the National Science Foundation (NSF) on 1 September 1578. The
requested reply date to your office for NSF comments on the statement
was 5 September 1978. A telephone communication with your office did
not ascertain the reason for the delayed receipt at NSF, but we were
advised of an extension of the reply date to 22 September 1978.

The NSF has reviewed the draft and has found the socio-economic and
archaeological aspects of the statement of particular interest. We
offer the following comments:

Socio-economic

The statement presents environmental considerations for use in
deciding whether to proceed into Full-Scale Engineering Develop-
ment (FSED). The comments presented are concerned with the economic
and social impacts discussed in this draft. In particular, the
g?mmengslere concerned with the materials discussed in Volumes I,

, an .

As a general comment, the methodology or models used to determine

the employment and investment impacts are not adequately defined in

the text ~- page I-90 states that the total magnitude of the direct
and indirect impacts were computed using the National Input-Output
Model (BEA, 1974). Our understanding of this model is that it presents
national numbers based on 1972 data. BEA does have a multi-regional
input-output model {MRIO), but that model is based on 1963 data. If
the analysis used the national model, how are the regional estimates
obtained, and if they used the MRIO model, the underlying data is
extremely unsound. Indeed, 1972 technical coefficients fail to reflect

Public Comments VI - 1-9
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Dr. Stern 2

the dramatic jump in both energy prices and raw materials and their

influence on the production process. Also, the gross output multiplier

is rather large and fails to include any leakages or time dynamics.
A net output multiplier would be more feasible (Table 3-1),

The employment impacts generated are somewhat misleading in that

labor is not a homogeneous commodity and the labor force composition
could have a considerable impact on local labor force demands. The
socio-economic effects (I-93§ primarily concern site choice and the
impacts vary with site choice. Some attempt is made to identify

these impacts in terms of housing, infrastructures, etc. However,

the results reflect only this project and do not deal with alternative
projects which may occur in these areas, such as energy development,
etc. The boomtown phenomena could occur producing a tremendous demand
which is both highly cyclical and unstable. No amount of contract
phasing would lessen the adverse environmental or social effects of
this impact. This would be particularly true for the lower income

and fixed income residents of the areas who would bear most of the
long-term costs of the large short-term demand for public services.

The regional impacts discussed are not adequately documented as to
their source or methods of generation. In fact, some are clearly
erroneous, Washington State is described as being energy-rich

with huge hydro- and coal reserves. Obviously the authors are not
aware of the power rationing which has been occurring in the Pacific
Northwest this past year and will continue for many years. Also
coal reserves do not imply production, given manpower, capital, and
environmental constraints. In addition, the huge resource demands
associated with developing these reserves would be competing with

this project, further aggravating prices and the demand for labor
and capital.

Finally, there is concern about the inflationary impacts associated
with these projects: 1in particular, the deleterious impact of this
new demand on the standard of 1iving of low and fixed income
individuals. The bulk of the demand for employment will be satisfied
from outside of the area, since particular high skills are required,
leaving local labor supply to fill the lower paying unskilled jobs.

Archaeological
Archaeological remains are present both on Vandenberg Air Force Base

and in the seven sample deployment sites. Development of the MX-II
system would have an unavoidable effect on archaeological remains.

VI - 1-10 Public Comments
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Dr. Stern 3

The general dearth of information presented on remains which occur
in the different areas and just what means will be taken to minimize
impact makes this statement difficult to evaluate. It appears that
a good part of the Vandenberg Air Force Base has been surveyed, yet
the bullet statements which summarize the findings are too brief to
give an adequate idea of what is really present on the ground. It
appears that the information concerning the sample deployment sites
comes from a literature search alone and attempts to generalize from
data of this type are notoriously inaccurate.

Whether the proposed steps to mitigate adverse environmental impacts
are sufficient is not clear. At Vandenberg Air Force Base, mitigation
will include siting in such a way as to minimize archaeological
destruction as well as salvage excavation. Section 3.2.15, Volume IV,
implies that if sites are located in an area of high archaeological
potential, an extensive recovery project would be undertaken.

In summary, the amount of information on archaeological impact and
proposed mitigation is minimal. On this basis it is unclear that a
careful evaluation has, in fact, been made.

Sincerely yours,

@uu%ww
aniel Hunt

Deputy Assistant Director

1-15
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SOUTHWEST FEDERAL REGIONAL COUNCIL

ARKANSAS, LOUISIANA,  NEW MEXICO,  OKLAHOMA,  TEXAS
Dallas, Texas 75242 (214} 749-1431

August 22, 1978

Dr. Carlos Stern, Ph.D.

Deputy for Environment & Safety
0ffice of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

We are in receipt of your August 14 letter concerning the
Air Force's Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

on MX: Milestone 1I, and your desire for us to review the
EIS statement.

In our functlon as Regional A-95 Coordinator, we do not
review EIS statements. It may be that you might want to
forward a copy of your Milestone II E£IS statement to the
regional office of the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) for their review. If such is the case, we supply
below the name of the regional EPA official who conducts
EIS reviews.

Mr. Clinton Spotts

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Surveillance & Analysis Division
First International Building

1201 EIm Street

Dallas, Texas 75270

Thank you for your desire and efforts to coordinate the
development of Milestone II with our office.

Please advise if we can assist further.
Sincerely,

’:iggt,cxcxngr—(;1;/k>*>-éz*\\\

ERNEST C. WOOQDS
Regional A-95 Coordinator

cc: Clinton Spotts, EPA
Myron Knudson, EPA
Loron Bolen, SWFRC

Vi - 1-12 Public Comments




e o A TS

P s iRkl dindet alnt 2 ol
e v = e T PR ST AT
e T T TR
s ane o ga T w
r P J
. s e
v e PR, e Y

popaguivebCiatibinn g g

PRI

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

Kir

IN REPLY RIFER TO: Sacramento Area Office
2800 Cottage Way
i Land Operations Sacramento, California 95825

SEP 151978
i
$ Dxr, Carlos Stern
I Deputy for Environment and Safety
1 office of the Secretary of ,
% the Air Force (SAF/MIQ) '
' Pentagon ;
' Washington, D, C. 20330 '
y Dear Dr. Stern: i
f We have revieved your draft environmental impact statement |
? on MX: Milestone II and found no Indian lands under the
{
% jurisdiction of this office are involved.
!
: Sincerely yonrs,
i 8l
f /
£ AT A
(William E. Finale '
Area Dizector

1]

{
.
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OFFICE OF THE DIRFZTOR

United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF MINES
2101 E STREET, NW,
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20241

In Reply Refer To: August 18, 1978

EBM - MMRD

Mr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment & Safety
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Mr. Carlos:

Reference is made to your letter of July 19, 1978, by which you conveyed a copy
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on MX: Milestone II.

Any concern about which the Bureau of Mines should logically comment would
involve mineral resources of such land area(s) as would be ultimately devoted

to the MX system. As land selection lies in the future we believe that no current
comments on the submitted EIS is required.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment extended by the Department of the

Air Force.
Jincerely yours,
ﬂ.’m"\\.
\UT/O

edo N%

5 s
8 F
[4 2

v, <

% &

764010
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

1793
(N-920)

NEVADA STATE OFFICE
Room 3008 Federal Building
300 Booth Street
Reno, Nevada 89509

AUG z 8 19718
Carlos Stern, PhD
Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washingten, D.C. 20330

Dear Sir:

We appreciated the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environ-
mental Statement on MX: Milestone II. In accordance with ouxr procedures for
the review of other agency Environmental Statements, we have forwarded our
comments to our Washington Office for consolidation with those of BIM offices

in other states. You should receive the consolidated BLM reply well with-
in your desired time frame.

We will be extremely interested in review of future Environmental Statements
on MX, particularly when the time arrives to decide on a particular site if
Nevada is one of the alternatives. For your information, our procedures re-
quire that review of other agency Environmental Statements be coordinated
through Department of Interior's Office of Envirommental Project Review,
(OEPR) 19th and C Streets, NW., Washington, P.C. 20240. Please send future
requests for reviews through that office.

Sincexrsly, I”;

E.I. Rowland
State Director, Nevada

Save Energy and You Serve America!

Public Comments VI -~ 1-15
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

ER-78/707 auG 24 1978

Dr, Carlos Stern
Deputy for Environment
and Safety
Department of the Air Force
Washington, DC 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

This 1is in regard to your request of July 19, 1978,
for the Depavtment cf the Interior's review and
comnents on a araft environmental statement for MX:
Milestone II.

This is to inform you that the Department will have
comments on the draft environmental statement but
will be unable to respond by the date requested.
OQur comments should be available by the middle of

September.
Sincerel/(’/7

A=
ruce Blanchard, Director
Environmental Project Review

VI - 1l-16 Public Comments
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF 'THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

In Reply Refer To:
ER-78/707 SEP 18 w9

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment & Safety
Offive of che Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

We have reviewed the draft statement on MX: Milestone II,
sent to us on July 19, 1978. We urge that you initiate
early coordination with our Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
offices in the appropriate states as soon as site require-
ments to be addressed in Milestone III have been identified.

The statement indicates that the MX missile system, when
fully deployed, could adversely impact large blocks of
public lands administered by the sLM. In California, for
example, 92 percent (5,795 acres) of the area evaluated in
the Mojave Desert Basing Mode Comparison Area (BMCA) are
public lands managed by BLM's Riverside and Bakersfield
Districts.

These lands also lie wholly within the California Desert
Conservation Area, currently under study as part of the
congressionally mandated California Desert Plan. Depending
on which basing mode is selected, and assuming 20 aimpoints
per missile, the document estimates 'that when the missile
system is fully deployed in the seven BMCA's under considera-
tion, between 4,700 and 7,000 square miles will be either
seriously impacted due tc construction »f facilities or
placed under closed and/or restricted access status due to
security requirements. Assuming an equai deployment distri-
bution among the seven BMCA's, several hundred squ-re miles
of public land in California woulda be affented.

Siting decisions will not be made until the Milestone III
environmental statement is published in the early 1980's.
The document indicates that most of the information gathered
thus far has been by means of literature seacches and that
the study of deployment areas is still in its early stages.
It is our understanding that a much more rigcrous analysis
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of site-specific impacts will be included in the Milestone III |;_y7(cont)
environmental statement which will require on-site analysis of
potential environmental impacts. Any studies on public land
which will involve physical disturbance of the environment
(i.e., the construction of mock-up silos, etc.) will require
advance approval from BLM. We suggest the Air Force contact
appropriate BLM State Directors and District Managers at an
early date to establish means for this cooperation.

P e et st 7 YAk i, Ao i St A i i e S s

Cultural Resources

The statement lists several (local, State, and nationally)
designated landmarks in the nearby region as well as the pres-
ence of the Coast Guard Station - Boathouse (determined to be
eligible for the National Register) on Vandenberg Air Force
Base. However, there appears to have been no attempt made to
coordinate with the State Historic Preservation O0fficer (SHPO)
in locating cultural resources that could be affected by this
proposal and may be eligible for inclusion to the National
Register. The SHPO is available to guide your agency in
determining the necessity, extent, and design of a cultural
resources survey of the project impact area and in applying
the Advisory Council's National Register Criteria to any sites
identified.

If a Federal undertaking would affect eligible cultural }
resources, the Advisory Council must be given an opportunity |
to comment and an appropriate mitigation plan should be form- 1-18 '
ulated which is mutually agreeable to your agency, the SHPO,
and Advisory Council. In the event of irreparable loss or
destruction of significant historical or archeological data,
the steps outlined in the Archeological and Historic Preserva-
tion Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-291) should be undertaken.

The FEIS should address the need for and implementation of the
above procedures in the MX project areas.

The Spanne and Glassow surveys conducted for the Space Shuttle
Program were confined principally to a 2l-mile long, 3.000-
foot wide coastal corridor, extending from just north of the
Santa Ynez River to a point south of Point Arguello. These
surveys identified approximately 480 archeological sites at
Vandenberg Air Force Base. Given the known high density of
sites on the Base, there are probably several hundred more
unrecorded sites. We arc not aware of any other extensive
surveys for Vandenberg Air Force Base, particularly for the
inland areas. Therefore, we question the accuracy of +the
archeological sensitivity map (Figure I-35) if, in fact, it

VI ~ 1-18 Public Comments
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was developed and based solely upon the recent work of Spanne
and Glassow.

The draft statement indicates that some survey data are
available for the four candidate site areas. However, there
is no indication as to who prepared the survey reports, when,
how the surveys were conducted, and how adequate the surveys
are for present planning purposes. This information is vital
for review purposes. The final statement should clearly
reference all supporting material.

General

The available recreation areas and opportunities for
Vandenberg Air Force Base and adjoining areas are suvmmarized
on page III-124, However, the statement appears to lack any
evaluation of recreation impacts. Due to the nearness of
Ocean Park (Surf) to the Lompoc Terrace candidate site area,
the statement should address any potential impacts that the
proposed project activities would have on this area.

In the upper right quadrant of the chart (p. xvi), for the
vertical shelter basing mode, the typical on-road character-
istics of the missile transport trailer are given as having
a width of 31 feet, whereas the road width is given as only
22 feet. No explanation of the 31-foot width was found in
the text and, if the figure is correct, it would be helpful
to discuss problems of transport in greater detail.

The geological time scale in Appendix J is outdated; greater
ages are now generally accepted for most of the divisions
that are shown. A current table is attached.

The assessment of water-demand impacts should be made on the
basis of the total population increases attributable to the
MX program, as is done for air-quality impacts, rather than
only on the basis of number of MX jobs (p. II-80, etc.).

The noise level effects of the MX Project in combination with
the Space Shuttle Program have not been adequately covered

to minimize the impact of sonic booms on the Tndians at the
Santa Inez Indian Reservation or on other per . neter communities
in the viecinity of Vandenberg Air Force Base.
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We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this

statement.
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MAJOR STRATIGRAPHIC AND TIME DIVISIONS

Age estimates
Subdivisions in Use by the U, S, Geological Survey commonly used for
boundaries (in
Era or million years)s
Erathem System or Period Series or Epoch W (B
Holocene
Quaternary Pleistocene
m - —1,5-2e—tem] , ]
ocene —ca. 7 5.0
Cenozoic Miocene 26 22,5
Tertiary Olipocene 37.38— 37.5
Eocene 53 54—f——53., 5——
Palcocene 65 65
3/ Upper (Late) - -
Cret 5
retaceou Lower (Early) 136
Upper (Late) [— 10
Mesozod ¢ Jurassic Mggdle (Middle)
Lover (Early) | 190-195—
Upper (Late)
Triassic Middle (Niddge)
ower (Early 25
3/ Upper (Late) -
Permian= Lover (Early) 280
nger (Late)
Pennsylvanian= Middle (Middle)
Lowver (Early) 3902/ —
Upper (Late)
Mississippian Lower (Early)
Upper (Late) 345
Palcozoic Devonian Middle (Middle)
Lower (Early) i
Upper (Late) 395
Stluriand’ Middle (Middle)
Lo Earl
wer (Early) 30-4&0ﬂ
3/ Upper (Late) |
Ordovician= Middle (Middle)
Lower (Early) a. S00-
3/ Upper (Late)
Cambrian= Middle (Middle)
Lower (Early) 570
Time subdivisions of the Precambrian:
Preccambrian 2--base of Cambrian to 800 m,y,
Precambrian Y--800 m.y. to 1,600 m.y.
Precambrian  precambrian X--1,600 miy. to 2,500 m,y.
Precambrian W--older than 2,500 m.y.

GEOLOGIC NAMES

'

COMMITTEE, U, 5. GEOLOCICAL SURVEY, 1972
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= Estimates for ages of time boundarics are under continuous study and subject to

N refinement and controversy. Two scales are given for comparison:
; (A) Geological Society of London, 1964, The Phanerozoic time-scale;
% a symposfumt Geol. Soc. London, Quart, Jour., v, 120, suppl,,
; p. 260.262,
’ (B) Berggren, Y. A., 1972, A Conozofc time-scale--some implications for
3]

reglonal geology and palaobiogeography: Lethata, v, S, no, 2, pe 195215,
In addition to these, a uscful time scale for North American mammalian
; stages §s glven by: i
! 4 Evernden, J. F,, Savage, D. C., Curtls, G, H,, and
3 James, G, T., 1964, Potasstum-argon dates and the
Cenozofc mamaalian chronology of North America:

’ Aaer, Jour. Sci., v, 262, p, 145-198,

ki

= From Table 1t Correlatfon chert for the Carboniferous of northawest Surope,
. Russia, and North America: Geol. Soc. London, 1964L/, p, 222,

/
= Includes provincial serfes accepted for use {n U, S, Geological Survey veports,

Tems designatéing tinme are in parentheses, Informal time terms--

i cpmres v ey e = =

sy

PPTTITRS;
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carly, niddle, and late~«may be used for the eras, for periods where
there {s no formal subdivision {nto Early, Middle, and Late, and for
cpochs. Informal rock temse«lower, middle, and wppersemy be used
where there {s no fomal subdivision of an era, system, or series.

PROVINCIAL SER1ES ACCEPTED FOR USE 1IN U.S. CEOLOGICAL SURVEY REPORTS

Serles

Age

Regton

Gulfianesccarconcasnee
Comancheane-avnecsacas

Coghuilanecesccrcencnn

Ochoaneasecavaasanasen

Late Cretaccousesasecsceass
Early and Late Crotaceous-

Early Cretaccoussessencaee

Late Poerplaneccacacccccans

Texas, louisfana, Oklahoma,
Arkansas, Hissis<ippi, and
Alabana.

[t

Texas, Loufs<iana, Arkansas,
Mississippl, and Alabana,

Texas and New Mexico,

i
{
Guadalupian- » | Early and Late Pemmiane=-- . ;
’ Leonardian-- - | Farly Permiafeeanccacceeen Do,
k Wolfcanplaneseavceocas | Early Pomianesascesssancs Do. .

Virgllinneencececemnee
Hissourian=-= ..
Des Mofnesian
Atokans=sees
HOrrowaANesesessaccesas

Chesterfan=sesccsncnae
Meromeclan-«
Osageanseenenses -
Kinderhookianseceaesses

Cayuan=sesesseuceanea
Nisgiraneeesecs
Alexandrian--s<esse-ce

Cincinnatianesccecacas

HohawkiAnesccsccraanae

St, Crofxanesasececascs

Late Pennsylvanianescecase

cesvencnavtffressansenacans

Middlc Pennsylvanianee-eaa

wetacssansdOuemacnanannnne

Early Pennsylvanianseececss

Late Mississippinne-caecc.-

ssassacccsOoravossnnvanusn

Late S{lurianecceaceanscua
Middle Sfluriane
¥arlv Silurfanece-vecena.-

Late Ordovicianeeceaccenae

Hiddle Ordoviclan-eecesase

Late Cambrifneccscccccncaa

Arkansas, Oklehoma, Kansas,
Missoudt. Mebraska, and lows,

Indiana, Kentucky, Tenncssee,
I1l{nois, lowa, and Missouri,

New York and Michigan,

Missourt, Illlnois, and
Michigan,

Ohfo, Indinna, Xentucky,
Tennessee, Michigan, WMscon-
s{n, and lowa,

New York, Kichigan, Wisconsin,
and lowa.

lowa, Minncsota, Wisconsin,
and Michigsn,

[CTERITER] |
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i M ¢ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
N mow" WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

SEP 7 1y78

OFFICE OF THE
ADMINISTRATOR

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D. C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed
your Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) entitled
MX:Milestone II. We recognize that this EIS represents an
assessment made in the early stages of program development.,
We also recognize that the environmental analyses of potential
deployment sites have not been completed and that future
program decisions may significantly affect the scope and
nature of environmental impacts of this program. Since air
guality data is largely lacking for the specific areas being
considered for development sites, we commend your plans to
establish monitoring programs to obtain pertinent ambient
air data to enable valid impact assessment. We will be
pleased to review and, as appropriate, comment further upon
your program whenever additional data are available.

We are concerned about the amount of valuable agricultural

land that would be taken out of production under the various 1~-24
proposed security systems. We were also disturbed by factual
errors in this document (e.g., the lccation of I-80 and

I-70, the extent of irrigation in the South Platte area, and
the structural interdependence of the farm and non-farm
sectors of the economy.)

1-25

If you have any questions concerning EPA's comments, please
contact Mr. Philip Parisius (245~3006) of this Office
directly.
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We appreciate your efforts to make other agencies and the
public aware of the MX Program during the early stages of
its development.

~

William D. Dickérson
Acting Director
Office of Federal Activities
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION Hawar

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION Sutmcan sauor
REGION NINE
Two Embarcadero Center, Suite 530
San Francisco, California 94111 August 16, 1978
IN REPLY RKFIR TO
HED-09

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D. C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the MX:
Milestone II Project and provide the following comments.

1. The Draft Statement addresses the transportation issues that are
affected by the proposed project. It notes the congestion problems
for the various phases of the operation. However, the EIS does not
address the adequacy of the highway structural sections, alignment,
or other engineering considerations to handle the non-typical |
highway type vehicles. Therefore, the Final Statement should 1-34
identify the impacts of the movement of these vehicles, the
proposed mitigation, and any required improvement to the highway
routes involved.

2. Due to the decreasing highway dollars available at the State and
County level, the California Department of Transportation and the
Santa Barbara County Transportation Department should be contacted

at the following addresses to coordinate improvements to these
routes.

CALTRANS -~ District 05
P. 0. Box "L"
San Luis 0bispo, California 93406

Santa Barbara County Transportation Department
105 East Anapamu Street
Santa Barbara, California 93101

We appreciate this opportunity to review the subject Draft EIS and
would like to reoccive a copy of the Final Statement when it becomes
available.
Sincerely yours,
W}
AU
I /MLJ

Rf’%. s.| Yound, Director
Offkce df Environment and Design
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WESTERN FEDERAL REGIONAL COUNCIL
REGION IX

111 PINE STREET
THIRD FLQOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
(415) 556-1970

Ant sachotor AMEUICAN SANEA GUAW oad
we TAUST TERRIIOAY of tne Pac g Soants.

September 2, 1978

Mr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Mr. Stern:

This is in response to your request for comments on the MX - Milestone Il
Environmental Impact Statement. To assure that the EIS is properly
reviewed, we have contacted thc Region IX Environmental Protection

Agency office. We have been informed that EPA's comments will be delivered
to your office by the September § deadline.

Thank you for your concern. Please notify us if we can be of further
assistance.

Sincerely,

William C. Arntz
Chairman
Western Federal Regional Council
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

The Air Force is fully aware of its responsibilities under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.
The Air Force will take no action that might impact on cultural
resources prior to consultation with the respective State
Historic Preservation Officers and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation.

The nuclear hardness and survivability (NH&S) tests that are
anticipated will probably be in two main categories. One type
of test will provide data for evaluating MX system response to
nuclear airblast, ground shock, and debris effects. These
tests will probably require the use of conventional high explo-
sives in a manner similar to that employed for the HAVE HOST
and MISERS BLUFF test series during the concept validation
phase. For that kind of test, various amounts and types of
high explosives are detonated at or somewhat below the ground
surface (at depths of 20 feet or less). The other type of
test will involve the use of electrical and electronic devices
to simulate the electromagnetic pulse (EMP) from a nuclear
detonation. Either transportable EMP saimulators or other EMP
simulators may be used. Section 1.1.1.3 is not intended to
close out the option of underground nuclear testing at the
Nevada Test Site.

Since test planning has not been completed, a more detailed
explanation is not available at this time.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES
RESPONSE

several different EMP simulators may be used during the Full
Scale Engineering Development phase for MX. When more is known
about the simulators planned for use and the required schedule
of such use, the operating agencies will be contacted for proper
scheduling and other arrangements as necessary.

The Northeast Power Coordinating Council Task Force report on
gas and capacity will be used in future studies.

a. Volume III, Section 3.2.2.4.2, para. 5: The last two
sentences of the paragraph should read: "The proposed MX vehicle
is less than one-half the size of one Titan III solid motor.

The total MX exhaust emissions to the atmosphere would be less
than 190,000 lbs (86,200 kg)."

b. Volume III, Section 3.2.2.4.2, para. 7: The last sentence

in the paragraph should read: "However, the amount of hydrogen
chloride in the ground cloud from an MX launch is estimated to

be about 1,500-1,600 lbs (700-727 kg).

c. Volume III, Section 3.2.2.4.3, para. 8: Delete the first

sentence of the paragraph. It is out of place in the context of the
paragraph.

d. Since the figure of 4,400 lbs is given specifically for the
MX, no change in this portion of the paragraph is needed.

Volume III, Section 3.2.2.4.2, 5th paragraph, 14th line: The
wording should be changed as follows: substitute the words "an early
model" for the words "the one". Also, add the following to the

end of paragraph 8: "The ground level concentrations shown in

Table 3-18 are lower than the peak values shown in Figure 3-10
because a later, less conservative model was used to develop the
table. Consequently, the comparison shown in Figure 3-10 for

the MX vs. the Titan IXI is very conservative."

Volume IIXI, Section 3.2.2.4.2: fThe second reference under Table
3-17 which reads: '"NASA CR1205 (III), 1968." should read:

“smyth, H. F., 1966. 'Military and Space Short-term Inhalation
Sstandards.'"
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

Table 3-19 in Volume III, Section 3 should be replaced with
the following updated "Table 3-19. Exhaust Products for Normal
Burn". The difference between the two sets of figures in this
table reflects the effect of afterburning and turbulent mixing
within the rocket plume. The suggested hypothetical case of
afterburning without mixing is not of primary environmental
concern here. It is of some scientific interest, but would

not serve to clarify the impacts being addressed in the EIS.

Volume III, Section 3.2.2.43, fourth paragraph, third sentence:
delete the words "which could penetrate alveolar spaces in the

lungs if inhaled". This deletion will clarify the intent of the
paragraph.

Table 3-20 in Volume III, Section 3 shouléd be replaced with the
following updated Table 3~20 which indicates annual deposit of:
exhaust products above the tropopause. Where information obtained
in the braft EIS for the Space Shuttle Program is identical to

that in the Final EIS, all references to the "Draft EIS" should
be changed to "Final EIS".

ANNUAL DEPOSIT ABOVE THE
TROPOPAUSE
COMPOUND e =
TONS METRIC TONS
Hydrogen chloride 65.85 59.73
Chlorine 12.93 11.73
Nitric Oxide 0.32 0.29
Carbon Monoxide 2.42 2,20
Carbon Dioxide 162.82 147.68
Watexr 342.86 310.98
Aluminum Oxade 121.61 110.30
L e e e e e e s
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Table 3-19. Exhaust products for normal burn.
(Pexcent by weight of nozzle exit
plane f£low)

. Nozzle exit Plane 1 km

Product

plane

downstyream

SRM (total mass flow 9400 kg secnl

for 2 motors)

Hydrogen chloride 21.2 18.9
Chlorine (C12) 0 2.1
Chlorine (Cl) .3 .03
Nitric oxide 0 1.3
Nitrogen peroxide 0 .02
Carbon monoxide 24.1 .07
Carbun dioxide 3.4 41.2
Hydrogen 2.1 0
Hydroxyl and atomic hydrogen .02 0
Nitrogen 8.7 (b}
Water 9.3 28,6
Aluminum oxide 30.1 30.1
Aluminum chloride .02 .02
Iron chloride .97 .97
Total 100.0 ©123.3
Orbiter main engines (total mass flow 1410 kg sec“l for 3 engines)
Water 95.9 128
Hydrogen 3.5 0
Argon, nitrogen, other .6 .6
Total 100.0 128.a

aAfterburning is complete.

bIt is assumed to be part of

air.

Crotal is greater than 100% because of chemical addition of air to
form water, nitric oxide, and carbon dioxide,
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

In estimating the national impacts associated with Full Scale
Engineering Developmunt, the BEA National Input-Output mogdel

was used. Its use 1s documented in Addenda A and B, to

Volume IXI. The cegional impact analysis relied heavily on the
Regional Industrial Multiplier System (RIMS), also developed

by the Bureau of Economic Analysis. See Volume V, Appendices

for a discussion of this methodology. In the Volume II analysis
RIMS was used without modification. 1In the case of the Volume IV
analysis—that relating to basing mode decision—several modifi-
cations were made in order to more accurately reflect the nature
of the expected impacts. These modifications included a scaling
down of the induced-effect component of the nultiplier, to reflect
the fact that a large portion of the construction and operations
workforces will be housed in construction camps (for construction)
and base housing (during operations). The local consumption
behavior of such workers will differ substantially from that of
the typical resident of the region. Adjustment in the multiplier
was made to account for this difference. Supplies of certain
building materials (wood production, cement, and structural
steel) were constrained in the use of RIMS to hetter reflect
realistic levels of local supply potential. The Multiregional
Input-Output model (MRIO) was not used in the analysis.

The basis for the analysis, both at the national and regional
levels is the 1967 National Input-Output model. This is, the
latest comprehensive information available on the structure

of interindustry sales. The 1972 model will not be available
until early next year.

The gross output multiplier used in the national impact analysis
does take account of leakages from each round of expenditure.
Its use in the analysis is discussed in Addendum A to Voluine II.

In Volume II analysis, labor was not treated as a homogenous
input, but was differentiated by requisite skill level, on both
supply and demand sides. First, labor demands by the guided
missile and support industries require highly skilled, technical
workers. At least some of these workers with specific occupa-
tional training and job skills may have to be imported since
even the states' large metropolitan areas comprise a limited
supply of skilled, yet unemployed workers. Forty percent of
{cont.)
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

workers who will Le directly employed on MX belong to the cate-
gory of professionals and highly trained technicians (U.S. Bureau
of Census, 1972). As a worst case it has been assumed that 40
perxcent of direct total employment resulting from FSED would

be imported.

The remaining 60 percent of direct, and all indirect-induced
workers could be hired locally if available supply is adequate.
Both state and those metropolitan areas where aerospace specia-
lization exists have been generally characterized by large, well-
developed :conomic bases. Further they have contained large
numbers of unemployed lnrbor relative to project demands. Thus,
no indirect labor in-migration was induced in impact analysis.

In the volume IV analysis the labor force requirements were
treated in two different ways - one for the construction phase
and one for operation. In the construction phase, the area's
unemployed construction labor force (equal to the same propor-
tion of the unemployed as it represents of the employed) is
given construction jobs first, before inmigration. In every
case, this local supply fell far short of demand. Indirect
and induced employment opportunities - generally made up of
job skills like those in the existing labor market - is allo-
cated to local labor until the local unemploymeni rate equals
3 percent. Beyond this point, inmigrants are assumed to out
compete local labor for available jobs. In the case of the
operations phase, all military personnel were assumed to come
from outside the region, and half of the Federal Ciwvilian jobs
was assumed to be unavailable for local residents. The other
half of the Federal civilian employment was assumed to be avail-
able to local-unemployed workers, with the size of the labor
pool controlling the number of such local hires for this direct
labor, and for the indirect and induced labor as well. Thus,
in Volume IV as well, an attempt was made to differentiate
between components of the labor force in determining the need
for labor force inmigration.

It is true that the impact estimates do not take accounu of other
projects that may evolve in the region and compete with MX for
resources and labor. Site selection studies will deal with
specific site effects such as those alluded to in the comment.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

The state of Washington, unlike many other states, is rich in
hydro and coal energy resources. This does not mean that these
resources are being used to their fullest extent. For example,
the demonstrated coal resexve base in the state on 1 JUN 1974,
amounted to 1,954 million tons, while the estimated production
was only 3.9 million tons (U.S. Dept. of Interior, 1970). Pro-
duction of energy is a function of several factors such as demand,
availability of natural resources, and capital and labor to export
them. Hence production may fall short of demand even when the
state is potentially rich in energy resources.

The analysis of inflation impacts at the national level was
beyond the scope of the project. While no explicit analysis of
regional price-effects was performed, concern over this issue

was one consideration in assessing the impact potential of changes
in public expenditures, housing, population and other factors.

As a general rule, the relative impact potential of a given change
was regarded as small if the rate of change required was within
the limits of historical experience among many such places. Thus,
small relative impact potential was assigned to a given

effect if it represents a growth rate of less than 2 percent for
resident population and public expenditures, and 7 percent for
housing. A large rclative impact potential was assigned

to an effect if the rate of growth reached 8 percent for resident
population, 9 percent for public expenditures, and 15 percent

for housing. A large relative impact potential thus includes

as one aspect the fact that certain deleterious effects, such as
inflation beqgin to occur at these higher rates of growth.

Information concerning the cultural resources on VAFB comes pri-
marily from published sources by the previous survey and excava-
tion on Vandenberg. The quality of this data base is generally
good. The seven Basing Mode Comparison Areas {BMCAs) are repre-
sentative samples of larger geotechnically suitable parcels which
have been used for basing mode environmental evaluations. A
deployment area EIS will be completed prior to any siting decision

and will include appropriate archaeological surveys and considerations.

If MX flight testing occurs at Vandenberg AFB, the facilities will
be sited in ways to minimize archeeological impacts. If sites are
located in areas of high archaeclogical potential, data recovery
programs will be initiated as appropriate in consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Officer, the Department of Interior,
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.
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1-17 Site selection decisions will not be made for one or two years.
A separate EIS will be prepared for this decision point. The
EIS will be prepared for the subsequent decision whether to
produce and deploy the system. The Aixr Force will coordinate
its environmental planning activities and cooperate with BLM
regaxding activities that might impact public domain land.

1-18 The Air Force will identify archaeological resources within all
proposed construction zones in order that archaeological sites
can be avoided whenever possible. For those sites that can not
be avoided a data recovery plan will be developed to avoid
adversely impacting these archaeological resources. The Air
Force is aware of its responsibilities for protection of cultural
resources pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Pre-
servation Act of 1966 as amended. We have consulted extensively
with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation in connection with Space Shuttle
activities on Vandenberg. Specific consultation with these
agencies will be accomplished with regard to MX activities as
the program becomes more defined.

Most of the data employed to develop the archaeological sensiti-
vity map are derived nct from the space shuttle surveys, rather
they are from earlier survey work by Spanne (1970, 1971, 1974).
The major weaknesses in this data base are that survey coverage
was not as intensive or as well controlled as the Space Shuttle
research. As a result, it is probable that limited activity
sites were frequently missed during this survey, though it is
much less likely that multiple activity sites were missed.

In order to supplement the published sources, a reconnaissance
was conducted in the four CSAs during April 1978. However, the
Jdense vegetation cover limited visibility, especially in the
Shuman Canyon and Lompoc Terrace CSAs. Ten percent or less of
the direct impact areas in the conceptual facilities layout
was examined, and no new sites were located. At a time when
there is less vegetation cover, a larger area in each CSA

may be surveyed in order to verify these results.

1-19 The nearness of Ocean Park to the construction site may result
in some increased use of this recreation area. However, since
camping is not permitted at this park, significant adverse
effects are not expected. Further, conflict between construction
worker use and week-end peak general public use would be minor.
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; 1-20 The width of the conceptual transporter-emplacer shown in the
| referenced illustration is in error. The width overall should
: have been shown as 21 ft (6.4 m). Tire span is 17 £t (5.2 m).
: Detailed vehicle and road designs will be developed during FSED.
i 1-21 The more current table has been placed in Volume V, Appendix J.
i 1-22 Assessment of water demands have been made on the basis of total
| population increases. The following table shows projected MX
} water requirements due to population increases and 1970 water
! withdrawal in each of the states listed
1
WATER REQUIREMENTS STATE WATER
STATE IN-MIGRANTS (acxe ft) WITHDRAWAL!
2 california 10,000 2,000 53.6
t
] i Washington 1,700 340 8.0
? Colorado 600 120 14.5
Utah 600 120 4.7
Massachusetts 200 40 4.7
New York/New Jersey/
; Connecticut 3,400 680 31.0%2
Texas 900 180 30.2
. i

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, 1976.

11970, acre ft x 106.

270tal of the three states.
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RESPCNSE

The noise impact from the launch of a space shuttle vehicle

is independent of MX missile testing. Control and safety

reasons prohibit simultaneous launches. The MX missile is not
expected to produce a downward propagating sonic boom over land
because of its planed launch azimuth and westward trajectory.

No sonic boom has ever been repocted from the launch of a Minute-
man missile. The noise from Minuteman missile launches is atten-
uvated rapidly beyond distances of five miles from the source.

MX ambient noise levels would be of the same order and this would
not extend to the location of the Santa Ynez Indian Reservation.
A complete discussion of MX noise including sonic booms is con-
tained in Volume IV, Section 3.3.3.2.2.

Agricultural productivity will be a key factor influencing
Site Selection.

The identified errors have been corrected. See Volume IV,
Section 1.2,

The construction of missile flight test facilities at Vandenberg
will not require diversion of stream waters. Therefore, dredging
and disposal sites will not be reguired, and there will be no

discharges of material into local waters. 1In general, the material

cut during construction will be used for fill.

As stated above, dredging and discharge in local waters will not
occur, and therefore, will not impact endangered species.

Water erosion at Vandenberg is not a problem unless an unusually
heavy precipitation period is encountered. Normal annual rain-

fall is about 13 in. (338 mm) with most of this occurring between
November and April.

Constru tion schedules cannot be set to avoid all potential
erosion periods, particularly since dust generation is also a
concern and has opposing criteria. The probability of having
heavy rain during the period of greatest excavation and earth
moving can be considered and some adjustments made to minimize
the erosion hazard, if necessary.

(cont.)
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RESPONSE

Provisions to control erosion and sedimentation are included

in Volume II, Section 5.1.4 (Water Quality) and Section 5.2.1.8
(Agquatic Biology). Controls such as sedimentation weirs,
terraces, and berms to modify the flow are mentioned along with
revegetation and minimal vegetation removal.

Re-establishment of vegetation on disturbed areas at Vandenberg,
once the disturbed area is no longer actively used, is a rclati-
vely rapid process. Weedy annual plants will invade such an
area in less than one year. 1In addition, direct revegetation
methods can also establish new vegetated areas in a year

or less. Chapparal will return to an undisturbed condition in
20 to 50 years. This recovery capability is evident in areas
that have not been disturbed at Vandenberg since the 1940's.

Potential water quality impacts during system operations are
estimated to be minimal. Accidents on roadways could result

in minor spillages of fuel or other liguids. No large quan-
tities of liquids are required by the MX system operation so
the potential for their spillage and entry into the water table
or groundwaters is not a concern.

The FEIS discusses cumulative and synergistic impacts of MX,
Space Shuttle, and LNG projects using the latest available
information. See Volume III, Chapter 3.

The Air Force cannot identify at this time which specific areas
in California other than the Vandenberg AFB area, can be expected
to experience growt:h because of MX full-scale engineering devel-
opment. The necessary contracts cannot be let until after a
decision is made to proceed with full-scale engineering develop-
ment. Without knowledge of the specific corntractors who will

be involved, pectential growth can be estimated at this time only
in terms of statewide potential.

In the context of developing the Air Quality Attainment Plan for
the northern portion of Santa Barbara County, representatives of
Vandenberg are included in the North County Steering Committee

and have, as part of their responsibility, the task of identifying
future Air Force projects with significant impacts in the Vanden-

berg area. The MX program impacts as identified in the DEIS and
FEIS are available for the committee’'s use.

Public Comments Vi - 1~-39




m‘{WWM« P Wil R gl

Coon

COMMENT

NO.

1-33

1-34

VI - 1-40

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES
RESPONSE

See the response to comment above. 1In addition, it will be the
responsibility of each contractor to ensurc that any increase
in emissions does not violate the non-attiinment provisions of
the Clean Air Act and its implementinry regulations.

At Vandenberg AFB, the missile flight testing program requires
vehicles similar to those used for Minuteman. Vandenberg AFB

is already equipped to handle such traffic. At future missile
deployment sites, special roads will be constructed for the

moving of missiles among aimpoints. The deployment area selection
BIS will discuss the impacts of road construction and vehicle
movements.
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC SECURITY
Bruce Babbitt 1717 WEST JEEFERSON ¢ PHOENIX, ARIZONA « P O. BOX 6123 85005 Bl Jamieson, Jr.
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR

August 21, 1978

T T e

Reply to
Attn. of: DD/OP

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment & Safety

Office of the Secretary of the Air Force (SAF/iIQ)
Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern: Draft EIS, MX: Milestone II

This office finds no record of the Draft Environmentai Impact
Statement. The distribution of July 17, 1978 has apparently
gone astray.

TR

Additional information had been provided by you in response to
inquiry comments on an earlier draft. No further comments.

Sincerely,

(el L Pl

Richard A. Froncek
State Planner
Office of Planning

Enclosure
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IMPORTANT: RETAIN NUMBER FOR FUTURE REFERENCE

Project: Norton Air Force Base

MX: Milestone II - Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Received by State Clearinghouse ard sent for review.

S.A.I. No. Assigned: az 18-80-0042

The review is now underway. You will receive notice of the
results of the review within the time allowed by the Office
of Management_ and Buq et Circulaxr A-95, .

0 Lo
1le Yom e ear..n . "
[ Tes -
al] i l E—ss 3 i 3 i

Arizona State Clearinghouse

Phone: 271-5004
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Arizona (4 OFFICE OF
oFFicE ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

OF THE
5 GOVERNOR 1700 West Washington ® Executive Tower ® Room 505 e Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Pt 4 i e MDA A 4

September 20, 1978

Capt. Langdon Kelloga

Norton Air Force Base

Civil Engineering Division

SAMSO (MNND)

Norton Air Force Base, CA Q240

P

Re: MX: Milestone !l - Draft Environmgntal Impact Statement
S.A.1. #78-80-0042

' Dear: Capt. Kellogg: i

a3 Enclosed are coptes of responses concerning the above project thich
4 were recelved dy us after our Signoff to you.

Sincerely,
%) Lfﬁwf e Leelfr?

/

. Mrs. Jo Youngbloow, Supervisor
Arizona State Clearinglouse
JY: $s
Encl.

P

W

Y
Y

R R
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SIGNOFF :
' I
. ‘ OMB AppTovat No, 20-R0218 !
2. e, Number 3. State  |3. Number i
FEDERAL ASSISTANCE Applicent's ", h polication | 1> 78-80~ 0042
— pplicati [+} g Ye A 3 ’
1. Type Of [} Preapplication b. Date s . |b. Date cer monty day
{MA:ﬂon Cl Application > Year MorthDay} Asigned 1978 08 23 '
[t
i y [ ~Z,
eppropriate EJNotification Of Intent (Opt.)f Leave
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H 1r. Ronald D. McCready, Mgr. co :
‘rogram Evaluation Section State Aspbovea Jeeatdee (SAD
1 ‘ransportation Planning Division - -
b wwizona Dept. of Transportation AUG 23, 1978 saw  AZ No. 78-80 0042
i3 .06 South 17th Avenue, Room 310 Economic Sec. Health |
: ‘hoenix, Arizona 85007 Indian Affairs Power
¢ Mineral Resources water !
From:  Arzizona State Clearinghouse Game & Fish‘ :::)és i
170G West washington Street, Roca 505 :;“:ngggf oa fyrio !
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 A3, Mining Ass'n
Civil Rights
3 Avid Lands Studies
: Arcr.eological Rese_xch
! Environmental Studies
Center for Public Affairs
Prescott Historical Society
Renewable Natural Resources
Bu., of Geology & Mineral Tech.
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Dr. Y{1lliam H. Dresher, Director

Acizona Bureau of Geology &
Mineral Technologw
University of Arizona

$iate Applcatea I¢eaulier (SAD

a2 do. 75820042

Tucson, Arizona 85721

*m. Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washingten Street, Room 505

2hoenix, Arizona 85007 032428
r\'z ‘?6'
A ) 47D
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3) {3 sccord mth azy applcatin law, ordes o¢ regulation with which you are famidise
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State of Arizona
Bureau of Geology and Mineral Technology

Office of the Director
University of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona 85721
(602) 884-1943

September 14, 1978
B~418-WHD

To: Arizona State Clearinghouse

William H, Dreshe
Director

From:

Regarding: State Application Identifier No. 78-80-0042
MX: Milestone Il - Draft Environmental

Impact Statement

We acknowledge that measures to protect our country should come before
all other considerations and, therefore, it may be inappropriate to
criticize oversights in the subject environmental impact statement.
However, as one vho has previously been associated with the U.S.
missile systems and held Department of Defense and Atomic Energy
Security clcarance, I am personally appalled at the amount of vital
information which is now being released to the "enemy" in the form of
an environmental impact statement. This being the case we feel that
it is perfectly valid that we critique the subject statement.

The geological setting discussed in the subject statement, in our
opinion, is totally inadequate. A project which depends so much on the
use of the earth for its viability deserves considerably more of a
detailed analysis of the earth processes which may be in action at the
proposed sites, earthquake risk, for example. It is interesting to note
that the total treatment of the potential earthquake hazard to the
facilities (each of which contain nuclear explosives) is dispatched in
four sentences in Volume III. Further, the idea that minerals may be

a part of the earth's resources in these areas apparently has not been
considered. When mentioned at all, minerals are treated under "economic"
impact; e.g. loss of mining revenue to the region. Little mention is
made of the impact on the admittedly large areas which will be lost to
exploration and potential development of any earth resource be it mineral
or geothermal energy in spite of the fact that the statement acknowledges
that trere is active mining and additional mineral and geothermal encrgy
potential in several of the areas under consideration.

2-1

We are concerned in general about the lack of recognition in this state-
ment as well as in others which we have reviewed that mineral resources,
too, are an integral part of our national security and defense. it was
not too many years ago that the federal government was actively engaged
in building up our mineral supply capability. The Duval-Sierrita copper
and molybdenum nine, for «.ample, was begun in 1967 under federal loan
provisions of the Defense Production Act of 1950. HNumerous of Arizona's
nineral deposits were discovered under mineral exploration programs
sponsoréd by the federal government. Now, during the decade of the 70's,
minerals are not important. We should ask ourselves who is fooling who?

A Divisfon of the
University of Arizona
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State Application ldentifier No. 78-80-0042

Volume 1V

Page IV ~ 16
Table 1-3
ltem 2

Page IV - 97
Figure 3-8
Item 12

and
Page IV - 103
Para 3.2.16

General

"Depths to water of confined aquifers more than 50 ft. (15 m)
were not considered." This statement is either erroncous or.
at best, confusing. Does it mean that areas where the water-
table is more than 30 feet deep are eliminated from further
consideration as passible basing areas? Or does it mean that,
for those areas, depth to groundwater is eliminated as a
possible limiting parameter in the site selection process?

This Department is in almost totai disagreement with Paragraph
3.2.16. In Arizona the cement shortage is not a result of
environmental restrictions on production facilities. Cement
production facilities in Arizona are running at, or near full
capacity.

The cited historical trends in unused capacity do not refle. ¢
the current situation. The surplus in Arizona is virtually
nonexistent. <Contractors are standing in line waiting for an
allocated amount each month.

The shortage in 4rizona is not viewed as a temporary one either,
Our suppliers are providing cement for two major projects,

the Central Arizona Project and the Palo Verde Nuclear
Generating Station, which consume a combined total of 14 percent
of the generating capacity in the State. Both projects have
construction schedules that extend into the mid to late 1980's.
In addition we are in the midst of the largest home construction
boom in the history of the State and possibly the nation. It
may level off in the near future., But in light of the mounting
energy problems in the northeastern states, it would be foolish
not to at least consider the possibility that net migration to
the sunbelt states will remain high, and that the demand for new
housing will also remain high.

It is therefore recommended that the entire statement on the
potential impact the MX project would have on Arizona's cement
supplies be re-evaluated.

Any projects selected for construction in Arizona relative to
the MX program must be compatible with the State's air quality
management plan (called the State Implementation Plan;
currently under revision, which is due for completion by

early 1979) and the State Water Quality Management Plan
(currently under development with scheduled completion by
April 1979).
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AT, len Swanson, Exec. Dir.

Pima Association of Gov'ts.
405 Transamerica Building

State Apphiatioa icestder (SAD

v, 78-80-0042

Tocsen, Arizena 85701 AUG 23, 1978 o AD
. ’ L3ie na
Eccpomic Sec. #ealch
Indian_ Affairs Pcwer
c Mineral Resouxces water
rromi Geme & Fish Parks
05 Transportation Land
Ag. & Hort. . AORCC

Az. Mining Ass'n

Civil Rights

Arid Lancs Studies
Archaeological Research
environamental Studies

Center for Puklic Affairs
Prescost Historical Sociecy
Renewable Nattral Resouxces
Bu., of Geology & Mineral Tech.
OZPAD: R. Xingery

Fegion 1
Fegion ii
Region IV
Region Vi

TRis project s tefaned 19 y2u for seview and comment, Pleass evaliatz as to:

(1) fRe progmam’®s effect cron the plans and Fregnams of yous 33250y
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S O AND OHE XEROX COPY ;... Jeanaghouse fo 13
lase conlast me Jeanrgoouse of you need fuztder informaton or additonal trme for tevie
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. FAIM TO € COVBLETTD 3V RLVIIWING ACENCY
o
Dr. Kenneth Kimsey, Director State Astisston idrzudes itAD)
Prescott Historical Soclety - - b
415 West Gurley Street AUG 23, 1978 sae  AZ No. 78 80 0042
Prescott, AZ 86301 Scono....c Seg. Yealin
Indian Affairs Power
Mineral Resources water
From:  Amizena State Clearinghouse Gare & Fish Parks
1700 West Waszington Street, Reen 505 5“S?°"ta“°“ ) kg;gc
Frecenix, Axizcna 85007
Civil R. hts
Arid Lands Studies
Archaeolcgical Reseaxch
Environmental Studies
Center for Public Affairs
Prescott Historical Society —
Renewable Natural Resources
Bu. of Geology & Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: R. Xingery
This project is referzad £ . Regicn I
20ject 3 10 you fot review 20.d comment Please evaliate asto: Reg:.on I
Region IV
»
(1) e ogam's effzct Lpon the plans and progrms of your agency Regien VI

(2) theimporunce of jis cemndution to State andfor arsawide goals and sbhyecaves

(3) i
) adds

lease petu

2%

No

o D

3¢zoid with any applicable law, order of revulation with which vou 102 famJiar
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FAPM TO V& COVALITIN 2V 2TLITWING ACENCY
>
Mr, Andrew L.
c L Bettwy State Arphiczuca I2sstider 1SAl)
omm., Department of Land
;‘;‘24 W. Adams St., 4th Floor AUG 23, 1978 e 2z No. 188070042
oenix, Arizona 85007 Econcinic Sec. Health
Indian affairs Fowex
Mineral Resources Water
From:  Ardzona State Clearinghouse Gaze & Fish Parks
1700 West Yiashington Stveet, Room 503 ?zan:pggietxon iiﬁf"'
Fhoenix, Axizona 85007 23: Mining Ass'n i

Tas protect is refarrad 10 you for review and comment, Plaie evaiuats as to:

(1) the pzopram’s ¢ffect vpon the plins 35d programs of your sges

(2) e vmperuancs of its zontriduticn to State and/or az2avade Joals ané 23328nves
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{2) acd:nonal wasderatone
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Environmental Studies
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. FORM TO 2€ COMPLETED W REVITWING ACENCY
f >
' ¥r. Clinton M. Pattea
: Zxecutive Secretary State Arziciuon [deanter (SAL)
X Indian Affairs Comnission
1€45 West Jefferson St. AUG 23, 1978 sue  AZ No. 78"‘80 0042
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Indian Affairs Power
. Mineral Resources Water
From:  Arzizena State Clearinghouse Gare & Fish Parks
1730 Uest Washingicn Streat, Foon Transportation Land
oot Artoens Bseny o oooR s¢s Ag. & Hort. ACRCC
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Civil Rights
Arid Lands Studies
Archaeological Research
Environmental Studies
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Prescott iHistorical Society
Rencwable Natural Resources
Bu. of Geolougy & Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: R. Kingery
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Ak L s et e o 1 e e i TR R
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ay " .
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x
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Arizona State Parks Tate Asplitauon fetsuier (SAD :
1688 W. Maws Room 109
Phoenix, 2rizona 85007 AUiG 23, 1978 sme  AZ  No. 78-80- 0042
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Indian Affairs Power
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Environmental Studies
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Reveaery Sgmiure. . ‘(‘\\j\'f‘\f)l Lk‘oa‘(ﬁ’&} o Date ?l / 61.'«'}"\ —Lq "
| 0y \
: - T C“l .. o Trazsrs ?)i[“—lg

Public Corments VI - 2-13

=

U—




THIS PAGE IS Brsy

COPY FURNT Spimy oo T, FRACTICABLE

HED 10 ppg

. FORM TO 35 COMILETTD RV ATVIEWING ACENE
b
~pr. James R. Carter, Director
‘A‘Sriculcure & Horticulture Dept. Stalr AFducton Jerauder 1AL}
Q AJ
421 Capitol Annex West . - - | )
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¥r. Arthur G. Garcia,Exec. dir.
Assistant Attorney General Sate Arslesten leezuter (SAY)
Arizona Civil Rights Division
1645 W, Jefferson Street UG 23, 1978 swe 2z vo. (880 0042
b .
Phoenix, Arizena 85007 N Econonic Sec. Eealth
Indian Affairs Power
Comm . . Mineral Resources Water
Fram.  Azizena Stake Clearinchouse Garme & Fish Pa:ﬁs
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FORM TO 38 COMPLETED BY UEVIEWING ACENCY

To:‘ o ——)

Mr. Les Ormsby, Admin. State Appicaton [¢enuder (SAL)

Arizona Power Authority

AUG 23, 1978 se AZ w. 718-80-0042

1810 West Adams Street
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Phoenix, Arizona 85005 Indian Affairs Power—
Mineral Resources Water
Fzom: Arxizona Stake Clearinghouse Game & Fish_ Parks
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This profect is referred o you for review and corment, Pleass evaluate as to: gggigg §I
Region IV
(1) the program’s eifect upon the plaus and progrims of your ageacy Region VI
(2) theimp ol its fbution 1o State andfor areawide goals 1nd objectives
(3) its accord with any agplicadle law, cxder of regulation with which you are familiag
(4) sdditionat consideratizne
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. . Region I
Thus projestis referred 0 you for saview and comment. Please evaluaate as 10t R:gion II
Region IV
(1) the ;rogram's eflect upon the plans ard pregmams of yous agency Region VI

(3) 2elmportance of its contribution to State 2ndfor 2reawile goals and objecsives

(3) itsaccord with 1ny spplicadle law, order of segulst-on with which you are familisr
(4) addivonal conslderations
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O No camment cn this project
) 2roposal is sspported as wnitten
%% Commeats as indicated Selow

Comments: (Uss additional shezts if recessary) This project will be infiationery at no less

than the 5 to 7 billion Aollar level.
The ovroject will have the effect of depressins
regional and local economios.xhbmxiixterniiatzaxy when it terninates.
There will be unemoloyment precipitated when the
project terminates.
The project will cause transfers of income snd of
tax bese in a psttern that has no reasoned national Interest pattern.
The project is a response to a Soviet uparading
of their ability to kill--and that 3oviet resoonse 1s a resoonse to
a US uperading--and this response will result in uparading of our ]
ability, as reportsd in the stetement "deploy & new misslle tochnolooy."
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Mr. Rolead H. Sharer
State Liaison Officer, AUNCC
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1333 W, Camelback, Suite 206
Phoenfx, Arizona 85013

toe:  Axizona State Clearinghouse
1700 west Washington Street, Roon 505
Phoenix, Axizora 85007

Tkis 2roject is refarsed to you for teview and comment. Please evaluate as to:

(1) the program’s effact opon the plans and pregrams of your sgency
(2) helmportmcs of its contribution to Stats and/oc arawide gouls and objectives

() i3acc07d with acy applicable law, orcee of regulation with which you are familiacs
(4) additional considenitions
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