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COVER SHEET

Responsible Agency: U.S. Air Force

Action: The Air Force proposes to deactivate the Minuteman I (MM 1)
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) system of the 351st Missile Wing (MW)
based at Whiteman Air Force Base (AFB) in Johnson County, Missouri, over a
period of approximately 3 years beginning in October 1992. The deactivation is
necessary to remove the oldest system from the ICBM force while maintaining
credible nuclear deterrence at the least cost and to meet expectations of the Strategic
Arms Reduction Treaty (START). The October 1992 start date could be delayed
nearly 1 year because it is dependent on START ratification. The proposed action,
full deactivation, would affect 150 launch facilities (LFs) and 15 launch control
facilities (LCFs) within a deployment area of approximately 5,300 square miles in
14 counties, including Johnson County. The proposed deactivation procedure for
each LF would entail removing the missile, certain specialized equipment, and
hazardous materials from the LF and launch support building. Once removed, the
missile components would be transported to Whiteman AFB and then distributed
to the Federal facilities that fabricate, refurbish, store, and dispose of the
components. The headworks of each launch tube would then be demolished and
the support building destroyed. Each LF site would be filled in and leveled. The
command and control capabilities of the LCFs would be similarly deactivated,
except for the use of demolition activities. Alternatives to the proposed
deactivation include: no action (continued operation of the system), missile
removal and system shutdown, partial deactivation, and various implementation
alternatives.

For further information, contact: Captain Douglas Hulings, HQ ACC/CEVA,
Langley AFB, Virginia, 23665-5542. Telephone: (804) 764-3056.

Designation: final environmental impact statement (FEIS)

Abstract: This document assesses the potential environmental impacts of the
proposed action and alternatives pertaining to the 351 MW at Whiteman AFB. The
cumulative impacts of the proposed action and alternatives in conjunction with the
transfer of the 442nd Fighter Wing from Richards-Gebaur AFB, Missouri, and the
basing of the 509th Bomb Wing at Whiteman AFB were also assessed. Potential
environmental impacts to the following resource categories were considered in this
FEIS: air quality; geological resources; water resources; biological resources;
cultural, archaeological, and paleontological resources; health and safety: hazardous
materials/waste and solid waste; noise; transportation; and socioeconomics.
Possible mitigation measures are presented to rehabilitate or restore the affected
environment, or to lessen a significant impact.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Air Force proposes to deactivate the Minuteman II (MM II) missile system to enable the
Department of Defense (DoD) to maintain strategic deterrence at the least cost and to meet
expectations of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START). Whiteman Air Force Base
(AFB), Missouri; Malmstrom AFB, Montana; and Ellsworth AFB, South Dakota host MM I
systems. This environmental impact statement (EIS), prepared in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality
regulations for implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA, and Air Force Regulation
19-2, evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed deactivation of the 351st
Missile Wing (MW) at Whiteman AFB scheduled to begin in October 1992. If START is not
ratiried, the October 1992 start date could be delayed nearly 1 year. The Air Force is
currently deactivating the MM II missile system and converting to an MM III missile system
at Malmstrom AFB and deactivating the MM Il system at Ellsworth AFB. An environmental
assessment was prepared for the action at Malmstrom AFB (USAF, 1991e), and an EIS was
prepared for the deactivation at Ellsworth AFB (USAF, 1991f).

Although START has been signed, the requirements of the Treaty are enforceable only after
it has been ratified. To meet the limits on launchers required by the Treaty, a certain
number of launchers, including Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) launch facilities,
must be destroyed. The Air Force intends to follow START guidelines for deactivation and
dismantlement of ICBM launch facilities (LFs).

Whiteman AFB, the missile support base (MSB) for the 351 MW, is located in Johnson
County in west central Missouri, 2 miles south of the town of Knob Noster, 9 miles east of
the city of Warrensburg, and 65 miles southeast of Kansas City. Whiteman AFB
encompasses approximately 3,700 acres of Air Force and leased land. The southern and
eastern areas of the base are bordered by agricultural land; the northern area of the base is
bordered by the community of Knob Noster; and the western area of the base is bordered
by Knob Noster State Park and residential areas. The MSB contains the flightline and
related facilities, military family housing units, administrative offices, operational support
facilities, hospital, and other facilities.

The MM II ICBMs are deployed in 150 underground steel-reinforced concrete LFs in a
deployment area of approximately 5,300 square miles surrounding the MSB. The proposed
deactivation procedure entails removing the roughly 58-foot, 36-ton MM Il inissile from the
LF and removing certain critical components, classified items, and equipment that may be
reused. The shallow-buried underground fuel storage tanks would be excavated and
removed; however, the deep-buried underground fuel storage tanks would be permanently
closed by filling with an inert solid material. Limited quantities of hazardous materials,
such as polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), have been identified and would be properly
removed, as necessary, and the sites would be evaluated to ensure that no environmental
hazards remain. After these activities have occurred, the headworks of the launch tube
would be demolished with explosives or by mechanical means. Only the minimum amount
of explosives would be used to implode the concrete and steel of the headworks into the
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launch tube. The entire launcher would be filled with rubble and sealed with a concrete cap
below ground level. Fill would be placed in excavations to level the site.

All LFs in the deployment area would be deactivated (T-12, a training launch facility on the
base, would be retained) and disposed of by three methods, the first method being the
preferred method of disposal. The first method is governed under 10 USC 9781 (Public Law
100-180). Under this method, the site tracts that are surrounded by lands that are adjacent
to such tracts and are owned in fee simple by one owner or one owner jointly, in common,
or by the entirety, would be offered at fair market value to the aforementioned party or
parties. If the property cannot be disposed of under the first method, excess real property
would be disposed of through the Air Force or other appropriate Federal agencies, such as
the Army Corps of Engineers or the General Services Administration.

After removal, the missile components would be transported to Whiteman AFB. The rocket
motors would be shipped from the missile support base to Hill AFB, Utah; and the guidance
system would be shipped to Hill AFB, Newark AFB, Ohio, or Pueblo Army Depot,
Colorado. An environmental assessment of the potential environmental impacts of the
transport and disposition of the rocket motors has been completed by the Air Force Logistics
Command (AFLC) (USAF OO-ALC, 1991). Based on the results of the study, a finding of
no significant impact was made. The reentry vehicles are to be transported to Department
of Energy locations using safe, secure transport assets. The risk of impacts resulting from
handling, transporting, and decommissioning reentry vehicles is negligible and has been
evaluated by DOE. The procedures for shipping missile components are routinely followed
as MM II missiles are continually being refurbished and modernized.

Supporting the 150 LFs are 15 launch control facilities (LCFs). The command and control
capabilities of the LCFs would be deactivated in a manner similar to the LFs, except for the
demolition activities. The launch control center (LCC) and launch control equipment
building (LCEB) at the LCFs are approximately 40 feet below the surface facilities and would
be disabled by removing equipment, welding the access doors, removing the elevator, filling
the elevator shaft with rubble, and capping the shaft. The aboveground facility structures
would remain intact. All LCFs would be fully deactivated, with the exception of Oscar-1,
located on the base. This site would be retained as a future museum with a working
elevator and access to the LCC and LCEB. It is anticipated that the proposed deactivation
process would occur over approximately 3 years. The fully deactivated LCFs would be
disposed of through sales at fair market value to surrounding landowners, or through the
General Services Administration.

Alternatives to the proposed action at Whiteman AFB include: continued operation (no
action); partial deactivation; and missile removal and system shutdown. Changing the MM
I MW selected for deactivation or conversion was considered but eliminated from further
evaluation because conversion activities have already begun at Malmstrom AFB and
deactivation of the MM II system is ongoing at Ellsworth AFB. Possible implementation
alternatives within the proposed action include delaying the deactivation for 1 year,
removing the hardened intersite cable system (HICS), removing deep-buried underground
storage tanks (USTs), leaving the launcher headworks intact, and demolishing the launcher
headworks mechanically. The reuse of the aboveground facilities by the Air Force (other
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than the use of Oscar-1 as an operating museum) was considered as an implementation
alternative but eliminated from further consideration because the Air Force has no plans to
reuse the offsite MM II facilities.

If the no action, partial deactivation, missile removal and system shutdown alternatives, or
the non-demolition implementation alternative were instituted and START is later ratified,
deactivation and dismantlement could subsequently occur to meet the requirements specified
in the Treaty.

The cumulative impacts of the proposed action occurring concurrently with the transfer of
the 442nd Fighter Wing (FW) with A/OA-10 aircraft from Richards-Gebaur AFB, Missouri,
and the activation of the 509th Bomb Wing (BW) with B-2 and T-38 aircraft, and other
reasonably foreseeable actions at Whiteman AFB and the surrounding area, were also
assessed.

The following areas of concern have been identified during evaluation of the affected
environment: air resources; geological resources; water resources; biological resources;
cultural, archaeological, and paleontological resources; health and safety/hazardous
materials/solid waste; noise; and transportation. Because the physical impacts of the
deactivation would also affect the human environment, 40 CFR 1508.14 requires that
socioeconomic impacts be assessed. For these areas of concern, potential environmental
consequences associated with the proposed action and alternatives were evaluated, and
possible impact mitigations were suggested.

The no action alternative, continued operations, would not result in any new significant
impacts. Ongoing impacts from the 351 MW mission include:

. Soil sterilization around the LFs and LCFs causes potential herbicide residue
accumulation in the soil.

. Wear on service roads used by transporter-erector (TE), reentry vehicle guidance
and control (RV/G&C) vans, and other MM II vehicles causes erosion and
siltation.

. Vehicular traffic associated with operations and maintenance of the MM II
workforce causes air pollutant emissions.

. The MM II workforce uses utilities (water, sewage, energy) and services (police,
fire, health care, schools).

. Operation and maintenance of the MM II system causes direct and indirect
employment.

Adverse impacts were classified as significant or insignificant, and the period of impact was
assumed to be long term unless noted as short term (temporary). Beneficial impacts were
noted where applicable. A resource that was negligibly affected by an activity was
considered to be insignificantly impacted.
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IMPACTS OF THE PRC  SED ACTION

Air Resources. Undertt .oposed action, no significant short-term impacts to air quality
are anticipated. Air emissions (primarily carbon monoxide, sulfur oxide(s), nitrogen
oxide(s), hydrocarbons, and particulate matter) would result from the use of equipment at
the LFs and LCFs, aircraft operations at the MSB, vehicles on base and moving to and from
the sites, and explosive demolition of launcher headworks (small amounts of dust from the
surrounding ground and flakes of lead-based paint from the walls of the launchers to be
entrained in the blast—no large pieces of debris are likely to be ejected from the launch
tubes). Additional short-term emissions would originate from an increase in helicopter
missile support missions from Whiteman AFB during the deactivation.

The air quality in the deployment area is good, and ambient air quality is not projected to
exceed the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) under any alternative.
Missouri has adopted the NAAQS as a measurement of air quality. The proposed action
would conform with the Clean Air Act 1990 Amendments to Section 176 because no air
quality violations are now attributable to Whiteman AFB, the area is in attainment for all
criteria pollutants, and no violations would occur. Over the long term, deactivation of the
MM II system would result in beneficial, but insignificant, impacts to air quality around the
MSB and deployment area by decreasing the number of vehicles that use the roads and by
decreasing the number of C-141 flights (used to transport rocket motors) and helicopter
flights.

Geological Resources. The proposed action presents the possibility of adverse impacts
to the geological resources of the region. Large amounts of fill would be excavated from
borrow pits or overburden, and demolition would occur at 150 LF sites. Existing
commercial borrow pits would be used. The potential is minor for geological slumping
(sudden movement of soil and/or rock downslope) from explosive demolition events in the
west and southwest portions of the deployment area. If explosive demolition is used, other
factors limit the possibility of slumping: only one blast of approximately 500 pounds of
explosive is anticipated at each LF; the LFs are 4 or more miles apart; and the LFs are
generally located in flat areas away from the slump-prone rocks. The deployment area is
structurally stable, and no triggering of earthquakes from the use of explosive demolition
techniques is expected. No impacts to reclaimed surface mines or oil field and natural gas
production areas in the deployment area would be anticipated from any demolition event.

The large amount of fill necessary to restore the level of the demolished LFs could lead to
additional erosion at existing borrow areas. Because the soils of the deployment area are
poorly developed and exhibit a moderate to high potential for wind and water erosion,
excavations at the LCFs and LFs could escalate erosion of the surrounding soil. No
significant impacts from eroded soil containing pesticide residues, specifically the herbicide
prometon, would occur. The soils and vegetation would recover over a few years or less.

Water Resources. Ground-water and surface-water quality and quantity could be
adversely affected by MM Il system deactivation. Principal aquifers supplying potable water
in the deployment area are deeper than 100 feet. Although unlikely, ground attenuation
from explosive demolition could cause some microfracturing of material in carbonate
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aquifers, modifying the quantity of ground water in shallow aquifers, as well as potentially
causing water seepage from reservoirs. The yield of the aquifer could decrease or increase,
depending on the structure of the area. It is possible that the impacts of explosive
demolition could decrease the yield of some shallow wells located near LFs and significantly
decrease the quantity of water available. Only the minimum amount of explosives necessary
would be used to disrupt and implode the steel aad concrete of the headworks into the
launch tube. In most instances, the characters of reservoirs and shallow aquifers would
change only minimally, if at all. Deep aquifers are not expected to be affected under any
alternative because of the thick interbeds of shale, a rock of very low permeability, prevalent
within the aquifers. Borrow pit excavation effects on shallow aquifers would be negligible
because excavation would occur at existing commercial borrow pits designed to avoid
intercepting the water table.

Seepage of ground water into some launch tubes, LCCs, and LCEBs is inevitable. A lead-
based paint, which may also contain mercury, chromium, and other common heavy-metal
paint additives, was used to paint the interiors of these structures. Some cadmium
electroplating was also performed in these areas. Ground-water seepage into these areas
could cause heavy metals to leach into the ground water and possibly migrate from the
immediate area. The predicted concentration of lead modeled over a 20-year period is a
fraction of one part per billion and would not add significantly to background levels in
ground water from wells down-gradient from the LFs or LCFs. Concentrations of other
heavy metals are expected to be less than the lead levels and would also be at least an order
of magnitude lower than the maximum contaminant levels for those metals.

The quality of water in the deployment area would not likely be significantly affected by
any deactivation activities. Exception for potential ground-water yield reductions, the
projected adverse impacts are only short term. Surface water seepage would eventually
return to original rates because of weathering of fractured carbonate rock (limestones and
dolomites) and filling of the fractures with silt-loam soils.

Biological Resources. No significant or long-term impacts to biological resources are
expected for the proposed action. If demolition occurs, animals (including waterfowl and
threatened, endangered, and candidate bird species) could be startled. The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service was informally consulted about the presence of threatened, endangered, and
candidate species within the deployment area. Although eight animal species and two plant
species may occur in the deployment area or in or near Whiteman AFB, these area contain
no designated critical habitat. Because of the limited periods of explosive activity and the
distance between sites, birds and other mammals would not be significantly affected by
explosive demolition.

The soils of the deployment area exhibit a moderate to high potential for erosion; it is likely
that erosion would occur during deactivation. Erosion could lead to runoff or airborne
transport of sediments that could enter streams, resulting in a short-term adverse impact to
aquatic resources. Particulate matter from erosion and emissions from construction
equipment and headworks demolition would also settle on the surrounding vegetation. No
significant impacts to vegetation from the air-borne chemicals and particulate matter are
anticipated.
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Cultural, Archaeological, and Paleontological Resources. No structures listed in the
National Registe: of Historic Places (NRHP) are located on Air Force property in the
deployment area. Although there are some structures within 5 miles of the LFs and LCFs,
these structures would not be significantly affected by deactivation activities. The
demolition specifications are designed to prevent damage to nearby structures, which would
include listed and potential NRHP sites.

The construction and deployment of the MM II missile system is a significant event in the
history of Missouri and the United States. According to the U.S. Department of the Interior,
the MM II missile system is eligible for nomination to be listed on the NRHP; therefore,
complete deactivation of the system, including the LCFs, and demolition of the LFs would
have a significant, adverse long-term impact on this potentially historic resource. However,
the Air Force plans to retain Oscar-1, the on-base LCF, and preserve it as an operating
museum. Plans also include preserving the on-base LF. Other possible mitigation measures
to preserve the historical significance of the MM II system include preparing documentation
on the historical significance of the missile system, and recording the locations of the LFs
and other LCFs with brass plaques.

Few Native American resources are expected to exist adjacent to the LFs. Because no
Federal Native American lands are located in the deployment area, noise of demolition
activities would not disrupt religious or traditional ceremonies. No significant impacts to
paleontological resources are anticipated because proposed activities would occur in
previously disturbed areas with negligible potential for discovery of significant fossils
relevant to the understanding of the associated paleontological community.

Health and Safety/Hazardous Materials/Solid Waste. No significant adverse impacts
involving the health and safety of workers and the public, or exposure to hazardous
materials and solid wacte are anticipated. The proposed action would involve removing
toxic and hazardous materials from the deployment area. The public would receive obvious
benefits from the removal of these materials. Workers would be handling a number of
hazardous materials, including diesel fuel, PCBs, sodium chromate solution, and lead-based
paint. Workers would also be handling and removing asbestos-containing materials.
Workers handling asbestos-containing materials and hazardous materials and wastes would
follow guidelines and regulations for using protective clothing and gear designed to prevent
or demonstrably reduce the potential for exposure to hazardous substances. Therefore
impacts from the proposed deactivation action would be negligible as long as the requirec
equipment and clothing were used.

The Air Force is preparing a sampling plan to look at possible contamination of soils from
past activities at LFs and LCFs. Three random sites will be sampled as part of a
reconnaissance program. The Air Force will meet with representatives from the Missouri
Department of Natural Resources to determine potential further actions to ensure that there
is no significant health or environmental risk attributable to the LF and LCF sites.

Demolition explosives would be stored and handled in accordance with DoD Ammunition

and Explosives Safety Standards to preclude significant adverse impacts involving the health
and safety of workers and the public.
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Assuming a constant rate of personnel accidents per man-hour, the number of injuries at the
LFs and LCFs would increase insignificantly because of the increased workload. Heightened
awareness through safety training and inspections would help mitigate any increase in
personnel accidents.

Heavy metals in paint and electroplated steel are not scheduled for removal from the launch
tube, LCC, and LCEB. Before demolition would begin, a representative sample of the
potential waste stream material would be taken to perform a toxicity characteristic leaching
procedure (TCLP) test. If levels of a heavy metal meet or exceed the prescribed criterion,
which is unlikely, the material would be considered a hazardous waste and the deactivated
facilities could be regulated under Subtitle C of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA), implemented in the State by the Missouri Hazardous Waste Management Rules.
If the TCLP levels do not meet or exceed the criteria, each site could be subject to regulation
under Subtitle D of RCRA (implemented by the Missouri Solid Waste Rules) as a solid waste
landfill. For waste that is being left in place and covered, solid waste disposal area deed
notices may be required pursuant to the Missouri Solid Waste Management Law and
regulations promulgated from the Law. If the sites are found to contain hazardous
substances, the Air Force would be subject to future liability under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and be subject to
Federal and State hazardous waste regulations. The Air Force would follow requirements
for permits and long-term monitoring.

Noise. No significant adverse impacts to receptors or structures are predicted for the
proposed action. The noise from explosive demolition could annoy humans and wildlife
during its several-second period. Sound levels of approximately 135 decibels are predicted
within 400 feet of an LF. Because each LF is approximately 4 miles from another LF and
only one demolition blast would likely be needed for each LF, the temporary nature of the
effect would not significantly affect human hearing or physiological heaith.

Noise fiom the construction equipment at the LFs and LCFs would be fairly continuous
during dismantlement activities, except for a minimum 90-day period after LF headworks
demolition for START verification purposes. Each LF site would subsequently be filled and
graded. The construction activities at each site would occur over several weeks. The noise
levels from construction equipment would be approximately 60 decibels within one-quarter
mile of a site and occur continuously throughout a work day. Traffic noise adjacent to the
roads traveled by construction and worker vehicles could exceed 70 decibels, but would only
occur sporadically.

The additional traffic noise would insignificantly affect the ordinarily quiet environment of
the deployment area. After deactivation, noise levels along roads and near the LFs and
LCFs in the deployment area would be reduced compared to current levels; an insignificant
change in ambient noise levels would occur over the entire deployment area. Noise
associated with air operations under the proposed action (mostly C-141 flights) would
increase slightly over baseline levels; however, no significant noise impacts from flight
operations are anticipated.
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Transportatior  Traffic flow in the deployment area, accident rates, and road
repair/ maintenance would be negligibly and insignificantly affected under the propused
action. The level of service for the roads to and within the deployment area, and the
balancing of an increase in construction vehicles with a decrease in Air Force vehicles,
precludes a significant short-term impact from occurring under the proposed action. QOver
the long term, a decrease in road maintenance funding and the gradual deterioration of
roads would be partly offset by a decrease in traffic, including heavy vehicles such as
transporter-erectors.

Socioeconomics. The proposed action could cause significant adverse socioeconomic
impacts if the 509 BW was not based at Whiteman AFB. Full deactivation of the MM Il
system would decrease Whiteman AFB’s workforce by 1,648 personnel, resulting in a new
employment baseline at Whiteman AFB of about 2,060 workers in 1995. In turm, these
reductions would affect population, employment, housing, retail businesses, and school
enrollment in the three counties (Johnson, Pettis, and Henry) where 97.6 percent of the
workforce lives. Approximately 81 percent of off-base personnel live in Johnson County,
which would incur the primary impacts. Pettis and Henry Counties would experience
insignificant impacts to socioeconomic resources.

As a result of the deactivation, Johnson County’s 1995 population would be 6.7 percent
below the projected population, a significant adverse impact.

The deactivation would result in an additional 932 secondary jobs lost in the community
because of the multiplier effect, for a total loss of 2,580 jobs. Johnson County would lose
2,100 of these jobs, more than 9 percent of the county job base; this would be a significant
adverse impact.

Housing vacancy rates in Johnson County could increase from their current level of 5.3
percent to about 14 percent in 1995, a significant adverse impact. The small communities
of Knob Noster and La Monte, where Whiteman AFB personnel constitute a large proportion
of the total community population, would experience an even more significant adverse
impact from extremely high vacancy rates and declines in local property values.

The loss of 3,600 people from retail trade areas in the three counties would have an adverse
effect on sales and business receipts. The impact would be significant in Johnson County,
which could experience a loss of $14.5 million (more than 6 percent) in retail and service
business by 1995.

Knob Noster and Warrensburg School Districts, both in Johnson County, are expected to
incur significant school enrollment impacts, with total losses of 22 percent and 17 percent
of enrollment, respectively. Federal impact aid losses are expected to be insignificant.

Land use and utility impacts are related to the LF and LCF deactivation process, and could
occur primarily in the rural areas of the 14-county deployment area where the LFs and LCFs
are located. Adverse, but insignificant, short-term impacts to land use would occur in the
immediate vicinity of the LCFs and LFs; however, long-term land use impacts are expected
to be insignificant. Removal of the line-of-sight poles and azimuth markers (to be done only

ES-8




at a landowner’s request) would cause very localized, short-term adverse impacts in the
vicinity of the marker. Insignificant utility impacts to suppliers of electricity to LFs and
LCFs are expected to occur.

IMPACTS OF THE PARTIAL DEACTIVATION ALTERNATIVE

The physical impacts associated with the partial deactivation (one or two missile squadrons
deactivated) of the MM II systemn for deactivated sites would be identical in type and
magnitude to those projected to occur under the proposed action (full deactivation). In
addition, the impacts occurring under current operations would continue at the sites in the
squadron(s) that would not be deactivated. The partial deactivation of one missile squadron
would not be expected to significantly affect the three-county primary area. However, a
significant economic impact on employment and population is expected to occur in Johnson
County if two squadrons were deactivated.

IMPACTS OF THE MISSILE REMOVAL AND SYSTEM SHUTDOWN ALTERNATIVE

The extent of physical disturbances and impacts associated with this alternative would be
distinctly less than with the proposed action. No explosive demolition of the launcher
headworks would occur and less fill would be required. No significant physical impacts are
projected to occur. It is possible that significant adverse socioeconomic impacts could occur.
The potential socioeconomic impacts resulting from missile removal and system shutdown
are anticipated to be less than under the proposed action. The Air Force has not estimated
the manpower requirements for maintaining a system shutdown and maintenance crew.

IMPACTS OF THE NON-DEMOLITION IMPLEMENTATION ALTERNATIVE

The adverse physical impacts of this alternative would be insignificant over the short term,
with the long-term benefit of no further operations in the deployment area. Because
explosive demolition would not occur under this implementation option, the physical
resources in the deployment area would be considerably less affected than under alternatives
that would use explosives. The overall impacts on physical resources would be greater than
those predicted for the missile removal and system shutdown alternative, but still would be
insignificant. The positive employment impacts resuiting from demolition activities for the
MM II system would be reduced because there is less construction activity associated with
leaving the headworks in place. Other socioeconomic impacts would be nearly identical to
those estimated for the proposed action.

IMPACTS OF THE MECHANICAL DEMOLITION IMPLEMENTATION ALTERNATIVE

Mechanical demolition of the headworks would create more dust and equipment emissions
than would occur from explosive demolition. In addition, the noise from mechanical
demolition of a headw-~rk would create less noise, but occur over 1 week or more rather
than several seconds. Mechanical demolition would startle the animals less than explosive
demolition, although the noise annoyance would be longer.
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Although unlikely, ground attenuation from explosive or mechanical demolition could cause
some microfracturing of underlying rock, modifying the quantity of ground water in shallow
aquifers, as well as potentially causing seepage of water from reservoirs. The yield of the
aquifer could decrease or increase, depending on the structure of the area. It is not
anticipated that significant physical impacts would occur from implementing this alternative,
except that the accident rate for construction workers could significantly increase.

Because more workers would be required to perform this option, there would be an
insignificant but beneficial impact on local employment. The decision to use mechanical
demolition would provide an opportunity to use more local construction labor and
contractors, resulting in an insignificant but beneficial impact to the Region of Influence
(ROI). Explosive demolition, which is more specialized than mechanical demolition, is
usually conducted by explosive specialty contractors located outside of the local area,
therefore resulting in an insignificant impact within the ROL

IMPACTS OF THE HICS REMOVAL IMPLEMENTATION ALTERNATIVE

The impact of removal would be significantly adverse to water, soil. and biological
resources. [f the HICS were removed, further air emissions from equipment and dust would
occur, and narrow strips of land over 1,700 miles in total length would be disturbed. Soil
erosion and siltation of surface water would occur to a greater extent under this
implementation alternative than under the proposed action. Excavation could also occur in
wetlands and other sensitive habitat areas. Complete HICS removal would have
insignificant, beneficial impacts on local employment and significantly adverse impacts on
land use.

IMPACTS OF THE ONE-YEAR DELAY OF DEACTIVATION IMPLEMENTATION
ALTERNATIVE

Under this implementation alternative, the impacts would be the same as those identified
for the proposed action, but with a delay of 1 year.

REMOVAL OF DEEP-BURIED USTs IMPLEMENTATION ALTERNATIVE

There is no signrificant difference between the impacts of leaving the deep-buried USTs in
place or removing them.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The cumulative physical impacts of deactivating the MM II missile system and basing the
509 BW and 442 FW at Whiteman AFB would likely be insignificant. The potential for
impact to the biophysical environment from the B-2, T-38, and A/OA-10 basing action
would likely occur in the immediate confines of the base boundaries, while the impacts from
the deactivation would primarily occur throughout the deployment area. The cumulative
socioeconomic impacts would be less severe, only insignificantly adverse in the long term,
when compared to the socioeconomic impacts likely to occur without new missions arriving
at the base. There could be a net decrease of approximately 350 personnel assigned to
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Whiteman AFB, resulting in a loss of about 175 indirect jobs in the community, decreased
school enroliment, decreased retail and service business, and increased housing vacancy
rates. There could be some short-term adverse effects on socioeconomic resources from the
fluctuations in incoming and outgoing personnel.

The cumulative impacts of no action for the MM II system action and the basing of aircraft
missions at Whiteman AFB could be significantly adverse. An estimated 1,500 additional
base employees could be assigned to the base over an eight-year time period, increasing
population in the region of influence by approximately 3,300. Depending on when the
personnel increases occur, the existing capacity of housing and educational resources in the
region could be stressed. The increased population and growth in housing demand could
adversely affect land use if proper land-use planning principles are not used to plan for this
growth, which would likely occur primarily in Johnson County.

A delay in deactivating the MM II system for 1 year, when considered with the proposed
basing of the B-2 bomber at Whiteman AFB, could cause larger fluctuations in personnel
numbers at Whiteman AFB than projected under the scenario of the MM II proposed action
starting in October 1992. These larger fluctuations would be attributable to the retention of
351 MW personnel while the B-2 personnel are arriving. This scenario could stress
socioeconomic resources, including schools, housing, and public services.

The cumulative impact of partial deactivation involving only one or two of the three
squadrons of the 351 MW and future aircraft missions could result in less fluctuation in base
employment than projected under the other scenarios and result in a smoother transition for
schools and the housing market. There would be a net increase in personnel at Whiteman
AFB if this scenario occurred.

The cumulative socioeconomic impacts for the other MM Il deactivation and implementation
alternatives (missile removal and system shutdown, non-demolition, mechanical demolition,
removal of the HICS, and removing the deep-buried LCF USTs), when considered with the
proposed future aircraft missions at Whiteman AFB, would be almost identical to those
likely to occur with the total deactivation of the MM II system.
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1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION
1.1 INTRODUCTION

The Air Force is contemplating deactivation of the entire Minuteman II (MM II) missile
system, the oldest deployed missile system in the United States’ intercontinental ballistic
missile (ICBM) force. Older missiles such as the Titan I and II and MM I have already
been retired; deactivation of the MM 1II system would leave the newer MM III and more
recently deployed Peacekeeper as the remaining elements of the ICBM force.

The first MM II missile system was activated in 1966, and the last in 1972. Until
recently, the Air Force had been upgrading and modernizing the MM II system since its
installation. On September 27, 1991, President Bush called for an immediate standdown
of the MM II missile system, and all missiles were taken off full alert and put on standby
status. Deactivation of the MM II system at Ellsworth Air Force Base (AFB), SD, began
in November 1991; and conversion of the MM II system to an MM III system at

- Malmstrom AFB, MT, began in October 1991. The Air Force proposes to deactivate the

MM 1I missile system at Whiteman AFB beginning in late 1992. Minuteman II missiles
from the three AFBs will be retired over the next 5% years.

The underlying purpose of and need for the proposed action is twofold: to remove the
oldest system from the ICBM force while rctaining the most cost-effective strategic
deterrence in the context of the budget and resources available to the Department of
Defense (DoD), and to meet the expectations of the strategic arms reduction agreements.

Although the proposed action is planned primarily to meet budget and program
incentives, the limitations on nuclear warheads and launchers required in a ratified
strategic arms reduction treaty also influence the need for the proposed action. To meet
the overall limitations, reductions would be made in the number of ICBMs and their
launchers, sea-launched ballistic missiles and their launchers (submarines), and heavy
bombers. It is assumed the launch tube at an ICBM launch facility must be destroyed
to allow credit for a reduction in launcher numbers.

The MM II missile systems, which include launch facilities (LFs) and launch control
facilities (LCFs), are operated and maintained by the 351st Missile Wing (MW) at
Whiteman AFB near Knob Noster, MO; the 341 MW at Malmstrom AFB near Great Falls,
MT; and the 44 MW at Ellsworth AFB near Rapid City, SD (figure 1.1-1). Before the
aforementioned deactivation and conversion activities, these three bases each maintained
150 MM I missiles in extensive deployment areas outside the missile support base
(MSB).

This environmental impact statement (EIS) was prepared to evaluate the potential
environmental impacts associated with a proposed action, as required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
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implementing regulations [40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1500-1508], DoD
Directive 6050.1, and Air Force Regulation (AFR) 19-2.

The Air Force plans to deactivate the MM II missile system at Whiteman AFB over
approximately 3 years, beginning in fiscal year (FY) 1993. The deactivation at Whiteman
AFB would rely on the same methods and techniques used to deactivate the 44 MW at
Ellsworth AFB. However, it is likely that the deactivation process will be refined based
on the experiences at Ellsworth AFB. The environmental documentation supporting the
deactivation of the MM II MW at Ellsworth AFB (USAF, 1991f) and the conversion of
the MM II to the MM III system at Malmstrom AFB (USAF, 1991e) were prepared
separately. A record of decision based on the findings of the final EIS on the MM 1I
deactivation program at Ellsworth AFB was signed on November 18, 1991, and a finding
of no significant impact (FONSI) based on the final environmental assessment (EA) on
the MM II conversion program for Malmstrom AFB was signed on October 2, 1991.

Chapter 2 of this document describes the proposed action and alternatives to, and
within, the action. Chapter 3 describes the environmental and socioeconomic resources
that would potentially be affected by the proposed action or alternatives. The potential
impacts of implementing the proposed action or alternatives are described in chapter 4.
The cumulative impacts of the action, as well as other reasonably foreseeable actions
(including the basing of the B-2 aircraft at Whiteman AFB) are discussed in chapter 5.

The missile system is operated and owned by two distinct entities. The Air Combat
Command (ACC) is the custodian and operator of the MM II missile system whereas the
single point weapons system manager is the Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC). For
the deactivation process, ACC is responsible for removing the missile components from
the LF and transporting the missile components to the MSB. The AFMC is responsible
for transporting the MM II rocket motors and missile components, except for the reentry
vehicles (RVs), from the MSB to their final destination. Transportation and disposition
of missile components are governed by various regulations and specifications (see
secion 1.4). The AFMC prepared an environmental assessment (EA) titled
"Environmental Assessment for the transportation and storage of missile motors from
the Minuteman II missile deactivation program" on the transport of the rocket motors
from the MSB to Hill AFB, UT, and their storage at Hill AFB or the Utah Test and
Training Range (USAF OO-ALC, 1991). No new construction or land use changes would
occur at Hill AFB and no new procedures would be implemented. The Air Force has
been handling and transporting boosters for more than 30 years and has an excellent
safety record. Because of the demonstrated low probability of an accident, the
transportation risk is negligible. The only change in the environment would be a slight
increase in air, highway, and rail traffic during the duration of the deactivation/
conversion programs. Over the long term, rocket motor shipments between Whiteman
AFB and Hill AFB would cease, and the overall shipments between missile bases and
Hill AFB would decrease. The AFMC EA concluded that there would be no significant
impacts from the transportation and storage of rocket motors. Consequently, a finding
of no significant impact (FONSI) was signed on September 27, 1991. As recommended
under regulations promulgated from NEPA, the AFLC EA is incorporated by reference
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(40 CFR 1502.21) into this EIS. Copies of the documents are available from Ogden Air
Logistics Center at Hill AFB (telephone (801) 777-6918), HQ ACC/CEV A (telephone (804)
764-3056), and the 351 SPTG/DEV at Whiteman AFB (telephone (816) 687-6249).

With regard to rocket motor activities, chapter 4 of this EIS discusses the potential
environmental impacts of rocket motor handling, movement, and storage at the MSB and
in the deployment area. Chapter 5 presents the cumulative impacts of the Minuteman
I activities, including rocket motor issues, at Whiteman, Ellsworth, Malmstrom, and Hill
AFBs. Appendix E of this EIS further discusses safety concerns regarding the handling
and transportation of rocket motors.

ACC owns the RVs and is responsible for them until they are retired. When RVs are
scheduled for retirement, they are shipped to Department of Energy (DOE) facilities. If
DOE transportation is backlogged, some of the RVs slated for retirement could be
shipped by the Air Force to the DOE holding area; the identity and location of this area
is classified. If they are shipped by DOE, they become DOE'’s responsibility when they
leave the MSB. If they are shipped by the Air Force, they are the responsibility of the
Air Force until they arrive at DOE facilities. The impacts of reentry vehicle retirement
have previously been assessed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, Rocky Flats
Plant Site, Golden, Colorado (U.S. Department of Energy, 1977) and the Final
Environmental Impact Statement, Pantex Plant Site, Amarillo, Texas (U.S. Department
of Energy, 1983). These documents evaluated the impacts of nuclear weapon component
production and the assembly, maintenance, and decommissioning of RVs. The Pantex
document concluded that direct measurable effects to the health and safety of the general
public or adverse impacts to the environment are likely to occur from these activities.
The plant will continue to operate according to DOE standards and no significant
impacts are expected on the health and safety of the general public are expected. The
transportation of radioactive materials in various environments has been evaluated in
several studies: Environmental Statement on the Transportation of Radioactive Material
by Air and Other Modes (US. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 1977); Shipping
Container Response to Severe Highway and Railway Accident Scenarios (U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, 1987); Final Environmental Impact Statement, Rocky Flats Plant
Site, Golden, Colorado (U.S. Department of Energy, 1977); and Final Environmental
Impact Statement, Pantex Plant Site, Amarillo, Texas (U.S. Department of Energy, 1983).
These studies concluded that the risks associated with such transportation are very low,
although severe accidents in urban areas have the potential for large radiological and
economic consequences. The analysis and findings of these studies are incorporated by
reference (per 40 CFR 1502.21) into this EIS. Copies of these documents are available
from the National Technical Information Service (telephone (703) 487-4600), DOE
(telephone (202) 586-8800), or the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (telephone (202) 634-
3273). Decommissioning of RVs and recycling of radionuclides are currently being
performed at these facilities. Implementation plans for potential operational changes
have been prepared for these facilities and are being evaluated to decide whether
changes are necessary, what changes should be made, and how the changes should be
implemented. Any significant changes in existing procedures would be evaluated in
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future NEPA documents. Section 4.7.2.1 and appendix E of this EIS further discuss
safety concerns about the handling and transportation of RVs.

The Air Force recently instituted a restructuring program to consolidate three commands
(SAC, Tactical Air Command (TAC), and Military Airlift Command (MAC)) into two
commands: Air Combat Command (ACC) and Air Mobility Command (AMC). The
inactivation of the major commands and activation of the two proposed commands
commenced June 1, 1992. The reorganization is expected to be completed by mid-1994.
A concurrent action is the formation of a United States Strategic Command
(USSTRATCOM) at Offutt AFB, NE. USSTRATCOM will exercise combat command of
assigned forces on strategic alert, including intercontinental ballistic missiles, ballistic
missile submarines, long-range bombers, strategic reconnaissance, and battle
management assets (airborne command posts). Another action as part of the
restructuring and downsizing of DoD is the consolidation of AFLC and Air Force
Systems Command (AFSC) into the Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC). The
formation of AFMC also began on June 1. The aforementioned actions have been
evaluated for potential environmental impacts (USAF, 1991 b,c,d) and a FONSI has been
signed for each action.

1.2 LOCATION OF WHITEMAN AFB AND MISSILE DEPLOYMENT AREA

Whiteman AFB is located in Johnson County in west central Missouri, 2 miles south of
the town of Knob Noster, 9 miles east of the city of Warrensburg, and 65 miles southeast
of Kansas City (figure 1.2-1).

The MSB encompasses approximately 3,700 acres of Air Force and leased land. The
southern and eastern areas of the base are bordered by agricultural land, the northern
area of the base is bordered by the community of Knob Noster, and the western area of
the base is bordered by Knob Noster State Park and residential areas. The MSB contains
the flightline and related facilities, military family housing units, administrative offices,
operational support facilities, hospital, and other facilities.

The deployment area of the 351 MW surrounds the MSB (figure 1.2-1). The 150 LFs and
15 LCFs are separated approximately 4 to 7 miles from each other and extend over
approximately 5,300 square miles. Including the transportation and cable routes to and
from the deployment area, the total physical area potentially affected by deactivation
would be approximately 6,000 square miles.

1.3 SCOPING HEARING PROCESS

The Air Force published a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register on November 14, 1991,
to prepare an EIS for the deactivation of the MM II system at Whiteman AFB. Letters
were sent to Federal, State, and local agencies, and civic leaders apprising them of the
proposed deactivation. Press releases were provided to local newspapers, radio stations,
and television stations. A scoping meeting was held on December 10, 1991, at the Knob
Noster Middle School, Knob Noster, MO, to obtain input from the general public and
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agency personnel to help the Air Force determine the nature, extent, and scope of
significant issues related to the deactivation action.

Approximately 80 people attended the scoping meeting, and 5 individuals presented
verbal testimony. As part of the scoping process, written comments were also solicited.
The issues and concerns of the public, along with programmatic requirements of the Air
Force, were analyzed and used to develop a range of alternatives and the factors by
which these alternatives could be evaluated. The issues and concerns of the public were
also used to assess the impacts of the various alternatives (evaluated in chapter 4), to
develop mitigation measures to be incorporated in the alternatives, and to select the
preferred alternative.

The verbal and written comunents that were received during the official scoping process,
in addition to internal Air Force discussions about the proposed action, identified the
following significant issues:

e Potential impact on housing, infrastructure, educational, and social
institutions from the loss of the MM I mission, Air Force personnel, and
jobs associated, both directly and indirectly, with the mission.

¢ Potential impact on city and county revenues.

* Potential impact on small electricity cooperatives and their customers
from the loss of Air Force revenues from electricity usage for the MM II
system in the deployment area and for personnel associated with the
MM II system.

¢ Reuse of LFs and LCFs.

* Transfer of ownership of the disposed property.

e Potential impact on private and public wells from demolition of the LF
headworks.

* Potential impacts to the transportation network from increased traffic and
heavy equipment traveling the network to, from, and within the
deployment area.

e Potential impacts to soil and water.

* Methods of handling hazardous materials and the disposition of wastes.

¢ Methods for ensuring that the sites will be cleaned up before disposition.

e Consideration of the B-2 basing action at Whiteman AFB concurrently
with the MM II deactivation.
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* Disposition of the hardened intersite cable system, fences, gates, and
azimuth markers.

¢ Loss of military personnel and impacts on base.

* Use of military and contractor personnel during deactivation.
* Disposition of rocket motors.

* Waste recycling and reuse.

¢ Permitting requirements.

¢ Removal of underground storage tanks.

The aforementioned issues were assessed and a draft EIS was prepared. A notice of
availability for the draft EIS was published in the Federal Register on April 17th and
specified that comments on the draft EIS were due by June 1st. A public hearing to
receive comments on the draft EIS was held starting at 7 PM on May 19th at the Knob
Noster Middle School, Knob Noster, MO. Approximately 50 people attended the public
hearing. Four individuals presented verbal testimony and one individual asked a
question. In addition to the public testimony, four letters commenting on the draft EIS
were received. The public testimony was recorded by a court reporter and a transcript
of the hearing was prepared. Appendix H of this EIS includes a reproduction of the
transcript and all comment letters. Responses to substantive comments are also included
in appendix H. In preparing the final EIS, the Air Force considered all comments and
revised the document as necessary.

1.4 RELEVANT FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL STATUTES AND GUIDELINES

A summary of the laws, regulations, executive orders (EOs), and other types of
requirements that may be applicable to the deactivation project is provided in the
following paragraphs.

1.4.1 Environmental Policy

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 United States Code [USC] 4321 et seq.)
establishes national policy, sets goals, and provides the means to prevent or eliminate
damage to the environment. NEPA procedures ensure that information about
environmental impacts is available to public officials and citizens before decisions are
made on major Federal actions that may significantly affect the environment. The
Council on Environmental Quality Regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508) implement the
procedural provisions of NEPA.

DoD Directive 6050.1 (32 CFR Part 214) establishes DoD policies and procedures to
supplement the CEQ regulations promulgated from NEPA.
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Air Force Regulation 19-2 (32 CFR 989) establishes the Environmental Impact Analysis

Process (EIAP) and the specific procedural requirements for Air Force implementation
of NEPA.

Executive Order 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality, as amended by
EO 11991, sets policy for directing the Federal Government in providing leadership in
protecting and enhancing the quality of the Nation’s environment.

1.4.2 Air Quality

The Clean Air Act (CAA) (42 USC 7401 et seq., as amended) establishes Federal policy to
protect and enhance the quality of the Nation’s air resources to protect human health
and the environment. The CAA requires that adequate steps be taken to control the
release of air pollutants and prevent significant deterioration in air quality. The intent
of the Missouri Air Conservation Law (MACL) is to maintain the purity of the air resources
of the state; to protect the health, general welfare, and physical property of the people;
to ensure maximum employment; and to provide for the full industrial development of
the State. This law establishes the Missouri Air Conservation Commission to assist in
implementing the law. Regulations are contained in the Missouri Air Pollution Control
Regulations (10 CSR 10, Chapters 1 through 5) to meet the intent of MACL. Under the
CAA, almost any air pollutant-emitting modification or new facility requires a permit.
The CAA sets national primary and secondary ambient air quality standards as a
framework for air pollution control. Ambient air quality standards for the State of
Missouri are contained in the Missouri Air Quality Standards (10 CSR 10, Chapter 6). The
CAA was recently revised, and the modifications are being evaluated. Section 176 of the
CAA was amended ana requires agency actions to conform with a State Implementation
Plan’s (SIP’s) purpose and not cause new violations, increase the severity of existing
violations, if any, or delay attainment. As of July 1, 1992, Section 608 of the Clean Air
Act prohibits individuals from knowingly venting ozone-depleting compounds during
maintenance, repair, servicing, and disposal of air conditioning or refrigeration
equipment.

The National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) Asbestos
Regulations [40 CFR Part 61], the Missouri Air Conservation Law (Chapter 643 of the Revised
Statutes of the State of Missouri (RSMo)), the Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(10 CSR 10, Chapter 6), and the interim policy letter for House Bill 77 (25 Sept. 89), require
written notification for building demolitions and asbestos abatement projects. Under the
Missouri Air Conservation Law, written notification is required for asbestos abatement
projects involving 10 square feet or 16 linear feet or more of friable asbestos-containing
materials or materials that would become friable from the removal actions. Specific State
certification requirements for supervisors, inspectors, and workers and removal and
waste handling procedures are also outlined in the Law.

AFR 9142 requires the base to develop and implement an asbestos operation and
management program to reduce the possibility of exposure to airborne asbestos fibers.
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The Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) Asbestos Standard (29 CFR 1926.58) lists the
Federal requirements for handling and removing asbestos from equipment and building
structures during construction and demolition activities.

143 Water Quality

The Clean Water Act of 1977 and the Water Quality Act of 1987 (33 USC 1251 et seq., as
amended) establish Federal policy to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and
biological integrity of the Nation’s waters and, where attainable, to achieve a level of
water quality that provides for the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, wildlife,
and recreation in and on the water.

The Act mandates regulatory requirements for the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) or federally authorized States to implement permit programs for regulating the
discharge of pollutants to navigable waters (including wetlands) from any point source
(the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) (section 402)) and a
permit system for the use of dredge and fill material (section 404).

The Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974, as amended (42 USC 300f et seq.) authorizes EPA to
regulate public drinking water supplies by establishing drinking water regulations,
delegating enforcement authority of drinking water standards to the States, and
protecting drinking water supplies from the injection of wastes and other materials into
wells. Drinking water standards were promulgated from the act by EPA. The National
Primary Drinking Water Regulations (40 CFR 141) define maximum concentration limits
of specified contaminants allowed in public water systems. The Missouri Safe Drinking
Water Act and the Missouri Public Drinking Water Regulations (10 CSR 60, Chapters 1-14)
contain maximum contaminant levels for microbiological contaminants, inorganic
chemicals, and organic chemicals and turbidity for surface water sources.

144 Biological Resources

The Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1531-1543) requires Federal agencies that authorize,
fund, or carry out actions to avoid jeopardizing the continued existence of endangered
or threatened species or destroying or adversely modifying their critical habitat. Federal
agencies must evaluate the effects of their actions on endangered or threatened species
of fish, wildlife, and plants, and their critical habitats and take steps to conserve and
protect these species. All potentially adverse impacts to endangered and threatened
species must be avoided or mitigated.

EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires Federal agencies to take action to avoid, to the
extent practicable, the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and
enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands. The intent of EO 11990 is to
avoid direct or indirect construction in wetlands if a feasible alternative is available. All
Federal and federally supported activities and projects must comply with EO 11990.
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145 Cuitural, Paleontological, and Archaeological Resources

The primary goals of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (16 USC 470
et seq., as amended); the Historic Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities Act, as amended; and the
Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act are to ensure adequate consideration of the
values of historic properties in carrying out Federal activities and to attempt to identify
and mitigate impacts' to significant historic properties. The NHPA is the principal
authority used to protect historic properties; Federal agencies must determine the effect
of their actions on cultural resources and take certain steps to ensure that these resources
are located, identified, evaluated, and protected. 36 CFR 800 defines the responsibilities
of the State, the Federal Government, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(ACHP) in protecting historic properties identified in a project area. 36 CFR 60
establishes the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and defines the criteria for
evaluating eligibility of cultural resources to the NRHP.

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 USC 470a-47011, as amended)
protects archaeological resources on Federal lands. If archaeological resources are
discovered that may be disturbed during site activities, the act requires permits for
excavating and removing any archaeological resources.

1.4.6 Health and Safety/Hazardous Materials/Solid Wastes

EO 12088, Federal Compliance With Pollution Control Standards, directs Federal agencies to
comply with State and local laws and regulations concerning air, water, and noise
pollution, and hazardous materials and substances to the same extent as any private

party.

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) (42 USC 6901), as amended by
the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 (public law (PL) 98-616), is a
comprehensive program for regulating and managing hazardous wastes (Subtitle C),
nonhazardous solid wastes (Subtitle D), Federal procurement of reclaimed products
(Subtitle F), and underground storage tanks (Subtitle ). RCRA requires Federal agencies
to comply with all Federal, State, interstate, and local regulations respecting control and
abatement of solid waste or hazardous waste disposal. EPA’s most comprehensive
regulations have been developed under the Subtitle C program that governs the
generation; transportation; and treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous wastes.
Hazardous wastes are regulated in the State of Missouri under the Missouri Hazardous
Waste Management Rules (10 CSR 25, Chapters 1-13).

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (42 USC 9601
et seq.) provides EPA with the authority to inventory, investigate, and clean up
uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste sites. EPA has established a series of
programs to clean up hazardous waste disposal and spill sites nationwide. This act
provides for funding, enforcement, response, and liability for the release or threatened
release of hazardous substances into the environment.
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The Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976 (TSCA) requires EPA to regulate the use, storage,
and disposal of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and prohibits production of these
compounds after January 1979. The Missouri Hazardous Waste Management Rules (10 CSR
25, Chapter 13) further regulate the disposal of PCBs.

The Missouri Solid Waste Rules (10 CSR 80, Chapters 1-8) specify requirements in the
construction, modification, operation, and management of solid waste disposal facilities
in Missouri. In addition, the rules outline minimum management requirements for
generators of solid waste.

The Missouri Underground Storage Tank Regulations (10 CSR 20, Chapter 10), which
implement RCRA Subtitle I, regulate underground storage tanks holding petroleum
materials and substances defined as hazardous substances under CERCLA. The
regulations govern the installation, use, and closure of underground storage tanks,
including corrective action for tanks that may have released regulated materials.

The Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1971 created the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) under the Department of Labor. The act grants the Secretary
of Labor the authority to promulgate, modify, and revoke safety and health standards;
to conduct inspections and investigations and to issue citations, including penalties; to
require employers to keep records of safety and health data; to petition the courts to
restrain imminent danger situations; and to approve or reject State plans for programs
under the act. The act also established the National Institute for Occupational Safety and
Health (NIOSH), the principal Federal agency engaged in research to eliminate on-the-
job hazards. NIOSH is primarily responsible for identifying occupational safety and
health hazards and determining necessary changes to the encompassing regulations.

The Installation Restoration Program is a DoD program designed to identify, confirm,
quantify, and remediate suspected problems associated with past hazardous material
disposal sites on DoD installations.

DoD 6055.9-STD (Ammunition and Explosives Safety Standards) and Air Force Regulation
127-100 (Explosives Safety Standards) establish safety criteria for storage, handling, and
intentional detonation of explosives. These criteria are designed to prevent conditions
that would endanger life and property both inside and outside DoD installations.

1.4.7 Noise

The Noise Control Act of 1972 (PL 92-574), as amended by the Quiet Communities Act of 1978
establishes a Federal policy "to promote an environment free from noise harmful to
health or welfare" and identifies desirable noise levels for residential areas. Federal
agencies must also comply with State and local requirements for the control and
abatement of environmental noise.
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148 Land Use

EO 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, directs Federal agencies to consult
with and solicit comments from State and local government officials whose jurisdictions
would be affected by Federal actions.

EO 11988, Floodplain Management, requires each Federal agency to take action to reduce
the risk of flood damage; minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and
welfare; and restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by
floodplains. All Federal and federally supported activities and projects are required to
comply with EO 11988. Specific compliance actions are required for activities planned
within a defined 100-year floodplain.

The Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) Program (AFR 19-9) provides guidance
to local communities for land use planning compatible with airfield operations. This Air
Force program describes existing noise and safety zones on and near the installation.

The McKinney Act of 1987 (42 USC 11411) authorizes the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development to enforce consideration of Federal property as possible housing for
homeless individuals.

Public Law 100-180 [10 USC 7981] authorizes the Secretary of the Air Force to dispose of
real property at missile sites under specific conditions.

1.4.9 Transportation

The Hazardous Materials Transportation Act (HMTA) of 1975 (49 USC 1761) authorizes the
Secretary of Transportation to protect public health from the risks of transporting
hazardous materials. These materials include explosives, flammable liquids and solids,
combustible and corrosive materials, and compressed gases. The transportation of all
hazardous materials must meet requirements of the HMTA. Regulations promulgated
by the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) include requirements for packaging,
handling, labeling, placarding, and shipping procedures for hazardous materials (49 CFR
Parts 171, 172 Subparts B and C, and 173 Subpart M).

AFR 55-14 and Department of Energy/Defense Nuclear Agency Technical Publication 4551
govern the shipment of reentry vehicles from the MSB to their destination. Shipments
of radioactive materials are governed under 10 CFR 71 et seq.

AFRs 76-1 and 122-4 govern the shipments of the missile guidance sets (MGSs).
Shipments of classified MGS components, which must be escorted, are managed under
AFR 122-4. AFR 76-1 governs unescorted shipments of unclassified MGS components.
Truck shipments of MGS components are regulated under AFR 75-1. AFRs 75-1 and 75-2
govern the surface transport of rocket motor components. AFR 71-4 regulates logistic
air shipments of rocket motor components.
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CHAPTER 2
DESCRIPTION OF
ACTION AND ALTERNATIVE




2.0 ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION
21 INTRODUCTION

The proposed action (the preferred alternative) for the Minuteman II (MM H) missile
system at Whiteman Air Force Base (AFB) and alternatives evaluated in this document
were derived in part from the procedures and activities planned for, and occurring at,
the MM 1II system at Ellsworth AFB. Some alternatives were developed specifically for
the potential action at Whiteman AFB. All the actions contemplated, except for
continued operations (no action), respond to the need for deactivation described in
chapter 1. This document analyzes the environmental effect and potential impact of the
proposed action and a number of alternatives, as well as the mitigation of potential
impacts, all of which are described in the following subsections.

2.2 PROPOSED ACTION: DEACTIVATION OF MM Il SYSTEM AT
WHITEMAN AFB

The Air Force proposes to deactivate the MM II system at Whiteman AFB. This system
includes 150 launch facilities (LFs)—one missile per LF—and 15 launch control facilities
(LCFs) located in a deployment area around the missile support base (MSB). The
351st Missile Wing (MW) is made up of the 508th, 509th, and 510th Missile Squadrons
(MSs) (figure 2.2-1). Each MS includes 5 flights, each composed of 10 LFs and 1 LCF.
All LFs in a squadron can be controlled by any LCF within the squadron. The 10 LFs
within a flight are directly connected to an LCF through a hardened intersite cable
system. Each LCF or LF is identified by a letter defining its associated flight (A through
O) and a number (number 1 designating an LCF and numbers 2 through 11 designating
LFs). Deactivation under the proposed action alternative would proceed from the 510
MS, to the 508 MS, and finally to the 509 MS over an approximately 3-year period
beginning in November 1992. However, personnel from the 351 MW have the option
of changing the order of squadron deactivation after coordination with HQ ACC/DRN
and HQ ACC/LGB. Over the entire program, approximately three to five LFs would
be deactivated per month. The following subsections describe the details of the
deactivation processes at the MSB facilities, LFs, LCFs, and other facilities. Locations of
AFBs involved in the deactivation process, either directly or indirectly, are shown in
figure 2.2-2.

2.2.1 MSB Facllities

A number of MSB facilities support the 351 MW mission and would be involved in the
proposed action. Figure 2.2.1-1 shows the location of these facilities. Training facilities
are located at the MSB to help maintain proficient operations and maintenance crews.
A missile maintenance training area (T-12)—a model LF outfitted with a full-scale
launcher and underground access—allows the maintenance crews to practice on base,
rather than driving approximately one-half hour to the nearest launcher. In addition,
training launch control centers for combat crew practice are located within Building 48.
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Special vehicles used to transport large parts of the missile are parked outside Building
709 and Building 3300 at the MSB. At Whiteman AFB, the reentry vehicle (RV) and
missile guidance set (MGS) are transported in an RV/G&C (reentry vehicle guidance and
control) van. A transporter-erector (TE) is used to transport the three connected rocket
stages, or booster, of the missile. Loaded TEs returning to the MSB arrive at the Missile
Handling Facility, also referred to as the Roll-Transfer Facility (Building 3300). Within
this building, the booster is placed ir a storage container for shipment by plane, rail, or
truck to Hill AFB, Utah. A missile transporter (MT) can be used to store the missile for
transport by rail or road, and a shipping and storage container for ballistic missiles
(SSCBM) is used for air or rail transport. The roll-transfer process is reversed for
missiles arriving from Hill AFB. After removing the RV and MGS from an LF, the
maintenance personnel with the RV/G&C van first unload the RV for storage at the
weapons storage area (WSA) then unload the MGS at Building 709 for vault storage.
The RV is stored at the WSA until it is shipped to another Air Combat Command (ACC)
base (transfer), Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) facility (refurbishment), or
Department of Energy (DOE) facility (retirement). The MGS may be transported to
AFMC facilities for maintenance (Hill AFB or Newark AFB, Ohio).

Building 709 (maintenance complex) houses work areas, components of the missile
system (including the MGSs, ethylene glycol coolant, sodium chromate coolant, etc.), and
offices for the operations and maintenance personnel of the 351 MW. Building 69 is a
proof-load test facility that contains hydraulic equipment for hoisting devices. After a
TE emplaces a booster at an LF, it must return to the test facility to properly rewind the
cables used to lower the booster. At this facility, a pit with hydraulic systems is used
to test hoist cranes.

Detachment 9, 37th Air Rescue Squadron (Det 9, 37 ARS) supports the 351 MW using
5 HH-1H "Huey" helicopters through airborne surveillance of missile convoys and rapid
transfer of critical personnel and missile system components to the deployment area.
Building 91 includes maintenance bays for the helicopters, and offices.

The final disposition of all facilities at the MSB in the deactivation process has not been
determined. However, it is likely that Building 709 would be used for future offices and
facilities for the B-2 Bomb Wing (BW) to be based at Whiteman AFB. Section 3.1.3
discusses the deployment of the B-2 bomber and other proposed missions and facility
uses at Whiteman AFB. If the proposed action occurs, Oscar-1, the only on-base
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) launch control facility at a Missile Wing in the
United States, and the LF trainer (T-12) are planned to be maintained as museums (the
launch capability of Oscar-1 would be deactivated by removing all MM II missiles from
the deployment areaj. The facilities used by Detachment 9 could be reused by the T-38
trainer mission that would arrive with the B-2 bomb wing. Currently, there are no
specific plans for reusing the vehicles used by the 351 MW. Some vehicles may be used
at other AFBs, others could be sold through the Defense Reutilization and Marketing
Office (DRMO), and some may be scavenged for parts. The facilities, with the exception
of vffice space within Building 709, would not likely be modified until the deactivation
of the LFs and .CFs is complete.
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2.2.2 Missiles

The MM II is a solid-fuel missile with three rocket motor stages and one warhead. The
missile is 57.6 feet long, 6 feet in diameter, and weighs approximately 73,000 pounds.
The three rocket motors make up the lower part (booster) of the missile, and the MGS
and RV rest on top of the booster (figure 2.2.2-1). When emplaced, the top of the missile
is several feet below the launcher door.

Under the proposed action, the missiles would be removed from the LFs under the same
procedures and at approximately the same rate at which they were being removed under
recent maintenance and modernization operations. The removal and transport of the
missiles from the LFs introduces no new procedures or techniques; the same methods
applicable to current operations would be applied to the proposed action. The
procedures are proven and would involve experienced personnel. Under a recent
program to replace the second stage of the booster system, four to eight boosters were
transported each month from the deployment area at Whiteman AFB to the MSB and
then to Hill AFB. Whiteman AFB is performing only failure-related movements of rocket
motors at present; about one missile is being replaced each month. Under the proposed
action, about three to five missiles would be removed each month. Weather, equipment
breakdown, and holidays would cause the missile removal and transport rate to vary.

Under existing operations, approximately 1 day is required to remove the RV and MGS
of a missile. Once the RV and MGS are loaded into the RV/G&C van and properly
contained for shipment, the vehicle leaves the site. The vehicle is escorted by security
forces to counter potential threats the vehicle might encounter while enroute to the MSB.
Any maintenance vans carrying material and personnel that were involved in removing
the RV and MGS are not part of the convoy. It is likely that only one van per site would
be used during RV and MGS removal.

Some time after the RV and MGS systems are removed, a TE is driven to the LF
accompanied by a maintenance vehicle and maintenance personnel. Once the rocket
motors are removed and stored in the TE, the TE usually travels alone back to the MSB.
Within 24 hours before the use of a TE, the exact route of the movement is driven to
ensure that there are no roadway obstructions. During inclement winter weather, a
sander and a plow escort the TE. If missiles must be moved during adverse winter
weather, no change in procedures are anticipated to maintain the deactivation schedule.
As part of the proposed action, an average of one booster per week would be
transported from Whiteman AFB to Hill AFB. The mode of transportation would
primarily be by air (C-141), with some rail and road transport.

The proposed method for handling the missiles during the beginning phase of
deactivation entails pulling all the RVs and MGSs in a squadron before removing any
boosters. Under this method, 5 to 6 weeks would be necessary to remove all RVs and
MGSs for the 50 missiles of a missile squadron. Approximately two RVs and MGSs
would be removed each day. After removing the RV and MGS systems, approximately
one booster would be removed each week.
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Under the proposed action, the existing handling and transportation procedures for each
MM II RV and MGS would be followed: the RVs are scheduled for retirement and
would be shipped (by DOE safe secure transport (SST) or Air Force airlift) to Pantex,
near Amarillo, TX, or other classified DOE holding facilities; the MGSs would be
inspected at Whiteman AFB. Some of the MGSs would then be retired and shipped to
Newark AFB for dismantlement. The other MGSs would be sent to Hill AFB for storage
as replacement units or to Pueblo Army Depot, CO, for reuse in the Reentry System
Launch Program. Transport of the MGSs off-base would be performed by air shipments,
although ground shipments could be conducted. A typical shipment would consist of
7 to 9 units per flight; approximately 20 shipments would be required to remove the
MGSs from Whiteman AFB.

Except for the nuclear warheads, which ACC owns until they are retired (at which time
DOE assumes ownership), the MM II missiles are the property of the AFMC; ACC is
merely the custodian. ACC is responsible for depot level maintenance, engineering,
modifications, hardness assurance, engineering support, technical surveillance, and
guidance to base units in support of ICBMs. When the rocket motors and other missile
components are loaded for transport from the MSB, and an AFMC representative or an
AFMC contractor signs for the missile components, they become the responsibility of
AFMC; a similar relationship exists with ACC and DOE for warhead retirement. The
rocket motors and other missile components are transported by aircraft, train, or truck.

An environmental assessment (EA) was prepared by AFMC (formerly AFLC) to evaluate
the potential environmental impacts of transportation and storage of the rocket motors
from the MM II system deactivation (USAF OO-ALC, 1991). The impacts of reentry
vehicle retirement and transportation of radionuclides have also been assessed (DOE,
1977 and 1983; U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 1977 and 1987). As previously
discussed in section 1.1, these studies are incorporated by reference (per 40 CFR 1502.21)
into this analysis. Further details of potential environmental impacts involving rocket
motor and reentry vehicle handling and transportation are presented in section 4.7 and
appendix E. Chapter 5 of this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) discusses further
details about the potential environmental impacts of rocket motor handling, movement,
and storage, and the cumulative impacts of the Minuteman II activities at Whiteman,
Ellsworth, Malmstrom, and Hill AFBs.

2.2.3 Launch Facilities

The deactivation process is planned to occur at more than one flight (10 LFs) at a time.
Deactivations of several LFs in one or more flights would occur simultaneously. Once
deactivation has been completed at a site, the deactivation process would begin at
another LF until all flights within an MS are deactivated. The deactivation process
would then begin at the next MS. Figure 2.2.3-1 shows the flow of tasks for this
deactivation process. A launch facility consists of a launcher and an associated launch
facility support building (LFSB) within an average site area of 1.8 acres enclosed by a
security fence (figure 2.2.3-2). The LF security fence would remain in place throughout
the dismantlement. The interior of the launcher is approximately 80 feet deep and 12
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feet in diameter. A launcher closure door weighing approximately 90 tons caps the
launcher and can be opened for maintenance activities or launching. The headworks of
the LF is the widest part of the launcher, as shown in figure 2.2.3-3; it is approximately

25 feet wide and 33 feet deep. The reinforced-concrete wall of the headworks is 27
inches thick.

The deactivation process consists of three main phases: site deactivation, caretaker
status, and dismantlement. Site deactivation begins with removal of the RV and MGS.
After the missile is removed, approximately 10 to 14 working days would be required
to remove salvageable items from the LF. Ordnance would be removed from the LF for
transport to the MSB munitions area. Classified items would be recovered by the Air
Force. After the classified material has been removed from the LF, Air Force personnel
would drain fluids (ethylene glycol, oil, and sodium chromate solution) from the coolant
and hydraulic systems. Air Force personnel would remove the electrical filters suspected
of containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) (in the power panel on the first level of
the launcher equipment room (LER)), and the mercury switches in the waste water
system (sump pump) within the LF. The electrical filters suspected of containing PCBs
and the mercury switches would be transported back to the base for disposition. Those
filters that do not contain PCBs would be put into the base supply system for use by the
base and other bases. The existing cooling system circulates sodium chromate solution
from a 7-gallon tank. Air Force personnel would remove the existing cooling system
(some of these systems are save-list items that would be reused). The Air Force also
would remove and transport the 12 weapons system power supply batteries (lead-acid)
from the launcher to a designated holding area at the MSB to await reuse or other
disposition. Air Force security teams would perform periodic security checks of each
LF during site deactivation until the site is placed in caretaker status.

After the removal of classified and critical items, the launcher closure door would
remain closed w