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Abstract 

Abstract 

Designation:   Environmental Assessment 

Title of Proposed Action: Flight Training Activities in the Bourbon Military Operations Area 

Project Location: Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans 

Lead Agency for the EA: Department of the Navy 

Cooperating Agency:  Federal Aviation Administration 

Affected Region:  St. Bernard Parish, Louisiana 

Action Proponent:  United States Fleet Forces Command 

Point of Contact: Attention: NOLA SUA EA Project Manager 
Naval Facilities Engineering Systems Command Atlantic 
Attn: EV21JB    
6506 Hampton Boulevard 

 Norfolk, VA 23508 
     
Date:    March 2025 
 

United States (U.S.) Fleet Forces Command, a Command of the U.S. Navy, proposes to request that the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) establish a new Military Operations Area (MOA) and associated 
Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA), named the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA, east of Naval Air 
Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans (NAS JRB NOLA) adjacent to the existing Snake MOA/ATCAA to 
accommodate required flight training activities for squadrons stationed at the base. The FAA has 
jurisdictional authority of the National Airspace System and is a Cooperating Agency for this action. This 
Environmental Assessment evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with the Proposed 
Action and the No Action Alternative.  

Executive Order 14172 renamed the Gulf of Mexico to Gulf of America. Since this Executive Order was 
effective after development and publication of this document the term Gulf of Mexico has been retained 
in the narrative and figures in this document. This decision prioritizes the timely implementation of the 
expanded MOA, a critical aspect of naval readiness, by avoiding further delays associated with document 
revisions. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES.1 Proposed Action 

United States (U.S.) Fleet Forces Command, a Command of the U.S. Navy (hereinafter referred to as the 
Navy) proposes to request that the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) establish a new Military 
Operations Area (MOA) and associated Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA), named the 
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA, east of Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans (NAS JRB NOLA) and 
adjacent to the existing Snake MOA/ATCAA to accommodate required flight training activities for 
squadrons stationed at the base. The FAA has jurisdictional authority of the National Airspace System 
and is a Cooperating Agency for this action.  

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S. Code [U.S.C.] section 4321 et seq.), as amended by the Fiscal Responsibility 
Act of 2023, and as implemented by Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] parts 1500–1508), and Navy regulations for implementing NEPA (32 CFR part 
775); and Chief of Naval Operations Instruction 5090.1E, Environmental Readiness Program. The EA has 
also been prepared in accordance with FAA airspace and NEPA policy and procedures contained in FAA 
Joint Order (JO) 7400.2P and FAA Order 1050.1F (FAA, 2015).  

For purposes of this EA, the Navy has voluntarily elected to generally follow those CEQ regulations at 40 
CFR parts 1500-1508 that were in place at the outset of this EA, in addition to the Navy’s 
procedures/regulations implementing NEPA at 32 CFR part 775, to meet the agency’s obligations under 
NEPA, 42 U.S.C. section 4321 et seq. 

ES.2 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to more efficiently accomplish training requirements for 
squadrons based at NAS JRB NOLA. Efficiencies are achieved when pilots can train in Special Use 
Airspace (SUA) of sufficient size and proximity to the base.  

The Proposed Action is needed because existing SUA is located a considerable distance from NAS JRB 
NOLA, resulting in prolonged transit times and reduced training time.  

ES.3 Alternatives Considered 

Alternatives were developed for analysis based upon the following reasonable alternative screening 
factors:  

• Flight training should occur in SUA that provides a closer entry point for pilots based at NAS JRB 
NOLA than existing SUA for gains in training efficiency.  

• SUA must be large enough to accommodate flight profile requirements of the training mission to 
include supersonic flight. 

• SUA must connect to other existing SUA to provide the expanded space to support existing large 
scale exercises with multiple aircraft.  

• SUA must offer Navy squadrons prioritized access to training space in order to alleviate existing 
scheduling conflicts. 
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• SUA must maintain aviation safety and reduce impacts to civil users to the extent practicable 
while supporting the military mission needs.  

• SUA must be acceptable to the FAA and FAA action must be in compliance with FAA Order 
1050.1F. 

The Navy is considering one action alternative that meets the purpose of and need for the Proposed 
Action and a No Action Alternative. The action alternative is to request that the FAA establish a block of 
SUA east of NAS JRB NOLA to be named the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA to accommodate required flight 
training activities.  

ES.4 Public Involvement 

The Navy prepared this EA to inform the public of the Proposed Action and to allow the opportunity for 
public review and comment from August 22, 2024 to October 6, 2024. Through the public involvement 
process, the Navy notified the public of the Proposed Action and solicited their input on the EA. No 
public comments were received on the Draft EA.  

The Draft EA 45-day review period began with the publication of a Notice of Availability of the Draft EA 
in The New Orleans Advocate on August 22, 23, and 24, 2024. The Draft EA was available on the 
following website: https://www.nepa.navy.mil/NOLASUA.  

The Navy has also made copies of the Draft EA available at two local libraries: 

• Belle Chasse Branch Library: 8442 LA-23, Belle Chasse, Louisiana 70037 

• Plaquemines Parish Library: 35572 Highway 11, Buras, Louisiana 70041  
The public was invited to submit comments on the Draft EA by any of the following methods: 

• electronically, via the project website: https://www.nepa.navy.mil/NOLASUA 

• in writing, by mail to: NOLA SUA Project Manager, Naval Facilities Engineering Systems 
Command Atlantic, Attn: Code EV21JB, 6506 Hampton Blvd, Norfolk, Virginia 23508 

The Navy coordinated or requested consultation regarding the Proposed Action with the following 
entities: 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Louisiana Ecological Services  

• National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries Southeast Regional Office 

• Louisiana Office of Cultural Development, Division of Historic Preservation  

• Chitimacha Tribe of Louisiana 

• Louisiana Department of Energy and Natural Resources (LDENR), Office of Coastal Management  

ES.5 Summary of Environmental Resources Evaluated in the EA 

NEPA, CEQ regulations, and Navy regulations for implementing NEPA, specify that an EA should address 
those resource areas potentially subject to impacts. In addition, the level of analysis should be 
commensurate with the anticipated level of environmental impact.  

The following resource areas have been evaluated in detail in this EA: airspace management, noise, 
biological resources, coastal zone, visual effects, cultural resources, and environmental justice. Because 
potential impacts were considered to be insignificant, negligible, or nonexistent, the following resources 

https://www.nepa.navy.mil/NOLASUA
https://www.nepa.navy.mil/NOLASUA
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were not evaluated in detail in this EA: air quality and greenhouse gases (GHGs); land use; farmlands; 
geology, topography, and soils; hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention; natural 
resources and energy supply; public health and safety; socioeconomics; and water resources. 

ES.6 Summary of Potential Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action  

Table ES-1 provides a summary of the potential impacts to the resources associated with the No Action 
Alternative and the Proposed Action Alternative (Preferred Alternative).  

Table ES-1 Summary of Potential Environmental Consequences  

Resource Area No Action Alternative Proposed Action Alternative  
(Preferred Alternative) 

Airspace Management  Military aircraft from NAS JRB NOLA 
would continue to transit from NAS 
JRB NOLA to the existing Snake 
MOA/ATCAA and other nearby SUA. 

Potential impacts to civil aircraft traffic 
could occur during the 5 hours when the 
MOA is active daily.  
 
During a representative month of flight data 
in 2023, 251 aircraft transited the proposed 
Bourbon MOA (105 flights) and ATCAA (146 
flights). The most common aircraft transiting 
through the MOA and ATCAA were 
commercial air carriers.  
 
Impacts to rerouting traffic around the 
active MOA could result in 1 to 8 minutes of 
added travel time.  
 
Rerouting around the proposed ATCAA 
could add 1 to 6 minutes of travel time.  
 
No significant impact to airspace 
management would occur.  

Noise Military aircraft from NAS JRB NOLA 
would continue to transit to and from 
the Snake MOA/ATCAA and other 
nearby SUA.  
 
The current noise environment in the 
area proposed for Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA would remain 
unchanged and includes noise 
exposure from routine overflight by 
various types of military and civilian 
aircraft at various altitudes. 
 
The subsonic noise level associated 
with the No Action Alternative is 35 
dB DNL and there is less than one 
event daily that exceeds 65 dB SEL. 
Supersonic operations do not 
currently occur in the proposed 
airspace. 

Subsonic noise levels in the proposed 
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be 52 dB DNL, 
a level that is compatible with all land uses. 
This level would not exceed significance 
thresholds defined by FAA; however, the 17 
dB DNL increase is “reportable.”   
 
The maximum sound level (i.e., loudest) 
during a single event that could occur in the 
proposed MOA is 105 dB. This would result 
from an F-35 at 4,000 feet MSL using 
highest power. This would last only a few 
seconds and would occur infrequently. As 
with the No Action Alternative, less than 
one daily event would exceed 65 dB SEL.  
 
Supersonic noise would range between 34–
42 dB CDNL, a level that is compatible with 
all land use types. 
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Resource Area No Action Alternative Proposed Action Alternative  
(Preferred Alternative) 
No significant impacts to the noise 
environment would occur. 

Biological Resources Military aircraft from NAS JRB NOLA 
would continue to transit to and from 
the Snake MOA/ATCAA and other 
nearby SUA, generating low levels of 
noise. There would be no change to 
impacts to biological resources. 

Chronic noise exposure and exposure to 
high noise levels would not occur and there 
would be no hearing loss in any species. 
 
Birds and bats, including special status 
species, migratory birds, and Bald Eagles, 
could experience minor effects from aircraft 
noise including temporary changes in 
behavior, but these are not likely to cause 
long-term effects or population-level 
impacts; therefore, these impacts are not 
significant. 
 
Chaff and flare residual materials could pose 
a minor impact to fish and sea turtles who 
may inadvertently ingest these materials 
during normal feeding activities.   
 
Existing safety procedures would continue to 
reduce Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazard. 
 
No significant impacts to biological 
resources would occur.  

Coastal Resources There would be no change in existing 
conditions that would affect coastal 
resources in Louisiana. 

Negligible impacts to coastal resources 
could result from use of chaff and flares. 
Annual usage is low, the area within which 
they would be used is large, and the 
materials that remain are small, making the 
potential for impacts negligible.  
The Proposed Action is consistent to the 
maximum extent practicable with the 
enforceable polices of the Louisiana Coastal 
Resources Program.  
 
No significant impacts to coastal resources 
would occur.  

Visual Effects There would be no change to existing 
military aircraft flight tempo, 
patterns, or other features of the 
study area that could result in visual 
effects. 

The addition of training flights in the 
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would result in 
different flight patterns and an increase in 
the length of time aircraft would be 
viewable in this area, as compared to 
existing conditions. Due to the lateral area 
and altitude range in which aircraft could 
operate, and the transient nature of some 
overflights, effects would be only mildly 
discernible. Chaff and flare use would result 
in negligible to minor visual effects. 
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Resource Area No Action Alternative Proposed Action Alternative  
(Preferred Alternative) 
No significant impacts to visual effects 
would occur. 

Cultural Resources There would be no impact to known 
or unknown cultural resources as a 
result of the No Action Alternative. 

No direct impacts would occur to cultural 
resources. 
 
There are no known above ground 
archaeological sites or Traditional Cultural 
Properties1. The three identified 
architectural resources located within the 
area of potential effects would not be 
impacted by the Proposed Action.  
 
Fort Proctor is the only standing 
architectural resource beneath the 
proposed SUA. It is located on the western 
boundary of the MOA where supersonic 
flights would occur above 30,000 feet MSL, 
which would reduce the number of sonic 
booms. Subsonic noise is below the level 
that could cause damage to structures (130 
dB). Visual intrusions at the Fort are also 
expected to be minimal and similar to what 
is currently experienced.  
 
No significant impacts to cultural resources 
would occur.  

Environmental Justice There would be no change in existing 
conditions that could affect 
environmental justice populations. 

The Proposed Action would not result in 
disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects on minority 
or low-income communities. There are no 
minority or low-income communities 
located in the ROI. 

Note: 1  The term “Traditional Cultural Properties” was defined in National Register Bulletin 38: Guidelines for Evaluating and 
Documenting Traditional Cultural Properties (Parker and King, 1990). This Bulletin was updated in December 2024 is 
now titled “Identifying, Evaluating, and Documenting Traditional Cultural Places” (Parker and King, 2024). The 2024 
guidance term replaces the term “Traditional Cultural Properties” with “Traditional Cultural Places,” but the definition 
remains unchanged.  The original term is retained in this Final EA because the change occurred after publication of 
the Draft EA and was used in National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Tribal and State consultation documents.  
This decision supports the timely implementation of the expanded MOA, vital to naval readiness, by avoiding delays 
from non-substantive document revisions. 

Legend: % = percent; ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; CDNL = C-weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level; dB = 
decibel; DNL = Day-Night Average Sound Level; FAA = Federal Aviation Administration; MOA = Military Operations 
Area; MSL = mean sea level; NAS JRB NOLA = Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans; ROI = Region of 
Influence; SEL = Sound Exposure Level; SUA = Special Use Airspace 
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Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 

1 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 

1.1 Introduction 

United States (U.S.) Fleet Forces Command, a Command of the U.S. Navy (hereinafter referred to as the 
Navy) proposes to request that the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) establish a new Military 
Operations Area (MOA) and associated Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA), named the 
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA, east of Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans (NAS JRB NOLA) 
adjacent to the existing Snake MOA/ATCAA to accommodate required flight training activities for 
squadrons stationed at the base. The FAA has jurisdictional authority of the National Airspace System 
and is a Cooperating Agency for this action.  

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S. Code [U.S.C.] section 4321 et seq.), as amended by the Fiscal Responsibility 
Act of 2023, and as implemented by Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] parts 1500–1508), and Navy regulations for implementing NEPA (32 CFR part 
775). The EA is also being prepared in accordance with FAA airspace procedures contained in FAA Joint 
Order (JO) 7400.2P and FAA NEPA procedures contained in and FAA Order 1050.1F (FAA, 2015). 

For purposes of this EA, the Navy has voluntarily elected to generally follow those CEQ regulations at 40 
CFR parts 1500-1508 that were in place at the outset of this EA, in addition to the Navy’s 
procedures/regulations implementing NEPA at 32 CFR part 775, to meet the agency’s obligations under 
NEPA, 42 U.S.C. section 4321 et seq. 

1.2 Background 

The mission of NAS JRB NOLA is to provide a high-quality training environment for active duty and 
reserve components of all branches of the armed services. The base hosts fixed-wing and helicopter 
squadrons. The primary tenant commands have a mission to train and maintain combat ready 
squadrons and servicemembers. NAS JRB NOLA offers over-land and over-water training environments 
to include training airspace, known as Special Use Airspace (SUA), over the Gulf of Mexico.  

Navy Fighter Squadron Composite Two Zero Four (VFC-204) is one of the tenants at NAS JRB NOLA and is 
part of the Navy Reserve’s Tactical Support Wing. VFC-204 provides critical adversary air support in 
simulated fighter combat as well as large multi-plane strike exercises to increase combat readiness. 
VFC-204 recently (2022–2023) transitioned from F/A-18 aircraft to F-5N aircraft. The aircraft transition 
did not in and of itself necessitate a requirement for new SUA, but the Navy is requesting changes to 
existing offshore SUA to provide a training environment closer to NAS JRB NOLA to improve training 
efficiency. The F-5N aircraft have different fuel storage specifications than their predecessor aircraft 
(F/A-18). The existing SUA is located a considerable distance from NAS JRB NOLA resulting in prolonged 
transit times to reach flight training areas. The F-5N requires SUA closer to NAS JRB NOLA to accomplish 
training requirements and functional check flights more efficiently as well as provide Fleet Operational 
Support and Fleet Replacement Squadron Support. Combat readiness depends on the continued 
availability of training areas which provide realistic, mission-oriented training.  

The nearest existing SUA is 40 nautical miles (NM) from NAS JRB NOLA. Traveling to the existing SUA 
squanders valuable training time spent in transit, reducing training effectiveness and inefficiently using 
fuel resources. The Louisiana Air National Guard (LAANG) has scheduling authority for the existing SUA 
and prioritizes its use by Air National Guard units. Accordingly, the Navy must make efficient use of the 
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SUA to avoid training delays caused by other uses of the airspace. The establishment of SUA closer to 
NAS JRB NOLA would offer several benefits to the Navy, including increased airspace size to better meet 
fleet training requirements; increased time in training airspace due to shorter transits, which makes 
more efficient use of fuel resources; and an additional training area which could be prioritized for Navy 
use.   

1.3 Cooperating Agency 

Congress has charged the FAA with administering all navigable airspace in the public interest as 
necessary to ensure the safety of aircraft and the efficient use of such airspace. The FAA is the agency 
with jurisdiction by law and special expertise with respect to changes in the configuration of the 
National Airspace System. In accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding Between the Federal 
Aviation Administration and the Department of Defense for Environmental Review of Special Use 
Airspace Actions, dated September 23, 2019, the FAA is a Cooperating Agency for this EA. Copies of the 
Cooperating Agency correspondence are provided in Appendix A. 

As a Cooperating Agency, the FAA will independently review the environmental documents prepared by 
the Navy and assess whether they meet the agency’s standards for adequacy under NEPA. If the FAA 
determines that this EA meets its standards, it will adopt the document in whole or in part to fulfill its 
NEPA obligations for its independent proposed airspace action. 

1.4 Special Use Airspace 

The National Airspace System is the airspace, navigation facilities, and airports of the U.S., along with 
their associated information, services, rules, regulations, policies, procedures, personnel, and 
equipment. It includes components shared jointly with the military. 

The primary purpose of the FAA SUA program is to establish/designate airspace in the interest of 
national defense, security, and/or welfare. Charted SUA identifies to other airspace users where these 
activities occur. SUA is airspace of defined dimensions wherein activities must be confined because of 
their nature or wherein limitations may be imposed upon aircraft operations that are not a part of those 
activities. Types of SUA include: Prohibited Areas, Restricted Areas (R-), MOAs, Warning Areas, Alert 
Areas, Controlled Firing Areas, and National Security Areas (FAA Order JO 7400.2P). MOAs and ATCAAs 
are the primary types of airspace analyzed in this document and are described as follows: 

• Military Operations Area (MOA): MOAs consist of airspace with defined vertical and lateral 
limits established for the purpose of separating certain military training activities from 
Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) traffic. Whenever a MOA is being used, non-participating IFR traffic 
may be cleared through a MOA if IFR separation can be provided by Air Traffic Control (ATC). 
Otherwise, ATC reroutes or restricts non-participating IFR traffic. Visual Flight Rules (VFR) traffic, 
which is permitted up to 18,000 feet, is not prohibited from flying within an active MOA and 
does so at their own risk.  

• Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA): ATCAA is airspace of defined vertical and lateral 
limits, assigned by ATC, for the purpose of providing air traffic segregation between the 
specified activities being conducted within the assigned airspace and other IFR traffic. ATCAAs 
are not classified as SUA and are not published on aeronautical charts, but rather designated in 
a Letter of Agreement (LOA) with the FAA. An ATCAA can be used for the same types of activities 
as a MOA and usually overlays a MOA within Class A airspace (18,000–60,000 feet). Non-military 
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aircraft may fly in an ATCAA during military training so long as ATC can maintain IFR separation 
from military aircraft; only non-hazardous military activities may be undertaken in an ATCAA. 
VFR traffic is not permitted at or above 18,000 feet. 

1.5 Location 

NAS JRB NOLA is located in Plaquemines Parish, Louisiana, approximately 7 miles southeast of New 
Orleans, Louisiana (Figure 1.5-1), between the Mississippi River to the southeast and the Intracoastal 
Waterway to the northwest. The installation is approximately 3,345 acres in size, which includes 1,695 
developed acres and 1,650 undeveloped acres.   

The location of the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA is east of NAS JRB NOLA and the city of New Orleans 
as depicted in Figure 1.5-2. The figure includes a 2-dimensional and 3-dimensional representation of the 
airspace. The proposed vertical segmentation of the MOA/ATCAA is detailed on the 3-dimensional 
graphic and will be described in more detail in Chapter 2 of this EA. Below the proposed MOA/ATCAA 
are primarily open waters of Breton Sound, Chandeleur Sound, Lake Borgne, the bayous and marshes of 
Biloxi State Wildlife Management Area and other bayous, and marshes of St. Bernard Parish. Due to the 
limited amount of land above sea level, relatively few residential or commercial structures underlie the 
proposed MOA/ATCAA. Sparsely inhabited areas are found underlying the western point of the 
MOA/ATCAA boundary, primarily concentrated at the communities of Shell Beach, Yscloskey, Hopedale, 
and in close proximity to State Routes 624 and 46. The ruins of Fort Proctor underlie the proposed 
MOA/ATCAA north of Shell Beach.   

1.6 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 

The Navy has a statutory requirement to train and equip combat-capable naval forces ready to deploy 
worldwide. The Proposed Action furthers the Navy’s execution of its congressionally mandated roles and 
responsibilities under 10 U.S.C. section 8062. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to more efficiently accomplish training requirements for 
squadrons based at NAS JRB NOLA. Efficiencies are achieved when pilots can train in SUA of sufficient 
size and proximity to the base.  

The Proposed Action is needed because existing SUA is located a considerable distance from NAS JRB 
NOLA, resulting in prolonged transit times and reduced training time.  
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Figure 1.5-1 Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans  
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Figure 1.5-2 Location Map of Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 
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1.7 Key Documents 

Key documents are sources of information considered to be key because of similar actions, analyses, or 
impacts that may apply to this Proposed Action. Key documents include: 

• Record of Categorical Exclusion for Adversary Aircraft Transitions at Naval Air Station Fallon, 
Nevada and Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans, Louisiana. On July 22, 2021, 
Commander, U.S. Fleet Forces Command signed a Record of Categorical Exclusion for the 
adversary aircraft transitions at Naval Air Station (NAS) Fallon and NAS JRB NOLA. At NAS JRB 
NOLA, 12 F/A-18 aircraft were replaced by 12 F-5N/F aircraft. The adversary aircraft are 
operated by VFC-204. The aircraft transition took place in 2022 and 2023. The transition was not 
expected to result in an increase in air operations at NAS JRB NOLA. In recent years, NAS JRB 
NOLA operations have ranged between 16,000 to 22,000 total annual operations.   

• Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Overseas 
Environmental Impact Statement (OEIS) (Navy, 2018). The 2018 Atlantic Fleet Training and 
Testing Final EIS/OEIS analyzed impacts from conducting at-sea training and testing along the 
east coast of the U.S. and Gulf of Mexico. The Gulf of Mexico Range Complex (within the larger 
Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing Study Area) includes approximately 20,000 square nautical 
miles (NM2) of SUA. Flight altitudes range from the surface to unlimited altitudes. Six Warning 
Areas are located within the Gulf of Mexico Range Complex. Restricted airspace associated with 
the Pensacola Operating Area, designated Restricted Area (R-) 2908, extends from the shoreline 
to approximately 3 NM offshore. The Record of Decision was issued on October 23, 2018.  

• Gulf of Mexico Range Complex EIS/OEIS (Navy, 2010). The 2010 Gulf of Mexico Range Complex 
EIS/OEIS analyzed unit level training by VFC-204 to include the conduct of bombing exercises 
(air-to-surface) in a Warning Area in the Gulf of Mexico. The Record of Decision was issued on 
February 24, 2011. 

• Environmental Assessment for Modification of Combat Readiness Training Center (CRTC)-Used 
Airspace (Air National Guard, 2008). In May 2008, the U.S. Air Force completed an EA for 
Modification of Airspace managed by the Mississippi Air National Guard’s CRTC, Gulfport, 
Mississippi. The EA evaluated modifications to over-land Northern Blocks of airspace and over-
water Southern Blocks of airspace. Within the Southern Block, among other changes, the 
proposed action reclassified the airspace west of Warning Area (W-) 453 (Eagle Gulf ATCAA) 
from 3,000 feet Mean Sea Level (MSL) up to, but not including 18,000 feet MSL as Snake MOA. 
The Eagle Gulf ATCAA west of W-453 from 18,000 feet MSL to Flight Level (FL) 600 was 
reclassified as the Skit ATCAA. No changes were proposed for airspace utilization. The Southern 
Blocks, consisting of the Snake MOA, Skit ATCAA, and W-453A, are used for air-to-air training, 
search and rescue missions, and Joint Force exercises. The Southern Block is scheduled from 
time-to-time by NAS JRB NOLA-based VFC-204. A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was 
signed on July 1, 2008. 

• Environmental Assessment for Deployment of Chaff and Flares in Military Training Airspace 
(Phase II) (Air National Guard, 2002). In June 2003, the Air National Guard completed an EA to 
evaluate the potential environmental and socioeconomic effects of the use of chaff and flares 
during training exercises in 16 MOAs or other military training airspace. The programmatic level 
EA included evaluation of chaff and flare continued use in W-453 in the Gulf of Mexico, which is 
managed by Gulfport CRTC, an Air National Guard unit based in Gulfport, Mississippi. The chaff 
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and flare usage analyzed in W-453 and the associated ATCAA was 29,500 chaff and 15,500 flares 
annually. A FONSI was signed on July 8, 2003.  

1.8 Relevant Laws and Regulations 

The Navy has prepared this EA in accordance with federal and state laws, statutes, regulations, and 
policies pertinent to the implementation of the Proposed Action. A description of the Proposed Action’s 
consistency with these laws, policies, and regulations, as well as the names of regulatory agencies 
responsible for their implementation, is presented in Chapter 5 (Table 5.1-1). 

1.9 Public and Agency Participation and Intergovernmental Coordination  

CEQ regulations direct agencies to involve the public in preparing and implementing their NEPA 
procedures.  

The Navy prepared this EA to inform the public of the Proposed Action and to allow the opportunity for 
public review and comment. The Draft EA was released for public comment for 45 days (August 22, 2024 
to October 6, 2024). Through the public involvement process, the Navy coordinated with the public and 
notified the public of the Proposed Action. No comments were received from the public. 

The Draft EA 45-day review period began with the publication of a Notice of Availability of the Draft EA 
for three consecutive days in The New Orleans Advocate on August 22, 23, and 24, 2024 (Appendix B). 
The notice described the Proposed Action, solicited public comments on the Draft EA, provided dates of 
the public comment period, and announced that a copy of the EA would be available for 
download/review on the Navy’s website and local libraries. The Draft EA was available on the following 
website: https://www.nepa.navy.mil/NOLASUA.  

The Navy also made copies of the Draft EA available at two local libraries as follows: 

• Belle Chasse Branch Library: 8442 LA-23, Belle Chasse, Louisiana 70037 

• Plaquemines Parish Library: 35572 Highway 11, Buras, Louisiana 70041  
The public was invited to submit comments on the Draft EA by any of the following methods: 

• electronically, via the project website: https://www.nepa.navy.mil/NOLASUA 

• in writing, by mail to: NOLA SUA Project Manager, Naval Facilities Engineering Systems 
Command Atlantic, Attn: Code EV21JB, 6506 Hampton Blvd, Norfolk, Virginia 23508 

The Navy coordinated or requested consultation regarding the Proposed Action with the following 
entities: 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Louisiana Ecological Services  

• National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries Southeast Regional Office 

• Louisiana Office of Cultural Development, Division of Historic Preservation  

• Chitimacha Tribe of Louisiana 

• Louisiana Department of Energy and Natural Resources (LDENR), Office of Coastal Management  

1.10 Procedure to Establish SUA 

The FAA is responsible for the safe and efficient use of all navigable airspace. The FAA processes 
requests to establish SUA in accordance with FAA Order JO 7400.2P, Procedures for Handling Airspace 

https://www.nepa.navy.mil/NOLASUA
https://www.nepa.navy.mil/NOLASUA
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Matters. The Navy submitted an airspace proposal to the FAA, which defined the proposed Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA (dimensions and altitudes), times of use, and activities that would occur in the 
MOA/ATCAA. In accordance with FAA Order JO 7400.2P, the FAA publicly circulated the detailed 
airspace proposal for 45 days to all known aviation interested persons and groups such as national and 
state aviation agencies; local flight schools, local airport owners, managers, and fixed base operators; 
and local air taxi and charter flight offices. The public circular included an FAA address and email to 
receive comments or information to assist in determining what effect the proposed airspace would have 
to navigable airspace. That circularization was a separate process but occurred concurrently with the 
Navy’s public and agency participation described in Section 1.9 above. No comments were received 
during the circularization. If the MOA is approved by FAA, it would be published in the current issue of 
FAA Order JO 7400.10, Special Use Airspace (published annually) and illustrated on sectional 
aeronautical charts (updated every 56 days). Once published, the SUA would be available for military 
use.  

1.11 Changes Between Draft EA and Final EA 

The following substantive updates have been made in the Final EA based on input from tribal 
governments, the public, and agencies.  

Executive Summary 

• The NOA publication dates have been added to ES.4, Public Involvement on page ES-4.  

Chapter 1. Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action  

• Section 1.1, Introduction, was revised to include language addressing the Navy’s election to 
follow the CEQ regulations that were in place at the outset of this EA.  

• Section 1.7, Key Documents, was revised to include citations for the listed documents.  

• Section 1.9, Public and Agency Participation and Intergovernmental Coordination, page 1-7 was 
revised to provide the NOA publication dates and to indicate that no public comments were 
received. The newspaper advertisement was added to Appendix B.  

• Section 1.10, Procedures to Establish SUA, page 1-8 was revised to indicate that no public 
comments were received during the circularization of the airspace proposal.  

Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

• Biological Resources. Section 3.3.2.1, ESA Protected Species, page 3-14 and Table 3.3-1 were 
revised to include the giant manta ray based on consultation with NOAA Fisheries. Section 3.3.3, 
Environmental Consequences, page 3-18 was revised to indicate that concurrence on the Navy’s 
findings to protected species was received from USFWS and NOAA Fisheries. Copies of 
correspondence from both agencies was added to Appendix E.  

• Coastal Zone. Section 3.4.3, Environmental Consequences, page 3-25 was revised to indicate that 
the Navy received concurrence on the Coastal Consistency Determination from the LDENR Office 
of Coastal Management. A copy of the correspondence was added to Appendix F. 

• Cultural Resources. Section 3.6.2, Affected Environment and Section 3.6.3, Environmental 
Consequences, pages 3-32 and 3-33 were revised to indicate that the Navy received concurrence 
from Louisiana SHPO and that no reply was received from the Chitimacha Tribe. 
Correspondence was added to Appendix G. 
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2 Proposed Action and Alternatives 

2.1 Proposed Action 

The Navy proposes to request that the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) establish a new Military 
Operations Area (MOA) and associated Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA), named the 
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA, east of Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans (NAS JRB NOLA) 
adjacent to the existing Snake MOA/ATCAA to accommodate required flight training activities for 
squadrons stationed at the base.   

2.2 Screening Factors 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) provide guidance on the consideration of alternatives to a federally proposed action and require 
rigorous exploration and objective evaluation of reasonable alternatives. Only those alternatives 
determined to be reasonable and meet the purpose and need for the Proposed Action require detailed 
analysis. 

Potential alternatives that meet the purpose and need were evaluated against the following screening 
factors: 

1. Flight training should occur in Special Use Airspace (SUA) that provides a closer entry point for 
pilots based at NAS JRB NOLA than existing SUA for gains in training efficiency. (Note: The 
existing SUA entry point is 40 nautical miles [NM] from NAS JRB NOLA.) Training efficiency is 
defined as increased time in SUA. 

2. The SUA must be large enough (e.g., greater than 450 square nautical miles [NM2]) to 
accommodate flight profile requirements of Fighter Squadron Composite Two Zero Four’s (VFC-
204’s) training mission to include supersonic flight. 

3. The SUA must connect to other existing SUA to provide the expanded space to support existing 
large scale exercises with multiple aircraft. 

4. The SUA must offer Navy squadrons prioritized access to training space in order to alleviate 
existing scheduling conflicts.  

5. The SUA must maintain aviation safety and reduce impacts to civil users to the extent 
practicable while supporting the military mission needs. 

6. The SUA must be acceptable to the FAA and FAA action must be in compliance with FAA Order 
1050.1F.  

Various action alternatives were evaluated against the screening factors. The alternatives considered 
include: 

• Request that FAA establish new SUA to the east of NAS JRB NOLA to accommodate required 
flight training activities. 

• Request that FAA establish new SUA southwest of NAS JRB NOLA to accommodate required 
flight training activities. 

• Conduct flight training in existing SUA offshore from Naval Air Station (NAS) Key West. 

• Conduct simulated flight training. 



Environmental Assessment  
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA Final March 2025 
 

2-2 
Proposed Action and Alternatives 

2.3 Alternatives Carried Forward for Analysis 

Based on the reasonable alternative screening factors, the Navy identified one action alternative to be 
analyzed in this Environmental Assessment (EA). The Navy will also analyze the No Action Alternative as 
required by NEPA.  

2.3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not occur. Squadrons located at NAS JRB 
NOLA, to include VFC-204, would continue to have longer transits to existing SUA (e.g., Snake Low MOA, 
Snake High MOA, and Snake ATCAA) which causes inefficient use of training time and fuel resources and 
does not resolve airspace scheduling conflicts. The No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose of 
and need for the Proposed Action; however, the No Action Alternative is used to analyze the 
consequences of not undertaking the Proposed Action and provides a benchmark for comparative 
analysis to enable decision makers to compare the magnitude of environmental effects of the action 
alternatives. The No Action Alternative is carried forward for analysis as required by NEPA regulations 
and Navy and FAA policy. 

2.3.2 Conduct Flight Training in New SUA to the East of Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base 
New Orleans (Preferred Alternative) 

The Navy proposes to request that the FAA establish a new MOA/ATCAA east of NAS JRB NOLA to 
accommodate required flight training activities. The new MOA and associated ATCAA would be directly 
adjacent to the existing Snake High MOA, Snake Low MOA, and Snake ATCAA east of NAS JRB NOLA 
(Figure 2.3-1). The new MOA/ATCAA would be named the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA. The Proposed Action 
would not change the existing types or quantities of military flight activities originating from NAS JRB 
NOLA or occurring in the region. The entry point for the new Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be less than 
25 NM from NAS JRB NOLA, offering closer airspace for VFC-204 to safely and more efficiently conduct 
training activities described in Section 2.3.2.2. Defensive countermeasure devices (described in Section 
2.3.2.2) would be used; however, no weapons testing or ordnance expenditure would occur within the 
new MOA/ATCAA. 

The publication of the Bourbon MOA on a sectional aeronautical chart would notify, advise, and alert 
other pilots of where military training activity could be occurring. The Bourbon MOA and associated 
ATCAA, when activated, would confine or segregate non-hazardous military flight activities from 
Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) aircraft and identify for Visual Flight Rules (VFR) aircraft where these 
activities are conducted. Itinerant (non-local) or other aircraft not familiar with Navy training activities 
would now be made aware of the military flight activity by the existence of the Bourbon MOA on the 
sectional aeronautical chart. The Bourbon MOA would be mapped on the New Orleans Sectional Chart 
and knowledge of its activation would prompt all pilots to take notice of military flight activity, resulting 
in better awareness and coordination. Non-participating IFR aircraft would not be allowed in the MOA 
when activated. 
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Figure 2.3-1  Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA and Existing Adjacent SUA  
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The FAA and the Navy would sign a Letter of Agreement (LOA) to ensure that radio communications 
provide adequate coverage to provide service to both participants and nonparticipants; publish area 
navigation waypoints for use in circumnavigating the MOA; and establish recall procedures for weather, 
emergencies, and medivac aircraft. 

2.3.2.1 Proposed Airspace Structure 
The proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would create a linkage to the Snake High MOA, Snake Low MOA, 
and Snake ATCAA and cover an area of approximately 480.7 NM2. The proposed MOA/ATCAA would be 
located partially over St. Bernard Parish, and partially over the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. A 
description of the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA is provided below. 

• Designated Altitudes:  
 MOA – 4,000 feet mean sea level (MSL) up to, but not including Flight Level (FL) 180 

(approximately 18,000 feet MSL) 

 ATCAA – FL180 to FL320. Upon request and FAA coordination, the ATCAA may be authorized 
up to FL500 for 15-minute functional check flights. 

• Times of Use: 0800–1700 local time Monday through Friday; other times by Notice to Air 
Missions (NOTAM). Estimated airspace usage would be approximately 5 hours a day, 240 days a 
year. 

• Controlling Agency: FAA, Houston Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC). 

• Using Agency: U.S. Navy, VFC-204, NAS JRB NOLA 

2.3.2.2 Proposed Training Operations 
Annual operations would be conducted within the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA up to 240 days per year, which 
is the current operations tempo for the adjacent existing SUA (5 days/week over 48 weeks/year). The 
airspace proposed for the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA is currently used to transition from NAS JRB NOLA to 
the current SUA (Snake MOA/ATCAA and Warning Areas). The number of aircraft using the airspace 
would be the same as current conditions, but instead of straight transition flights (lasting approximately 
10–12 minutes depending on the aircraft), the airspace would be used for training flights (lasting 
approximately 30–60 minutes). Primary users of the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be VFC-204 and the 
Louisiana Air National Guard (LAANG), but other military users may include Navy, Air Force, and other 
Service aircraft. The user units and aircraft types vary widely in the existing SUA and the same aircraft 
variability would be expected within the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA. Table 2.3-1 provides the existing sorties 
transiting the airspace and the proposed annual training sorties that would occur within the Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA. A sortie is the takeoff, operation, and landing of one aircraft. The total is based on 
operations during the last 3 years (2021, 2022, and 2023) and interviews conducted with the expected 
primary users of the MOA/ATCAA. Operations would fluctuate year-to-year depending on the training 
mission, deployments, etc. Use of the new Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would not change existing airfield 
operations at NAS JRB NOLA.  
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Table 2.3-1 Existing and Proposed Annual Sorties1 in Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

Aircraft 
Existing Sorties (Transit) Proposed Sorties (Training) 

Sorties (Number) Time per Sortie 
(minutes) Sorties (Number) Time per Sortie 

(minutes) 
F-5 1,195 10 1,195 60 

F-15 1,553 10 1,553 30 
F-35 360 10 360 10–302 
F-18 353 10 353 10–302 

Other3 708 10-12 708 30 
TOTAL 4,169 718 hours 4,169 2,565 hours 

Notes:  1A sortie is the takeoff, operation, and landing of one aircraft. 
 2About half of the F-35 and F-18 sorties are expected to transit through the new Bourbon MOA/ATCAA as they 

do currently to access the existing SUA (10 minutes); the other half would remain in the new MOA/ATCAA for 
training (30 minutes).   

 3Other aircraft could include various jets, cargo aircraft, helicopters, and unmanned aircraft. 

Training operations in the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would typically be scheduled for 1- to 1.5-hour blocks. 
The airspace would be activated 15 minutes prior (coordinated with FAA Houston ARTCC). While the 
airspace would typically be scheduled for 1- to 1.5-hour blocks, operations generally last less than 1 
hour. The daily total of scheduled blocks is estimated to be up to 5 hours per day. Once training is 
complete, the airspace would be returned to the controlling agency (FAA Houston ARTCC).  

Mission scenarios for aircraft utilizing the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be similar to those occurring in 
the existing adjacent SUA and include functional check flights, currency, basic fighter maneuvers, Fleet 
Replacement Squadron training/tactical intercepts, familiarization training, and participation in large 
scale exercises that would include multiple aircraft and use the connected SUA. Supersonic flight within 
the proposed MOA/ATCAA would be required for certain training scenarios. Within certain zones of the 
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA, supersonic flight would be restricted to certain altitudes as illustrated on Figure 
2.3-2. Within a zone defined by an arc (shaded gray on Figure 2.3-2) extending 12 NM from latitude 
29°49’23”N, longitude 089°36’30”W, supersonic flight would only be authorized above FL300 (in the 
ATCAA). Beyond this arc to the east, supersonic flight would be authorized at all altitudes of the 
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA (4,000 feet MSL to FL320). The authorization east of the arc would be consistent 
with the adjacent SUA in which the Navy authorizes supersonic operations without restrictions. 
Supersonic speed does not occur for the duration of the sortie, but rather one or more short intervals of 
approximately 30 seconds. In the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA, 3 percent of the total F-5 sorties 
(approximately 36 sorties) and 10 percent of the total F-15 sorties (approximately 155 sorties) would 
include supersonic speed.   

Some training events may include the expenditure of chaff and flares, consistent with the adjacent SUA. 
Chaff and flares are the principal defensive countermeasures dispensed by military aircraft to avoid 
detection or attack by enemy air defense systems and keep aircraft from being successfully targeted by 
weapons. When pilots detect threats from these weapons, they must respond instantly and instinctively 
using appropriate countermeasures. Pilots must become proficient at using these countermeasures 
through training to establish these critical response patterns.  
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Figure 2.3-2  Proposed Authorized Supersonic Airspace 
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Each chaff cartridge measures 1-inch by 1-inch by 8-inches and remains on the aircraft after its contents 
are ejected. A cartridge contains a “bundle” of approximately 5 to 5.6 million chaff fibers (aluminum-
coated silica) along with two 1-inch square by 0.125-inch-thick plastic end caps and a 1-inch by 1-inch 
felt spacer. Individual chaff fibers are approximately half the thickness of a very fine human hair and 
range in length from 0.3 to 1 inch or more. To put one strand of chaff in perspective, if a 1-inch-long 
strand of chaff were laid on this page, most readers would not be able to see the strand. When 
dispensed from aircraft, the bundle breaks apart to form an electronic “cloud” that interferes with the 
radar signal and temporarily hides the maneuvering aircraft from radar detection. The light fibers drift in 
the prevailing wind and ultimately settle on the surface where they readily degrade in soil or water. The 
plastic end caps and felt spacer fall to the ground as debris after being released from the aircraft. 
Representative chaff types include RR-180 and RR-188, which are training chaff that do not interfere 
with radar. A maximum of 10,000 chaff cartridges would be expended annually in the Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA (the cartridge itself remains on the aircraft). Actual quantities are dependent on the type 
of training scenario being performed. The annual totals would fluctuate and likely be less than 10,000. 

2.4 Alternatives Considered but not Carried Forward for Detailed Analysis 

The following alternatives were considered, but not carried forward for detailed analysis in this EA as 
they did not meet the purpose and need for the project or satisfy the reasonable alternative screening 
factors presented in Section 2.2. 

2.4.1 Conduct Flight Training in New SUA to the Southwest of NAS JRB NOLA 
The Navy considered requesting that FAA establish a new block of SUA southwest of NAS JRB NOLA near 
the city of Houma in Terrebonne Parish that would have offered a closer entry point of 13 NM from NAS 
JRB NOLA, but it did not connect to existing offshore SUA (screening factor #3). Since this block of 
airspace would not connect to other SUA, it would need to be sized large enough to accommodate not 
only the VFC-204 mission profile but also large enough to support large scale exercises that include 
multiple aircraft. Given the amount of existing civil traffic in this area, establishing a new larger MOA in 
this location would conflict with civil aviation (screening factor #5) and thus would not be supported by 
FAA (screening factor #6). Also, being over land, a MOA in this area would have higher altitude 
restrictions for supersonic flight activity (screening factor #2). A new block of SUA to the southwest of 
NAS JRB NOLA large enough to accommodate individual and large scale exercises would not meet the 
reasonable alternative screening factors. Therefore, this alternative was considered but is not being 
carried forward for detailed analysis in the EA. 

2.4.2 Conduct Flight Training in Existing SUA Offshore from Naval Air Station Key West 
The Navy considered the use of existing SUA offshore from NAS Key West. This alternative would require 
pilots to travel to NAS Key West and conduct their training from that location rather than from their 
home air station. Fighter Squadron Composite 111 (VFC-111), a Navy Reserve adversary squadron, is 
based at NAS Key West and operates F-5N/F aircraft similar to those operated by VFC-204 out of NAS 
JRB NOLA. NAS Key West is surrounded on three sides by large expanses of SUA (i.e., W-465A/B/C and 
W-174A/B/C/D/E/F/G) that accommodate large operations, air-to-air combat training, air combat 
maneuvers, and air-to-air gunnery operations. Traveling to NAS Key West for training would increase 
transit time, increase fuel costs, and not offer a long-term training solution. This alternative is not 
carried forward for detailed analysis in the EA because it does not meet the reasonable screening factor 
of providing a closer entry point for SUA in order to increase training efficiency (screening factor #1).  
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2.4.3 Conduct Simulated Flight Training 
The use of flight simulators are an essential part of the aircrew’s flight training program. Flight 
simulators can provide training efficiencies (no transits required), and there are no airspace scheduling 
conflicts associated with simulated training. Simulators are currently used to the maximum extent 
possible and provide good skills training that cannot be replicated accurately and/or safely in the 
aircraft, such as engine-out training. However, the complete substitution of simulator training for flight 
training is not a viable alternative to the Proposed Action. Though simulation technology has provided 
increased realism over the years, simulators still lack the external environment realism, and the 
necessary level of fidelity or interoperability that provides pilots with airmanship, critical thinking, and 
seasoning under real-world flight conditions. Therefore, a simulated training alternative is not carried 
forward for detailed analysis in the EA because it does not meet the reasonable screening factor for the 
establishment of SUA for training to the VFC-204 mission profiles (screening factor #2). 
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3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
This chapter presents a description of the environmental resources and baseline conditions that could 
be affected from implementing any of the alternatives and an analysis of the potential direct and 
indirect effects of each alternative. 

All potentially relevant environmental resource areas were considered for analysis in this Environmental 
Assessment (EA). In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, and Department of Navy and Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) guidelines, the level of detail used in describing a resource is commensurate with the anticipated 
level of potential environmental impact. In considering whether the effects of the Proposed Action are 
significant, agencies shall analyze the potentially affected environment and degree of the effects of the 
action (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] part 1501.3). “Significantly,” as used in NEPA, requires 
consideration of both context and intensity. Context means that the significance of an action must be 
analyzed in several contexts such as society as a whole, the affected region, the affected interests, and 
the locality. Significance varies with the setting of a proposed action. Intensity refers to the severity or 
extent of the potential environmental impact, which can be thought of in terms of the potential amount 
of the likely change.  

This section includes a detailed discussion of airspace management, noise, biological resources, coastal 
zone, visual effects, cultural resources, and environmental justice. 

The potential impacts to the following resource areas are considered to be negligible or non-existent so 
they were not analyzed in further detail in this EA: 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases (GHGs): Air quality is defined by the concentration of various 
pollutants in the atmosphere. Criteria pollutants include ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, 
sulfur dioxide, lead, inhalable particulate matter and fine inhalable particulate matter that are regulated 
under the Clean Air Act. The mixing height is the altitude at which the lower atmosphere will undergo 
mechanical or turbulent mixing. Pollutants that are released above the mixing height typically will not 
disperse downward and thus will have little or no effect on ground level concentrations of pollutants. 
For air quality assessments for aircraft operations, United States (U.S.) Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) defines 3,000 feet above ground level (AGL) as an acceptable value for the mixing height (40 
CFR part 93.153(c)(2)(xxii)). Aircraft from Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans (NAS JRB 
NOLA) currently transit through the proposed airspace at approximately 10,000–18,000 feet AGL to 
access the existing Special Use Airspace (SUA) to the east of the base (Snake Military Operations Area 
(MOA)/Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace [ATCAA] and Warning Areas). The creation of the Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA would allow the aircraft to fly as low as 4,000 feet mean sea level (MSL), which is 
approximately 4,000 feet AGL in this area. Therefore, pollutant emissions from existing and proposed 
aircraft activity would have no interaction with the lower atmosphere below the mixing height and there 
would be no effect to ground level concentrations of pollutants from the Proposed Action. Therefore, air 
quality was eliminated from further consideration.  

GHGs are pollutants that specifically impact our climate by trapping heat in the lower atmosphere, 
resulting in global warming that contributes to climate change. GHG emissions result from the 
combustion of fossil fuels, and these gases reside throughout the altitude profile of the troposphere (up 
to about 11 miles at the New Orleans latitude). Therefore, consideration of impacts from GHGs include 
evaluation of the entire flight profile, not just those occurring below the mixing height (3,000 feet AGL). 



Environmental Assessment  
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA Final March 2025 
 

3-2 
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

The projected number of sorties would not change as compared to those occurring currently (see Table 
2.3-1) meaning the number of transits to and from the airspace would not change, either. As shown in 
Table 2.3-1, the time spent in the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would increase but this time is currently spent 
training in the adjacent SUA and would not represent an overall increase in training time in the region. 
There would be negligible change in the GHG emissions and the social cost of carbon associated with 
training operations in the region. Thus, GHGs were eliminated from further consideration.      

Land Use: The proposed MOA/ATCAA would primarily overlie open waters, bayous, and marshes. Due to 
the limited amount of land above sea level, relatively few residential or commercial land uses underlie 
the proposed MOA/ATCAA. The anticipated noise from aircraft training activities would not be at a level 
that would be incompatible with existing land use (see Section 3.2, Noise). Therefore, this resource was 
eliminated from further consideration.  

Farmlands: The Farmland Protection Policy Act regulates Federal actions with the potential to convert 
farmland to non-agricultural uses. There are no mapped Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 
of Statewide Importance below the proposed MOA/ATCAA nor would the Proposed Action result in 
conversion of any agricultural land. Therefore, there would be no impact to farmlands and the resource 
was eliminated from further consideration.  

Geology, Topography, and Soils: The Proposed Action would be limited to flight training only and would 
not include any project components that would directly disturb soil. Therefore, there would be no 
impact on geology, topography, or soil resources associated with the Proposed Action and the resource 
was eliminated from further consideration. 

Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention: The type of training that would occur in 
the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be the same types of training that currently occur in adjacent 
SUA. There would be no change in the types or quantities of hazardous materials or solid waste or the 
storage and handling of these materials at NAS JRB NOLA. Therefore, there would be no impact on 
hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention associated with the Proposed Action and the 
resource was eliminated from further consideration.   

Natural Resources and Energy Supply: A discussion of natural resources and energy supply is required 
under FAA NEPA guidance to determine a proposal’s consumption of natural resources (such as water, 
asphalt, aggregate, wood, etc.) and use of energy supplies (such as coal for electricity, natural gas for 
heating, etc.). Consumption of natural resources and use of energy supplies would typically result from 
construction, operation, and maintenance activities. The Proposed Action would not involve extractive 
activities or changes in the energy supply. Energy supplies in the form of jet fuel would be consumed 
during training operations; however, the Navy does not anticipate an increase in fuel consumption as a 
result of the proposed action. Therefore, there would be no impact on natural resources and energy 
supply associated with the Proposed Action and the resource was eliminated from further 
consideration. 

Public Health and Safety: The health and safety analysis includes consideration of any activities, 
occurrences, or operations that have the potential to affect the safety, well-being, or health of members 
of the public. A safe environment is one in which there is no, or optimally reduced, potential for death, 
serious bodily injury or illness, or property damage. The primary goal is to identify and prevent potential 
accidents or impacts on the general public and ensure there are no disproportionately high health and 
safety risks to children per Executive Order (EO) 13045. The proposed MOA/ATCAA would be directly 
adjacent to an existing SUA complex. As described in Section 1.5, due to the limited amount of land 
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above sea level, relatively few residential or commercial structures underlie the proposed MOA/ATCAA. 
Sparsely inhabited areas are only found underlying the very western point of the MOA/ATCAA 
boundary. The proposed use of the new MOA/ATCAA would include the same types of non-hazardous 
training activities that currently occur in the adjacent Snake MOA/ATCAA. Continued adherence to 
existing rules and operating procedures designed to ensure safety of flight and minimize risk to people 
and property on the ground would result in a negligible change in safety risk. The noise exposure from 
the proposed flight training in the new MOA/ATCAA would not be at a level that would result in noise-
induced hearing loss (see Section 3.2, Noise). Completion of the FAA aeronautical analysis of the 
airspace proposal ensures the proposed MOA/ATCAA would be compliant with airspace regulations and 
the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace. Therefore, there would be no change to public 
health and safety and the resource was eliminated from further consideration.  

Socioeconomics: Socioeconomics is defined as the basic attributes and resources associated with the 
human environment (i.e., population, employment, income, and housing). There would be no change in 
personnel associated with the Proposed Action that would result in a change to population, 
employment, income, housing, schools, or public services. The main concern for socioeconomics 
resources would be the potential for economical impacts to recreational and commercial airspace users 
from the establishment of the new MOA/ATCAA. Potential impacts to non-participating Instrument 
Flight Rules (IFR) aircraft from restricted access to the MOA/ATCAA during activation periods would be 
negligible since the restricted access would be localized and temporary, last only for the duration of the 
training, and would be returned to the controlling agency once training is complete. The number of 
other users of the airspace that would be impacted and the additional flight time to avoid the active 
MOA/ATCAA would be minimal, see Section 3.1, Airspace Management. Publication of the Bourbon 
MOA on a sectional aeronautical chart would provide recreational and commercial airspace users the 
expected times of use allowing these users to plan their activities accordingly and further reduce the 
potential for socioeconomic impacts.  

Water Resources: The Proposed Action would be limited to flight training activities only and would not 
have any impact on surface water, groundwater, or wetland resources. Floodplains are protected by EO 
11988, Floodplain Management, which requires that each Federal agency “…take action to reduce the 
risk of flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare, and to restore 
and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains.” The proposed MOA/ATCAA would 
not impact floodplain management. The use of chaff and flares in the new MOA/ATCAA would be 
consistent with the use in the adjacent SUA. Flares are fully consumed within the airspace within 
approximately 5 seconds of release. Chaff fibers are widely distributed with prevailing wind conditions 
and ultimately settle to the surface. The fibers are non-toxic and readily degrade in water and do not 
alter water quality. The potential effects of chaff and flares and the residual materials (i.e., end caps and 
felt spacers) have been studied in previous analyses with the overall conclusion that the chemical 
components of chaff and flares and the presence of residual materials do not impact water resources, 
particularly in insignificant quantities of these components (Department of the Air Force, 1997, 2011, 
2023; Air National Guard, 2002). Therefore, water resources were eliminated from further 
consideration.  
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3.1 Airspace Management 

The FAA manages all airspace within the U.S. and the U.S. territories. Airspace, which is defined in 
vertical and horizontal dimensions and by time, is considered to be a finite resource that must be 
managed for the benefit of all aviation sectors including commercial, general, and military aviation. 

3.1.1 Regulatory Setting 
Specific aviation and airspace management procedures and policies to be used by the Navy are provided 
in Commander, Naval Air Forces Manual 3710.7, Naval Air Training and Operating Procedures 
Standardization General Flight and Operating Instructions. The proposed MOA/ATCAA would be 
available to all Department of Defense (DoD) aircraft. Users would follow Service-specific policy for 
airspace management and procedures. Other applicable regulations regarding SUA management include 
specific FAA Orders. 

FAA Order 1050.1F (issued July 16, 2015), Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, provides FAA 
policy and procedures to ensure agency compliance with the requirements set forth in the CEQ 
regulations for implementing the provisions of the NEPA; Department of Transportation Order 5610.1C, 
Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts (2012); and other related statutes and directives. 

FAA Joint Order (JO) 7400.2P (issued April 20, 2023), Procedures for Handling Airspace Matters, provides 
procedures for administration of the airspace program. Specifically, Part 5, Chapter 21, prescribes 
specific policies and procedures to establish/designate airspace in the interest of national defense, 
security, and/or welfare. SUA is published annually in FAA JO 7400.10F, Special Use Airspace (current 
effective publication is February 16, 2024). 

3.1.2 Affected Environment 
The airspace proposed for the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA is currently used by military aircraft transiting from 
NAS JRB NOLA to existing SUA located east of the base. These military flights constitute over 4,000 
flights (or sorties) per year (see Table 2.3-1) or approximately 330 flights per month. In addition to the 
military aircraft transiting the airspace, civil aircraft also use the airspace. FAA’s Performance Data 
Analysis and Reporting System (PDARS) data was used to determine the existing civil traffic in the 
proposed MOA/ATCAA that could be potentially affected if the MOA/ATCAA is established. A review of 
the PDARS data determined that over the course of one month in 2023, 251 total civil flights traversed 
the airspace in the proposed Bourbon MOA (105 civil flights) and associated ATCAA (146 civil flights) 
during the proposed times of use of the MOA/ATCAA. Commercial air carriers were the most common 
aircraft transiting through the proposed MOA and ATCAA.  

Within the proposed MOA, the most common direct flights were: Orlando International, Florida to/from 
Louis Armstrong New Orleans International, Louisiana; Fort Lauderdale, Florida to/from Louis Armstrong 
New Orleans International, Louisiana; Palm Beach International, Florida to/from Lakefront Airport, 
Louisiana; and Miami International, Florida to/from Louis Armstrong New Orleans International, 
Louisiana. Within the proposed ATCAA, only three direct flights occurred in the dataset: Cancun 
International, Mexico to/from Minneapolis Saint Paul, Minnesota; Fort Lauderdale International, Florida 
to/from Dallas Fort Worth, Texas; and Orlando International, Florida to/from Louis Armstrong New 
Orleans International, Louisiana.  
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3.1.3 Environmental Consequences 
The analysis of airspace use considers the potential impact to civilian aircraft users from the 
establishment of SUA where there was not any previously. A detailed Airspace Impact Analysis is 
provided in Appendix C. That analysis describes the potential impacts to air carrier traffic and other non-
military traffic (Air Taxi and General Aviation); the results of that analysis are summarized here. The 
impact to non-military users is described in terms of the additional travel time that would be required to 
avoid an active MOA/ATCAA. The Airspace Impact Analysis is based on 30 days of radar data from 
February 20 through March 22, 2023 (see Appendix C for methodology). 

3.1.3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change to existing military aircraft overflight tempo, 
patterns, or use of the airspace. The area proposed as the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would continue to be 
used by military aircraft transiting to existing SUA east of NAS JRB NOLA and civilian users as described 
in Section 3.1.2. There would be no change to existing airspace management.   

3.1.3.2 Conduct Flight Training in New SUA to the East of NAS JRB NOLA (Preferred Alternative) 
Table 3.1-1 provides the military usage of the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA. As shown, the expected 
activation of the MOA/ATCAA would be 5 hours during the published days of use. Potential impacts to 
civil traffic would only occur when the MOA/ATCAA is active.  

Table 3.1-1 Military Usage of Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

Metric Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA Assumptions 

Number of Proposed Sorties1 4,169 Average sorties in adjacent Snake MOA/ATCAA 
Hours per Year – Activation  1,200 Total activation time 
Hours per Day – Activation 5 240 days per year 
% Time Military Aircraft Present ~55% Monday to Friday, 8:00 a.m.–5:00 p.m. Local 
Note:  1One sortie includes the takeoff, mission, and landing of one aircraft.  
Legend:  ~ = approximately; % = percent; ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; MOA = Military Operations Area 

As shown in Table 3.1-1, the expected activation of the Bourbon MOA and ATCAA would be 5 hours 
during the published days of use. Potential impacts to civil traffic would only occur when the MOA is 
active. Impacts to civil aircraft operations are discussed for the MOA and ATCAA. 

Commercial air carriers were the most common aircraft transiting through the proposed MOA and 
ATCAA. Impacts to rerouting civil traffic around the MOA would result in 1 to 8 minutes of additional 
travel time depending on the route. Impacts to rerouting civil traffic around the ATCAA would result in 
less than 1 minute to 6 minutes of additional travel time.  

The numerous existing SUAs along the Gulf Coast make rerouting around the proposed MOA and ATCAA 
to the north impractical without incurring excessive route deviations. The Airspace Impact Analysis 
(Appendix C) concluded that the low count of civil traffic in the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA is 
because civil traffic is already bound by the existing Snake High MOA/ATCAA, Snake Low MOA, and a 
large complex of Warning Areas to the east, and most traffic would likely already be routed to 
circumnavigate existing SUA. Thus, the establishment of the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA adjacent to this 
existing large complex would not have a significant impact on civil users or result in a change to airspace 
management. 



Environmental Assessment  
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA Final March 2025 
 

3-6 
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

3.2 Noise 

Noise is unwanted sound that interferes with normal activities or otherwise diminishes the quality of the 
environment. Noise may be intermittent or continuous, steady or impulsive, stationary or transient. 
Stationary sources are normally related to specific land uses, e.g., housing tracts or industrial plants. 
Transient noise sources move through the environment, either along relatively established paths (e.g., 
highways, railroads, and aircraft flight tracks around airports), or randomly. There is wide diversity in 
responses to noise according to the type of noise and the characteristics of the sound source, the 
sensitivity and expectations of the receptor, the time of day, and the distance between the noise source 
(e.g., an aircraft) and the receptor (e.g., a person or animal). 

The physical characteristics of noise and sound include its intensity, frequency, and duration. Sound is 
created by acoustic energy, which produces minute pressure waves that travel through a medium, like 
air, and are sensed by the eardrum, much like how ripples in water move when a stone is dropped into 
it. As the acoustic energy increases, the intensity or amplitude of these pressure waves increase, and the 
ear senses louder noise. The unit used to measure the intensity of sound is the decibel (dB). Sound 
intensity varies widely (from a soft whisper to a jet engine) and is measured on a logarithmic scale. 
Human hearing ranges from 0 dB (barely audible) to 120 dB, where physical discomfort is caused by the 
sound. 

The frequency of sound is measured in cycles per second, or hertz (Hz). This measurement reflects the 
number of times per second the air vibrates from the acoustic energy. Low frequency sounds are heard 
as rumbles or roars, and high frequency sounds are heard as screeches. Sound measurement is further 
refined by “weighting.” The normal human ear can detect sounds that range in frequency from about 20 
Hz to 15,000 Hz, with the human ear most sensitive to frequencies in the 1,000 to 4,000 Hz range. Sound 
measurements are “A-weighted,” and are indicated in terms of A-weighted decibels (dBA). A-weighting 
accounts for the frequency sensitivity of the human ear. The dBA is also appropriate for measuring 
continuous sounds. “C-weighting” is typically applied to impulsive sounds such as a sonic boom or 
ordnance detonation and indicated as C-weighted decibels (dBC). 

3.2.1 Noise Metrics and Modeling Software 
The word “metric” is used to describe a standard of measurement. Many different types of noise 
metrics have been developed to represent the effects of environmental noise. 

The metrics supporting the assessment of noise from aircraft operations used in this EA are the 
A-weighted and C-weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL and CDNL, respectively), Maximum 
Sound Level (Lmax), and Sound Exposure Level (SEL). Each metric is briefly explained below. As is done in 
many environmental documents, the “A” in dBA is dropped for brevity to refer to A-weighted sound 
levels. All sound levels presented in this document are A-weighted unless otherwise denoted as C-
weighted or dBC. 

The DNL is a cumulative noise metric that measures subsonic aircraft noise based on annual average 
daily aircraft operations. DNL is the DoD standard metric for modeling the cumulative noise exposure 
and assessing community noise impacts (DoD Instruction 4715.13, Operational Noise Program). DNL 
uses two time periods: daytime (acoustic day) and nighttime (acoustic night). Daytime hours are from 
7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., and nighttime hours are from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. local time. Based on the 
higher sensitivity to noise and associated annoyance during nighttime hours, a 10 dB penalty is assigned 
to single event sound levels that occur during acoustical nighttime. CDNL is a similar cumulative noise 
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metric to DNL with regards to acoustic day- and night-time periods and a nighttime 10 dB addition to 
single event sound levels; however, CDNL weighting focuses on the lower frequencies of sound levels 
associated with supersonic noise. 

A common metric used to describe a single aircraft noise event is the maximum sound level, or Lmax, 
measured in dB. Lmax is the highest A-weighted sound level that occurs during the aircraft overflight. Lmax 
describes the maximum level of a noise event but does not take into account its duration. The SEL, 
measured in dB, is a composite metric that represents both the magnitude and duration of an aircraft 
overflight. The SEL is a measure of the total acoustic energy in the event, but does not directly represent 
the sound level heard at any given time. The SEL is the building block for calculating DNL. 

3.2.1.1 Relationship Between Noise and Annoyance 
Annoyance, which is based on perception, represents the primary effect associated with aircraft noise. 
Generally, the louder the noise, the more annoyance it causes. Attitudinal surveys conducted over 
several decades show a consistent relationship between DNL and the percentages of groups of people 
who express various degrees of annoyance. This relationship was originally suggested by Schultz (1978). 
The updated relationship by Finegold et al. (1994) which does not differ substantially from the original, 
is the current federally-accepted form and is shown in Table 3.2-1. The Committee on Hearing, 
Bioacoustics, and Biomechanics (1981) developed the equivalent relationship between annoyance and 
CDNL from sonic booms. The relationship of annoyance to DNL and CDNL is presented in Table 3.2-1. 
While not a determination of significance, the calculated DNL and CDNL for the MOA/ATCAA addressed 
in this EA can be compared against Table 3.2-1 to provide an estimate of the percentage of the 
population that would be “highly annoyed” by the noise. These data provide a perspective on the level 
of annoyance that might occur. The study results summarized in Table 3.2-1 are based on outdoor noise 
levels. 

Table 3.2-1 Relationship of Annoyance to DNL and CDNL 

DNL (dB) Estimated Percentage of Population “Highly 
Annoyed” CDNL (dB) 

45 .083 42 
50 1.66 46 
55 3.31 51 
60 6.48 56 
65 12.29 60 
70 22.10 65 

Note:  Noise impacts on individuals vary as do individual reactions to noise. This is a general prediction of the percentage of 
the population potentially highly annoyed based on environmental noise surveys conducted around the world. 

Legend:  dB = decibel; DNL = A-weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level; CDNL = C-weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level 
Sources:  Department of Defense Noise Working Group (DNWG), 2009; Committee on Hearing, Bioacoustics, and 

Biomechanics, 1981; Finegold et al., 1994 

3.2.1.2 Noise Induced Hearing Loss 
Noise induced hearing loss risk has been extensively studied, with the consensus that populations 
exposed to noise greater than 80 dB DNL are at the greatest risk of potential hearing loss (DoD, 2009). 
Because no person or place would be exposed to noise levels greater than 80 dB DNL from the Proposed 
Action activities, noise induced hearing loss is not discussed further in this analysis. 
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3.2.1.3 Noise Modeling Software 
The noise associated with aircraft operations can be subsonic or supersonic. Subsonic noise is noise 
generated by an aircraft’s engines and airframe. This is the most familiar form of noise. Supersonic noise 
is the noise generated when an aircraft flies faster than the speed of sound and has the potential to 
create sonic booms. A sonic boom is the sound associated with shock waves generated when the aircraft 
travels at supersonic speeds.  

Subsonic noise analysis is performed using the accepted Noisemap suite of noise modeling programs 
(Wyle, 1998; Wasmer Consulting, 2006). MR_NMAP is the specific program used to define noise levels 
within SUA associated with military aircraft operations (DoD, 2020). Military training within a 
MOA/ATCAA is dispersed throughout the confines of the MOA/ATCAA; as such, the software assumes an 
even distribution of noise across the entire airspace modeled and calculates a single DNL value. 
Therefore, noise contour results are not illustrated for aircraft noise in MOAs/ATCAAs.  

Supersonic noise analysis is performed using the accepted noise modeling program BooMap (Blue Ridge 
Research and Consulting, 2021; DoD, 2020). This software is used to develop noise levels associated with 
military aircraft supersonic operations. Long-term military air combat training analysis shows that 
military aircraft typically operate in elliptical areas within the boundaries of the airspace when 
performing supersonic operations (Plotkin et al., 1992). 

3.2.2 Regulatory Setting 
The analysis of the acoustic environment involves consideration of many factors including the types, 
locations, and frequency of aerial operations, the classification of existing airspace, and the amount of 
air traffic using or transiting through a given area. This analysis quantifies the anticipated subsonic and 
supersonic noise from military aircraft activity within the existing and proposed airspace. 

The USEPA has identified 55 dB DNL as a level that protects public health and welfare with an adequate 
margin of safety (USEPA, 1982). This means that 55 dB DNL is a threshold below which adverse noise 
effects are not expected to occur. According to the Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise 
(FICUN), noise exposure greater than 65 dB DNL is considered generally incompatible with residential, 
public use (i.e., schools), or recreational and entertainment areas (FICUN, 1980). 

The U.S. Army Public Health Command indicates that 62 dB CDNL is the level at which one could expect 
a rise in annoyance similar to that of a DNL level of 65 dB for subsonic noise. Areas with less than 62 dB 
CDNL are considered compatible with residential and noise sensitive areas (U.S. Army Center for Health 
Promotion and Preventive Medicine, 2005). 

Per FAA Order 1050.1F, a noise sensitive area is defined as an area where noise interferes with normal 
activities associated with its use. Normally, noise sensitive areas include residential, educational, health, 
and religious structures and sites, and parks, recreational areas, areas with wilderness characteristics, 
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and cultural and historical sites. 

For airspace actions, FAA requires that an action proponent identify where noise will change by the 
following specified amounts in noise sensitive areas (FAA Order 1050.1F): 

• For DNL 65 dB and higher: +/- DNL 1.5 dB (significant) 

• For DNL 60 dB to <65 dB: +/- DNL 3 dB (reportable) 

• For DNL 45 dB to <60 dB: +/- DNL 5 dB (reportable) 
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3.2.3 Affected Environment 
Existing military operations in the airspace proposed as the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA are composed of 
transit flights from several types of aircraft from NAS JRB NOLA to the existing SUA in the east (Snake 
MOA/ATCAA and Warning Areas). The current subsonic noise exposure from these flights is low, 
estimated at 35 dB DNL with less than one daily event exceeding 65 dB SEL (Table 3.2-2). Based on this 
DNL, the Finegold (1994) analysis (see Table 3.2-1) predicts less than 0.83 percent of the population 
underlying the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA is highly annoyed with the existing aircraft activity. 
There is currently no supersonic flight in the airspace proposed as the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA.  

Table 3.2-2 DNL for Annual Military Aircraft Operations – Existing Conditions 

Operations Airspace DNL 
(dB) 

Estimated Percentage of 
Population “Highly Annoyed” 

Number of Daily 
Events >65 SEL 

Subsonic Existing, uncharted  35 < 0.83 < 1 
Legend:  < = less than; > = greater than; dB = decibel; DNL = A-weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level; SEL = Sound Exposure 
Level 
Source:  Stantec 2024a,b,c 

Land use under the airspace proposed as the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA consists primarily of uninhabitable 
swamp and marsh lands and intertidal waters. Single- and multi-family residences are present along 
rural areas of State Routes 46 and 624. Additionally, various recreational vehicle parks, marinas, lodging, 
and charter services are located along these highways. An historic property, Fort Proctor, is located 
beneath the proposed MOA/ATCAA. Both roadway and waterway vehicle operations would be the 
dominate noise source of the area, with the occasional military and civilian aircraft overflight. 

3.2.4 Environmental Consequences 
A detailed description of the methodology for determining noise impacts and a detailed noise 
assessment for this Proposed Action is provided in Appendix D. A summary of the results is provided in 
this section.  

3.2.4.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, a new permanent MOA/ATCAA would not be established; however, 
military aircraft from NAS JRB NOLA would continue to use the airspace during transit to and from the 
Snake MOA/ATCAA and other existing SUA. The current noise environment in the area proposed for the 
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would remain unchanged and includes noise exposure from roadway and 
waterway vehicle operations and overflight by various types of military and civilian aircraft at various 
altitudes. The subsonic military aircraft noise level associated with the No Action Alternative would be 
the same as existing conditions presented in Section 3.2.3 and Table 3.2-2. 

3.2.4.2 Conduct Flight Training in New SUA to the East of NAS JRB NOLA (Preferred Alternative) 
The noise analysis used approved software to predict the DNL in the proposed MOA/ATCAA to compare 
against the USEPA, FICUN, and FAA thresholds described in Section 3.2.2. The Proposed Action includes 
both subsonic and supersonic activity from aircraft within the proposed MOA/ATCAA. While not a 
determination of significance, an estimate of the percentage of the population that would be “highly 
annoyed” by the noise from the resulting DNL and CDNL is also provided (see Table 3.2-1). 

While DNL is the DoD standard metric for assessing noise impacts (DoD Instruction 4715.13, Operational 
Noise Program), supplemental metrics are used to provide more detailed noise exposure information for 
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the decision process and to improve communication with the public and stakeholders. Supplemental 
metrics are not intended to replace the DNL metric as the primary descriptor of cumulative noise 
exposure and anticipated significance of impacts, but rather are useful tools to supplement the impact 
information disclosed by the DNL metric. Thus, the noise analysis includes supplemental data for single 
events to better describe the “loudness” of individual aircraft overflights for the aircraft proposed to 
operate in the MOA/ATCAA at various power settings at the lowest possible altitudes (i.e., the floor of 
the MOA). These metrics are different from DNL and therefore, cannot be compared against Table 3.2-1 
to predict annoyance. 

Cumulative Noise Metrics (DNL and CDNL) 

Under the Preferred Alternative, the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be established and used for training 
Monday through Friday. Table 3.2-3 shows the modeled DNL and CDNL for annual military aircraft 
operations within the proposed MOA/ATCAA. The subsonic noise level from aircraft operations within 
the proposed MOA/ATCAA would be 52 dB DNL. This level would not exceed 65 dB DNL, the significance 
threshold defined by FAA. Additionally, the noise level from aircraft operations within the proposed 
MOA/ATCAA would not exceed the USEPA’s identified threshold of 55 dB DNL, a level below which 
adverse noise effects are not expected to occur. From a land use perspective and according to the 
FICUN, the FAA, the USEPA, and the Defense Centers for Public Health (formerly the U.S. Army Public 
Health Command), this level would be compatible with all land use types to include residential, public 
use (i.e., schools), recreational, and entertainment areas. Based on this DNL, the Finegold (1994) analysis 
(see Table 3.2-1) predicts less than 3.31 percent of the population would be highly annoyed by the 
subsonic noise within the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA (Table 3.2-3), and less than one daily event 
would exceed 65 SEL.  

Table 3.2-3 Proposed Noise Levels within Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

Operations Airspace Noise Level 
(dB) 

Estimated Percentage of 
Population “Highly Annoyed” 

Number of Daily 
Events >65 SEL 

Subsonic Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 52 DNL < 3.31 < 1 
Supersonic Bourbon MOA/ATCAA1 34 CDNL < 0.83 n/a 
Supersonic Bourbon MOA/ATCAA2 42 CDNL 0.83 n/a 

Notes:  1Supersonic operations within Bourbon MOA/ATCAA West (inside) of the 12 NM arc above 30,000 feet MSL.  
 2Supersonic operations within Bourbon MOA/ATCAA East (outside) of the 12 NM arc above 4,000 feet MSL. 
Legend:  < = less than; > = greater than; ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; CDNL = C-weighted Day-Night Average 

Noise Level; dB = decibel; DNL = A-weighted Day-Night Average Noise Level; MOA = Military Operations Areas; n/a = 
not applicable; SEL = Sound Exposure Level 

Source:  Stantec 2024a,b,c 

The projected DNL for the proposed subsonic aircraft activity would increase by 17 dB DNL over the No 
Action Alternative, which would be a reportable increase in some noise sensitive areas in accordance 
with FAA Order 1050.1F. As noted previously, the majority of the MOA/ATCAA is located over water, 
swamps, and marshes. There are some residences, recreational businesses, and an historic property 
beneath the proposed MOA/ATCAA, but these are all located along the western boundary of the 
proposed MOA/ATCAA where training operations would be infrequent. There are no wilderness areas, 
religious, or educational facilities. Biological resources and cultural resources beneath the MOA/ATCAA 
are addressed specifically in Sections 3.3 and 3.6, respectively; however, no significant impacts to any of 
these resources were identified.    
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Supersonic aircraft operations within the proposed MOA/ATCAA would operate below 62 dB CDNL and 
be compatible with all land use types according to the standards published by the U.S. Army Public 
Health Command. Further, supersonic aircraft operations would not directly occur over residences or 
businesses along State Route 46 or 624 at an altitude below 30,000 feet MSL. Based on these CDNL 
values, the Committee on Hearing, Bioacoustics, and Biomechanics (1981) (see Table 3.2-1) predicts 
approximately 0.83 percent of the population would be highly annoyed by the noise from supersonic 
operations within the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA. Refer to Figure 2.3-2 for an illustration of 
authorized supersonic altitudes; inside of the arc shown, supersonic operations would be above 30,000 
feet MSL and outside of the arc shown, supersonic operations would be above 4,000 feet MSL. 

Single Event Metrics 

The noise analysis calculated single event metrics (i.e., a single overflight directly overhead) for each of 
the military fighter aircraft that would use the proposed MOA/ATCAA. These metrics were calculated for 
each aircraft at afterburner at the lowest possible altitude within the proposed MOA/ATCAA, that is, the 
floor of the MOA. In general, during training events, aircraft do not travel substantial distances on the 
floor of the MOA, but rather start at the floor and quickly climb to higher altitudes. It is estimated that 
fighter aircraft would operate in the lowest altitude band (4,000 to 5,000 feet MSL) approximately 5 
percent of the full sortie duration and of that time only 1 percent would be at afterburner power (see 
Appendix D, Noise Report, for the aircraft operation assumptions by aircraft). Table 3.2-4 provides only 
the loudest possible event within the proposed MOA/ATCAA to provide additional perspective on what 
an observer on the ground may experience (see Appendix D for the full results). An F-15, F-18, or F-35 in 
afterburner at 4,000 feet MSL results in an Lmax of 105 dBA. At 4,000 feet MSL, a direct overflight by any 
of the aircraft that would be using the airspace would be noticeable but would typically last only a few 
seconds. These noise levels are estimated for an observer being outdoors at the time of the overflight. 
Being indoors with windows closed would account for a 25 dB reduction in sound level (15 dB reduction 
for open windows) which would lessen noise exposure for a direct overflight. Experiencing such an 
overflight would be infrequent given the number of proposed sorties, the fact that aircraft would spend 
very little time at these low altitudes during the training scenarios, and the limited land area beneath 
the MOA/ATCAA. Additionally, military aircraft observe a 5 NM standoff distance from the internal edge 
of the MOA/ATCAA boundary to ensure they remain within the MOA/ATCAA during training. All 
residences, businesses, and Fort Proctor are within the 5 NM standoff distance which further reduces 
the possibility of direct military aircraft overflight.  

Table 3.2-4 Maximum Sound Level for Single Overflight within Proposed Airspace 

Aircraft Lowest Altitude Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) (dBA) 
F-5E with afterburner 4,000 feet MSL 98 

F-15C with afterburner 4,000 feet MSL 105 
F-18E/EA-181 with afterburner 4,000 feet MSL 105 

F-35B with afterburner 4,000 feet MSL 105 
Note:  1F-18E used as aircraft surrogate to model EA-18. 
Legend:  dBA = A-weighted decibels; Lmax = Maximum Sound Level; MSL = mean sea level 
Source:  Stantec 2024a,b,c 

Normally, the most sensitive components of a structure to noise are the windows and, infrequently, the 
plastered walls and ceilings. Conservatively, only sound lasting more than 1 second above a sound level 
of 130 dB is potentially damaging to structural components (Committee on Hearing, Bioacoustics, and 
Biomechanics, 1977). Noise-induced structural vibration may also cause annoyance to dwelling 
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occupants because of induced secondary vibrations or rattling of objects within the dwelling. 
Windowpanes may also vibrate noticeably when exposed to high levels of airborne noise. Sound levels 
from normal aircraft operations are typically much lower than 130 dB. Even sound from low-altitude 
flyovers of heavy aircraft do not reach the potential for damage (Sutherland et al., 2000). Since the 
highest Lmax of a single overflight under this proposal would be 105 dB, structural damage and secondary 
vibration impacts are not expected to occur with this Proposed Action. 

In summary, subsonic aircraft operations and the resulting cumulative noise (DNL) within the proposed 
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be below the significance level established by the FAA. The projected 
increase in DNL would be a reportable increase for noise sensitive receptors according to FAA 
significance criteria; however, the few noise sensitive receptors that exist beneath the MOA/ATCAA are 
located along the western boundary of the MOA within the standoff distance. It would be rare for any of 
these receptors to experience a low-level direct overflight. The DNL is also below the level defined by 
USEPA (55 dB DNL) to protect public health and is at a level defined by FICUN as compatible with all land 
uses. The percentage of the population predicted to be highly annoyed by the cumulative subsonic noise 
based on the Finegold (1994) analysis would be low (<3.31 percent). Direct overflights at lower altitudes 
(4,000 feet MSL), while noticeable, would be rare and typically last for only a few seconds or less. 
Structural damage or secondary vibration impacts are not expected to occur based on the maximum 
sound exposure. An individual location is not expected to experience a low-level direct overflight on a 
routine basis since aircraft operations would be distributed over a wide area.  

Supersonic aircraft operations and resulting cumulative noise within the Proposed Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA would be below 62 dB CDNL, compatible with all land uses and sensitive receptors 
pursuant to U.S. Army Public Health Command standards. Based on the CDNL value, the Committee on 
Hearing, Bioacoustics, and Biomechanics predicts a low percentage of the population (<0.83) would be 
highly annoyed. As such, there would be no significant impacts due to noise from the Proposed Action 
flight operations within the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA. The noise from the proposed aircraft operations 
could impact other resource areas such as biological resources, cultural resources, and environmental 
justice. Those impacts are addressed in their respective sections of this document. 

3.3 Biological Resources 

Biological resources include living, native, or naturalized plant and animal species and the habitats 
within which they occur. Plant associations are referred to generally as vegetation, and animal species 
are referred to generally as wildlife. Habitat can be defined as the resources and conditions present in 
an area that support a plant or animal. For the Proposed Action, biological resources are limited to 
wildlife species that may be impacted by aircraft operations in the proposed MOA/ATCAA.  

3.3.1 Regulatory Setting 
Special status species, for the purposes of this assessment, are those species listed as threatened or 
endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and species afforded special protection 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA). 

The purpose of the ESA is to conserve the ecosystems upon which threatened and endangered species 
depend and to conserve and recover listed species. Section 7 of the ESA requires federal agencies to 
consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) Fisheries also known as National Marine Fisheries Service, as appropriate, to 
ensure that any action the agency (i.e., the Navy or FAA) authorizes, funds, or carries out is not likely to 
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jeopardize the continued existence of any federally-listed threatened or endangered species, or result in 
the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.  

The MBTA protects native bird species by prohibiting the take of migratory birds. EO 13186, 
Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds, requires federal agencies to take actions 
to promote the conservation of migratory bird populations. Under the MBTA, it is unlawful by any 
means or in any manner to pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture, or kill, [or] possess 
migratory birds or their nests or eggs at any time, unless permitted by regulation. The 2003 National 
Defense Authorization Act gave the Secretary of the Interior authority to prescribe regulations to permit 
the Armed Forces to incidentally take migratory birds during approved military readiness activities 
without violating the MBTA. The final rule authorizing the DoD to take migratory birds in such cases 
includes a requirement that the Armed Forces must confer with the USFWS to develop and implement 
appropriate conservation measures to minimize or mitigate adverse effects of the proposed action if the 
action has a significant negative effect on the sustainability of a population of a migratory bird species. 

In addition to the MBTA, bald and golden eagles are protected under the BGEPA (16 U.S. Code [U.S.C.] 
section 668). The Act states that no one, without a permit issued by the Secretary of the Interior, may 
take bald or golden eagles, including their parts, nests, or eggs. Take is defined as “to pursue, shoot, 
shoot at, poison, wound, kill, capture, trap, collect, molest or disturb.” In addition, BGEPA further 
defines disturbance as “to agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to 
cause, based on the best scientific information available, (1) injury to an eagle, (2) a decrease in its 
productivity, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior, or (3) 
nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior. 

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (16 U.S.C. section 1801 et seq) 
provides for the conservation and management of fisheries. Under the Act, essential fish habitat consists 
of the waters and substrate needed by fish to spawn, breed, feed, or grow to maturity. 

The Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) (16 U.S.C. section 1361 et seq) prohibits any person or 
vessel from taking marine mammals in the U.S. or the high seas without authorization. The MMPA 
defines take to mean “to harass, hunt, capture, or kill or attempt to harass, hunt, capture, or kill any 
marine mammal.” 

3.3.2 Affected Environment 
The affected environment for this EA includes the protected species potentially occurring beneath the 
proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA. 

3.3.2.1 ESA Protected Species 
Federally ESA-listed wildlife species with the potential to occur below the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA are 
presented in Table 3.3-1. This list was generated from the USFWS Information for Planning and 
Consultation tool (USFWS, 2024a) (Appendix E). The table provides the USFWS listing status, presence of 
critical habitat beneath proposed airspace, and description of general habitat for these species.  
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Table 3.3-1  Federally Listed Species Beneath the Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

Species USFWS Status Critical 
Habitat Habitat 

Fish 
Gulf Sturgeon 
Acipenser oxyrinchus  
desotoi 

Threatened Yes Gulf sturgeons are anadromous fish and migrate 
from saltwater to large coastal rivers to spawn 
during the warmer months. This species spends 
most of its life in freshwater rivers (USFWS and 
Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission, 1995). 
Gulf sturgeons and critical habitat are located 
along the estuaries and coast of Louisiana under 
the MOA/ATCAA.  

Giant manta ray  
Mobula birostris 

Threatened No The species has been observed in estuarine 
waters near oceanic inlets. They may occur in 
water depths from less than 10 meters to over 
1,000 meters. They use sandy bottom habitat and 
seagrass beds, as well as shallow reefs, and the 
ocean surface both inshore and offshore. 

Reptiles 
Hawksbill Sea Turtle  
Eretmochelys imbricata 

Endangered No In the U.S., hawksbill sea turtles are found off the 
coast in the Gulf of Mexico from southern Texas 
to southern Florida. This species nests on sandy 
beaches globally in the subtropics and tropics and 
migrates among coastal waters (USFWS, 2013).   

Loggerhead Sea Turtle  
Caretta caretta 

Threatened No In the U.S., loggerhead sea turtles occur along the 
coast of the Gulf of Mexico and the Atlantic coast. 
The population that occurs in Louisiana is the 
Northwest Atlantic Ocean DPS (USFWS, 2024b). 
Females lay eggs on sandy beaches. 

Leatherback Sea Turtle 
Dermochelys coriacea 

Endangered No The leatherback sea turtle may be found off the 
coast of most of the continental U.S., including 
Louisiana. This species nests on beaches and 
shorelines with a variety of substrate (USFWS, 
2020).   

Kemp’s Ridley Sea Turtle 
Lepidochelys kempii 

Endangered No Kemp’s ridley sea turtles are found along the Gulf 
coast, including Louisiana, as well as the Atlantic 
coast from Georgia to Maryland. Major nesting 
beaches are mainly found in Mexico, Texas, 
Alabama, and Florida (USFWS, 2011, 2015).  

Green Sea Turtle 
Chelonia mydas 

Threatened No The green sea turtle is found globally in 
subtropical and temperate waters but may be 
found as far north as southern Alaska. The 
population that occurs off the coasts of Louisiana 
is the North Atlantic DPS (USFWS, 2024f). Major 
nesting beaches of this DPS are found in Florida, 
and smaller nesting sites occur in the U.S. Virgin 
Islands, Puerto Rico, Georgia, South Carolina, and 
North Carolina (NOAA Fisheries, 2024) 
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Species USFWS Status Critical 
Habitat Habitat 

Birds 
Rufa Red Knot  
Calidris cantus rufa 

Threatened No The rufa red knot migrates from coastal marine 
environments to the northern Arctic. During the 
nonbreeding season, red knots are found in 
coastal marine environments like coastal 
Louisiana where they forage along sandy 
beaches, lagoons, saltmarshes, eelgrass beds, and 
mangrove swamps (Cornell University, 2024a).  

Piping Plover  
Charadrius melodus 

Threatened No Piping plovers are found on bare shorelines and 
beaches of rivers, lakes, and coasts with little 
vegetation or disturbance and spend the 
nonbreeding season along the Gulf Coast, 
including Louisiana (Cornell University, 2024b). 

Eastern Black Rail 
Laterallus jamaicensis 
ssp. jamaicensis 

Threatened No The eastern black rail may be found year-round 
along the Gulf Coast of Louisiana. This species is 
elusive but may be found in dense marshes 
(Cornell University, 2024c).  

Mammals 
Tricolored Bat 
Perimyotis subflavus 

Proposed 
Endangered 

No The tricolored bat roost in caves, abandoned 
mines, and culverts and forages for insects during 
warm nights. In the spring through fall, this 
species is found in forested habitats, and it 
hibernates during winter in caves and abandoned 
mines (USFWS, 2024c).  

West Indian Manatee 
Trichechus manatus 

Threatened No The West Indian manatee is found along the Gulf 
of Mexico and Atlantic coasts as well as in the 
Caribbean. This species grazes on sea grasses and 
other aquatic plants in warm coastal waters. 
Manatees require access to freshwater habitat to 
stay hydrated and are therefore found near 
freshwater outlets (LDWF, 2024a).  

Invertebrates1 
Monarch Butterfly 
Danaus plexippus 

Candidate No Monarch butterflies migrate from central Mexico 
through Louisiana to the northern U.S. annually. 
Monarchs may pass through the low airspace 
beneath the MOA during migration.  

Note:  1Due to the nature of the Proposed Action, no effects to invertebrates are anticipated. Therefore, the monarch 
butterfly is not carried forward for analysis. 

Legend: ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; DPS = Distinct Population Segment; LDWF = Louisiana Department of 
Wildlife and Fisheries; MOA = Military Operations Area; NOAA = National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; 
U.S. = United States; USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

Sources:  Cornell University, 2024a,b,c; LDWF, 2024a; USFWS and Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission, 1995; NOAA 
Fisheries 2024; USFWS 2011, 2013, 2020, 2024a-f 

Gulf Sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus desotoi). The gulf sturgeon was listed as threatened under the ESA 
on September 30, 1991 (56 Federal Register 49653). Gulf sturgeons and its critical habitat are located 
along the estuaries and coast of Louisiana under the MOA/ATCAA. Gulf sturgeons are anadromous fish 
and migrate from saltwater to large coastal rivers to spawn during the warmer months. This species 
spends most of its life in freshwater rivers, can grow up to 9 feet in length and weigh up to 300 pounds 
(USFWS and Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission, 1995).  
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Giant manta ray (Mobula birostris). The giant manta ray was listed as threatened under the ESA on 
January 22, 2018 (83 Federal Register 2916). NOAA Fisheries determined that there are currently no 
identifiable physical or biological features that are essential to conservation of the giant manta ray 
within areas under U.S. jurisdiction, and therefore there are no areas that meet the definition of critical 
habitat for the species. Giant manta rays are considered seasonal visitors to productive coastlines.  

Hawksbill Sea Turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata). The hawksbill sea turtle was listed as endangered under 
the ESA on June 2, 1970 (35 Federal Register 8491). Hawksbill sea turtles are found off the coast in the 
Gulf of Mexico from southern Texas to southern Florida in the U.S., and tropical waters around the 
world. This species nests on sandy beaches globally in the subtropics and tropics and migrates among 
coastal waters (USFWS, 2013). Hawksbill sea turtles eat mollusks, sea urchins, fish, algae, and 
crustaceans.  

Loggerhead Sea Turtle (Caretta caretta). The loggerhead sea turtle was originally listed as threatened on 
July 28, 1978 (43 Federal Register 32800) and in 2011, the USFWS determined that the loggerhead sea 
turtle exists in nine distinct population segments (DPS) (76 Federal Register 58868). The DPS that occurs 
off the Louisiana coast is the Northwest Atlantic Ocean DPS, and this DPS was kept listed as threatened. 
Other DPS are listed as endangered. Loggerhead sea turtles occur along the coast of the Gulf of Mexico 
and the Atlantic coast. Females lay eggs on sandy beaches and this species uses its large beak to eat 
crustaceans and hard-shelled prey (USFWS, 2024b). Mean straight carapace length of adults in the 
southeastern U.S. is approximately 36 inches and average weight is about 250 pounds (USFWS, 2024b).  

Leatherback Sea Turtle (Dermochelys coriacea). The leatherback sea turtle was listed as endangered 
under the ESA on June 2, 1970 (35 Federal Register 8491). This species is found off the coast of most of 
the continental U.S., including Louisiana. Leatherback sea turtles nest on beaches and shorelines with a 
variety of substrate (USFWS, 2020). The leatherback sea turtle is the largest sea turtle and can reach up 
to 8 feet in length and weigh up to 2,000 pounds. This species is also the most migratory sea turtle and 
is found all over the world.  

Kemp’s Ridley Sea Turtle (Lepidochelys kempii). The Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle was listed as endangered 
under the ESA on December 2, 1970 (35 Federal Register 18319). The Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle is the 
smallest sea turtle and reaches only about 2 feet in length and weighs up to 100 pounds. Females come 
onshore to nest while males, after hatching, spend their entire life in the ocean. This species eats 
crustaceans, clams, jellyfish, and fish. This species is found along the Gulf coast, including Louisiana, as 
well as the Atlantic coast from Georgia to Maryland. Major nesting beaches are mainly found in Mexico, 
Texas, Alabama, and Florida (USFWS, 2011, 2015). 

Green Sea Turtle (Chelonia mydas). The green sea turtle North Atlantic DPS was listed as threatened on 
April 6, 2016 (81 Federal Register 20058). The green sea turtle is herbivorous, consuming seagrasses and 
algae, and is the largest hard-shelled sea turtle (NOAA Fisheries, 2024). They occur throughout the world 
and are split into 11 DPS. In the U.S., this species is primarily found nesting in the Hawaiian Islands, the 
U.S. Pacific Island territories, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Florida. Small nesting areas also occur 
in Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, and Texas (NOAA Fisheries, 2024).  

Rufa Red Knot (Calidris cantus rufa). The rufa red knot was listed as threatened under the ESA on 
January 12, 2015 (79 Federal Register 73705). The red knot migrates from coastal marine environments, 
such as the shores of Louisiana, to the northern Arctic where they nest on tundra slopes. During 
migration and overwintering, red knots are found in coastal marine environments where they forage 
along sandy beaches, lagoons, saltmarshes, eelgrass beds, and mangrove swamps. Rufa red knots have 
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been recorded around the estuaries and islands off the coast of New Orleans (Cornell University, 2024a) 
during the nonbreeding season and are likely to pass through the low airspace beneath the MOA floor. 

Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus). The piping plover (Atlantic Coast and Northern Great Plains 
populations) was listed as threatened on December 11, 1985 (50 Federal Register 50726). The piping 
plover nests along shores in the Northeast as well as along lakeshores, rivers, and wetlands in the Great 
Lakes and northern Great Plains. Piping plovers nest in sandy areas with sparse vegetation and forage 
along beaches, mudflats, and sandflats. This species has been recorded along the Gulf Coast of Louisiana 
during the nonbreeding season (Cornell University, 2024b) and is likely to pass through the low airspace 
beneath the MOA floor.  

Eastern Black Rail (Laterallus jamaicensis ssp. Jamaicensis). The eastern black rail was listed as 
threatened under the ESA on October 8, 2020 (85 Federal Register 63764). The eastern black rail may be 
found year-round along the Gulf Coast of Louisiana. This species is elusive and rare but may be found in 
dense marshes. The eastern black rail forages in shallow water in marshes, wet meadows, salt marshes, 
and impounded wetlands where they prey on small aquatic invertebrates (Cornell University, 2024c). 
This species is highly vulnerable to climate change and changing water levels as well as destruction of 
wetlands and natural shorelines (USFWS, 2024d).   

Tricolored Bat (Perimyotis subflavus). The tricolored bat was proposed to be listed as an endangered 
species on September 14, 2022 (87 Federal Register 56381). The tricolored bat was once a common 
species in the eastern and central U.S., but populations have been decimated due to white-nose 
syndrome which has resulted in an estimated 90 percent decline in affected colonies (USFWS, 2024c). 
During the winter, tricolored bats roost in caves, abandoned mines, and culverts near roads. During the 
spring through fall, this species is found in forested habitats where they roost in hardwood trees, pine 
trees, and Spanish moss, as well as some human-built structures (USFWS, 2024c). Tricolored bats forage 
around tree-top height often over waterways and forest edges at night for insects (Davis and Mumford, 
1962; USFWS, 2021) and are found throughout Louisiana including the shoreline (USFWS, 2024c).  

West Indian Manatee (Trichechus manatus). The West Indian manatee was originally listed as an 
endangered species under the ESA on March 11, 1967 (32 Federal Register 4001) but was downlisted to 
threatened in 2017 (82 Federal Register 16668). The West Indian manatee is found along the Gulf of 
Mexico, Atlantic coasts, and the Caribbean. This species grazes on sea grasses and other aquatic plants 
in warm coastal waters. West Indian manatees require access to freshwater habitat to stay hydrated 
and are therefore found near freshwater outlets in ocean habitats, such as river estuaries (Louisiana 
Department of Wildlife and Fish [LDWF], 2024a). This species often freely ranges between marine and 
freshwater habitats that provide warm water and can often be found near industrial sites that expel 
warm water (USFWS, 2024d). Manatee populations are generally stable but experience human-related 
threats including watercraft, habitat destruction, and climate change (USFWS, 2024d).  

3.3.2.2 MBTA and BGEPA Protected Species 
The migratory bird species potentially occurring beneath the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA are listed 
in Table 3.5-2. This list also includes the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) that is protected by the 
BGEPA. Not all the migratory bird species breed in this area and the breeding timeframe for those that 
do varies greatly throughout the year. 
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Table 3.5-2  Migratory Birds Beneath the Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

Bird Breeding Season 
American Oystercatcher (Haematopus palliates) April 15 to August 31 
Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) September 1 to July 31 
Black Skimmer (Rynchops niger) May 20 to September 15 
Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis) January 15 to September 30 
Chimney Swift (Chaetura pelagica) March 15 to August 25 
Common Loon (Gavia immer) April 15 to October 31 
Gull-billed Tern (Gelochelidon nilotica) May 1 to July 31 
King Rail (Rallus elegans) May 1 to September 5 
Lesser Yellowlegs (Tringa flavipes) Breeds elsewhere 
Magnificent Frigatebird (Fregata magnificens) Breeds elsewhere 
Marbled Godwit (Limosa fedoa) Breeds elsewhere 
Painted Bunting (Passerina ciris) April 25 to August 15 
Prothonotary Warbler (Protonotaria citrea) April 1 to July 31 
Red-breasted Merganser (Mergus serrator) Breeds elsewhere 
Reddish Egret (Egretta rufescens) March 1 to September 15 
Ring-billed Gull (Larus delawarensis) Breeds elsewhere 
Royal Tern (Thalasseus maximus) April 15 to August 31 
Ruddy Turnstone (Arenaria interpres) Breeds elsewhere 
Sandwich Tern (Thalasseus sandvicensis) April 25 to August 31 
Short-billed Dowitcher (Limnodromus griseus) Breeds elsewhere 
Swallow-tailed Kite (Elanoides forficatus) March 10 June 30 
Willet (Tringa semipalmata) April 20 to August 5 
Wilson’s Plover (Charadrius wilsonia) April 1 to August 20 

Legend: ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; MOA = Military Operations Area 
Source:  USFWS, 2024a 

3.3.3 Environmental Consequences 

3.3.3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change to existing military aircraft overflight tempo. 
Military flights from NAS JRB NOLA would continue to transit the airspace to access existing SUA to the 
east. There would be no change in impacts to biological resources.  

3.3.3.2 Conduct Flight Training in New SUA to the East of NAS JRB NOLA (Preferred Alternative) 
Under the Proposed Action, the new Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be established to accommodate 
required flight training activities for squadrons stationed at NAS JRB NOLA. The Proposed Action could 
have potential impacts to ESA protected species, migratory birds and bald eagles from the use of chaff 
and flares and noise disturbance. Flight training activities also present a Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike 
Hazard (BASH) risk.  

The Navy completed informal consultation with the USFWS and NOAA Fisheries concerning the potential 
impacts to species protected under ESA, MBTA, and BGEPA. The Navy received concurrence on the 
findings described in this section from the USFWS on October 21, 2024 and from NOAA Fisheries on 
February 27, 2025. Correspondence and documentation associated with these consultations are 
provided in Appendix E. 
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Potential Impacts from Chaff and Flares 

Potential impacts from chaff and flares could occur from the introduction of chaff fibers into the 
environment, distribution of residual materials in the form of debris, and potential for wildfire from flare 
usage. Chaff is made of aluminum coated silica fibers. The chaff concentrations that animals could be 
exposed to following the release of multiple cartridges (e.g., following a single day of training) depends 
on several variable factors. Specific release points are not recorded and tend to be random, and chaff 
dispersion in air depends on prevailing atmospheric conditions. Chaff fibers would drift in prevailing 
winds and ultimately land on the ground or water beneath the MOA/ATCAA. Chaff fibers expended over 
water would be expected to float on the sea surface for some period, depending on wave and wind 
action. The individual chaff fibers would be dispersed by sea currents as they float and slowly sink 
toward the bottom. Residual materials from chaff and flares include plastic end caps, felt spacers, and 
plastic pistons (see Section 2.3.2.2). These materials land on the ground or sink to the bottom of aquatic 
environments. 

Under the Proposed Action, up to 10,000 chaff cartridges and 10,000 flare cartridges would be 
expended annually in the MOA/ATCAA. Based on these annual totals, approximately one piece of 
residual material would occur per 5 acres of area on average. This is assuming even distribution of 
residual materials, and likely there would be some grouping of residual material. However, the overall 
number of chaff and flare residual material reaching the ground and ocean would be small and would be 
scattered in a large area. 

Critical habitat for the gulf sturgeon occurs under the MOA/ATCAA. Residual materials from chaff and 
flare use could land in critical habitat, but these materials would be widely distributed throughout the 
MOA/ATCAA as described above and are not expected to collect in any substantial quantity in a single 
location. The materials themselves are benign and would not impact water or sediment quality. 
Therefore, this critical habitat would experience no effect from the Proposed Action. 

Toxicity of Chaff 

There have been no observed toxicological effects of chaff on terrestrial or aquatic organisms, even 
when subject to higher concentrations than would occur under this Proposed Action (Department of the 
Air Force, 1997, 2011, 2023). Chaff fibers in an aquatic environment have not been found to significantly 
increase the concentration of any toxic aluminum constituents in sediments (Department of the Air 
Force, 1997). Concentrations of chaff in test environments were not found to result in a significant 
change in mortality to a variety of marine organisms in the Chesapeake Bay area; no effect was seen in 
marine organisms exposed to concentrations of 10 times and 100 times the expected environmental 
exposure (Department of the Air Force, 2023).  

Potential Impacts from Strike 

The relatively slight force of a small piece of plastic (residual materials) striking any animal would not be 
expected to have any effect (Department of the Air Force, 2011). The wide distribution of these 
materials throughout the MOA/ATCAA would further reduce the likelihood that any animal would be 
struck by residual materials. 

Potential Impacts from Ingestion 

Terrestrial animals, to include domestic animals, have not been observed ingesting chaff or residual 
materials. In a study on cattle, the animals were only found ingesting chaff after it was coated in 
molasses, and it passed through the digestive system without harm (Department of Air Force, 1997). 



Environmental Assessment  
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA Final March 2025 
 

3-20 
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Selective ingestion of chaff filaments or residual materials by aquatic animals is not likely, but 
inadvertent consumption could occur during normal feeding activities (Department of the Air Force, 
1997). The primary concern would be disruption of digestive processes such as blockage of the system. 
Like with terrestrial animals, no reports were found documenting ingestion of chaff or residual materials 
by aquatic organisms in nature.  

Birds have not been documented using chaff filaments or residual materials as nesting material or food, 
but residual materials still pose an ingestion risk to birds. Chaff does not accumulate to any great degree 
and the fibers, if found, are often mistaken for natural elements such as animal fur or plant material. 
The fibers generally dissipate within a few days due to mechanical breakdown from wind, sediment 
erosion, and rain or snow.  

Potential Impacts from Wildfire 

The possibility of a wildfire from flare usage would be remote considering the reliability of flares and the 
amount of surface water beneath the MOA/ATCAA. Flares would not be released below the MOA floor 
(4,000 feet MSL) which is above the standard minimum release altitude of 2,000 feet AGL, ensuring the 
flare has substantial time to burn out before contacting the ground or treetops. Flares are designed to 
burn completely.  

Chaff and Flare Conclusions 

As described above, the occurrence of residual material from chaff and flares and the distributed chaff 
fibers result in small potential negative impacts to marine and terrestrial species. Therefore, chaff and 
flare use in the Proposed Action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the gulf sturgeon, giant 
manta ray, hawksbill sea turtle, loggerhead sea turtle, leatherback sea turtle, Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle, 
green sea turtle, rufa red knot, piping plover, eastern black rail, and the West Indian manatee. Chaff and 
flare use would have no effect on the tricolored bat or critical habitat for gulf sturgeon.  

Potential Impacts from Noise  

Aquatic Animals 

Marine mammals, turtles, and fish (and other aquatic animals) would experience minimal impacts from 
noise resulting from the Proposed Action due to the increased distance of these animals from the sound 
source and the muffling effects on in-air sound translating to underwater. When exposed to in-air noise 
or sonic booms, aquatic species typically at most show a slight startle response. For reptiles, instances 
have been documented of “freezing” (brief cessation of activity), but most of these studies examined 
noise exposure over much longer periods of time than would occur for an overflight (Bowles, 1995a; Sun 
and Narins, 2005). Noise disturbance is not expected to harass or agitate these animals. Aircraft 
overflights are not expected to cause chronic stress as it is extremely unlikely that individual turtles or 
sturgeon would be repeatedly exposed to low altitude overflight noise. Sea turtles and manatees are 
unlikely to be affected by aircraft noise while at the surface and while submerged, due to infrequent 
exposure. Exposure would be brief (a matter of seconds as aircraft passed overhead) and infrequent, 
given the dispersed nature of flights over such a large area.  

Terrestrial Animals 

Continuous, intense noise exposure has been shown to cause health effects in laboratory experiments, 
but some research shows that intermittent noise, such as what would occur with the Proposed Action, 
may not, because some animals’ ears can recover between the intermittent exposures and intermittent 
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exposures result in lower total noise (Bowles, 1995a,b; Pienkowski and Eggermont, 2010). The proposed 
training is episodic, and would not create a consistent, significant noise source in any one location. In 
addition, the DNL throughout the MOA/ATCAA from the proposed aircraft operations would be low (52 
dB DNL, see Table 3.2-3). While an infrequent event due to size of the MOA/ATCAA and flight altitude 
and annual number of sorties, there is the possibility that wildlife could be subjected to a very brief 
direct overflight and experience a maximum noise level (Lmax) of up to 105 dB. Exposure to maximum 
noise levels would last only a few seconds and the animal would need to be directly beneath the flight 
path to experience this level of noise as the noise reduces the further the animal is from the flight path. 
Even at 105 dB, no harm to hearing capacity is anticipated as damage to hearing only occurs at levels 
over 140 to 150 dB (Bowles, 1995a).  

Bats 

Tricolored bats use echolocation to forage for insects at night from the spring through the fall (USFWS, 
2021). Although noise would result from the flights of the Proposed Action, these flights are only 
scheduled to occur from 0800–1700 Local Time and would therefore generally not occur during the 
nocturnal foraging period of the tricolored bat. There may be small instances of overlap in dusk hours 
during the winter when daylight hours are fewer, but tricolored bats mostly hibernate during the winter 
(USFWS, 2021) and would therefore not be foraging during this time. Short, intermittent flight noise 
above foraging or roosting locations would be unlikely to cause significant disturbances to this species. A 
study in Wisconsin analyzed the effect of underground mine blasting on nearby bat roosts during 
hibernation, and the results indicated that blasting and vibrations from the blasting did not cause 
significant increases of bat activity (Summers et al., 2023). Although studies have demonstrated that 
bats are sensitive to disturbance during hibernation (Haarsma and de Hullu, 2012), other studies have 
demonstrated that bats are not sensitive to non-tactile disruptions, such as noise or light (Speakman et 
al., 1991), which would indicate that aircraft noise is unlikely to be significantly disruptive to bat 
hibernation. While the proposed operations within the MOA/ATCAA would create a noise disturbance 
for bats, this disturbance is expected to be intermittent and minor. Therefore, the aircraft activity within 
the proposed MOA/ATCAA may affect but is not likely to adversely affect the tricolored bat. 

Birds 

Most concerns related to the effects of noise on birds involve the masking of communications among 
members of the same species, reducing the detectability of biologically relevant signals including the 
sounds of predators and prey, and temporarily or permanently decreasing hearing sensitivity (Dooling 
and Popper, 2007; Vincelette et al., 2020). These effects range from temporary pauses or elevated noise 
from birds after an aircraft disturbance (Vincelette et al., 2020), to disruptions of bird behavior and 
mating (Habib et al., 2007). In a study of ovenbirds, Habib et al. (2007) found chronic noise exposure 
near compressor stations affected pairing success, attributable to masking and distorting the song of 
breeding males on territories. Noise exposure under the Proposed Action would be intermittent and 
loud but would not represent continuous hours of noise disruptions at a time in one location.  

In a literature review including bird responses to military aircraft noise, Manci et al. (1988) found that 
most raptors did not show a negative response to overflights. When negative responses were observed, 
they were predominantly associated with rotor-winged aircraft or jet aircraft that were repeatedly 
passing within 0.5 mile of a nest. Ellis et al. (1991) analyzed the effects of low-level military jet aircraft 
and mid- to high-altitude sonic booms (both actual and simulated) on nesting peregrine falcons and 
seven other raptors (common black hawk, Harris’ hawk, zone-tailed hawk, red-tailed hawk, golden 
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eagle, prairie falcon, bald eagle). Re-occupancy and productivity rates were within or above expected 
values for self-sustaining populations (Ellis et al., 1991). In a 1997 helicopter overflight study, Mexican 
spotted owls did not flush from a nest or perch unless a helicopter was as close as 330 feet (Delaney et 
al., 1999). Researchers in Colorado found that Mexican spotted owl responses to F-16 overflights were 
often less significant than responses to naturally occurring events such as thunderstorms. Similarly, 
Delaney et al. (1999) found that Mexican spotted owls quickly returned to normal day-roosting behavior 
after being disturbed by helicopters. A 6-year study in the Gila National Forest found that low-level 
aircraft overflight had no effect on occupancy of Mexican spotted owl activity centers and found no 
correlations among measures of aircraft exposure and nesting success (Air Combat Command, 2008). 

A study performed on black ducks and wood ducks showed that ducks habituated to both visual and 
auditory aircraft activity over the course of 17 days (Conomy et al., 1998), suggesting that waterfowl 
may initially react to aircraft activity, but the disturbances would be unlikely to represent significant 
harm over time. In a study evaluating the impacts of military and civilian overflights on water birds, 
including least terns, beneath a MOA in North Carolina, no evidence was found that visual or acoustic 
stimuli from military aircraft flying between 2,100 feet AGL and 3,500 feet AGL elicited behavioral stress 
responses that would negatively impact nesting colonial waterbird demographic rates (Hillman, 2012). 
Flights within the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would not be below 4,000 feet MSL (which in this area is 
approximately the same as 4,000 feet AGL). 

Animal responses to sonic booms have been suggested to be similar to responses to thunder and have 
been shown to be brief with animals returning to normal behavior quickly thereafter (Lynch and Speake, 
1978), and research has suggested that animals may habituate to sonic booms after successive 
exposures (Workman et al., 1992).  

In summary, bird and bat responses to aircraft are influenced by many variables, including size, speed, 
proximity (both height above the ground and lateral distance), engine noise, flight profile, and radiated 
noise. The type of aircraft (e.g., fixed-wing [jets] versus rotary-wing [helicopters]) and type of flight 
mission may also produce different levels of disturbance, and thus varying responses.  

Noise Impact Conclusions 

The Proposed Action would result in random, intermittent loud sounds across the area, but would not 
represent long-term continuous loud sound in any one area. Minor, temporary effects from aircraft 
noise are possible, but these effects are unlikely to pose long-term or population-level impacts to any 
species. Therefore, the noise exposure associated with the Proposed Action may affect, but is not likely 
to adversely affect the gulf sturgeon, giant manta ray, hawksbill sea turtle, loggerhead sea turtle, 
leatherback sea turtle, Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle, green sea turtle, rufa red knot, piping plover, eastern 
black rail, tricolored bat, and West Indian manatee.  

MBTA and BGEPA 

Based on the impact discussions described above for birds, the Proposed Action would not have 
significant impacts to migratory birds or bald or golden eagles. Migratory birds and eagles may 
experience brief disruptions from noise when flights pass overhead which may elicit startle responses, 
briefly mask intraspecific vocalizations, or result in the individual temporarily leaving the area, as 
discussed above. However, these disturbances would not represent long term or significant effects on 
migratory birds or eagles. The Proposed Action would not result in the take of species protected under 
MBTA or BGEPA.   
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Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazard 

Bird/Wildlife aircraft strikes are a substantial concern due to the risk of damage to aircraft, injury, or loss 
of life to aircrews or the local population in the event of an aircraft crash, as well as the risk to the bird 
species in collisions.  

Migratory waterfowl (ducks, geese, and swans, etc.) are the most hazardous birds to low flying aircraft 
because of their size and their inclination for migrating in large flocks at a variety of elevations and times 
of day. Migrations happen during spring and fall, and waterfowl usually pose as hazards only during 
migratory seasons. The altitudes of migrating birds vary with weather, wind, terrain elevations, clouds, 
and other variables. Over 90 percent of reported bird strikes occur at or below 3,000 feet AGL but 
strikes at higher altitude are possible during migration. Ducks and geese have been observed up to 7,000 
feet AGL (FAA, 2021); however, these birds typically migrate at night and generally fly between 1,500 to 
3,000 feet AGL during the fall migration, and from 1,000 to 3,000 feet AGL during the spring migration.  

Raptors, shorebirds, gulls, herons, songbirds, and other birds are also at risk for strikes. Peak migration 
periods for raptors, especially eagles, occur from October to mid-December and from mid-January to 
the beginning of March. Generally, flights above 1,500 feet AGL would be above most migrating and 
wintering raptors, and flights in the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would occur above this altitude. 
Songbirds have nocturnal migration periods and frequently navigate along major rivers, typically 
between 500 to 3,000 feet AGL.  

The tricolored bat would potentially be found flying underneath the airspace of the MOA/ATCAA; 
however, it is highly unlikely that this species would pose a BASH risk. Tricolored bats forage mostly at 
night and at treetop, or similar, level (Davis and Mumford, 1962; USFWS, 2021). Aircraft would not be 
flown at treetop level and most sorties would occur during daylight hours and would therefore be 
unlikely to overlap with tricolored bat flight occurrences in both space and time.  

The Avian Hazard Advisory Safety System (AHAS) is managed by the Department of the Air Force and 
available to all services to detect and assess the risk of a bird strike. AHAS is informed by various sources 
to include data from Next Generation Radar and NOAA (Air Force Safety Center, 2015). AHAS uses 
multiple risk assessment methods to identify the risk for a given flying area that contains biological 
activity. AHAS, together with specific procedures defined in a unit’s BASH Management Plan, can be 
used to evaluate local and enroute bird strike risks and manage flight operations on low level routes, 
training ranges, and special use areas.  

Aircrews operating in the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be required to follow applicable procedures 
outlined in the NAS JRB NOLA BASH Reduction Plan (Navy, 2017) as they do currently. Adherence to 
BASH programs has minimized bird/aircraft strikes. When safety procedures identify an increased risk, 
limits are placed on low-altitude flights and some types of training. Special briefings are provided to 
pilots whenever the potential exists for greater bird-strike risks within airspace.  

The overall potential for BASH would not be significantly different than the current risk in the region. 
The Proposed Action would have no measurable increase in potential for and therefore no significant 
effect on bird/aircraft strikes due to the high altitude, intermittent flights, and implementation of BASH 
prevention measures. 
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3.4 Coastal Zone 

The coastal zone is the interface between land and water and is vital to the well-being of the nation. It 
supports half of the nation’s population and supports ecologically important habitat and natural 
resources. 

3.4.1 Regulatory Setting 
Through the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972, Congress established national policy to 
preserve, protect, develop, restore, or enhance resources in the coastal zone. This Act encourages 
coastal states to properly manage use of their coasts and coastal resources, prepare and implement 
coastal management programs, and provide for public and governmental participation in decisions 
affecting the coastal zone. To this end, the CZMA imparts an obligation upon federal agencies whose 
actions or activities affect any land or water use or natural resource of the coastal zone to be carried out 
in a manner consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies of federally 
approved state coastal management programs.  

In accordance with the CZMA, the State and Local Coastal Resources Management Act of 1978 (Act 361, 
La. R.S. 49:214.21 et seq.) is the state of Louisiana’s legislation creating the Louisiana Coastal Resources 
Program (LCRP). The LCRP establishes policy for activities in the coastal zone, defines and updates the 
coastal zone boundary, and creates regulatory processes. The LCRP is under the authority of the 
Louisiana Department of Energy and Natural Resources (LDENR) Office of Coastal Management. Per the 
CZMA, all proposed federal projects within the coastal zone must undergo a Consistency Determination 
by the Office of Coastal Management for that project’s consistency with the state’s Coastal Resources 
Program (i.e., LCRP). The Louisiana coastal zone boundary is established in Louisiana Revised Statutes 
Article 49, Section 214.24 (Louisiana Department of Energy and Natural Resources, 2015). 

3.4.2 Affected Environment 
Louisiana has 15,000 miles of meandering shoreline that extends from the Pearl River westward to the 
Sabine River. The Louisiana coastal zone is located in twenty southern parishes and habitats include a 
variety of ecological systems. Covering 8.5 million acres, the Louisiana coastal zone includes large open 
bays and lakes, barrier islands, cheniers, and natural levee forests. The marshes, swamps, and 
bottomland hardwoods that sprawl inland from the Gulf of Mexico comprise 41 percent of the 
continental U.S. coastal wetlands. Almost one-third of Louisiana’s people live in the coastal area 
(Louisiana Department of Energy and Natural Resources, 2015). 

The proposed SUA is located mostly over St. Bernard Parish with a small portion of the airspace entering 
Plaquemines Parish. The entirety of the proposed SUA is within Louisiana’s coastal zone boundary. 
Figure 3.4-1 shows where the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA overlaps the parishes and coastal zone of Louisiana. 

3.4.3 Environmental Consequences 

3.4.3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change to the existing land use within the coastal 
zone of Louisiana. Military flights from NAS JRB NOLA would continue to transit the area as they do 
currently. Therefore, no changes to impacts to the coastal zone would occur with implementation of the 
No Action Alternative. 
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3.4.3.2 Conduct Flight Training in New SUA to the East of NAS JRB NOLA (Preferred Alternative) 
The noise exposure associated with flight training activities in the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA are at a level 
considered compatible with all land uses (see Section 3.2.4). The Proposed Action would not change any 
existing land use or prohibit access to any coastal resources. Individuals recreating on the land or waters 
beneath the MOA/ATCAA may see or hear an overflight. The maximum noise level from a direct 
overflight lasts only a few seconds but given the recreation activity or situation the sound may be 
annoying or startling to a person, may mask natural sounds like bird calls or rustling leaves, or 
temporarily interrupt outdoor conversation. This experience is not expected to be much different from 
existing flight activities in the area. The use of chaff and flares would result in the distribution of residual 
materials on the land and water beneath the MOA/ATCAA. As described in Section 2.3.2.2, up to 10,000 
chaff cartridges and 10,000 flare cartridges would be expended annually in the MOA/ATCAA (the 
cartridges remain on the aircraft, only the contents are expended). Based on these annual totals, 
approximately one piece of residual material (end caps, spacers, and pistons) would occur per 5 acres of 
area on average. This is assuming even distribution of residual materials, and likely there would be some 
grouping of residual material. However, the overall number of chaff and flare residual material reaching 
the ground and ocean would be small and would be scattered in a large area. Flight operations are 
widely dispersed throughout the MOA/ATCAA which reduces the potential for the accumulation of this 
debris in any location. These materials do not impact the soil or water quality and have been found to 
not impact terrestrial or aquatic wildlife (see Section 3.3.3).  

There would be no significant impacts to coastal resources. The proposed project would be consistent to 
the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies of Louisiana’s federally approved Coastal 
Resources Program.  

Due to the overlap of the proposed SUA with the Gulf of Mexico and its location within the coastal zone, 
a Coastal Consistency Determination for the Preferred Alternative was prepared, as required under 
Section 307 of the CZMA. The Navy received concurrence from the LDENR Office of Coastal 
Management on August 22, 2024. A copy of the Coastal Consistency Determination and associated 
correspondence is provided in Appendix F. 
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Figure 3.4-1 Bourbon MOA/ATCAA Location within the Coastal Zone 
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3.5 Visual Effects 

Visual effects deal broadly with the extent to which the Proposed Action would either: 1) produce light 
emissions that create annoyance or interfere with activities; or 2) contrast with, or detract from, the 
visual resources and/or the visual character of the existing environment. The proposed times of use for 
the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA are 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., thus nighttime operations are unlikely and light 
emissions will not be further discussed. This analysis will focus on visual resources which include 
buildings, sites, traditional cultural properties1, and other natural or manmade landscape features that 
are visually important or have unique characteristics.  

3.5.1 Regulatory Setting 
There are no special-purpose laws or required permits or approvals specific to visual resources (FAA, 
2023). However, some visual resources may be protected under federal, state, or local regulations. 
Examples include National Scenic Areas, historic properties, and wildlife refuges. Visual resources are 
also protected on federal resource lands, including lands under U.S. Forest Service Land Management 
Plans and the Bureau of Land Management Visual Resource Management System. However, no national 
forests or Bureau of Land Management-administered lands occur near the proposed airspace. 

3.5.2 Affected Environment 
The study area for visual resources consists of the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA airspace, as well as 
land and water surface areas from which aircraft operations in the airspace could be viewed. These land 
and water areas primarily occur underneath the proposed MOA/ATCAA but extend beyond the 
boundary for a distance from which aircraft could be observed. The affected environment consists of the 
visual resources and visual character of the study area. Visual resources include the natural landforms, 
vegetation, water features, panoramic views, cultural properties, and other man-made features that are 
visually important or have unique characteristics. These features collectively determine a landscape’s 
visual aesthetic quality. Visual character refers to the overall existing visual makeup of the affected 
environment (urban, forest, etc.). 

 
 
1 The term “Traditional Cultural Properties” was defined in National Register Bulletin 38: Guidelines for 
Evaluating and Documenting Traditional Cultural Properties (Parker and King, 1990). This Bulletin was 
updated in December 2024 is now titled “Identifying, Evaluating, and Documenting Traditional Cultural 
Places” (Parker and King, 2024). The 2024 guidance term replaces the term “Traditional Cultural 
Properties” with “Traditional Cultural Places,” but the definition remains unchanged.  The original term is 
retained in this Final EA because the change occurred after publication of the Draft EA and was used in 
NHPA Section 106 Tribal and State consultation documents. This decision supports the timely 
implementation of the expanded MOA, vital to naval readiness, by avoiding delays from non-substantive 
document revisions. 
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The study area is located within the Louisiana coastal plain and is associated with the Mississippi River 
delta. The area is flat overall, with an elevation near sea level. Except for limited development near the 
Mississippi River Gulf Outlet Canal, the study area is characterized as a remote, expansive mosaic of marsh 
vegetation and open water. Marsh vegetation is dense but relatively low and generally does not block 
views of the sky. Trees are limited to a few ridges (Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fish [LDWF], 
2024b). Open water includes small portions of Lake Borgne and Chandeleur Sound, as well as many lakes, 
sloughs, bays, and man-made channels interspersed throughout the marsh. Part of one protected area, 
the Biloxi Wildlife Management Area, occurs under the northern portion of the proposed Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA (Figure 3.5-1). Typical activities in this secluded area, which is managed by the LDWF, include 
fishing, hunting, boating, and wildlife viewing (LDWF, 2024b). Wildlife in the managed area is considered 
representative of the study area in general and includes ducks, geese, racoons, rabbits, nutria, muskrats, 
and alligators, among others (Hunting Land Rentals by Owner, 2016). Waterfowl are particularly abundant 
during migratory seasons. Military aircraft currently transit the study area between NAS JRB NOLA and the 
existing Snake MOA/ATCAA and Warning Areas. Civilian aircraft associated with commercial and general 
aviation airports in the region, such as Louis Armstrong New Orleans International Airport 
(flightconnections.com, 2024), also transit the study area (see Section 3.1). The study area includes Shell 
Beach, Yscloskey, and Hopedale, which are narrow developed areas along the Mississippi River Gulf 
Outlet Canal and smaller adjoining canals. Development is mostly limited to elevated houses, boat 
docks, and other structures related to boat storage and maintenance. Disturbed ground, concrete and 
gravel parking areas, trees and shrubs, and turf grass occur within the developed areas. Trees also line 
the canals in some locations. 

3.5.3 Environmental Consequences 
Neither the Navy nor the FAA has established significance criteria for visual resource impacts but FAA 
has identified factors to consider when evaluating the context and intensity of potential impacts. These 
factors consist of the extent to which an action would have the potential to: (1) affect the nature of the 
visual character of the area, including the importance, uniqueness, and aesthetic value of the affected 
visual resources; (2) contrast with the visual resources or visual character of the study area; or (3) block 
or obstruct views of visual resources (FAA, 2015, 2023). 

3.5.3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change to existing military aircraft overflight tempo, 
patterns, or other features of the study area that could affect the visual aesthetic quality. There would 
be no significant impact on visual resources. 
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Figure 3.5-1 Biloxi Wildlife Management Area 
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3.5.3.2 Conduct Flight Training in New SUA to the East of NAS JRB NOLA (Preferred Alternative) 
The Proposed Action would not involve development, construction, or any other physical changes to 
landform or water features in the study area. No project elements would block or obstruct views of 
visual resources. Therefore, the overall visual character of the study area would remain the same. 
Potential impacts on visual resources would consist of changes to military aircraft operations that affect 
panoramic views when, from the perspective of an observer, those views include the sky. Compared to 
existing conditions, the annual number of aircraft and operations in the airspace would not change and, 
therefore, the proposed activities would generally be consistent with ongoing military, commercial, and 
private aircraft operations in the area. However, instead of straight transit flights, military aircraft would 
conduct various types of training flights in the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA. This would change the flight 
patterns and increase the length of time aircraft would be present and viewable in the study area and 
could represent some level of contrast with the visual resources of the existing environment. 

A relatively small number of the persons with potential to view aircraft would be residents along the 
Gulf Outlet Canal and smaller adjoining canals. Most would be those participating in various recreational 
activities in the marsh and open water areas, including the Biloxi Wildlife Management Area. 
Recreationists may view the panoramic landscape as part of their leisure experience. The number of 
people present in the study area is low overall due to the area’s remoteness. The marsh area is 
expansive and only accessible by boat. 

The Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would typically be used on weekdays between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. during 
most weeks of the year, and operations could occur up to 5 hours per day. Therefore, for a person 
present in the study area on a weekday, there is a reasonable chance that a training operation would 
occur at the same time. Viewers could notice aircraft maneuvers that are different from those 
conducted under existing conditions. Some viewers could perceive such an overflight as a negative 
impact on the natural landscape and solitude of the study area, while others could potentially perceive it 
as a neutral or positive experience. Sensitivity would likely be lower for overflights that do not interfere 
with a viewer’s activity (e.g., hunting or fishing). There would be no operations on weekends when 
recreational activity level would presumably be higher. 

The potential for a viewer to notice an aircraft overflight and perceive it as a negative experience would 
be influenced by the aircraft’s altitude and lateral distance. Generally, objects at greater altitude and 
lateral distance are less noticeable than objects near the horizon or near an observer, although the 
potential to observe a moving object is generally greater in open landscapes such as that of the study 
area. Operational altitude of training missions would range from 4,000 to 32,000 feet MSL. There is no 
generally accepted threshold altitude above which aircraft are considered unnoticeable. However, as a 
comparison point, analysis of commercial aircraft operations near San Antonio, Texas, concluded that 
views of aircraft operating above 3,000 feet would not usually be considered intrusive (FAA, 2022). The 
analysis presumably only considered straight transit flight paths. Similarly, analysis of a proposed new 
commercial airport in Sydney, Australia concluded that commercial aircraft at 3,000 feet are not 
prominent visual features, and that at 7,000 feet they are likely difficult to discern from ground level and 
are not visually obtrusive (Commonwealth of Australia, 2016). Additional factors that would influence 
the probability of viewing an aircraft include weather (e.g., cloud cover), location of the sun relative to 
the aircraft and viewer, camouflaging color of the aircraft, and a viewer’s level of focus on activities near 
ground level. 
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The specific flight patterns, altitudes of those patterns, and length of time that an aircraft would be 
viewable from a relatively stationary point in the study area would vary depending on the training 
scenario. However, flights would be dispersed vertically and horizontally in the MOA/ATCAA, decreasing 
the likelihood of visual obtrusion from any given location. Also, observation would be temporary for 
overflights other than those that involve maneuvers in a relatively small area. 

It would be unlikely for persons in the study area to observe a chaff or flare release due to the dispersed 
area of operations, altitude of release, and size of the items. Analysis of chaff and flare use in military 
training areas concluded that chaff fibers have low visibility and generally do not accumulate in 
quantities noticeable to most people (National Guard Bureau, 2002). Chaff debris is usually noticed only 
in open locations such as cleared, maintained, or sparsely vegetated areas. Chaff would not likely be 
noticed in the dense vegetation of the study area. Similarly, chaff and flare debris (e.g., end caps) could 
cause, at most, a minor visual impact. The wide distribution area of these items would significantly 
reduce the likelihood of seeing these materials. It is not expected that they would accumulate in a small 
area.  

In summary, the proposed activities would not substantially affect the visual character of the study area. 
The addition of training flights in the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would result in different flight patterns and 
potentially the length of time aircraft would be viewable. These changes would contrast with the 
existing environment and could be perceived negatively by some viewers. Due to the lateral area and 
altitude range in which aircraft could operate, and the transient nature of some overflights, effects 
would probably be only mildly discernible. Airspace operations do not commonly cause adverse visual 
effects (FAA, 2023). Chaff and flare expenditures would likely result in negligible to minor effects on the 
visual aesthetics of the study area. Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not result in 
significant impacts on visual resources. 

3.6 Cultural Resources 

Cultural resources consist of prehistoric and historic sites, structures, artifacts, and any other physical or 
traditional evidence of human activity considered relevant to a particular culture or community for 
scientific, traditional, religious, or other reasons. For the purposes of this analysis, cultural resources are 
assessed to determine if they are significant and exhibit integrity, in accordance with the National 
Register criteria (36 CFR part 63) to qualify for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).   

3.6.1 Regulatory Setting 
Cultural resources are governed by federal laws and regulations, including the NHPA, Archaeological and 
Historic Preservation Act, American Indian Religious Freedom Act, Archaeological Resources Protection 
Act of 1979, and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990. Section 106 of the 
NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic 
properties. For the purposes of this analysis, the term “cultural resource” refers to all resources of 
cultural importance protected by these federal laws.  

Federal agencies’ responsibility for protecting historic properties is defined primarily by Sections 106 
and 110 of the NHPA. Section 106 requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties and afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a 
reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings. Through consultation with interested 
parties, the federal agency identifies historic properties potentially affected by the undertaking, assesses 
effects, and seeks ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects on historic properties. 
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Section 110 of NHPA requires federal agencies to establish – in conjunction with the Secretary of the 
Interior – historic preservation programs for the identification, evaluation, and protection of historic 
properties.   

3.6.2 Affected Environment 
The Area of Potential Effects (APE) for this Proposed Action includes areas directly or indirectly affected 
beneath the airspace. For this Proposed Action, the Navy determined that the APE is the land and water 
under the newly proposed airspace shown in Figure 2.3-1.  

A search of the National Register database was conducted with one NRHP structure identified under the 
proposed airspace (National Park Service, 2024). The historic property is Fort Proctor located in St. 
Bernard Parish, north of Shell Beach on Lake Borgne. The fort’s construction commenced in 1856 with 
building materials of granite, brick, and cast iron I-beams. Even though the fort was not complete, the 
unique construction with the use of iron prior to the Civil War and the expanded living quarters for the 
soldiers, including bathrooms, deemed the property significant for recommendation to the NRHP. The 
National Register form for Fort Proctor, which was submitted and approved for listing on the NRHP in 
1978, noted that the land has receded and Lake Borgne has partially engulfed approximately two-thirds 
of the outer earthworks. Currently, Fort Proctor is surrounded by water at least a foot deep and modern 
aerial imagery confirms the site is still heavily inundated. 

A search of the Louisiana National Register was conducted for all NRHP-listed or eligible districts and 
individual properties under or adjacent to the proposed airspace (Louisiana Division of Historic 
Preservation, 2024). In addition to Fort Proctor, two other properties were identified: the Samuel 
Proctor House and an unnamed residential property. The Samuel Proctor House was described in a 1982 
standing structural survey form to the Louisiana State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) as an 
unoccupied, deteriorated, four bay cottage built circa 1840 (Louisiana Division of Historic Preservation, 
2024). Current aerial images from the SHPO database do not show evidence that the structure is still 
standing (Louisiana Division of Historic Preservation, 2024). The second structure was described in the 
same 1982 standing structural survey form as a deteriorated residential structure with an unknown 
construction date (Louisiana Division of Historic Preservation, 2024). Current aerial images from the 
SHPO database clearly show this building is no longer extant and has been replaced by a larger, more 
modern structure. 

A search of the NOAA Automated Wreck and Obstruction Information System database (NOAA, 2024) 
noted two shipwrecks under the proposed airspace: the Queen Mary II, a half-submerged 36-foot cabin 
cruiser, and an unknown shipwreck. Both are in shallow water, and neither are noted as significant.  

The Navy requested consultation with the Chitimacha Tribe of Louisiana to determine whether there are 
traditional cultural properties and/or sacred sites, or other historic properties that the Navy has not 
identified within the APE, and to see if they have other concerns with the proposed action. No response 
correspondence was received from the Tribe (Appendix G).    

3.6.3 Environmental Consequences 
Analysis of potential harm to cultural resources considers both direct and indirect impacts. A direct 
effect to a historic property would include the physical destruction of, or damage to, all or part of a 
historic property; alteration of a historic property in a way that is not consistent with the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and applicable guidelines; or the 
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removal of the property from its historic location. Indirect impacts are activities that may change the 
character of the property’s use or of physical features within the property’s setting that contribute to its 
historic significance, or introduce visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of 
the property’s significant historic features. 

3.6.3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change to existing military aircraft overflight tempo 
or the noise exposure within the region. Military flights would continue to transit the area to access 
existing SUA. Current subsonic noise exposure is very low, 35 dB DNL. There is not currently any 
supersonic operation in this area, thus no supersonic noise exposure. Therefore, no significant impacts 
to cultural resources would occur with implementation of the No Action Alternative. 

3.6.3.2 Conduct Flight Training in New SUA to the East of NAS JRB NOLA (Preferred Alternative) 
Under the Preferred Alternative, defensive countermeasure devices would be used; however, no 
weapons testing, or ordnance expenditure would occur within the new MOA/ATCAA. Chaff and flare 
residual materials (i.e., end caps) would be widely distributed beneath the MOA/ATCAA and would not 
be readily visible on the ground or accumulate in a substantial quantity in any given location. It would be 
possible, but unlikely, that a piece of residual material or chaff fibers would land directly on any of the 
cultural resources in the APE given the limited amount of these materials and the limited cultural 
resources beneath the MOA/ATCAA. If a piece of residual material did land on a resource, it is not large 
enough to cause physical damage and would likely be quickly dispersed by wind. As such, no direct 
impacts from the use of chaff and flares would occur to cultural resources in the APE.  

Previous studies have found it is unlikely that noise and vibration associated with air operations would 
cause structural damage to buildings. In fact, several studies of the effects of noise on historic properties 
located in high aircraft-noise zones have found that vibration resulting from the activities of tour groups, 
and even vacuuming, generated more structural vibration than that generated by aircraft noise (NASA, 
1976, 1978; National Research Council, 1977). Subsonic sound of less than 130 dB is highly unlikely to 
damage structural elements. Noticeable vibration of windowpanes and objects within buildings may 
occur at sound levels of 110 dB or greater (Wyle Laboratories, 1988). Overflights in the MOA/ATCAA 
would not exceed these levels (see Section 3.2.4).  

There are no known aboveground archaeological sites or traditional cultural properties, and the one 
existing architectural resource located within the APE would not be impacted by the Proposed Action. 
Fort Proctor is located on the western boundary of the MOA/ATCAA where supersonic flights would 
occur above 30,000 feet MSL, which would reduce the number of sonic booms. In the eastern portion of 
the MOA/ATCAA, supersonic flights could occur as low as 4,000 feet MSL; however, most of the area 
beneath the MOA/ATCAA in the east is open water or marsh with little to no development. Visual 
intrusions are also expected to be minimal (see Section 3.5, Visual Effects). Implementation of the 
Preferred Alternative would not result in significant impacts to cultural resources. 

The Navy conducted NHPA Section 106 compliance for the proposed undertaking and the results are 
included in Appendix G. The Navy consulted with the Louisiana SHPO and the Chitimacha Tribe of 
Louisiana. The Navy received concurrence with the findings described in this section from Louisiana 
SHPO on August 12, 2024. No reply was received from the Chitimacha Tribe.  
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3.7 Environmental Justice 

EO 14096, Revitalizing Our Nation’s Commitment to Environmental Justice for All (April 21, 2023) defines 
environmental justice as the just treatment and meaningful involvement of all people, regardless of 
income, race, color, national origin, tribal affiliation, or disability, in agency decision making and other 
federal activities that affect human health and the environment.  

3.7.1 Regulatory Setting 
Consistent with EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations (February 11, 1994), the Navy’s policy is to identify and address any 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its actions on minority 
and low-income populations. 

EO 14096 supplements EO 12898 to address environmental justice. EO 14096 establishes a policy to 
pursue a whole-of-government approach to environmental justice. With respect to environmental 
reviews under NEPA, EO 14096 directs federal agencies to: (1) analyze direct, indirect, and cumulative 
effects of federal actions on communities with environmental justice concerns; (2) consider best 
available science and information on any disparate health effects (including risks) arising from exposure 
to pollution and other environmental hazards, such as information related to the race, national origin, 
socioeconomic status, age, disability, and sex of the individuals exposed; and (3) provide opportunities 
for early and meaningful involvement in the environmental review process by communities with 
environmental justice concerns potentially affected by a proposed action. 

The Navy followed the steps outlined in the USEPA’s 2016 report, Promising Practices for EJ 
Methodologies in NEPA Reviews (USEPA, 2016), to determine whether there would be 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts to minority and low-income populations from the 
Proposed Action. These steps are summarized as follows: 

• Define the Affected Environment. The environment of the area(s) to be affected or created by 
the alternatives under consideration was described.  

• Identify the presence or absence of minority and low-income populations. The presence of 
minority and low-income populations was determined if the percentage of low-income or 
minority individuals residing within the selected geographic units of analysis (block groups) was 
equal to or greater than the percentage of individuals residing within the reference community 
(St. Bernard Parish). The low-income analysis used the Census Bureau data showing the poverty 
status of households in the past 12 months. The Census Bureau uses income thresholds that 
vary by family size and composition to determine who is in poverty.  

• Perform impact analysis. The potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on minority 
populations and low-income populations were compared to the non-minority populations and 
non-low-income populations in the affected environment. This included both human health and 
environmental impacts from the agency’s programs, policies, or activities. 

• Determine if there would be disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and 
low-income populations. Impacts to resource areas from the Proposed Action were analyzed to 
determine whether there would be any disproportionately high and adverse effects to minority 
and low-income populations when compared to non-minority and non-low-income populations 
in the affected environment.  
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3.7.2 Affected Environment 
The affected environment for environmental justice is defined using demographic data that identifies 
low-income populations and minority populations relative to locations that would be affected by the 
Proposed Action. The area that makes up the region of influence (ROI) consists of the census tracts 
where the project is located or where effects of the Proposed Action are felt (see Figure 3.7-1). The only 
populated census tract in the ROI is St. Bernard Parish Census Tract 301.05, Block Group 2. Block groups 
are a statistical division of census tracts that typically have between 600 and 3,000 people. These are 
the smallest geographical units for which the U.S. Census Bureau publishes survey data. The U.S. Census 
Bureau provides estimates of the population that are minority or below the poverty level. 

The reference community selected to determine the presence of minority or low-income populations 
(environmental justice populations) within the larger community is St. Bernard Parish because it 
represents the smallest geographic unit that incorporates the affected population. 

Census block groups that have a minority population or have households with low income (in this case, 
households with incomes below the poverty level) at a higher percentage than the reference community 
(St. Bernard Parish) would be considered environmental justice communities, as defined by the CEQ 
(CEQ, 1997). There are no environmental justice communities in the ROI (Table 3.7-1). 
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Figure 3.7-1 Environmental Justice ROI 
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Table 3.7-1 Environmental Justice Communities 

Area Population 
Percent of 

Population that Is 
Minority 

Population for 
Whom Poverty Is 

Calculated1 

Percentage of 
Households Whose 
Income in the Past 

12 Months Is Below 
the Poverty Level 

Reference Community 
St. Bernard Parish; Louisiana 44,038 30 15,732 22 
Census Tract Block Groups Within the Affected Environment2 
Census Tract 301.05, Block 
Group 2 

230 22 116 9 

Notes:  1“Population for Whom Poverty is Calculated” is from the U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Five-Year 
Estimate and does not take into consideration institutionalized persons, persons in military group quarters and in 
college dormitories, and unrelated individuals under 15 years old, and therefore, may differ from the total 
population. 

 2Two other block groups are located in the Affected Environment. Census Tract 9900, Block Group 0 in Plaquemines 
Parish and Census Tract 9900, Block Group 0 in St. Bernard Parish. Both these block groups are over water with no 
recorded population. 

Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2024a,b 

Characteristics of the ROI were evaluated using the USEPA screening tool EJScreen. The screening tool 
identifies the extent to which selected areas are currently impacted by various environmental pollutants 
and contaminants or the extent to which selected areas are at risk of environmental impacts or have 
demographic populations that could be at greater risk of impacts, relative to other areas statewide or 
nationally. This review compared the 12 EJScreen Environmental Justice Indexes and Supplemental 
Indexes for the ROI to the characteristics of the state and country. A filter of the Environmental Justice 
Indexes and Supplemental Indexes for the project area using the 80th percentile filter recommended by 
USEPA (USEPA, 2024) indicated no indexes that exceeded the threshold when compared to the state or 
country. 

3.7.3 Environmental Consequences 
This analysis focuses on the potential for a disproportionately high and adverse exposure of specific off-base 
population groups to the projected adverse consequences discussed in the previous sections of this 
chapter. 

3.7.3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change to existing military aircraft overflight tempo. 
Because there would be no changes, existing conditions for environmental justice communities would 
not change, and there would be no additional environmental justice impacts relative to baseline 
conditions. 

3.7.3.2 Conduct Flight Training in New SUA to the East of NAS JRB NOLA (Preferred Alternative) 
Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not result in disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects on minority or low-income communities. There are no 
minority or low-income communities located in the ROI and therefore no potential for these 
communities to be impacted by the Proposed Action.   
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4 Cumulative Impacts 
This section (1) defines cumulative impacts; (2) describes past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions relevant to cumulative impacts; (3) analyzes the incremental interaction the Proposed 
Action may have with other actions; and (4) evaluates cumulative impacts potentially resulting from 
these interactions. 

4.1 Definition of Cumulative Impacts 

The approach taken in the analysis of cumulative impacts follows the objectives of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, and CEQ 
guidance. Cumulative impacts are defined in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) part 1508.1(g)(3) as 
“effects on the environment that result from the incremental effects of the action when added to the 
effects of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions regardless of what agency (Federal or 
non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative effects can result from individually 
minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.” 

To determine the scope of environmental impact analyses, agencies shall consider cumulative actions, 
which when viewed with other proposed actions have cumulatively significant impacts and should 
therefore be discussed in the same impact analysis document. 

In addition, CEQ and United States (U.S.) Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) have published 
guidance addressing implementation of cumulative impact analyses—Guidance on the Consideration of 
Past Actions in Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEQ, 2005) and Consideration of Cumulative Impacts in EPA 
Review of NEPA Documents (USEPA, 1999). CEQ guidance entitled Considering Cumulative Effects Under 
NEPA (1997) states that cumulative impact analyses should “…determine the magnitude and significance 
of the environmental consequences of the proposed action in the context of the cumulative impacts of 
other past, present, and future actions...identify significant cumulative impacts…[and]…focus on truly 
meaningful impacts.” 

Cumulative impacts are most likely to arise when a relationship or synergism exists between a proposed 
action and other actions expected to occur in a similar location or during a similar time period. Actions 
overlapping with or in close proximity to the proposed action would be expected to have more potential 
for a relationship than those more geographically separated. Similarly, relatively concurrent actions 
would tend to offer a higher potential for cumulative impacts. To identify cumulative impacts, the 
analysis needs to address the following three fundamental questions. 

• Does a relationship exist such that affected resource areas of the proposed action might interact 
with the affected resource areas of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions? 

• If one or more of the affected resource areas of the proposed action and another action could 
be expected to interact, would the proposed action affect or be affected by impacts of the other 
action? 

• If such a relationship exists, then does an assessment reveal any potentially significant impacts 
not identified when the proposed action is considered alone? 
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4.2 Scope of Cumulative Impacts Analysis 

The scope of the cumulative impacts analysis involves both the geographic extent of the effects and the 
timeframe in which the effects could be expected to occur. For this Environmental Assessment (EA), the 
study area delimits the geographic extent of the cumulative impacts analysis. In general, the study area 
will include those areas previously identified in Chapter 3 for the respective resource areas. The 
timeframe for cumulative impacts centers on the timing of the Proposed Action.  

Another factor influencing the scope of cumulative impacts analysis involves identifying other actions to 
consider. Beyond determining that the geographic scope and timeframe for the actions interrelate to 
the Proposed Action, the analysis employs the measure of “reasonably foreseeable” to include or 
exclude other actions. For the purposes of this analysis, public documents prepared by federal, state, 
and local government agencies form the primary sources of information regarding reasonably 
foreseeable actions. Documents used to identify other actions include notices of intent for 
Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) and EAs, management plans, land use plans, and other planning 
related studies. 

4.3 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 

This section will focus on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects with the potential to 
affect the same resources as the Proposed Action. In determining which projects to include in the 
cumulative impacts analysis, a preliminary determination was made regarding the past, present, or 
reasonably foreseeable action. Specifically, using the first fundamental question included in Section 4.1, 
it was determined if a relationship exists such that the affected resource areas of the Proposed Action 
(included in this EA) might interact with the affected resource area of a past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable action. If no such potential relationship exists, the project was not carried forward into the 
cumulative impacts analysis. In accordance with CEQ guidance (CEQ, 2005), these actions considered but 
excluded from further cumulative effects analysis are not catalogued here as the intent is to focus the 
analysis on the meaningful actions relevant to informed decision-making. Projects included in the 
cumulative impacts analysis are listed in Table 4.3-1 and briefly described in the following subsections.  
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Table 4.3-1 Cumulative Action Evaluation 

Action 
Level of NEPA 
Analysis 
Completed 

Potential Cumulative Resource 
Areas Affected 

Past Actions 
Adversary Aircraft Transitions at Naval Air Station Fallon, 
Nevada and Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New 
Orleans, Louisiana. 

CATEX (2021) Airspace Management 

Federal Aviation Administration VORTAC Facility Vegetation 
Clearing at Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New 
Orleans, Louisiana 

CATEX (2019) Biological, Coastal, Visual, and 
Cultural Resources 

Runway Approach Obstructions, Bird/Animal Aircraft Strike 
Hazard, and Vegetation Control at Naval Air Station Joint 
Reserve Base New Orleans, Louisiana 

EA (2020) Biological, Coastal, Visual, and 
Cultural Resources 

Airfield Bird/Animal Aircraft Strike Hazard Wetlands Fill 
Project at Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New 
Orleans, Louisiana 

EA (2014) Biological, Coastal, Visual, and 
Cultural Resources 

Runway Extension at Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base 
New Orleans, Louisiana 

EA (2003) Biological, Coastal, Visual, and 
Cultural Resources 

Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 
Air National Guard F-15EX Eagle II & F-35A Lightning II 
Operational Beddowns  

EIS, Ongoing Airspace Management, Noise, 
Biological, Coastal, Visual, and 
Cultural Resources 

Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing SEIS/OEIS, 
Ongoing 

Biological, Coastal, and Visual 
Resources 

Legend:  CATEX = Categorical Exclusion; EA = Environmental Assessment; EIS = Environmental Impact Statement; NEPA = 
National Environmental Policy Act; OEIS = Overseas Environmental Impact Statement; SEIS = Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement; VORTAC = Very High Frequency Omnidirectional Range/Tactical Aircraft Control 

4.3.1 Past Actions 
Record of Categorical Exclusion for Adversary Aircraft Transitions at Naval Air Station Fallon, Nevada 
and Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans, Louisiana. On July 22, 2021, Commander, U.S. 
Fleet Forces Command signed a Record of Categorical Exclusion for the adversary aircraft transitions at 
Naval Air Station (NAS) Fallon and Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans (NAS JRB NOLA). At 
NAS JRB NOLA, 12 F/A-18 aircraft were replaced by 12 F-5N/F aircraft. The adversary aircraft are 
operated by Fighter Squadron Composite Two Zero Four (VFC-204). The aircraft transition took place in 
2022 and 2023. 

Federal Aviation Administration Very High Frequency Omnidirectional Range/Tactical Aircraft Control 
(VORTAC) Facility Vegetation Clearing at NAS JRB NOLA, Louisiana. The Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and NAS JRB NOLA collaborated on preparing a Record of Categorical Exclusion to 
evaluate the effects of establishing a 1,000-foot clear zone around the VORTAC Facility at NAS JRB NOLA. 
Located in the northern part of the airfield, near the proposed Runway 22 project area, the VORTAC is 
situated on an abandoned former runway. This initiative involved clearing approximately 72 acres of 
land surrounding the facility. While vegetation growth in the cleared area had been managed since 
1963, lack of maintenance had led to vegetation becoming overgrown by 2019 (Navy, 2019). The 
vegetation clearing has been completed.  
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Runway Approach Obstructions, BASH, and Vegetation Control at NAS JRB NOLA, Louisiana. The Navy 
conducted an EA to evaluate the impacts of two main actions at NAS JRB NOLA: removing air navigation 
obstructions along runway approaches and implementing new vegetation to reduce Bird/Aircraft Strike 
Hazard (BASH) risks. These actions spanned four separate project areas covering approximately 527 
acres, including 205 acres of wetlands. Safety enhancements for runway approaches involved tasks like 
clearing trees, adjusting drainage systems, and introducing new vegetation (Navy, 2020).  

Airfield BASH Hazard Wetlands Fill Project at NAS JRB NOLA, Louisiana. The Navy conducted an EA to 
examine the potential effects of grading and filling 44 acres of land adjacent to the airfield at NAS JRB 
NOLA, aiming to mitigate BASH risks. Among these acres, 15 were wetlands under U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers jurisdiction. The EA evaluated both the proposed action—grading and filling the 44 acres—
and a No Action Alternative. Following this assessment, the Navy concluded in December 2014 that the 
proposed action would not result in significant environmental impacts, leading to the issuance of a 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). This determination allowed the Navy to proceed with the 
project as planned (Navy, 2014). 

Runway Extension at NAS JRB NOLA, Louisiana. The Navy conducted an EA to assess the impacts of 
extending the main runway at NAS JRB NOLA. Four alternatives, including a No Action Alternative, were 
examined. Alternatives 1 and 2, involving extensions of 4,000 feet and 2,000 feet, respectively, to the 
southwest, were identified as the only feasible options meeting evaluation criteria. The wetland fill 
associated with the project was estimated at 53 acres for Alternative 1 and 40 acres for Alternative 2. 
Alternative 2 was selected as the preferred option. A FONSI for the action was issued in 2003, and the 
project has since been completed (Navy, 2003). 

4.3.2 Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 
Air National Guard F-15EX Eagle II & F-35A Lightning II Operational Beddowns Environmental Impact 
Statement. The National Guard Bureau proposes to replace F-15C/D aircraft with F-15EX or F-35A 
aircraft at Westfield-Barnes Regional Airport (Massachusetts), Fresno Yosemite International Airport 
(California), and NAS JRB NOLA. No fighter wing would receive both aircraft. The legacy F-15C/D aircraft 
would be retired from the inventory due to their age and resulting maintenance costs. The Proposed 
Action also includes personnel needed to operate and maintain the F-15EX and F-35A, and construction 
of new facilities and/or modification of existing facilities to support the beddowns (National Guard 
Bureau, 2024). 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement Atlantic 
Fleet Training and Testing. Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing activities are located in the seaspace and 
airspace over the Atlantic Ocean, eastern coast of North America, portions of the Caribbean Sea, and the 
Gulf of Mexico. These activities account for force structure (organization of ships, weapons, and 
personnel) changes and include training with new aircraft, vessels, unmanned/autonomous systems, 
and weapon systems. The third (Phase III) comprehensive review of potential environmental effects of 
military readiness activities was published in September 2018 (Navy, 2018). Supplemental NEPA analysis 
began in fall 2023 to support renewal of current federal regulatory permits and authorizations that 
expire in November 2025 (88 Federal Register 80286). 

4.4 Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Where feasible, the cumulative impacts were assessed using quantifiable data; however, for many of the 
resources included for analysis, quantifiable data is not available and a qualitative analysis was 
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undertaken. In addition, where an analysis of potential environmental effects for future actions has not 
been completed, assumptions were made regarding cumulative impacts related to this EA where 
possible. The analytical methodology presented in Chapter 3, which was used to determine potential 
impacts to the various resources analyzed in this document, was also used to determine cumulative 
impacts. 

4.4.1 Airspace Management 
The action to replace adversary aircraft at NAS JRB NOLA is inherently included in the Proposed Action 
and would not be a cumulative impact. A reasonably foreseeable action affecting the cumulative effect 
on airspace management includes the proposed Louisiana Air National Guard F-15EX Eagle II & F-35A 
Operational Beddowns Environmental Impact Statement assessing the Louisiana Air National Guard 
(LAANG) replacement of the existing F-15C aircraft with either the F-15EX or F-35A aircraft. There were 
no established requirements for an increase in airspace capacity, lateral or vertical changes, or changes 
to published times of use for local Special Use Airspace (SUA) within the proposed beddown action. The 
resulting impacts to airspace from the beddown were determined to be the same as those in existing 
conditions. The proposed F-15EX and F-35A operations under the Beddown Action were based on 
LAANG aircraft operations. These proposed operations were accounted for in the assessment of impacts 
to airspace with the establishment of the Bourbon Military Operations Area (MOA) and Air Traffic 
Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA). While the sorties from LAANG may increase slightly from the sorties 
proposed in this EA, this is not expected to have a cumulative impact to airspace management since the 
times of use and expected activation of the MOA/ATCAA would stay the same regardless of the number 
of users. Additional sorties would likely be distributed among this and other regional SUA. A portion of 
these sorties would only use the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA to transit to adjacent SUA. The potential increase 
in sorties would not impose restrictions to access for Visual Flight Rules (VFR) aircraft and the Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA times of use and activation would remain the same, resulting in comparable impacts to 
civil traffic as in the Proposed Action. The activation of the MOA/ATCAA drives impacts to civil traffic, 
not the number of sorties. Thus, implementation of the Proposed Action, together with reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, would not result in significant cumulative impacts to airspace management 
since utilization of the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would remain unchanged with implementation of 
cumulative actions.  

4.4.2 Noise 
The proposed Louisiana Air National Guard F-15EX Eagle II & F-35A Operational Beddowns 
Environmental Impact Statement could interact with noise impacts from the Proposed Action to create 
cumulative impacts within the study area. The replacement of the existing F-15C aircraft would result in 
additional sorties in the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA from those assessed in the Proposed Action. The total 
military operations originating from NAS JRB NOLA and utilizing the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 
would increase based on the LAANG aircraft operations. The LAANG has stated the preferred alternative 
is to replace the F-15C with the F-15EX at NAS JRB NOLA.  However, since a Record of Decision has not 
been signed for that action, the noise analysis of both aircraft types is included in this cumulative 
analysis. The beddown would not include both replacement aircraft types. The noise levels within 
Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA from implementation of the LAANG action, with either aircraft selection 
(F-35A or F-15EX), would increase and are presented in Table 4.4-1. 
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Table 4.4-1 Cumulative Noise Levels for Annual Aircraft Operations in Proposed Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA 

Cumulative 
Scenario 
(Sorties) 

Operations Airspace 
Noise 
Level 
(dB) 

Estimated 
Percentage of 

Population 
“Highly Annoyed” 

Number of Daily 
Events >65 SEL 

F-15EX (3,000) 
Subsonic Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 54 DNL < 3.31 < 1 
Supersonic Bourbon MOA/ATCAA1 34 CDNL < 0.83 n/a 
Supersonic Bourbon MOA/ATCAA2 45 CDNL < 1.66 n/a 

F-35A (3,000) 
Subsonic Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 55 DNL 3.31 < 1 
Supersonic Bourbon MOA/ATCAA1 34 CDNL < 0.83 n/a 
Supersonic Bourbon MOA/ATCAA2 44 CDNL < 1.66 n/a 

Notes:  1Operations within Bourbon MOA/ATCAA West of the 12 NM arc above 30,000 feet MSL. 
 2Operations within Bourbon MOA/ATCAA East of the 12 NM arc above 4,000 feet MSL. 
Legend: > = greater than; < = less than; ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; CDNL = C-weighted Day-Night Average 

Noise Level; dB = decibel; DNL = A-weighted Day-Night Average Noise Level; MOA = Military Operations Areas; n/a = 
not applicable; SEL = Sound Exposure Level 

Source:   Stantec 2024a,b,c  

Subsonic aircraft operations under both cumulative scenarios, either implementation of the F-15EX or 
F-35A, and when combined with the Proposed Action but without the F-15C operations, the resulting 
cumulative noise within the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be below the significance level of 65 
decibels (dB) A-weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) established by the FAA. The addition of 
F-15EX or F-35A aircraft to the Proposed Action without F-15C aircraft operations would result in 54 dB 
DNL and 55 dB DNL, respectively and below and equal to the Federal Interagency Committee on Urban 
Noise (FICUN) and USEPA levels compatible with all land use types to include residential, public use (i.e., 
schools), recreational, and entertainment areas. The DNL increase of 19 dB and 20 dB would fall under 
the “reportable” level according to the FAA as there is a 5 dB increase between 45 dB DNL and 60 dB 
DNL, when compared to the No Action Alternative. The percentage of the population expected to be 
highly annoyed by the cumulative noise from subsonic aircraft operations would be low (3.31 percent) 
and less than 1.0 daily event would exceed 65 dB Sound Exposure Level (SEL).  

Structural damage or secondary vibration impacts are not expected to occur based on the maximum 
sound exposure. An individual location is not expected to experience direct low-level overflights on a 
routine basis since aircraft operations would be distributed over a wide area. Supersonic aircraft 
operations and resulting cumulative noise within Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be below 62 dB 
C-weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level (CDNL), compatible with all sensitive resources when 
applying U.S. Army Public Health Command standards, and a low percentage of the population (less 
than 1.66 percent) would be expected to be highly annoyed. The addition of F-15EX or F-35A aircraft to 
the Proposed Action without F-15C aircraft operations would result in 45 dB CDNL and 44 dB CDNL, 
respectively. As such, the Proposed Action along with other reasonably foreseeable actions would not 
have significant cumulative impacts from noise. 

4.4.3 Biological Resources 
The study area considered in the cumulative analysis for biological resources consists of the surface 
water, ground, and low airspace around the MOA/ATCAA. Because the Proposed Action would not 
result in direct surface water or ground impacts, the only impacts considered are noise impacts to 
wildlife, chaff and flare impact to wildlife, and BASH. The projects that could contribute noise and chaff 
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and flares impacts are the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental 
Impact Statement Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing and Louisiana Air National Guard F-15EX Eagle II & 
F-35A Operational Beddowns Environmental Impact Statement. The proposed activities assessed in 
these projects could introduce noise in the environment that would disturb wildlife in the area. The 
LAANG beddown project would slightly increase the noise exposure within the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 
(see Section 4.4.2, Noise); however, the noise exposure would remain relatively low and would not 
exceed significance thresholds for noise. Changes in Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing activities would 
result in fewer overall aircraft overflights in the Gulf of Mexico Range Complex and Gulf of Mexico Range 
Complex Inshore locations, thus reducing the long-term potential for noise exposure in this general 
vicinity. The changes in noise exposure from reasonably foreseeable projects would not present long-
term, consistent noise disruptions to wildlife.  

Use of chaff and flares from the Proposed Action is not expected to contribute significantly to 
cumulative chaff and flare use. Chaff and flares are part of both contributing projects, but the levels of 
chaff and flare deployment would not be expected to cause harm to biological resources in any 
individual projects. The operations areas addressed in those documents are substantially larger than the 
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA. Thus, the distribution of chaff and flares and their residual materials would be 
widespread and not expected to overlap with the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA area.  

Several past projects have implemented measures to reduce BASH concerns in the runway environment 
at NAS JRB NOLA (VORTAC facility, Runway Approach Obstruction project, Airfield BASH Wetlands Fill 
project, and Runway Extension). The extensive BASH safety measures discussed in Section 3.3.3 reduce 
the BASH risk from the Proposed Action. The other projects have cumulatively improved BASH concerns 
and reduced the risk as much as possible. Therefore, the Proposed Action when combined with other 
past and reasonably foreseeable actions is not expected to have a significant cumulative impact with 
respect to BASH risk.   

4.4.4 Coastal Zone 
The cumulative analysis study area for the coastal zone is located in the region below and around the 
proposed MOA/ATCAA. The cumulative actions outlined in Section 4.3.1 encompass past ground 
disturbing activities within Louisiana’s coastal zone (VORTAC facility, Runway Approach Obstruction 
project, Airfield BASH Wetlands Fill project, and Runway Extension). The Proposed Action solely involves 
airspace operations above this zone. Consequently, the impacts on the coastal zone from the Proposed 
Action are disparate and only anticipated to have minimal impacts on coastal resources from chaff and 
flare deployment. Present and foreseeable future actions linked to the proposed project, described in 
Section 4.3.2, entail aircraft training, potentially occurring near or within the coastal zone beneath the 
proposed airspace. All these cumulative projects have established consultation with the Louisiana 
Department of Energy and Natural Resources (LDENR) to ensure consistency with the Louisiana Coastal 
Resources Program (LCRP). Under the Preferred Alternative, the Navy would adhere to all applicable 
state and federal regulations regarding the implementation of the new MOA/ATCAA. The proposed 
project and cumulative actions would be consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with the 
enforceable policies of Louisiana’s federally approved Coastal Resources Program. Therefore, 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts to the coastal zone. 
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4.4.5 Visual Effects 
The past actions included in cumulative impacts analysis involved wetland fill, vegetation removal, and 
changes to vegetation composition in areas on and near NAS JRB NOLA. These actions have caused some 
change to views of the natural landscape, which observers may perceive as a negative effect on the 
visual aesthetic quality of the region. However, the affected areas are likely not viewed or accessed 
often for recreational activities because of their proximity to the installation. The Air National Guard 
action to replace F-15C/D aircraft would not substantially change the number of aircraft potentially 
viewable from the study area. Changes in Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing activities would result in 
fewer overall aircraft overflights in the Gulf of Mexico Range Complex and Gulf of Mexico Range 
Complex Inshore locations (which include Gulfport, Mississippi, Lake Borgne, and the Pascagoula River). 
Vessel use would also decrease overall in these areas, although there is a small increase associated with 
Gulfport and Pascagoula specifically. The increase would probably not be noticeable in the context of 
existing vessel traffic and would not change the visual character of the region, including the study area. 
U.S. Coast Guard activities involving vessels and aircraft would not change to the extent that they 
contrast with the existing environment. The Proposed Action, if combined with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable actions, would not contribute to significant cumulative impacts on the visual 
resources or visual character of the study area. 

4.4.6 Cultural Resources 
The region of influence (ROI) for cumulative impacts to cultural resources is the Area of Potential 
Effects (APE) underneath the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA. Cumulative impacts to cultural resources from 
past, present, and future actions within the APE would be less than significant because no historic 
properties would be directly or indirectly impacted within the project APE. Implementation of the 
Preferred Alternative would not affect archaeological sites or architectural resources. The noise 
exposure from the proposed training activity in the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA when combined with the 
expected additional noise from the Air National Guard F-15EX Eagle II & F-35A Operational Beddowns 
Environmental Impact Statement would remain below significant levels (see Section 4.4.2, Noise).  

The past, present, and future projects also did not result in individual significant impacts. All projects 
discussed under cumulative effects would comply with federal laws and regulations concerning the 
protection of cultural resources. NAS JRB NOLA Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan 
(Crowell, 2008) includes Standard Operating Procedures that governs the management and protection 
of any cultural resources discovered during operations or project implementation. Therefore, 
implementation of the Proposed Action when combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects would not result in significant cumulative impacts to cultural resources.
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5 Other Considerations Required by the National Environmental 
Policy Act 

5.1 Consistency with Other Federal, State, and Local Laws, Plans, Policies, and Regulations 

In accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) part 1502.16(c), analysis of environmental 
consequences shall include discussion of possible conflicts between the Proposed Action and the 
objectives of federal, regional, state and local land use plans, policies, and controls. Table 5.1-1 
identifies the principal federal and state laws and regulations that are applicable to the Proposed Action 
and describes briefly how compliance with these laws and regulations would be accomplished. 

5.2 Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 

Resources that are irreversibly or irretrievably committed to a project are those that are used on a long-
term or permanent basis. This includes the use of non-renewable resources such as metal and fuel, and 
natural or cultural resources. These resources are irretrievable in that they would be used for this 
project when they could have been used for other purposes. Human labor is also considered an 
irretrievable resource. Another impact that falls under this category is the unavoidable destruction of 
natural resources that could limit the range of potential uses of that particular environment. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would allow for more efficient use of fuel resources by 
establishing Special Use Airspace (SUA) closer to Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans (NAS 
JRB NOLA) for Navy training activities. The Proposed Action is not expected to increase use of fuels. 
There would be no unavoidable destruction of natural resources. There would be no irreversible or 
irretrievable commitments of resources. 

5.3 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires a description of any significant impacts resulting 
from implementation of a proposed action, including those that can be mitigated to a less than 
significant level. Based on the analysis in this Environmental Assessment (EA), the Proposed Action 
would not result in any significant or unavoidable adverse impacts to any resource area. As such, no 
mitigation actions are required. 

5.4 Relationship between Short-Term Use of the Environment and Long-Term Productivity 

NEPA requires an analysis of the relationship between a project’s short-term impacts on the 
environment and the effects that these impacts may have on the maintenance and enhancement of the 
long-term productivity of the affected environment. Impacts that narrow the range of beneficial uses of 
the environment are of particular concern. This refers to the possibility that choosing one development 
site reduces future flexibility in pursuing other options, or that using a parcel of land or other resources 
often eliminates the possibility of other uses at that site. 

The Proposed Action would involve the establishment of SUA closer to NAS JRB NOLA to support Navy 
training activities. While establishing these areas would limit non-military use of the airspace during 
times the Military Operations Area (MOA) is active, this impact is not expected to be significant (see 
Section 3.1.3, Airspace Management Environmental Consequences and Appendix C) or impact the long-
term productivity of the area. 
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Table 5.1-1 Principal Federal and State Laws Applicable to the Proposed Action 

Federal, State, Local, and Regional Land Use 
Plans, Policies, and Controls Status of Compliance  

NEPA (42 U.S.C. section 4321 et seq.); CEQ 
NEPA implementing regulations; Navy and 
FAA procedures for implementing NEPA 

This EA has been prepared in accordance with NEPA and 
complies with Navy and FAA NEPA procedures.  

Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C section 7401 et seq.) The Proposed Action would be implemented in accordance 
with the Clean Air Act. There are no expected impacts to air 
quality since all operations would occur above the mixing 
height. The General Conformity Rule does not apply. There 
would be no change to GHGs from existing conditions.  

Coastal Zone Management Act (16 U.S.C. 
section 1451–1465) 

The Proposed Action would be consistent with the 
enforceable policies of the LCRP. LDENR provided 
concurrence on the Coastal Consistency Determination on 
August 22, 2024. 

National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 
section 470 et seq.) 

The Proposed Action would have no adverse effect on historic 
properties. Louisiana SHPO provided concurrence on August 
12, 2024. No response was received from the Chitimacha 
Tribe of Louisiana. 

Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. sections 
1531–1544) 

The Proposed Action may affect, but is not likely to adversely 
affect species listed under the ESA. There would be no effect 
to critical habitat. USFWS provided concurrence on October 
21, 2024. NOAA Fisheries provided concurrence on February 
27, 2025. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. sections 
703–712) 

The Proposed Action would result in brief noise disturbances 
to migratory birds but would not result in take of any of these 
species.  

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 
U.S.C. section 668) 

The Proposed Action would result in brief noise disturbances 
to bald eagles but would not result in take of any eagles.   

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-income Populations 

There are no environmental justice communities within the 
Project Area. Therefore, the Proposed Action is compliant 
with this order. 

Executive Order 14096, Revitalizing Our 
Nation's Commitment to Environmental 
Justice for All 

The Proposed Action complies with this order because a 
review of census data revealed that there are no 
environmental justice communities in the project area.  

Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children 
from Environmental Health Risks and Safety 
Risks 

The Proposed Action would comply with this order.  

Executive Order 13175, Consultation and 
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments 

The Navy sent a letter describing the undertaking and known 
historic properties in the Area of Potential Effects to the 
Chairman of the Chitimacha Tribe of Louisiana on July 24, 
2024. The letter also requested their assistance in the 
identification of any traditional cultural properties or any 
other concerns with the undertaking. No response was 
received from Chitimacha Tribe of Louisiana. 

Legend:   CEQ = Council on Environmental Quality; EA = Environmental Assessment; ESA = Endangered Species Act; FAA = Federal 
Aviation Administration; GHG = greenhouse gas; LCRP = Louisiana Coastal Resources Program; LDENR = Louisiana 
Department of Energy and Natural Resources; MBTA = Migratory Bird Treaty Act; Navy = United States Navy; NEPA = 
National Environmental Policy Act; NOAA = National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; SHPO = State Historic 
Preservation Office(r); U.S.C. = United States Code; USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
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Mr. Christopher L. Southerland 

DEPARTMENTOFTHENAVY 
U.S. FLEET FORCES COMMAND 

1562 MITSCHER A VENUE SUITE 250 
NORFOLK VA23551 -2487 

Manager, Operations Support Group, ATO Central Service Center, AJV-C2 
Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration 
10101 Hillwood Parkway 
Fort Worth, TX 76177 

Dear Mr. Southerland: 

5090 
Ser N46/016 
September 14, 2023 

SUBJECT: SOUTHEASTERN LOUISIANA SPECIAL USE AIRSPACE ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT - COOPERATING AGENCY REQUEST 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Department of the Navy 
(Navy) is initiating an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Proposed Establishment of Special Use 
Airspace (SUA [1\1.ilitary Operations Area {MOA}/ ATC Assigned Airspace {ATCAA}]) in Louisiana 
(FAA Central Service Center). U.S. Fleet Forces Command (USFFC) will serve as the Navy 's Lead 
Agency for the EA. The EA will analyze an airspace requirement articulated by Strike Fighter Squadron 
TWO ZERO FOUR (VFC-204) located at Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans (NAS JRB 
NOLA) in connection with the squadron's transition to the F-5N Tiger II aircraft. To meet current and 
emerging training needs and maximize effective use of the airspace structure, USFFC proposes to 
establish a new block of SUA (MOA/ ATCAA) east of NAS JRB NOLA adjoining the existing Snake 
MOA. 

As prescribed in the President' s Council on Environmental Quality NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 
1501.8, and in accordance with the joint memorandum of understanding between the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and the Department of Defense signed on October 17, 2019, the Navy requests the 
FAA formally participate as a Cooperating Agency in the preparation of the EA. 

Consistent with the joint memorandum, USFFC will serve as and complete all the requirements of the 
Lead Agency on behalf of the Navy, and the FAA will be responsible for all prescribed actions of the 
Cooperating Agency. 

In addition, USFFC will act as the Lead Agency for purposes of compliance with Section 7, 
Endangered Species Act ( 16 U.S.C. § 1536); Section 106, National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S .C. 
§ 306108); and similar regulatory consultation or coordination requirements. 

To avoid unnecessary delays in the NEPA process, USFFC will provide appropriate iriformation and 
related materials in a timely fashion and establish timelines for your agency to complete its review and 
respond promptly. The goal is for each agency to accommodate the environmental compliance needs and 
review proposed timelines of the other early enough in the project planning process to provide the 
necessary data for efficient adoption or preparation of a joint NEPA document. The Lead and 
Cooperating Agency shall independently evaluate all information or analysis before using it to support a 
NEPA review. The intent of the Lead and Cooperating Agency relationship is to ensure mutually 
adequate documentation that complies with both the Lead and Cooperating Agencies' NEPA 
implementing procedures. 
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5090 
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September 14, 2023 

As the Lead Agency, the Navy is responsible for overseeing preparation of the EA that includes, but is not 
limited to, the following: 

a. Gathering all necessary background information and preparing the EA. 

b. Determining the scope of the EA including the alternatives evaluated. 

c. Working with the FAA to ensure compliance with Order 1050. lF, Environmental Impacts : 
Policies and Procedures as well as the 1050. lF version 2 Desk Reference. 

d. Circulating the appropriate NEPA documentation to the general public and any other interested 
parties. 

e. Scheduling and supervising meetings held in support of the NEPA process, and compiling any 
comments received. 

f. Maintaining an administrative record and responding to Freedom oflnformation Act requests 
relating to the EA. 

As a Cooperating Agency, USFFC requests the FAA to support the Navy in the following manner: 

a. Providing timely comments throughout the EA process, to include working drafts of the EA 
documents. 

b. Participating, as necessary, in meetings hosted by the Navy for discussion of EA related issues. 

c. Adhering to the project's overall schedule as set forth by the Navy. 

d. Participating in public meetings, if held, during the Draft EA review phase. 

Should you or your staff have further questions regarding this matter, our point of contact in the USFFC 
Environmental Compliance and Planning Branch is Mr. Greg Thompson, 757-836-6938, 
Gregory. S. Thompson2.civ@us.navy.mil. 

Copy to : 
CNO WASHING TON DC (N4I, N98) 
COMNAVREG SE JACKSONVILLE FL 
NAS JRB NEW ORLEANS LA 

Sincerely, 

AGUAYO.MARIA.L 0igi1allysigoedby 

ORET0 .115727673 tis~;:o MARIALORET0.1157 

1 0a1e:2023.IJ3.1207:37:49 •0400' 

M.L. AGUAYO 
Director, Fleet Installations and Environment 
and Deputy Chief of Staff 

2 
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0 
U.S. Department 
of Transportaflon 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

Maria L. Aguayo, Director 

Air Traffic Organization 
FAA Headquarters, Washingtoo , DC 

Fleet Installations and Environment and Deputy Chief of Staff 
Department of the Navy 
U.S. Fleet Forces Command 
1562 Mitscher Avenue, Suite 250 
Norfolk, Virginia 23551-2487 

Dear Director Aguayo, 

800 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20591 

September 15, 2023 

Thank you for your letter dated September 14, 2023 requesting that Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) participate as a cooperating agency in the Department of the Navy's U.S. Fleet Forces 
Command 's (USFFC) Environmental Assessment (EA) for its proposed Establishment of Special Use 
Airspace (SUA) Military Operations Area (MOA) and Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA) 
in Louisiana. The USFFC is the Navy's Lead Agency for the EA. 

The EA will analyze USFFC's proposed activities within SUA as articulated by Strike Fighter Squadron 
Two Zero Four (VFC-204) located at Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans (NAS JRB 
NOLA) in connection with the squadron's transition to the F-5N Tiger II aircraft. To meet current and 
emerging training needs and maximize effective use of the airspace structure, USFFC proposes that the 
FAA establish a new MOA/ATCAA east ofNAS JRB NOLA adjoining the existing Snake MOA. 

The FAA appreciates the Navy's recognition of our role as a cooperating agency in the establishment of 
SUA and evaluation of the USFFC's proposed use of SUA. FAA's role includes approval ofrequested 
SUA and review of the Navy's environmental analyses of potential impacts to airspace associated with 
this Navy project as required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and its implementing 
regulations at 40 CFR Part 1500. Since this Navy proposal involves the F AA's establishment and 
Department of Defense 's (DoD) use of SU A, FAA accepts the Navy' s request to act as a cooperating 
agency. 

Having jurisdiction by law over the National Air Space (NAS), the FAA performs its role as a 
cooperating agency for the establishment and desiguation of SU A in accordance with the NEPA 
implementing regulations at 40 CFR Section 1501.8 on cooperating agencies; F AA's NEPA 
implementing Order 1050. lF, paragraph 8-2 - Adoption of Other Agencies' NEPA Documents; and FAA 
Order 7400.2P, Chapters 21 and 32, Appendix 8 - FM Special Use Airspace Environmental Processing 
Procedures, which outlines the process by which the FAA works with the DoD on projects involving 
DoD use of SUA, and the guidelines set forth in the October 2019 Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) between FAA and DoD Concerning Environmental Review of Special Use Airspace Actions 
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(Appendix 7 to FAA Order 7400.2P, Chapter 32), and. See, 
https ://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Order/7400.2P Basic dtd 4-20-23--COPY FINAL.pdf 
and 
https :/ /www.faa.gov/regulations policies/ orders notices/ index. cfm/ go/ document. current/documentnumb 
er/1050.1 

While Appendix 8 of FAA Order 7400.2 indicates that the airspace review and approval process and 
environmental impacts review should be conducted concurrently as much as possible, they are still 
separate processes. FAA's approval of either the Do D's aeronautical (SUA) request or the DoD's NEPA 
analysis does not automatically confer approval of the entire proposal. See FAA Order 7400.2, Chapter 
21 (Sections 3, 4, 5, and 6), and Appendices 7 and 8 for additional details on the SUA request and 
approval process, and coordination of NEPA documentation for projects involving the use of SUA 
between FAA and DoD. https ://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Order/7400.2P Basic dtd 4-20-
23--COPY FINAL.pdf 

The FAA's participation in the development of the Navy's EA and related NEPA documentation for this 
proposed action resides under the jurisdiction of the FAA's Central Service Center, Operations Support 
Group (OSG) in Fort Worth, Texas. Karol Archer is the OSG's Environmental Team Manager. Kristi 
Regotti is the designated Environmental Protection Specialist who will coordinate with the Navy and 
USFFC on both the USFFC's EA and FAA's Adoption EA as they are being developed. The Central 
Service Center's environmental specialist will be the primary point of contact for matters related to the 
development and review of the Navy' s NEPA documentation for this project, including related airspace 
issues that will be tracked and coordinated by FAA Headquarters Airspace Environmental Policy Team 
(AJV-P23). 

A copy of the Navy's request for the FAA's cooperating agency status and this reply are being 
forwarded to the Environmental Team Manager, Karol Archer of the Central Service Center's 
Operations Support Group. Ms. Archer can be contacted at karol.archer@faa.gov for further review of 
the NEPA document(s ). Ms. Regotti can be contacted at kristi.regotti@faa.gov. For general questions 
regarding NEPA document processing and coordination with the DoD, F AA's Service Centers, or FAA 
headqua1ters, please contact me, Paula Miller in the ATO/AJV-P23, Airspace Environmental Policy 
Team at paula.miller@faa.gov. 

Sincerely, 

9/13/2023 

X Paula M. Miller 

Paula M. Miller 

Signed by PAULA M. MILLER 

Paula M. Miller, JD, EPS 
Airspace Environmental Policy Team, AJV P-23 
Air Traffic Organization, Mission Support Services 
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Federal Aviation Administration 

cc: 
Karol Archer, FAA/Central Service Center 
Kristi Regotti, FAA/Central Service Center 
Gregory S. Thompson, USFFC Environmental Compliance and Planning Branch, 757-836-6938, 
Gregory. S. Thompson2. civ@us.navy.mil 
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DISPUTES ligation" status, and nearly "This Issue has in the city of Neu- Orleans. said HGI's new role is dif. 
&SO are awaiting a hefolling, heightened as S&WB And once that millage falls, fere:nt from its origin.al re-

Continued from pa~ 1A according to the S&WB. has ultlmate!yfalled to it's a domino effect.~ quest for the council:S help, 

M~IT~Sl!~e,:~~t!; ftrttsbllllngpractlces. ner::1:n~~;~:~ ::;~~~1;:tgdtt~sis~r:~: 
HGI, \Jill btcom.e the first untildnumberof customers b again all:hess lbe from previously <lllllOunced thty are sent out., hWings, 
i:oint of contact for ag- u-ho t.aven't even btenable 1111,B!rlng bllllngproblem , plans to work with the creditsMdcollecticm.s. 
grieved customers, uith.au- to initiate appeals because the Counc:11 decided to S&WB lo3Jlicit campetitive "We ccmtinue to.share the 
thority to adjust customer of S&WB's JDOl' customer fflO\e HGI lntenentlon P'()p:,salsforthe uork. common go.al of reducing 
billsaftarrevi.e\llngcases. service. Theideaisfurthase from the back end o1 the The council announc ed in time imp:i.sedon customers 

to:::s1~~~:;g~da~: ~u~~~~n~O1~/~~~~ appell.lte process to an ~un::a:nt~=~~: :;~~~~!~~~~~~~ 
tration if dis:iati.sfied with altogether. earller pare see and handl e" .all S&WB countsiniood.st.anding,and 

H~~·:::ce istheCity m"!; c~0st~e:sn~e ~~: JOEGl4RR~N~O~oors ::fst~;::sc=~~ ;t!.tai;~r~~g;t~~J~~fv 
Council's second foray inlo rently in a black hole .x,me,. C~ 1~mc~ rremrer 1¥oold \IOrkalong.:lde S&WB and neutrality to our billing 
regulating the S&WB ~ce 1¥here, asking for an inves- ptr.xmn.el lo eWlt'el:tllsare proce.z," thestaternent.said 
stat ela1¥makers gave it lhe ligation, asking for an ap. issuedpuperly. HG!, a third-party pro-
authority to do ro in 2022 peal, that just get nothing," year. Insl:.allation is already The S&WBl¥ouldissiethe gram manager and clall'ns 
The first .set of regulations, Morrell said at a committee under1¥ay across the city, request fur prop:,sals, and administrator, holds other 
1¥hich.arein effect, iivethe meeting last 1¥eek. 1¥ith more than 30,000 in- the council 11ould budget contracts \llth the city and 
councilfinalS31overlJilling Morrell spok e at the st.alled.asofla.<i month $3.5millionforthe.account- Reeionill Transit Authority 
disputesthataren'l.re:T.Jlved S&WBbi.llingadviS"Jry com- But in the interim,. city.and ingfirm:Sfee,.accord.ingtoa to handle insurance clall'ns, 
after.anS&WBinve.!(igation mittee,1¥hichincludescoun- stateofficialss;¥Jccrrecting councilnewsrelease. Those and the council has al.so 
.andadmini.!(rativehearing. cilmembars,statela\Jm.ak- theS&WB'snotoriousbilling plans 1¥ere apparently lapp ed it lohMrproperty 

H GI is currently \!Ork- ers.and S&WB officials. The problems is the only hope scrapped after the council tax appeals 
ing on a $600,0JO contract committee unarumou.siy ap- for restoring confidence voted last month tokeepthe S:!me of the firm:S other 
to reviel.l' and make recom- pl"Oll"ed the draft ardirumce, from u eary residents, l.l'ho money rather than Iran.star l.l'ork has been controver
mendalions tothe council in .alth:Jugh there were .:;om e will be asked to vote to r e- it to the S&WB. It \llll IW:11.1' sial, most recently its han
those cases. disagr eements over nner neu one o! three drainage be used to pay HG!, as.sum- dling of Jefferson Parish's 

"Thisis.suehashe:ighten:ed points, inclullinghol.l' to cal- taxes in Xl:26 rngaseparat evoh cc aeon- emergency rent.al assistance 
as S&WB has ultimat ely culate fixed bills. Theardi- S&WBofl\cials have said tractexten.sonpas;es. program. The parish termi
failed lo fix its billingprae- nanc e \Jasinilially expected the existing drainage mill- Giarrusso.said HGl'stasY.s nated HG! in May 2021, just 
!ices," City Council mern- to be votedonThursday,but ages, uhich generate aOOUt \Jon't differ much from lhree months after it 1¥as 
bar Joe Giarru.srosaidin.an has been deferred to the $7Omillioo .annually,.are in- 1¥hat it is cU1Tenlly doing, hired, claiming the firm had 
email. "To again address the Sept.5 councilmee1ing. adequate to ke ep the city's though it could e.arn more failed to timely p-ocessap. 
lingerin g tilling problem, The ne\J appeal proce- pipes, pumps and c.anals for the work based on the plicationsandccmmunicate 
the Council decided to move dure<:.are intended to garner \forkin g, and losin g any larger role it 1¥illplay with renters 
HG! int en.renticn from lhe quicker disput e re:T.Jlub:ms funding already in place "HG! is still acting in an Other local officials had 
back end of the appellate They are designed to be tern- couldbea disaster. appellate role. It 's nol.l' do- trouble \llth the f ederally 
process~ .an earlie"r part." por.aryandtop-ovideimma. "We keep coming back to ing .!IJ earlier. Because the funded program, l.l'hich 

The "back end" appeals diatereliefwhilethe S&WB lJillingbecauseaselectedof- timing of the \!Ork but not 

wasmeanttopreventatid e 
of pandemic-r elated evic
tiC%1S, but Jeft'er:,un Parish 
offi.cialssaid HGI'stailures 
had caused it to beromeone 
ofthe slowest:rentalaiddis
tribulorsinthestate 

&ime J efferron Parish 
r enters had been evicted 
evenaftersubmittingµup. 
er docum entation, and oth
ers l.l' ere either unable to 
r each HG!atout their.status 
or given talse information, 
according to the parish:S 
teiminationletler. 

HG! is no1¥ suing Jef. 
fersonParish.clall'ningth e 
parish:Sprogramrulespre
vented ii from addressing 
concerns. Theftrmsaysilis 
O1¥ed morethan$3X),OCO in 
unpaid invoice<:. 

One of the housing advo
cates 1¥ho initially raised 
alarms, Housin.gNOLA Ex
ecutive Director Andreane
cia Manis, said HG! and 
theparishi('Vernmentl.l'ere 
both to blame . But Morris 
said.xime ot.lhe problems,. 
likecommunicationfalw,es 
1¥ith applicants, \Jere obvi
ou.slythe con1ractor:Sf.aul.t 

"(The parish) gol com
plaints from people. lhese 
very specific complaints 
lhatp{!Opleiotevictedaftar 
cmtacting you. They never 
got fullowup calls," Manis 
said 

that HG!isno l.l' handling plugsal.l'ayatthesmartma. fidals,ascouncilmernbers, th erelevantsuootancehas .. -----------
havet.aperedof!, 1¥ithjusl18 terproject weseeonadailybasi.s 11·here changed, !he council isper
casesinthesecondquartarcl utility officials have said pociple are .al on this," Mor- milted to fund itat ahighar 
Xl24-lessthan halfitst\rst that nearly all 144.000smarl rell said at the recent can- l evel to ensure perfor
caseloadlast year. But there meters, 1¥hich useratfusig. mitt ee meetin g. "There's mance," Giarru.swsaid 
.arefarmcreuinllin&:through n.alstomakeac curatemeter nomedia.campai&:nyoucan HG!officials did oot re-
the process: ne.arly1,6COac- re.ads much easier,shouldbe run next year that's going sp:md O inquiries 
counts are in "open inve.s. in place by the end fXnext to help you pass a millage Inast.alement, the S&WB 

OUTAGES last night, but we did have pays for through taxes or batUe. 
equipment 1hat was hit by fees to private companies At the sam e tim e, 001-

Cllntinued from p.ige 1A s evere weather last l.l' eek like &tergy. stering the grid has been ------~ - and many tim es before "Whyarethere p:iwerout- a front-burner topic since 
that," said Beau 1'id1¥ell, ages\Jhen 11epayourbills?" Hurricane Ida left thou

again 1¥hyEntergy can~ ra. lhe Entergy speutespar.xm he said. sands across .xiuth Louisi
liablykeepcustomers'lights "Lightning strikes are up Midu·aythrough 1¥hal ex- ana, including many New 
on 130o/o year-to-date. Extreme perts S3f uill end up being Orleanians, 1¥ithout p:,1¥er 

District A Council mern- heat has broken records for a historically potent Allan- for days - and, in some 
bar Joe Giarrus.so, who has two years running · lie hurricane sea:Dn, Ne1t· cases, l.l' eeks - in late Au
helped era!\ the city:S ener- Ent ergy continues to Orleans has be en spared gust of 2021. Consumer ad
gy-related J):iicy, said thase work on repairs of broken serious impacts from any vocates and Entergy have 
trendscoUldleadthe council poles .and other equipment, maj:)r storms. S'till, the out- agreed th.al climate change, 
totightenasetof"reliability Tid1¥ell said, 001 also ac- agespersist. which is slrengthening 
standards"it drafted to hold kno1¥ledges the need fur The Alliance fur Afford- storms, makes preparing 
&tergy to account . The moreinvestmenlsin *resil- ableEnergy,a~coosumar theregion:Sinfrastructure 
Council drafted those rules ience." advocacy group, has w,ied im~r.ative 
amid a protracted legal The latestoutagesh.we thecityloactmore~eres-
fight over the utility"s abil- touched all corners of the sively to ding the utility 
ity to keepre.'idents' prnar city.from Ne\J Orle.ansEast and prolect residents from 
running,afightthatonlyra. to Giarrusso's Mid aty- potentially dangerous loss 
cently concluded. area district _ Their causes of air conditioning that can 

"&imethingjust seems to include myl.arballoons, d&- ensue from outages. 

Notice is hereby given pursuant to Article 
7, Section 23 ( C) of the Constitution and 
A.S. 47:1705(8) that a public hearing of 
the St. Bernard Parish School Soard in St . 
Bernard Parish will be held at the regular 
meeting place, the St. Bernard Parish 
School Soard Administration Office, 
200 East St, Bernard H,vy .. Chalmette , 
Louisianaon Tuesday, September24, 2024 
at 6:00 p.m. to consider levying additional 
or increased millage rateswithout further 
voter approval or adopting the adjusted 
millage rates after reassessment and 
rolling fonvard to a millage rate not to 
exceed the prior year's maximum. The 
estimated amount of tax revenues t o be 
colleded in the next tax year from the 
increased millage are 519 ,673,159,26, and 
the amount of the increase attributable 
to the millage increase is $415,794.63. 

bediifarentthisye.aragain, • fective jumpers, lightning, One l.l'ay to do th.al would 
Giarrusso.said adrivar uhostuckap:,wer betotightenthecity:Sreli- .~~.;,;,.,;..,;i..,:_,.~1,,o1-_,;;.;.;*.II 

Council member JP Mor- pole then fted the scene and ability standards forEllter-
rell, \Jho chairs the Utili• damaged liilttning arres. gy,1¥hichGiarrussosaidthe 
tiesCommittee,.saidcouncil tors, according to the Utili- council rouldrevie winlight 
staff are reviel.l'ing all of ties Cbmmittee of the recent outages, said 
the year's outages to chart When he returned to his Jesse Gocirge, the alliance~ 
a path furl.l'ard. He declined MidCityhomeafleraday at Ne\r Orle.an.sp:,licy director. 
to say l.l'hat steps la11mak- work in the French Quarter Gc0rgeal.:;ow,gedthecoun
ers might take to l.l'ard the earlier this month, Richard- cil toslfiftlytakeupaswath 
utility. Lael Lillard was perturbed of pending pro-consumer 

"We're revie\llng .all the to find th e tem~ratur e energy-r~.al ed legislatioo . 
data-Sance th e beginning of slightly warm er than he'd 0.tyofficialshave tangled 
th e yearregardingreliabil- Jen it. Lillard coll&ets an- uith &t ergy over such 
ity issues, in particular !air- tiquesasa hobby and needs problems in th e ~ 
\Jeatheroutages, and ue'll to keep his house at asteadY, In April, they reached a 
have further comments in chilled temperature to pre,. deal 1¥ith &tergy to settle 
the future," Morrell said ser,,,e his old books, taxi- longstanding .allegations 

Inastatement,an&targy dermies.and other .antique that theulilitymi~ed 
sp:,kesper.x,n said the prob. .artifacts its massiv e Grand Gulf 
lemsc.anbe2i.tributed to two His air conditioning had nucle.ar plant that delivers 
trends: an old grid whose f.alltn victim to one of the large amounts of power to 
age hasspun-ed debaleover outages that have plagued the city. 
1¥hoshould build anew one, Mid City businesses and The city \!On a $250 mil-
and, despile no "hand of homesinrecent u eeks. lion payout in that deal, 
God"-typtstormsstriking Lillard, 1¥ho moved to 1¥hichal.xire:T.JlvedabatUe 
the city yet this year, ase- N~l.l' Orleans a year ago, over a $1 million fine over 
riesofother1¥Mther-related has .already groun 1¥eary Enternr's ~or reliabilily 
t:a,:;tors of 1¥hat feels like constant performance. The city got 

"We didn't have a storm problems 1¥ith ser,,,ices he another $5(0poo to end th.al 

NOTJCE OF AVAILABILITY 
DRAFI' 8'JVIRONMENTALASSESSMENT FOR FLIGHT TRAINING 

ACTIVITIES IN THE PROPOSED BOURBON MILITARY OPERATIONS 
A.REA OFFSHORE FROM NAVAL AIR STA.TION JO!Nr RESERVE BASE 

NE'll ORLEANS, LOUISIANA. 
United Shies (U.S.) F\w R:Jrcei Commarrl,a CommandcltheU,S.NaV'J,has 
prepare:d, adraft fnvironmmb.lAssessment (EA) toeitablisharewMilitary 
Opm.tlOru Area (M'OA) and awxtale.d Air 'n:affi: Control Am,BUd AlHp~ 
f.ATCAl'Jea$tclNavalAfrStation pint Reserve Ba1eN!:wOrleaJH(N.",.S JRB 
NOIA), l.ouisiam toaaommo:iateflight trail'"Ul.gac.1ivitiesfcr squadrros statiol~ 
a1 theba~. The purpo~of1hisnotke is toadvi~ ]IOU cl the release of the draft EA 
and request romment s d1J.Jing the public. a::imment pericd 
TherewMOA(ATCAA, named the Bourb:nMONATCM wouldprOllideclosa 

~~~~fu~~=~~~,!~\~~~i';::eurn~::~~ 
requiring long travel times which rfduas theamoont of time squadrons can train 
The rew MOA(ATCAA would be direc.tly adjacent to the existingtrainingair$f!~ 
but ~have anentrypcintlessthan 25 mutkalmilesfrom tM; base,improving 

~=1~~il:~~~~~~d~!:n~:~:r;:~~uce 
~n:t~p'!!:!!1:~':;,~;;t!;r~draft EA at the Belle ChuseBrauh 
library: 844Z LA-23, Belle Clia1,;e, Louisiana 70O37orthe Plaquemines Parish 
Library: 35572 Highway 11 , Buras. LouiMrn 70041 .Adigital c:q:,yisavailableat: 

~iT=~!f't~~~~~ec.eivedminem lata than6 OctiJber 2024 
to beconsi.deredinpreparatbnof thefir:alEA. Wittena::immentsmaybe rul:rnitted 
onlinevia the website or maikd to: NOIA SUA EA ProjedMamga,Nair.J ~ilities 
~ngSysterm Comman:I.Atlantk. Attn: EV21 JB,65O6 Hampbl.Boulevard, 
Ncirfolk.VA23508 . 

:%.~~~~n~~:1~~~~oti;::,~:,bn~~~~=al 
Public.Main Offi::.a, US.Fleet !aces Commmdbyph~ O'il) 8:16-4427orby 
email at theo1cre.c.trown4.civ@usmvy.mil. 

100% U.S. BASED 
CUSTOMER 
SERVICE. 
All of our support 
teams are just a 
call or click away. 
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Trump makes campaign stop at border in Arizona 
BY JONATHAN 1 COOPER 
and ADR IAfU GOMEZ LICON 
AssoctatedPiess 

SJEIIIA VISIA. AriL - 0 11 a tlirt road 
bclowlhcshrnl.Hloued hillsofAri• 
zoua,Douald1h.tmpu..~'Xlastrctch 
or wall and a pile or stccl lx-run9 to 
t.lnt wa ~·i=l conlrnsl iktw--. his 
l!Jlpr,~1ch lo S<:l(.-Uring: I.he borJ~ 
:n-..l1h;il of his J>emocr:1 1icopJ'l(>
ncnt, Vice lfflirlcnt Kamala J lar
ris. 

garay, whow,1sslr1111i:-led lod<.'alh 
in[IUUSl(:Oin,llllle. 

/\t the J\ri1.orm c\•rn1, sn ipers 
f. tOlx1 nearby at an clcv;;itcd po
!'i. i tlon, their l~ycs and WNij)UIIS 
ix:,illled 1oward Mexk:o,a da,v aflilr 
Trump bckl his tirst •)(Rd•>Or rally 
sil1cc an assassination attempt 
\a:;t monlh. S~1.i.l"i l.)' furce:. w ... re 
1:1Jso visihleon 1h.i ?1.·1 ... x.1c.m &ide 
of 1he border, inclmling se\'er:11 

ri,i!1 ... ;:i~~)~~~if:~~~1:1\ ~~~ 
thcmAs mcmbcrsof thc l\ lcxican 
~tatepolicc. 

F:1 ... 1:1.et.1 J')t!moc r<1II.: oClk,al~ 11r-
1,'UOOW~t}"nigh1all~Cl!ll
vcnti(ll11tmt lhcirp,1ny i1; 1hc onc 
(){ferin i:reallcadc-.rshi11mt>onter 
ISSUCS. 

··Wh.:in it comes 10 100 border, 
h ear me when I sar, 'You know 
nuthinK, Donald Trump,'" said 
U.S. Rep. \'erooil:a Eilcornlr, who 
repr...stllll& l.h ... l>on:.lerdly of ~J 
1-'itso, TexAs. " 1 le .tnd his Repuh
l ican imitator s f,(",C th;,: t:iordcrand 
immigra1ilm as 11 poli lit:;11 uppoHu
nily tocxploi1 insll.'fld of111 issue to 
address," 

Trumr, hrough1 along grieving 
mothers, the sheriff of Cochise 
C•ltUltyandlhchcadoftbcDordcr 
Patrol wlion to echo his lough-ot1-
1>4 ,nier S<j(,7.JJi ty mess.1ge nt Th=~ 
Jay·s visit, which was themed 
.. Make Ameriea &-tfeA~Hirt" 

"To my right i~ what we c11II 
Trump \\•all . This was w111l lhal was 
l1ulJ I wldcr !"rcl;idcnl Trump," said 
Paul Perez, the pr~iOOnt or the 
Border Patrol uni!>n. '"Iii my left , 
ia,~ have what we cal l Kamal;. wall. 
Irsjustsittil1111bcrcdoin1,:noth.in11, 
Jy ingdov.n:· 

ASSOCIATEDPRESSPHOfOBYEl'AN\'UCCI 
Republican presidential nominee fo rmer P1esident D011a'd Trump speaks 
Thi.rsday during a tour of the southern bctder with Mexico In Sierra Vista 
Ariz .. as Alexis N1mearay. mother of Jocelyn NunEJray, listens as .Joame! 
Gu~ara holds a shirt wi th a photo of Jocelyn 

''What Bidcn and Kamala have 
dme to the familit!:S here wilh me 
and so m,mr ul.h-1.'n;, lh,u.s;:1n,J~ :mJ 
thoiusatds ofo11ll~1-s,uotu11lykillcd, 
!Jul also reall y lmdl)' hurt, blfd.ly 
hurl.1J> 11 poin1 whertl lhtl}"II ntlver 
lead.ii nomml lifeaq:1in. l l.'u hamc.
ful,<1rld it'sc\il,"Trumpsaid. 

The Bldenai.1ministratiet1 did not 
immedimely respond to 11 rCt11 icst 
for comment on the wrut materials 
that were lyi.tli thereat tho.:: sitedur• 
ill l! lhl\iSil. 

t: .S. Sen. Chris Murphy, a Con
necticut Democrat, sµoke after 
a viJ= pla,·ed showing Republi 
can oppositim t(, a bipartisan bor
da- do1al ea rlier lhis yeur. Murphy 
Wl!S I~ IO[l J.>t!mOt.1'"H!.ntl1,'C~llt1.iJW 
I he pmpusal \\~I h con!,t!n-·al i\"C Sl!ll-

11tor s and said the hill would lmve 
h."'1tuWli.ru(t1.ISSUDl)OrtifitWC1X:Ol 
for'lhm1p 

Thtl "illi1 wa~ lh.i fuurlh in a se
n~ of <:Wtc'OIS heftl in blt ll lt!\.,'l"(>Ul1d 

11tates thi~ week to tr y lodrflw the 
fol.1..1~ aWily from J)t!mocra l11' eel. 
ebralion of ll arris• presiJt.'fllht l 
nomina1ion in Cbic~. Spc,1kcrs<1I 
t he ('.(IJV'Cllti(~l on WOOncsclay lliRhl 
acc1.1..<.ctl'Ihlll1JloftLtjJ~tn::bordcr 
1ostirl.l' hisbasc bydcmonizins 

immi1,:rn.nts. 
J oini111,: Ttl.J.rsday·s border visit 

w~ lhc! moth.irs of .:hi!Jr.m who 
were kil)<:j(j during 1he ttidtc"O 11d
mini11trnb.n in ca.<lt!!! wle".ithel!u:'!-
i-;l~areimmi1-,,r;.-il s m lhet.-ounlq• 
illei,rnll}". Trump fraiuenll}' hi1:h
Ughtsmtock£in .. -oh-ing immi{lrnl1!S 
tofuclcoo,;;crns,t,rut the Didcnad
minis.ll-ation policies, tru:...111h !IOmc 
f. tudics ha\'C CotUld tha t people 

lh'Ulllin thell.$.ilk11allyarclcss 
likd)' than 11&tivc-bom Am.:iric&11s 
lo h!wel-, l!~Shld for violtc"01, 
drug and pror,er1y crime:;. 

In his I.our Ii hal1Jtlgl"ol111tl llllt l....S 
I.his w..ek, 'n"ump has lr1:1vo11""1 lo 
fuu1S}'l\'a11ia, Michiicai1 HIid. ~Orth 
C:1rolina anJ will holtl l!nmls in 
I its Veg; l.<i and lhe 1-'ho,mix rutmrh 
(If Glcooc1Jc on Friday. I !is nmninJ:! 
mah\Scn. JD Vru1ceof0hi(l,Sfl(•k~ 
at the same location ncru· the bo1~ 
dcrafcwwooksru;io. 

Trump was asked about the deal, 
and he called it'"wcalC and "i11ef
r(l(:tivc," adilif1 1,: itlJill w&rnot.need
.....i for Pr ... ~1W11.Jue fl Kl~ 1.o 1ake 
ac lion. 

''l justreall~•, real ly, real !)' want 
Ol\"~txxly '" pl<.'a~Ol lllke inlo CIITT • 

sider:1 l ion how imporlanl border 
control is hoc<1usc we' re losing 
very ilmocent pooplc to heinous 
crimes," said AIOOs KWlllaraJ', the 
motbcr or1 2-ymr-oldJocciynt\·111r 

"HeJiUll'l 11-.I a bill. He knOI\IS 
lhal ," he ~id. "You know I diW11 
ha\'oia hill. I ~1id 'clore 1hehorder.M' 

Gomez Uc-On rc11onedfrom 1-"ort 
Lr:w<lerda!c, Fla. Mso,:iatcd PreH 

wriler Famousli Amiri (:{irJrib
uccd to lhi~ ropon from Ch i,;ago. 

FBI chief: U.S. faces many elevated threats No tice is h e reby give n pursua nt to Article 
7, Section 23 ( C) of the Co natftutlon and 

R.S, 47:1705(6) that a public hearing of 
the St , Bernard Parish Sc hool Bo ard in St, 

Bernard Parish will be held at the regular 
meeting pla ce, the St, Bemard Parish 
Sc hool Board Adminis lra tion Office, 
200 Easl St. Bernard Hwy., Chalmette, 
LouisianaooTuesday,September 24,2024 
at6:00 p.m. to c o nsider levying addltlonal 
or Inc reased millage rates wfthoutfurther 
voter approval or adopting the adjusted 
millage ra tes after r eassessment a nd 

rO,ling forward to a millage rate not to 
exceed the prior year's maximum. The 
estimated amount ol tax revenues t o be 

collec led in the next tax year from the 
increased millage are $19,673,159.26, alld 
the amount of the Inc rease attributable 
to the millage Increase Is $415,794.63. 

BY MICHAB. GOLDBERG fon:emen1 morn f.,'enerally," 
A.3mlati!d P1ess Wm)' s..1id al the oftkc tn the 

suburb or Brook.1)11 Center. 
1!/IOOlll:ffl COOlll, Mim. -The '"And the one thing Iha.I I 

cou1try is facing heii,:htem.,,;l think hdps bridge th~e lwo 
threats rrom many com,:,rs chall,'Jlg,>:S is partner ships. 
I'll a time whet1 law enforce- That's how we g-ct througlL 
m.inl ll~endeli llrt! strug- lliSb)' HIIW\.'l'klllil l~tl~r." 
gting, FHI l)ifl!(;lJ1r Chri~t.o- Wray's i1ssessmt!nl of :m 
pher Wra r said in flfl c..-.:clu. cle~nlOO lhreal l:1mlsc.:1r,ei~ 
sivc intervie\.\~ addinQ: that cons l&lcnt with. alarm bells 
htl is --h:trtl prtlSstljj 10 think he has soum.led for mnnl.h~. 
ofatimcin n1)·carecrwhcrc Soon after l he Oct. 7 attm;k 
so many ditfcrcnt kinds. or by [Iamas in lsr~l, Wray 
threats arc a ll cle\·atcd at bcQ&1 wami.tlQ Iha! the ram
oncc.·· p:1geCQWdse/"VC~lWlillSjli-

Wray spoktl Wec.lne~day ratiu, 1u mi lillFIIS, ··•~ hkell 
wi th Th(l J\ssociro:l'.!d Pn.'9s of whic-h we haven' t M:i:n 
while ,·isilin~ lhe f•;tinn.:!&IJO• 11i11t~ ISIS launc hed it~ $o• 

Us 1MJ office le ► lalk 1:1boul ca1ledcatir,h11!.e yearsa1..._,_,, 
parlnenhips helween lm1o· Tht! J<0Hl hiis H1so !'.Cr1:1m
cnfor('~men1 agencies mid Med to deal wit h security 
al 90Witb othtt(ntitics.. His couccrnsrclatct1totbcUnit
rm1:1rks come as l be FB I ed sw1e.s' 8QUlhcm border, 
confrc:,ntf. hdghtcncd C(~l- \.\ith officials ~vealing in 
ccrns over terrorism, t,ot h June that cil!ht people from 
domes.ti<..' &lld i11tcrn.stional, Ta:jik iSl9..ll With suspcckd 
a11v.'tlll1L,; Chh"M,see1qriona~ ti ... s lo 1he l sl;1mk Stale 
and in le111!Cl.ual prnptlrl y gr<iup were itrresh.•<l and. 
lhefl. 1111d roreii;n eloctim in- wen\ being hddun immigra-
1 ... ..-f._.rerJC..._ lim\iolalims. 

··1 V.XlTT}' ah0111 !he e4.1mtll- Offi.:.ials are also tle11lin1:f 
n.1tioo or th::tl nmny tbrems with 1hc E,pCCtcr of fore ign 
llcil1'1 dcvati...'d m once, with cle<:tion interference. The 
the challcn1,:l~S. fttc i.1111 the FBI aml other: federal fiiC.U· 
men and women in law en- cics at11l0tu)l;C(I Monda)' that 

1nm wa s rnspon~ihle fur ;1 
hack ta.r!?(!ting lh.:i Tru mp 
campai~n and for au at
tC01Jlfcdbru:ich of thcBidro
Harris campaign, part or 
what orncials portrayed as. 
abrazc.n9..11d agg1"cssirccr
rurt10in1.t"rfertl111American 
p,:llilb 

Wraydt.'Cliroc.-d.lo lalk;1bout 
any spccific illvcstigatlon or 
1hre111 hul. !llrid inw:;ligalions 
i111ocyberaltacks,inc t11ding 
a_//:&lnstclcctionlnfrastruc-
ture, c-andidates or cam
p:-tiRr1S,rcquirebelpfrom 1he 
11riv111.est'(.:1.or . 

··one or the thi.t11,:9 that we 
Ji;tvebet.11d<.A.iblin1,;dow11 on 
Wllh tl\"ef)' pasMing tfay is, 
i~ on1mrlner;;hips, l>ec.:lllst! 
ultimatelr you·rc talk ing 
aboutthe al)ili{JtOC-.(11llJl-°'t>t 
1hedo1s,whclhc1" it'S11f!::tinst 
&Qmckindofel~tioninllu
cncc threat or S(oroe other 
kind I)( Ulru&.t,'' w~• said. 
•·YwneeJ1oh;1veJ~lrlners 
s haMnll" inform:nion wi1h 
each 0U1er 10 pul the two 
pi<.'ce~ 101-,-elher to ~- I.he 
higgt!rpic111re." 

Law cnforccmcru oftloors 
arobdnilcillcdinthclinc•lf 
ctutyataratcofd.loxttmeC\-·
cry fu•cday s, Wraysaid,oot-

Body of British tech magnate among 
those recovered from yacht ,,rreckage 
8JlheAssot-.ate<IPies.s L~•neh·s 18-yC<r-Olddaughtcr, half a mile offshore. Ch•il 

is report001)' wmecow11ed 1irotectio11 oilk:-ials said !hey 
PORTICBJ.O, SKil,- -Thl~ Ital - ror. TIil~ (am.ily hl'll1 bo..'C.11 CCI- bcllCV'C the ship was struck 

ian coas1 11ua.rJ s.&id Thw·s- cbrating his recent ai::quillill by a tornado uver 1bc warc.i; 
Jay the lxxh · or P.nlish le(;h on fraud ch11rl(o1S with lhe known HS II ll'alersp1:ut, and 
mall"f111l.e Miki:! l. }•nch is peop1ew~idt!ftc"Ooo<lhim a1 s.:mkqukkl}· 
among I hose rt.-cm·ercJ off trial in I lle \ JnilOO Sla1C'!I Termini l mercsc Public 
tbc coost of Sicily from the Five other s were r<'CO\'- l"l\-:6C0.1tor's0tficc ill\'Cstig& 
wreckHge of ;i ruper}'J,ch1 eretlhyre!!t."lJ;! crewsfo1low- lorswere ~~ lecli:ill"t!\Wl'n\.\tl 
,~·hose builder s had called ing Mund..1y's lr11gcdy. for a criminal investigmion, 
unsinkable. The Daye:sian, a 184-t·oot which Ibey opcocd immcdi-

Onc woruan remains ruiss- Britisb-rtaa1,:oo ya,·ht, wcut atdy &11:er lhc tra11cc1y do
ing. She has not ~II idcn- dUY,Tl in as1urm eal"ly '.'.1011- S1lite noform.'1l s1.1..1)1)ctS h:w-
1if1eJ, hu1 H1mn11h l,ynch, day 119 i1. \I'll~ movral ahoul i~h.,t,-1pubhdy idt.,i41fltd 

NOTICE Of AVAIWlUTY 
DRAFI" ENVIRON!l.1ENTAL ASSESS:-.1.ENT FOR FLJG HT TRAJ:'\"I NG 

ACTTVlTIF.S IN T HF. PROPOSED ROt.:RROX Mti.lTARY OPF.RATIO:'\"S 
ARPA OFFSHORF. FROM NAVAi. AIR STAT[OK JOI NT RF.SF.RVF. RI\SF: 

NUWORtrANS, LOt,SIA\"A 
l:ni ted ',tat es (US.) Flret Force,; Command, a Command of thr U.S. Na,;y. hru. 
pro!f1.lred a draft fowirn nment.il ,H~eument (EA) In e~ tahl i~h a new Military 
Oi;:cyations An'a (MOA) au;! associa!~d Air Tr.iific Control Assignc·d Airspace 
(,~I CA.A) ..:a&l ,,f N,w,,J Air ~ii lion Joml R..:Krw J.\;1~1· ~,-w Ork.am (NAS Jk B 
:'-"OLA).Loui~t111a lo (~·, ommud,ll,· Digh l lmininganivilk:1 ft>r ~quadn,m $l.illioncJ 
al the base. The purpo'le ofthi§ nolire 1s lo ad11se )'OU ol the rdease ol lh<.' dra/1 EA 
.-.nil fl'l]U<.,~l ..:omm,-nls .Jurm~ lh•· pu~Ji. ;.:onumnl pcriuJ. 
"Jhe ne,,, MOAIATCAA, nami;:J lhe Bourbon MOA/ATCAA. "'ould prv1~de ck1ser 
troin ingair§pace to ~uppor t non-haw.rdous tlip:ht trai ning.. The e,dstini::t rainini;: 
air,;pace ii; located a rnnsi de r.1ble distance frrnn thr ha.1e in the Gulf ,it M~ico 
req11i ri 1\A h)1\Jl_ tra\<e] lim,~ which red .. ce§ !he amou nt ,.,ftinu:: ~,1uaJn:,11~ .:a,1 train. 
' lhc B:W ,\IOA/A"J'CAA w011ld lx, ,l 1r,--..1ly ;.dja.:c-nt tl• !hl· ~xistin~ lrailungairs1•~,-.., 
hut w,mld h.i\-e an entry poi nt k:~1 than 25 11,1 .. t icul milel from the ha1c, imprnvmR 

~~.ll:~:~tti:.:r,tl~:1J~:~:~;~~: f~'.~:1~:r~:r':frt1~l!~o;~,~~~~~ri;•~~~:~llM' 
.-. n~·w lyp1: of lrttlning or mrfrnm~ In th .. , n ·~lon. 
Interes ted par Lies mar ,1ew a pup;!r copyol lhe drall E_.\at theBelleChas!i-e Branch 
1.ibmrT 8442 I.A-2\ Belle Cha~se, l ouisiana 70:"l.\7 or the Plaquem,ne~ Parish 
library: 35572 Highw.iy l I. Buras. Loui~iallil 700 IL A digi tal copy is avail.ibll• al: 
https:i/.,,,-.,,...,_nepa.na~1·.rnil/NOT. .-\ SU.-\. 
All c0m ments mun he p0~tmarked Of rece,n1d nnlm,e no later than 60c1,1ber ?1)24 
to N-coniidered ,11 11repamti1,n of the fi nal "E.-\ . Wri tten comn1ent~ may he lUhm,ned 
unlin.:-via the· websi te or nrnikt! lo: NOLA St:A EA Project Manager, .\aval Jl,i..ili11Cf; 
.l:ngim -..:r ini ~y~l..:m~Cunummd ALl,111lk, A.ll n: t::V2JIB, 6506 IJK1nplun Buukv.-1r,I, 
~ orfo lk, Vi\ 23SO~. h•r .i,1 tli(iunal infom wti l in rC-l!-il r,h~ th.;., EA amt rnl•,lia qu,n ~-.., pk<1~· ~vn(<Kl 
Mr. T,·J Brown. Co-Vin·( lor. ~kdia Op<.:ra!iom flnslaUaliuns .1ml Em1ronm~nl,tl 
Publi.:- Affmrs Oilic ... r. U.S. F1wt F()r,._.s Command by ph-.ine 1757\ 83~-,M27 or by 
emai l al theodore.c ,hrown4.ci\•f u1 .navy.mi l. 

ing trml fourflTI\lresp,:irxle~ 
1\,1\'CdiedinMiTl.n<ls(,faal,::,nc 
i.11202':1.Thcyinclud.:iaMin
ocapolisotliccrkillc-diJ1:\fay 
while1ryi.ng 1ohelp:iom€0rle, 
I'll~ two olfi.x-rs and it pru-a
mcJ.ic whodicJ i.11 Bumsvillc 
in Fe!Jruary when ;J heavily 
armed man ll\,en~ frre 

Such violence ••!Jrcmks my 
hcart evcry singletime,·· 100 
direc1or sirid. 

The FBI has not hccn 
spared such attack&: Days 
artcr a.11001s sc.arc-hcd Don
ald Trump'S Florida es.late, 
:\-t :ir..;1-l~lh'O, \.U reco\·ercl11~-
9i!k:d documents., 8 SlUllll&ll 
who c11lled on Soc ial media 
fcM" fedtlr:11 llhia11s1,;:,bt!killet.l 
"on sighl" JiOO in 11 shooloul 
af~rtryinsto €Clinsidc thc 
FBI"s Cincinnati om ~...-:. 

with ~ UI\C}eru;~ Food Fest 

REMODEL! RENOVATE! DECORATE! 
with thousands of products for every room in your home 

• See U1e lalest in ki tchen and bath 

~:~:~::~~~~:~~!~;~1111tertops, ·•~~'l!I 
• l"alktoconhactorsreadytobuildyour --•-■- • 1••-

newadditkinorremakethat specialroom. 1 $2 OFF , 
• Get the Dest prices on windows.doors, 

~
0
::d:!:~n;~~:o:~:~from krtchen ADMISSION 

gadgets to the latest in health products. 
• Free tastings, sampcs, coupons al"KI 
recipes from all -,.:iur favo<ite foods at 
Laogenstein's Food Fest. 
• Plussarnplelocalspirits! 

REGULAR PRICES SB 
1 CHILDREN UNDER 12 1 

FREE ADMISSION! 
Plenty of parking! 

SPEND $25 I $500 
at ,111yllfl1ge11M&in"ll local/on a11d~N8 FREE GROCERY GIVEAWAY 
2 FREE TICKETS TO TliE SHOW! 11t mo sllow for gttteerl0$ llf I.Jtn{JOr.$tOin's 

Pontchartrain Center 
4545 Williams Blvd 
Kenner, LA 70065 

JAAS Produeuon, / 866 839 1643 
www Jaaspro com I www fneabao\r eom/lonisl11.nah.omotihOWio 
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After convention, real test for Harris campaign begins 
BY STEVE PEOPLES 
andZEKEMILlER 
,';S1011at&:1~ 

CHICAGO - Over and ove:r, 
from lhc massi\'C srasc in 
the cl~n•ic con,•cnrioo hall, 
the Dcmocrms 1his week 
prWiclWlhll l Kam11l11H11r
ris would dcf.::at D onald 
TrumJ). Tht!y d~cril:ltc'IJ ht!r 
:1sa hi1">1oric11r,,ure,lheem
lxx.lim=I urhCJpe, ··1hepre&
idL>J1t of joy." 

lluf amid the cx.traord i
nary()[llimisn1,formerfir~1 
lady Micbcllc Obama ot'
rcrcd a S(lb,.-:r war11il1R: '':'lo 
m111t.ir hu1T good we r-1 
to11ight ortomorrow01·thc 
n11xtt.lay,lhisisguin1: lo be 
,mupl1i11ha1l1e." 

in ret:enl.ytmr~, herlea<ler
sbip sly lc ;md the focus on 
ract!andf,/en<ler 1har loom~ 
9~·crhcrhistoriccandirL-i,cy_ 

"WO can't put ow · heMs 
in 100 sand. Shc"s a IJlock 
womaiLTbr.bal'iSQ<>illQTO 
be hi11hcrfori::verrthin11,"' 
said .John An:wluntl, a poll
ster who IIB5 Served the \&st 
1hr~J)tlmocrahcprt!:!itlt!n-
1iH1 nomint,es. ··And b'Ues~ 
wh:il.? Thal means, e\"t'n 
mistakes. :0.1istakt.>S arego
illll to be ru~nifioo:· 

of Harriswil h jusl6% sa}"
inr,? I bey didn1 know enough 
lJ• hiw e:111 opini ,N1. The lm
e~t poll ;il,o sho11-·ed lhat 
27"/4-of adults hare a '"vcrv" 
favornblcopini«lofJJarris, 
up from14% illJmic. 

The sharp shift J'aiS<"S th('. 
posMib1tilyth111.pub!k<1pin
ion coo\J chAJ.1gc a11ait1 as 
v01erslt!:1mm(ire. 

Th1;1 word ur c:mfion was 
quickl y <lrownOO nul by 
tbccxcilcmcnt lhat o\·cr
whelmed 1he sl11m.l inl.' 
rooni-0111}· 17,000-pc-r son 
arena in d,,wm own Chicago 
Uulasocth'ists,C\)Crati\•es 
and pal'ty leaders l<-av<' tbc 
Democratic '.'l'at ional Con
H~nl ion ffl'ld fan oul. 1t1:ross 
Ame.ril!h,aStil!'krcalityex
isl.s: Tht! r.c..11 lesl for H;irris 
h1~sonly ju~r lx.'l,'l.lll. 

/\1 lhes:1me l ime, (larri~• 
allies acknowledge she re-
mo.ins JAJ.·~cly mu.1d1n00 in 
the minds of many voters, 
ha\'illll •)J)Cratcd ill Bidotfs 
sh11tlow for much \he la~l 
four ye:1rs. Tht!relalive:mo
nymil }' offers both opporlu• 
nily:mdns.k. 

"The bad thing allout \llc-.c 
presiJ€Tll s is I hm TMbody 
knows who you ar c. The 
11•xodtWngatioutrtcepre5i
doots is noboXly knows who 
you aN;· said Da\•id Axel
rod, who sei·ved as former 
Prtisidenl 1-'.:irack Ohtimi1'!! 
C'hicf strnt~ist 

ASSOCIAJ"ED PRESS PHOU SY J. SCOTT ~PPLEWHITE 
Democrntic p1esidential nominee Vice Pl'e$ldent Kamala Harris waves v-tile st.moonded by 
ba'.!oons on Thursday at the Democrat.IC Nadona l Coll\lenuon In Chicago. 

II i1 ls.cl raistJS 1.ht, po~sihil
ily I.hat Hiirris' momenlum 
has le~~ lo do with tier c;1n
didocy than a scn..<cof rclicf 
:1mtN1gl)emocr,11s1h:1l lliden 
McppOO ru-idc. Shortly be
fore he left the race, an AI'-
1\'0RC poll foc,1d I hat ne11rly 
two-thirds ol' Democrats 
:,;;1i<l lhey dilll 'I Wai l Biden 
lJ>run:11-tnin,m1Jahou1 half 
saiJ l~y'tl bedissatisfit'tl 1f 
hew;1slhenomi""'"'-

Young- D emocrars of 
Ameri ca presidt.'01. Quenlin 
Walhum-Ocama said his en
thusiasm is 00.scd (ti a com
llinatioo of relief that 13idcn 
s.reppc,d aside and cx:dtc
ment about Harris. Given 
her relalh·e l y low profile 
O\"e!" lhel&i!tfow·year::,, hc 
ciN1t:~ lh:tl e~enheJotffi 
nol know much ahou1 htJr 
i;:-m·erningplftlls _\fore Ihm, a mon1h aner 

l~illcn1 ,loe !Utkn stepped 
asidcanrt c.ndor sC\'l bcr, llar
ris hl1s h.1rc ly s11inOOto1nn
linc detailed plans she would 
pursu,:: aspre11idcntto ad
drcss th<' natloo·s bii;ii;icst 
challcn11cs - immi l!ration, 
crim.iamldi rna1.echani:ie, 
iimnng lhern . Sht, h;isyet lo 
sit do\\TI for twen ur1e t:um
preherisi\·e mt."il.ia in l.er\~ t!W 
to fa<".c difficult (Jt1cstions 
Hixll11 hernip-f~ipsonpuliq· 

Harris now has jusl m•er 
1wo weeks 1.0 prepare for 
whal could be her onl y 
pre,,itlcnti;i l dcb.1tc againsl 
n-wnp, a s.::pt IO showdown 
thlll conlddrammically shin 
the dirc,;:ti•m or the race. 
The fi rst presidential de• 
bato, ot'c<,ursc,etrocti'i'cly 
for ced Bi den to ili'◊P out or 
1her:...:e 
nir now, llarri s' le:1m 

fet!lsnourgem:y lorollcll11 
,1 1:1mipr..>hllffli\'llpolicr pla1-
form or sit for media imcr
views I h:i t mighl jeopardize 

theJXISitive \'ibcs !hat ha\-C 
defined her naSC\'lll cam
paign and prodoced a tlood 
ofcnmp.ai i..'11 dorm1ionsand:i 
1,:rowini;: army(J(swil11,:.state 
volunleers. 

During a series of mee1-
inf.1s I hrou ll'houl \.he con
vcnlion vwck, herad\-i~ r s 
.:-.ast h<'r policy a~eoda as 
/l con1 inua1ion :md cxpim
sion on Didc11's fin.t tcrru 
achicvcmcm s, pruticularl r 
<•n econ,)l)lk matters, oven 
ii' it may look and sound dir
rerent in S<Jfllecase~. 

11 :1rri s h:i .~ no l.ahl ~
droppt,d htir Ofl(X)Silion l o 
fr11ckinlt and her suppor1 
for J•,lcdicaro for h ll, which 
were defining reiitures of 

her 2019prosidootlaf cam
pai&11. Ilel' aides ins.ist her 
\'Slues remain the s11inc, but 
she 's emhrat:00 more cen
trist policies uut of pr&i!ma
tism. 

\1ennwhile, llarris'i111ics 
helieve1l.'sonl~· amaller of 
!ime before Trump scl!lcs 
on an effective line or at
Utck. 

In ~nt days, the Rc-puti
lican former prcsidCtll has 
adopted a kitchen -sink ap
proach a11ainst Harristhal 
includes allach uboul her 
r:1cialitlenl i l }",herlaui;h. 
her recon.l a~ \ice pre~i<lenl 
and h.ir hi.~1ory as a ··snn 
l'"rnncisoolihcral." 

" Jle'll rigure oul how lo 

ge1 a message and land a 
p,)litical punch,·· Pcnru,y1,•a
nia GO\'. Josh Shapiro, who 
llell\•ertd a prilll<:l-li rne ,::1m
\"IC•n lio11 sp~h U1is W~k, 
saitl o( Trump. 

Pollingreve;ils 1ha1 votCN-' 
\'iew.~or Harris have shifl
titl roL1li\'cly rapklly in the 
ruonlh since I3iden steppc,.1 
asitlcantl shehcaime 1he tlc 
focto nominoc. 

In a June lU'-'.'l'ORC JX>ll, 
jw.t 39'"/4- ofJ\meriCMssaid 
lhcy had a fa\"orablcopiti ion 
uf H11ms:md 12'ii> said they 
lfidn~ knowe1wui;h1osay 

AOer Flid=~t~aside, 
;m AUl:,'llS I 111-'-NOl!C: poll 
found that 48'}f. of /\mcri
c;mshiKla f;worahleopinilN1 

As;i public St:hool l cach
er, he said hc"d like to hear 
morcabom hcroducntion 
policy, forcxrunple. 

·'Do people know her? 
Pco1ik arc a war~~ or her," 
Wathwn-Ocama .said. "I CM 
ht! ext:i le<l, hu1 I ~•ill want 
more.'" 

APwri!t:nJush Rori/tin 
("hhl/,!OafQ)i\fi,:lm/1~/ .. 
/l ri,;e in Asheboro, Sonh 

c:rm1/im1,:;r,ntribrl!nL 

Secret Service agents put on modified duty after Trump attack 
8Y MICHAEL BALSAMO 
AmclatedPress 

A1 lca.s1fi-.-cSOcrc1ser-.i cc 
a~ents have been placed 
(m modified 1tu1y after the 
A.%8.Ssination attempt on 
former President Donald 
Trump i n July, a law en
forcement oftlcial told The 
Assocml.00 Press. 

They int:lutle I he sped al 
,11-tt!fll in char1,>eoftht!J>i1.1s
hurghr1e1t1 ofr1eeantlthree 
othc::raRC11tsas~1medtothat 

offN.:e, which was r t!~ptmsi
blc for lhc.,;cc11ri1}'J1lminini; 
:1heml of the.Jul~ 13 ra lly in 
Buller, Pcrinsylvania, ac
cording to the law cntoroo
mm.1 official who bad direct 
knowlM~o ol' the matter. 
()11\)0fthe rtve l'llll1l tS Wl'IS 
assigned to Tu.1mp·s proroc
tive detail. the oftkial said. 

The officrnl was nol irulho
ri1.tid lo puhliclydi.<;elo~de-
1111lsof 1heperson~l mn1s
rigarion:1ntl spoke lo The As
sociated Press on condition 

of<t11(N1yrni1y. 
Thca~lsaroonactminis

trntive leave, meiming the}· 
cannot clo invcstiaatlvc or 
pro{Ct.."1iVCW(,rJi:: . • 

Mulliplc in\·cslig.r lions 
havcb~ nlaw1chcdil$ O(
llcials prolxl a eomplicatOO 
Jaw enforcement fail ure 
that allowed a man wilh an 
AR-s lrle rine lo J.!e l close 
enough ln shool find injure 
'l'rurnpal th.ir,ill )'. 

Tnm1p was ~1ruck in lhc 
car tiut a\·oidcd serious iJtjo-

2nd ex-Memphis officer pleads 
guilty in Tyre Nichols' death 
BY JONATI-IAN MAmSE fornier t.1)11t!llb'lleS t.1-.ild !e~ 
and TRAVIS LOUER tify against them. 
I\SSQti~ted Pr= '.\1artinenterod hi!- change 

of pk -'l before U.S. District 
MEMPHIS. TmlL - Fedcral Judgd,lark l\"orrisiJ1:\-fcm

J)rosecu1on1 s11rced to rec- phi ~ wtJer an agreement 
ommcnd a prism sentence with Pl"QS<X-UWl-S, plcadin11 
or 11omon:!than 40)'ear.lfur Ruilly to el(Ce9give rorce 
;1 Conner )/lemphis polke ;md wil.nesi. lamperinll' 
orricer who 1>leaded 1.-:uihy charges. Sen1encing i s sel 
t-"ridit}" lo federal ci~il rill"hl.~ for J)t>,:: _ S. 
\·iolaliun~ in l he 202.l fol.ti '\jlchols' mo1hcr, l~ow-
b,:·.atinQof'fyrcl\"icbols. \'au~bn Wells, was in the 

Emmit I Mimin is lhc cour1 room. She m:dtlcd her 
soc(,nd form<'r ,,fficcr to head and smiled when the 
plead guilly i n !ht' killin11 j ud11c SCC('pl('d Mal't i n"s 
that sparkod outrage and challgoorplca 
renewed calls for police r ... '- In a llt.'WS c,,ut\!t'CIICC with 
form. Thrt!t! fonnerofficti1-s ch·il riithl ~ Hllomey B.in 
stillface1rialiflfedcralcoun Crump after the h('aJ.'ing, 
1tt;:<I mun1h, and two of 1heir Well.~ said it w11.~ '"\·er}" t'mo-

NOTICE OF AVAI[ ABITJTY 

1.i im11I" and ·•biller swet!L" 
Sbc said thclatcsl plea is a 
Mcp ill the rigbtdiroction, 
hut that she won't be con
te.nl until all ofthe offlccrs 
are b1ought 1.0 justice. 

··Tyr e was just coming 
home. He- wss jml mindiltk 
his mm busine~~," sheis;ml 

'.'l'ichols died in a hoopi-
1.;il on .Ian. 10, 2(!2.l, lhree 
d;iys 11flcr he wa5 kicked, 
ptwchcd and hit With a I» 
liccbalooaflcr 111ramc sl(l(). 

The omcers said they 
pulled Nicholsowr bt..-causc 
ho was rtrh'ing rock lcssly, 
but Police Chief Cerclyn 
··C.J"' l)avis has ~ii idnoti~·i
dence was found to suppor·t 
tlllllHlli:,.:111.ion 

Dlt/\1-~r P.'.\' \' m OSM~:.'\TAL ASSf$S.\1f:S"T FOR M.J(IHTTRAINI NG 
/\ CTJVJTrns IN TIii: JJROl'<)SEll llOURllO'.\" .,1r1.1TAfl.YOl'l:R,HIO;>.S 
ARf.A OFfSIIORE PROM ):AVALAlR STATION JOINT RESCRVE DASE 

X H\I O"I.EAXS, LOUJSIAXJ\ 
United Stat-c~ \U.S.) fled f-.::m-:~ Cornm;,nd, a Comma mi of 1hl' U.S. Navy, has 
r r<·r arcd a drafl Enviwnmcnlal A.s~.::mn-:nl (EA) lo nlablish a ~ rn• Military 
01X'rDl1on~ Ar-:a (MOAJ ,ind a~sodak'd Air Tralli. Control A.~w.gn.::d A1hpa-:l 
(ATCAA) c\ot o(N:"·al Air Slalion Joint Rr~Tw Ba~· >l"wOrkam (NA.S JRB 
NOLA}, Louisiana to an;ommcxlate tl ight train ing :icti \"lties l~r 11quadrons stationed 
at lhc baR·. Th~ pur~1~ ot" thisnulicc i1 h.>advisc·you of lhcrd,::~1<:uf 1h,;.;dr,1fl E.A 
<i.nd r<!quest rnmments during th<! publ k comment period. 
'I hie n,ew .\ IOA/J\' I'( '. .\/\, nam<!'d t he ll01.1 rh-.1n Z..HlA/1\"IC,\A, "ll>T,uld pr,wide,ku1ier 
1uinins airi.pa;::r tosupr on non-haur.1,;,u~ fu~1t !uinin,;. ·1h .. c.11:i~tins tr~ming 
;li r.~pa~e c~ lo.:ated a ,,111~i&rahle d,siance from the ba-1e in che Ciulf ,1f ME-iri.:o 
rcqi1irinS kmi travd lilll<:6 1,tl i<::h re<lu•~ the amount oflirnc MJuadrons ,a11 trii1l. 
Thl· n-:w MOA/ATCA.A.1w11[J t,l, ,lirct l!y lhlj;,rml lo lhc:cxi~ing training ;unp;,-;,r 
but would hav.:! an cn1ry point ks~ th~n 25 naurica l inik1o from the base, improvm!S 

~~;~~td"1!~-~::~r\\~On~:r,~~1~11~~;~~ t~~1;~~~~IIJl~~~i~~d1;::i~~:~~r~:~,~~~dus:e 

fn~~;:,?~~ p~~~;,~~~~-~1e~:~;!iu~nc-~~;rt~~ <lraft EA at the Bdk Chasse Br;mch 
1.ihrary: H442 L \ -B, Helle Chas~e. l.ouHiana i00:17 or the Plaquenune~ Pari~h 
library, 3;;72 Highl~.1)' 11, Bura5, L.:.-.uisiana 70(1-11. A digital copy i!; avail.ible at: 
https::'/www.ner a.mwy.mil.'N()I./\SL!\. 
All ,ornme111, mh~t h.:; rxi~rmarke-d or re.:ei\'ed <:rnline 110 later Than 6<l,u,ber 2Q24 
lo b~ ( (•Mi<kr.::d in pn•p.1r.it100 of th<.' final cA. Wntt,·n 1·omm-:nts m.,y tx· wl>m1lll·d 
ool i11evia the >11:t-s1ti:·or mailed to: :--01.A SU,\ EA Proj&.:t Man~ er, -..:aval l 'ac i!itc,-s 
I:n~n..-.-ringSyblrm~ CommJml Al lanl1<, Alln: I:.V21jD, 6::(1611.unptl,n I3ou ll·var.l, 
Norfolk,VAB508. 

f~ ;~ji~~;~~~nli-~'.~~~:fo~~1%~\~~~r~~o~!:/1:~~fb1f:~:i'Jt::~~:~:1\a1 
Public Affairs Otlk~r. L".S. f leet Forces Command by ph-.1ne {757) 836-- 4427 orhy 
email ~l thcv<lor,•.;,..bruwn Ld~·~1s.n~\")'.rnil. 

rr One ~eciarnr was killed 
aml 1wnO!herswcrcinjured 

The sh!Mtling wa., a Je\a.<;.
tating fai1urc of onc of 1hc 
~cncfs ei,rc dmicsand lfd 
to the rc5h;:nation of the Se
cret ScrviC<'"s tbcn-dircct,Jr, 
KimCbeatlc. 

h t a C(•ll~l'CS5i1)Ual hear
illll after the assassination 

:111.em\}I, Cht!it1.le. acknow1-
cdi;ed rh.r l 1hcSc<:re1 Scr
\-it:e was lohl ;1Doul 11 i.us
picious person two ro five 
times N"fol'e the shooting. 
She also rc\·calcd tti..11 the 
roof from which Thomas 
!Hatthew Crooks opened 
lire bad been id(lntitlcd as a 
potential vulnerability days 

beforel.he rnlty. 
i'lcl i l\{!" Socrcr Scr.-icc l)i

n,cl or Hurml<l Howe.Jr., who 
tooko\'crnfterCbcallc'srcs
ignati,:n, has said he "CillU)(lt 
flcfcml why th/II roof wa~ 
nothctters.<'Curcd." 

Associated Press writer 
Rebc,:C(J Sancana ,:omri.b-

111&110 ihis report . 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This airspace impact analysis is in support of an Environmental Assessment (EA) and a proposal to the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to establish new Special Use Airspace (SUA) near Naval Air 
Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans (NAS JRB NOLA) to support training requirements of the Navy. 
The current SUA does not meet the criterion to ensure naval strike warfare readiness training and 
certification requirements. This analysis provides a detailed assessment of the potential impacts to civil 
aviation associated with the proposed Bourbon Military Operations Area (MOA) and Air Traffic Control 
Assigned Airspace (ATCAA).  

1.1 NATIONAL AIRSPACE SYSTEM  
The National Airspace System is a network of both controlled and uncontrolled airspace, both domestic 
and oceanic. It includes air navigation facilities, equipment and services, airports and landing areas, 
aeronautical charts, information and services, rules and regulations, procedures and technical information, 
and manpower and material (FAA 2023a). Airspace management and use considers how airspace is 
designated, used, and administered in a manner that best accommodates the individual and common needs 
of military, commercial, general aviation, and other users of the airspace. 

In the United States (U.S.), airspace is managed and controlled by the FAA. The FAA is solely 
responsible for developing plans and policy for the use of airspace and for managing airspace in such a 
manner that it ensures the safety of flight and that all users of the National Airspace System can operate in 
a safe, secure, and efficient manner (49 U.S. Code [U.S.C.] 40103(b)). The FAA considers multiple and 
sometimes competing demands for airspace in relation to airport operations, Air Traffic Service (ATS) 
routes, military training airspace, and other special needs to determine how the National Airspace System 
can best be structured to address all user requirements.  

The Department of Defense (DoD) requests airspace from the FAA and schedules and uses airspace in 
accordance with the processes and procedures detailed in DoD Directive 5030.19, DoD Responsibilities 
on Federal Aviation, and FAA regulations. SUA identified for military and other governmental activities 
is charted and published by the National Aeronautical Charting Office in accordance with FAA Order 
Joint Order (JO) 7400.2P, Procedures for Handling Airspace Matters (FAA 2023b). Descriptions of 
approved SUA, except temporary areas and controlled firing areas, are compiled and published once a 
year in FAA JO 7400.10E, Special Use Airspace (FAA 2023c). Airspace designated for military use is 
released to the FAA when the airspace is not needed for military requirements (DoD 2023).  

1.2 AIRSPACE CLASSIFICATION  
Airspace is a three-dimensional resource defined by latitude, longitude, and altitude. There are six classes 
of airspace-A, B, C, D, E (controlled), and G (uncontrolled)-that are available to all users (civilian and 
military) (Figure 1.2-1). The airspace classes dictate pilot qualification requirements, rules of flight that 
must be followed, and the type of equipment necessary to operate within that airspace (Table 1.2-1). 
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Figure 1.2-1 Airspace Classification 

Controlled airspace is airspace of defined dimensions within which Air Traffic Control (ATC) service is 
provided (FAA 2023d). Controlled airspace is categorized into five separate classes, A through E. 
Controlled airspace is airspace that supports airport operations and includes airways supporting en-route 
transit from place-to-place. 

Uncontrolled airspace is designated as Class G airspace. Within the continental U.S. and out to 12 
nautical miles (NM) offshore, Class G airspace includes all airspace up to 14,500 feet mean sea level 
(MSL) that has not been designated as Class A, B, C, D, or E. Class G airspace has no specific 
prohibitions associated with its use. Class G airspace is described as uncontrolled because there are no 
entry requirements and ATC service is not guaranteed.  
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Table 1.2-1 Airspace Classification Requirements 
Airspace Class A Class B Class C Class D Class E Class G 

General 
Definition 

Controlled 
airspace 
from 
18,000 feet 
MSL up to 
and 
including 
FL600 

Controlled 
airspace 
from the 
surface to 
10,000 feet 
MSL 
surrounding 
the nation’s 
busiest 
airports 

Controlled 
airspace from 
the surface to 
4,000 feet 
above the 
airport 
elevation 
(charted in 
MSL) 
surrounding 
those airports 
that have an 
operational 
control tower 
and are 
serviced by 
radar approach 
control 

Controlled 
airspace that 
extends 
upward from 
the surface 
to 2,500 feet 
above the 
airport 
elevation 
(charted in 
MSL) 
surrounding 
those 
airports that 
have an 
operational 
control 
tower 

Controlled 
airspace 
designated 
to serve a 
variety of 
terminal or 
en-route 
purposes. 
Class E 
airspace is 
often 
designated 
for an 
airport 
where 
instrument 
procedures 
exist 
without the 
presence of 
a control 
tower and as 
extensions 
to Class B, 
C, D, and E 
surface 
areas.  

Uncontrolled 
airspace that 
has not been 
designated as 
Class A, B, 
C, D, or E. 

Entry 
Requirements 

Air Traffic 
Control 
Clearance 

Air Traffic 
Control 
Clearance 

Air Traffic 
Control 
Clearance for 
IFR. Two-way 
radio 
communication 
with Air Traffic 
Control 
required 

Air Traffic 
Control 
Clearance 
for IFR. All 
require radio 
contact 

None for 
VFR. 
 
Air Traffic 
Control 
Clearance 
and two-
way radio 
for IFR.  

None 

Two-Way 
Radio 
Communication 

Required Required Required Required Required 
only under 
IFR flight 
plan1 

Not required1 
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Table 1.2-1 Airspace Classification Requirements 
Airspace Class A Class B Class C Class D Class E Class G 

VFR Visibility 
Minimum2 

NA 3 SM 3 SM 3 SM Below 
10,000 feet 
MSL: 3 SM  

At or above 
10,000 feet 
MSL: 5 SM 

Below 1,200 
feet AGL 
(regardless of 
MSL): Day: 1 
SM; Night: 3 
SM;  
 
Above 1,200 
feet AGL and 
less than 
10,000 feet 
MSL: Day: 1 
SM; Night: 3 
SM  
 
At or Above 
10,000 
MSL:5 SM. 

Traffic 
Advisories 

Yes Yes Yes Workload 
Permitting 

Workload 
Permitting 

Workload 
Permitting 

Notes:  1Unless a temporary tower is present.  
 2Minimum distance from clouds vary by airspace class and altitude. 
Legend:  AGL = above ground level, FL = Flight Level, IFR = Instrument Flight Rules; MSL = mean sea level; NA = Not 

Applicable; SM = Statute Mile; VFR = Visual Flight Rules; . 
Source:  FAA 2023d. 

Airspace in the National Airspace System is divided into two categories, regulatory and non-regulatory. 
The airspace described above and in Figure 1.2-1 (except Class G airspace) is regulatory. Non-regulatory 
airspace includes MOAs, Warning Areas, alert areas, controlled firing areas, and national security areas. 
Within these two categories of airspace, there are four subcategories: controlled, uncontrolled, SUA, and 
other airspace (FAA 2023d).  

1.3 GENERAL FLIGHT RULES AND RESOURCES 
There are specific operational requirements for each class of airspace. Some airspace, such as Class A, 
requires users to operate under instrument flight rules (IFR), while other airspace allows for visual flight 
rules (VFR), and in many cases IFR/VFR operate within the same space. The FAA produces charts and 
publications to guide civil and military flights within the National Airspace System. Aviators can find 
specific information on airspace and regulatory requirements in VFR/IFR Navigation Charts, Planning 
Charts, and a variety of supplementary charts and publications (FAA 2023d). These aeronautical charts 
depict information necessary for flight operations such as ATS routes (victor airways and jet routes), 
military training routes (MTRs), aerial refueling tracks, public and private airports, and available aids to 
navigation. 

FAA JO 7110.65A, Air Traffic Control, establishes procedures for personnel who provide ATC services 
within the National Airspace System (FAA 2023e). The primary purpose of the ATC system is to prevent 
a collision involving aircraft operating in the system. The ATC system is designed to give first priority 
(duty priority) to separating aircraft and issuing safety alerts, and provide support to national security and 
homeland defense activities. Behind duty priority is the ATC system’s operational priority, which 
provides service to aircraft on a “first come, first served” basis with the following exceptions (list is not 
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all inclusive): air ambulance flights, presidential aircraft and support elements, active air defense 
scrambles, and aircraft engaged in navigation aid checks (FAA 2023e). 

1.4 SPECIAL USE AIRSPACE 
SUA is airspace of defined dimensions identified by an area where activities must be confined due to their 
nature, and/or where limitations are imposed on aircraft operations that are not a part of those activities 
(non-participating aircraft). This airspace is defined by designated altitude ceilings and floors and 
horizontal boundaries described in geographic coordinates. Information on SUA is contained in 
aeronautical charts and in FAA JO 7400.10E (FAA 2023c). 

1.5 SUA SCHEDULING AND ACTIVATION 
Several different terms are used to describe the use of the SUA at various times during the day. The 
definitions are below and reference Figure 1.5-1, which shows a notional depiction for part of a fictional 
day regarding use of a particular SUA. The FAA annually publishes a listing of regulatory and non-
regulatory airspace, to include the times of use and the using and scheduling agency, in this case the 
Navy.   

 
Figure 1.5-1 Notional Partial-Day Schedule for SUA 
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Scheduled. When a military flying unit wants to use a particular SUA, it will be scheduled ahead of time 
with central scheduling for discreet time blocks. For instance, in order to accomplish a particular training 
event, a squadron may schedule SUA for 1 hour, with the intent to have multiple aircraft use it for that 
hour. In Figure 1.5-1, the green bars show three separate 1-hour periods. 

Planned Activation. When military users schedule a particular SUA for discreet blocks of time, with only 
short times in between, the airspace will generally be considered “active” during this down period. The 
process of returning airspace for a short period of time would generate more work for controllers while 
not providing appreciable benefit to potential airspace users. In the example shown in Figure 1.5-1, there 
are two short “gap” times between military scheduled use, one of 20 minutes, and one of 30 minutes. In 
cases like these, the planned activation time (shown as tan in color) will include those small gaps. It is 
generally more efficient for all users of the airspace to plan for airspace activation times that cover these 
small discreet gaps. The activation typically begins slightly before the arrival of the first military user so 
as to avoid delay when entering into the SUA. In the example shown in Figure 1.5-1, the planned 
activation would begin 10 minutes prior to the first user, and last until the last user leaves the airspace, per 
the schedule. SUA activation times can be retrieved from the FAA’s SUA website, https:/sua.faa.gov.  

Actual Activation. This is the amount of time that the SUA is activated in real-time, and accounts for any 
changes from the plan. In the example shown in Figure 1.5-1, the actual activation time is shown in 
maroon. The airspace is activated as planned at 8:20, 10 minutes prior to the first scheduled user’s arrival 
in the airspace. It is kept activated (per the plan) until it is apparent that the third user, scheduled to begin 
at 11:00, will not be using the airspace, at which time the SUA is deactivated, and is therefore available 
for other uses. A cancellation of scheduled SUA time can happen for a multitude of reasons, including 
maintenance problems with the aircraft or weather conditions that preclude the aircraft from either flying 
or completing the training as planned. Actual activation of a SUA is what would restrict VFR/IFR aircraft 
from flying through that section of airspace. 

Aircraft in SUA. This is simply the time that military aircraft are present in the activated SUA. In the 
example shown in Figure 1.5-1, aircraft presence in the SUA is shown with the blue bars. The first 
scheduled user arrives on time at 8:30 and departs about 10 minutes early at 9:20 (perhaps from training 
being complete, being low on fuel, or some other reason). The second event shown is scheduled from 
9:50 until 10:50, but the aircraft arrives to the airspace late (at 10:00) and leaves per their schedule. The 
third event is cancelled and will not use the airspace as scheduled. When the Using Agency learns that the 
SUA will not be used as scheduled, the FAA is informed through internal coordination procedures, and 
the SUA deactivated. Once deactivated, ATC will allow aircraft to travel through the confines of the 
SUA. Non-participating aircraft will be rerouted or vectored by ATC to ensure approved separation exits. 
Aircraft using a MEDEVAC call sign are afforded priority handling where the SUA would be required to 
go “cold” to allow a transition through. Emergency aircraft have the right-of-way over all other air traffic 
and would also have the SUA go “cold” to allow a transition. The pilots of civil aircraft should always 
plan for deviations around active SUA.   

In summary, Figure 1.5-1 shows four different schedule terms commonly used when discussing the use 
of SUA. In this example, the hypothetical SUA was scheduled for 3 hours. It was planned to be activated 
for a single long block of 3 hours, 40 minutes. Its actual activation time (in real-time) was just 2 hours 
and 50 minutes. During actual activation, there were military aircraft actively present in the SUA for an 
hour and 40 minutes. Aircraft are not present for the full published times of use. Aircraft presence will 
vary on any given day depending on the training event.   

https://sua.faa.gov/


Airspace Impact Analysis for Proposed Bourbon MOA 
March 2025  Chapter 1 

1-7 

1.6 GENERAL OPERATING PROCEDURES 
Operations within SUA are generally conducted under VFR and with some exceptions IFR. MOAs are 
established to separate certain military activities from IFR traffic; non-participating IFR traffic may be 
cleared through the airspace if ATC can provide IFR separation. Pilots operating under VFR are not 
prohibited from transiting an active MOA but should exercise extreme caution when military activity is 
being conducted. Pilots can request the status of a MOA by contacting the flight service stations within 
100 miles of the area or by contacting the using or controlling agency (FAA 2023d). Additionally, the 
FAA maintains an informational SUA website to assist pilots and aircrews with flight planning and 
familiarization (FAA 2023f).  
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2.0 METHODOLOGY 

2.1 DATA SOURCE  
FAA’s Performance Data Analysis and Reporting System (PDARS) data was used to analyze the existing 
civil traffic in the project’s area of influence. The PDARS continuously collects flight plan and radar 
track data from systems located at Air Route Traffic Control Centers (ARTCCs), Terminal Radar 
Approach Control Facilities, and ATC towers. The dataset in this study is based on recorded flight data in 
the area proposed for the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA from February 20 through March 22, 2023 (PDARS 
2023). Houston ARTCC confirmed this dataset was representative of average operations in this area and 
was sufficient for this analysis (Personal communication, October 3, 2023).  

2.2 FILTERING OF FLIGHT TRACKS 
All historical flight tracks from the 30-day radar data that passed through the proposed lateral boundaries 
and within the proposed altitudes and proposed times of operation were identified. The intent of this was 
to determine the number of civil aircraft that would potentially be impacted by activation of the proposed 
airspace. The magnitude of the impact will be determined based on the changes required to avoid the 
proposed airspace during times of activation. 

One characteristic of the PDARS dataset is that there are many aircraft for which the category is listed as 
“Unknown,” indicating there are one or more data fields missing to properly identify them. In this 
analysis, the unknowns were further filtered to determine if some were identifiable based on other data 
fields. The following filters were used to categorize as many unknown flight tracks as possible: 

1. All aircraft with an “unknown” aircraft type were compared to known military aircraft with the 
same call sign and classified as such.  

2. Aircraft that both originated and terminated at a military airfield were considered military and 
removed from the dataset. 

2.3 IMPACTS TO FLIGHTS AND REROUTING METHODOLOGY 
For each of the civil flight tracks that crossed the proposed SUA, the origin and destination airport were 
identified and counted – providing a list of the number of flights in the dataset traveling to and from each 
airport. There are more than 240 unique combinations of origin and destination airports with many 
combinations occurring only once or very infrequently. The list was reduced to focus on the most 
frequently occurring airport origin-destination pairings (once per week or more), to represent the majority 
of traffic potentially affected by the proposed airspace and produce a manageable and meaningful 
analysis. Impacts to military aircraft are not considered – the assumption is that DoD activation of the 
proposed SUA indicates acceptance of the impacts to other DoD aircraft for the duration of the airspace 
activation. Impacts are counted for non-military aircraft only. 

The distance between each of the most common origin-destination pairings was calculated point-to-point 
in a straight line. Though this is not likely the actual routing used, it represents a best-case, straight-line 
distance directly from the origin airport to the destination airport. In certain cases, when straight-line 
routing would result in a flight going through areas with other active SUA, the baseline distance was 
calculated using a common routing typically used to avoid that SUA. These cases are discussed in the 
individual sections. 
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To determine the potential impact to these common flights which cross the proposed MOA, an alternative 
routing was calculated using a navigational aid (NAVAID) or intermediate “fix” which would route these 
flights outside the proposed SUA. Routes were identified from origin to the intermediate fix, and from the 
intermediate fix to the destination, and added together to produce the total distance that would result from 
rerouting flights around the proposed SUA. The change in distance was calculated by comparing the 
baseline straight-line routing to the alternative routing using NAVAIDs. The change in flight time (i.e., 
“extra minutes” needed to navigate around proposed SUA) was determined using a speed estimate. For 
aircraft crossing the MOA, the assumed true airspeed was 330 knots. This airspeed number is based on 
the average types of aircraft in the dataset for the particular altitude bands. All calculations assume no 
wind. While pilots operating under VFR are permitted to transit through a MOA, this analysis assumes 
VFR aircraft will not enter the MOA when it is active and would require alternative routings to avoid the 
MOA.  

An example comparing a direct flight path and the route deviation methodology is depicted in Figure 
2.3-1. The green line shows the direct routing between Orlando (KMCO) and Louis Armstrong New 
Orleans International Airport (KMSY). This line intersects the proposed Bourbon MOA, depicted with 
blue shaded edges. The intermediate navigation fixes required to ensure an aircraft remains clear of the 
Bourbon MOA would be CHRGE and REDFN. These two fixes would also provide the required lateral 
separation from the wide complex of Warning Areas and the MOA along that route. The course shown in 
yellow is the flight track that goes from KMCO – CHRGE – REDFN – KMSY as an alternative to flying 
through the proposed Bourbon MOA and adjacent Warning Areas. This alternative routing is conservative 
given that it also avoids the Warning Areas (which pilots operating VFR may already choose to avoid) 
but is assumed for the sake of analysis.  If that was not a factor, avoidance of just the proposed Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA would require an even smaller deviation. This route change adheres to existing separation 
requirements for SUA. Internal ATC coordination procedures would allow for various deconfliction 
measures to ensure non-participating aircraft and restricted airspace separation. This methodology is 
representative of the approach taken for all sections of the MOA in this study. In this way, a flight plan 
that allows for avoidance of the proposed airspace can be compared in distance and time to the 
best/shortest possible routing available in the absence of the proposed airspace.  
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Figure 2.3-1 Example of Direct Flight Plan Compared to Route Deviation to Avoid SUA 
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3.0 ANALYSIS 

3.1 REGION OF INFLUENCE  
As shown in Figure 3.1-1, the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA analyzed in this assessment is 
contiguous to existing SUA (Snake MOA, Snake Low MOA, Snake ATCAA, Warning Area 148 [A & 
B], and Warning Area 453 [A & B], collectively known as the WHODAT Airspace). 

3.1.1 Description of Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA  

The proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be located approximately 19 miles east of NAS JRB NOLA 
Alvin Callender Field (Airport ID: KNBG). The altitudes of the Bourbon MOA would be 4,000 feet MSL 
up to but not including Flight Level (FL) 180 or 18,000 MSL. A proposed ATCAA would overlay the 
MOA with the same horizontal boundary. The altitudes for the ATCAA would be FL180–FL320. On a 
limited basis, there may be a need for ATCAA altitudes up to FL500 to conduct aircraft post maintenance 
check flights. During these post maintenance check flights, the time above FL320 would be limited to 
approximately 15 minutes after coordination with the controlling agency. The expanded ATCAA altitudes 
(FL320–FL500) would be requested by exception and are excluded from further analysis. For reference, 
the proposed Bourbon MOA has been overlaid on the VFR Sectional chart and IFR Low chart (Figures 
3.1-2 and 3.1-3).  

The Bourbon MOA would be west and immediately adjacent to the existing Snake and Snake Low MOAs 
that exist from 3,000 feet MSL–FL180, collectively referred to as the Snake MOA in this report. The 
western boundary of the proposed MOA would be approximately 14 miles outside of the New Orleans 
Class B Airspace. The MOA/ATCAA would support operations from various military aircraft to include 
FA-18s, F-5s, F-15s, and F-35s. The MOA would be open to use by all aircraft in the DoD inventory.  

The published times of use would be Monday–Friday, 0800–1700 local and other times by Notice to Air 
Missions. The Controlling Agency would be Houston ARTCC and the Using Agency would be U.S. 
Navy, Fighter Squadron Composite 204 (VFC-204), NAS JRB NOLA.  

3.1.2 Proposed Usage of Bourbon MOA 

Table 3.1-1 shows that the proposed Bourbon MOA would be used for up to 4,169 sorties per year. This 
results in a requirement for airspace activation of the Bourbon MOA for 5 hours per day for up to 240 
days annually. The 1,200 hours of total annual activation (which includes gaps anticipated between 
flights) represent about 55 percent of the total time available between Monday and Friday, 0800–1700 
Local (proposed times of use for the Bourbon MOA).  

Table 3.1-1 Military Usage of Proposed Bourbon MOA 
Metric Bourbon MOA Assumptions 

Number of Proposed Sorties1 4,169 Average sorties in adjacent Snake MOA 
Hours per Year – Activation  1,200 Total activation time 
Hours per Day - Activation 5 240 days per year 
% Time Military Aircraft Present ~ 55% Monday to Friday, 0800–1700 Local 

Note:  1 One sortie includes the takeoff, mission, and landing of one aircraft averaging 1.3 hours each.  
Legend:  % = percent; ~ = approximately; MOA = Military Operations Area 
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Figure 3.1-1 Overview of Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 
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Figure 3.1-2 Proposed Bourbon MOA (VFR Sectional Chart View) 
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Figure 3.1-3 Proposed Bourbon MOA (IFR Low Chart View) 
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3.2 POTENTIAL IMPACTS  
3.2.1 Obstructions and Airports  

An obstruction analysis of the proposed airspace configuration revealed there are no obstructions which 
would impact the proposed MOA. There is one tower 315 feet above ground level on the west side of the 
MOA, well beneath the proposed floor of 4,000 feet MSL. This obstruction does not require further 
analysis. 

Table 3.2-1 provides information for each of the public airports in the Region of Influence (ROI) of the 
proposed Bourbon MOA. The airport operations data provided in Table 3.2-1 was obtained from data 
reported to the FAA. Figure 3.2-1 provides the location of these airports. In addition, there are two 
military airports in the ROI (NAS JRB NOLA Alvin Callender Field and Biloxi Air Force Base), five 
private airports, and four seaplane bases. Operations data is not available for the private airports and 
seaplane bases and these are excluded from further analysis.  

Table 3.2-1 Public Airports in the Bourbon MOA ROI 
Airport Name (Airport 

Code) 
Airport 

Ownership Based Aircraft Annual Operations 

Diamondhead Airport 
(K66Y), Diamondhead, 
Mississippi 

Public Single Engine = 3 

Air Taxi = 0 
GA Local = 4,630 
GA Itinerant = 1,158 
Military = 0 

Ocean Springs Airport 
(K5R2), Ocean Springs, 
Mississippi 

Public Single Engine = 2  
Ultralight = 3 

GA Local = 880 
GA Itinerant = 120 

Slidell Airport (KASD), 
Slidell, Louisiana Public 

Single Engine = 46 
Multi-engine = 10 
Jet = 1 
Helicopter = 2 

GA Local = 78,000 
GA Itinerant = 30,000 
Military = 4,000 

South Lafourche Leonard 
Miller Jr. Airport (KGAO), 
Galliano, Louisiana  

Public 
Single Engine = 3 
Jet = 3 
Helicopter = 38 

GA Local = 18,956 
GA Itinerant = 5,083 
Military = 50 

Gulfport-Biloxi Airport 
(KGPT), Gulfport, 
Mississippi 

Public 

Single Engine = 31 
Multi-Engine = 2 
Jet = 5 
Helicopter = 3 

Commercial = 6,966 
Air Taxi = 3,548 
GA Local = 9,396 
GA Itinerant = 12,125 
Military = 24,952 

Stennis International 
Airport (KHSA), Bay St 
Louis, Mississippi 

Public 

Single Engine = 27 
Multi-Engine = 7 
Jet = 2 
Helicopter = 1 

Commercial = 10 
Air Taxi = 769 
GA Local = 6,354 
GA Itinerant = 7,886 
Military = 24,515 

Lakefront Airport 
(KNEW), New Orleans, 
Louisiana 

Public 

Single Engine = 88 
Multi-Engine = 20 
Jet = 21 
Helicopter = 9 

Commercial = 2 
Air Taxi = 6,305 
GA Local = 28,181 
GA Itinerant = 40,522 
Military = 3,160 

Louis Armstrong New 
Orleans International 
Airport (KMSY), New 
Orleans, Louisiana 

Public 

Single Engine = 2 
Multi-Engine = 2 
Jet = 13 
Helicopter = 7 

Commercial = 85,205 
Air Taxi = 7,375 
GA Itinerant = 9,322 
Military = 514 

Legend:  GA = General Aviation; MOA = Military Operations Area; ROI = Region of Influence. 
Source:  SkyVector 2023. 
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Figure 3.2-1 Public Airports in ROI for Proposed Bourbon MOA  
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Instrument approach procedures to NAS JRB NOLA may be impacted when the Bourbon MOA is active. 
The HI-TACAN Y Runway 22 full procedure approach has two fixes on the arc (ZABIR and OLEZO) 
which come within 3 miles from the MOA boundary (Figure 3.2-2). The crossing altitude for ZABIR is 
at or above 2,000 feet MSL, and the crossing altitude at OLEZO is at 2,000 feet MSL. The Area 
Navigation (RNAV) (Global Positioning System [GPS]) Runway 22 has an initial approach fix (KOCEL) 
which is within 3 miles from the MOA boundary (Figure 3.2-3). Though the crossing altitude for 
KOCEL is 2,000 feet MSL, aircraft in a descent to the fix would need to be monitored for separation from 
the boundary. If these procedures are required during times when the MOA is active, ATC would need to 
issue alternate instructions to ensure separation from the MOA. The impact to these approaches is 
expected to be minimal. 

There are two instrument approaches to Gulfport-Biloxi International Airport which could interact with 
the Bourbon MOA when it is active, the HI ILS Y or LOC Runway 32 and the RNAV (GPS) Runway 36. 
These approaches have fixes sufficiently separated from the proposed MOA boundary, but close enough 
that deviations from the approach procedure could bring aircraft in close proximity to the MOA. The 
impact to these approaches is unlikely and included only for awareness.  

3.2.2 ATS Routes / MTRs / Aerial Refueling Tracks / Existing SUA 

There are four ATS routes near the proposed Bourbon MOA: V-198, V-240, Q-105, and Q-56 (Figure 
3.2-4). None of the ATS or high-altitude (“J” or “Q”) routes transition through the proposed MOA or 
ATCAA. The distance between the routes and the boundary of the proposed MOA is sufficient and 
navigation via these ATS routes would not be impacted by the proposed MOA. There is one MTR which 
traverses the proposed MOA, IR-038 (see Figure 3.2-4). IR-038 is managed and scheduled by Training 
Air Wing Six at Naval Air Station Pensacola, Florida and schedule deconfliction would occur between the 
two installations; no impact is expected. There are no aerial refueling tracks beneath or near the proposed 
MOA.  

The east boundary of the Bourbon MOA would be located immediately west, adjacent to the existing 
Snake MOA. The proposed MOA would impede access to the waypoints from the Harvey (HRV) and 
Gulfport (GPT) VHF Omni-directional Range/Tactical Air Navigation (VORTACs) currently used to 
enter and exit the Snake MOA. Existing letters of agreement would need to be modified to change 
entry/exit procedures into the Snake MOA and WHODAT Airspace. This would not be considered an 
impact.    
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Figure 3.2-2 NAS JRB NOLA: HI-TACAN Y Runway 22 
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Figure 3.2-3 NAS JRB NOLA: RNAV (GPS) Runway 22 
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Figure 3.2-4 MTR and ATS Routes  
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3.2.3 Civil Traffic  

During the 30 days of PDARS data analyzed, approximately 251 civil aircraft flights traversed the area 
encompassing the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA during the proposed times of use (0800–1700, 
Monday–Friday) (105 flights in the MOA space and 146 flights in the ATCAA space). Table 3.2-2 lists 
the most common types of civil aircraft included in the PDARS dataset for this area. The most common in 
this list are Airbus and Boeing variants. All of these aircraft are commercial or air carrier types. The 
assumption for converting distance to time was these aircraft at higher altitudes travel at approximately 
330 knots. 

Table 3.2-2 Aircraft Types Intersecting Proposed 
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA  

Aircraft Type % Transited  
Airbus 23% 
Boeing  20% 
CN35 2% 
C525 2% 
Beechcraft 2% 
Embraer 2% 
Honda Jet 2% 

Legend: ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; MOA = 
Military Operations Area; % = percent    

3.2.3.1 Bourbon MOA (4,000 feet MSL – FL180) 

Over the course of a month, approximately 105 civil flights traversed the proposed Bourbon MOA (4,000 
feet MSL – FL180) during the proposed hours of use. The most frequent pairings (occurring once per 
week or more) were used to represent the impacts to the largest number of flights and account for 
approximately 27 percent of the total flights (Table 3.2-3). One of these pairings was a “Round-Robin” 
flight, with the aircraft taking off and landing at the same location (KBFM, Mobile International). It is 
assumed that this “Round-Robin” flight would not be burdened (by additional flight time or fuel cost) by 
activation of a new MOA. The existence of a new MOA does not impede “Round Robin” flights from 
arriving to their destination since the MOA does not lie between the origin and destination airport. Note 
that the Bourbon MOA is in a location adjacent to the Snake MOA and a large complex of Warning 
Areas, and the low numbers of flights in this area in the PDARS dataset during the proposed times of use 
are likely due to civil aircraft routinely avoiding the surrounding SUA. 

Table 3.2-3 Most Frequent Airport Pairings for Civil Flights Through 
Proposed Bourbon MOA 

Origin Destination 
KMCO KMSY 
KFLL KMSY 
KPBI KNEW 

KBFM KBFM 
KMIA KMSY 

Legend:  KBFM = Mobile International, AL; KFLL = Fort Lauderdale, FL; KMIA = Miami 
International, FL; KMCO = Orlando International, FL; KMSY = Louis Armstrong New 
Orleans International, LA; KNEW = Lakefront Airport, LA; KPBI = Palm Beach 
International, FL; MOA = Military Operations Area 
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Table 3.2-4 shows the potential impact (in terms of distance and time) to each of these airport pairings (or 
flight tracks) when the MOA is activated. Each row in Table 3.2-4 shows an origin airport and destination 
airport (the return routes would be the opposite). In each row, there is the straight-line optimum route 
length (rounded to nearest NM). Then listed are one or two intermediate fixes or NAVAIDs that would be 
required to avoid the proposed MOA, and the distance for the route through those fixes (Figures 3.2-5 
through 3.2-8). The difference in distance and time are in the final two columns. These most common 
routes vary in length from approximately 480 NM to over 580 NM. The average required change in 
distance would be 22 NM, and the average additional required time of travel is 4 minutes. This additional 
travel time is expected to have a minimal impact. As shown on the figures, the straight-line flight for most 
of these flights goes through existing Warning Areas and they are likely already rerouted to avoid this 
large complex. The numerous existing MOAs along the Gulf Coast make routing to the north impractical 
without incurring excessive route deviations. 

Table 3.2-4 Potential Impacts to Civil Operations Due to Proposed Bourbon MOA 

Airport Pair Straight Line 
Distance (NM) 

Intermediate 
Fix 

Distance via 
Intermediate 

Fix (NM) 

%Change in 
Distance Extra Minutes  

KMCO-KMSY 478 CHRGE-
REDFN 510 7% 6 

KFLL-KMSY 585 CHRGE-
REDFN 591 1% 1 

KPBI-KNEW 562 CHRGE-LEV 604 7% 8 

KMIA-KMSY 586 BAGGS-
REDFN 592 1% 1 

Legend:  BAGGS = fix; CHRGE = fix; KFLL = Fort Lauderdale, FL; KMIA = Miami International, FL; KMCO = Orlando 
International, FL; KMSY = Louis Armstrong New Orleans International, LA; KNEW =Lakefront Airport, LA; KPBI = 
Palm Beach International; LEV = Leeville VORTAC; MOA = Military Operations Area; NM = nautical miles; REDFN 
= fix; VORTAC = Very High Frequency Omni-Directional Range/Tactical Air Navigation; % = percent   
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Figure 3.2-5 Potential Reroute for Orlando International, Florida to/from Louis Armstrong New 

Orleans International, Louisiana (KMCO – KMSY) 
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Figure 3.2-6 Potential Reroute for Fort Lauderdale, Florida to/from Louis Armstrong New 

Orleans International, Louisiana (KFLL – KMSY) 
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Figure 3.2-7 Potential Reroute for Palm Beach International, Florida to/from Lakefront Airport, 

Louisiana (KPBI – KNEW) 
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Figure 3.2-8 Potential Reroute for Miami International, Florida to/from Louis Armstrong New 

Orleans International, Louisiana (KMIA – KMSY) 
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3.2.3.2 Bourbon ATCAA (FL180 – FL320) 

Over the course of a month, approximately 146 civil flights traversed the proposed Bourbon ATCAA 
during the proposed hours of use. Table 3.2-5 shows the origin-destination airport pairings accounting for 
the most frequent flights in the proposed ATCAA area. Note that the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 
are in a location adjacent to the Snake MOA and a large complex of Warning Areas to the east, and the 
low numbers of flights in this area during this 30-day time period may be due to aircraft avoiding the 
surrounding SUA.  

Table 3.2-5 Airport Pairings for Civil Flights Through Proposed Bourbon 
ATCAA 

Origin Destination 
MMUN1 KORD 
KTPA1 KDEN 
MMUN KMSP 
KMCO1 KDEN 
KMIA1 KDEN 
KTPA1 KDFW 
KFLL KDFW 

KMSY2 KMCO 
Note:  1Pairings do not have direct routing through the proposed SUA.  
 2The impact of this pairing is captured in Table 3.2-4 under the Bourbon MOA. 
Legend:  ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; KDEN = Denver International, CO; KDFW 

= Dallas Fort Worth International, TX; KFLL = Fort Lauderdale International, FL; KMCO = 
Orlando International, FL; KMIA = Miami International, FL; KMSP = Minneapolis-Saint 
Paul International, MN; KMSY = Louis Armstrong New Orleans International, LA; KORD = 
Chicago O’Hare International, IL; KTPA = Tampa International, FL; MMUN = Cancun 
International, Mexico; MOA = Military Operations Area; SUA = Special Use Airspace 

Table 3.2-6 shows the potential impact (in terms of distance and time) to each of these airport pairings (or 
flight tracks) when the ATCAA is activated. Note that five of these pairings do not have direct routes that 
go through this airspace and would not require a longer route if the proposed ATCAA was activated. The 
fact that they flew through this area in the past may be due to a combination of factors, ranging from VFR 
operations (or cancellation of IFR), non-optimal routing due to weather or traffic, or other reasons.  

For the two flight tracks that do have direct routes through the ATCAA, the intermediate fix used in the 
analysis is over the Gulf of Mexico to the south to conservatively avoid the large complex of existing 
Warning Areas and the Bourbon ATCAA. The numerous MOAs along the Gulf Coast made routing to the 
north impractical without incurring excessive route deviations. As shown, the additional rerouting for 
these two tracks adds no more than 6 NM and results in 1 minute or less of additional travel time. This 
additional travel time is expected to have a minimal impact.   
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Table 3.2-6 Potential Impacts to Civil Operations Due to Proposed Bourbon ATCAA 

Airport Pair Straight Line 
Distance (NM) 

Intermediate 
Fix 

Distance via 
Intermediate 

Fix (NM) 

%Change in 
Distance Extra Minutes  

MMUN-KORD 1,258 N/A - 0 0 
KTPA-KDEN 1,308 N/A - 0 0 
MMUN-KMSP 1,465 FATSO 1,469 0 <1 
KMCO-KDEN 1,343 N/A - 0 0 
KMIA-KDEN 1,484 N/A - 0 0 
KTPA-KDFW 806 N/A - 0 0 
KFLL-KDFW 972 REDFN 978 1% 1 

Legend: % = percent; ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; KDEN = Denver International ; KDFW = Dallas Fort 
Worth International, TX; KFLL = Fort Lauderdale International, FL; KMCO = Orlando International, FL; KMIA = 
Miami International, FL; KMSP = Minneapolis-Saint Paul International, MN; KORD = Chicago O’Hare International, 
IL; KTPA = Tampa International, FL; N/A = Not Applicable; MMUN = Cancun International, Mexico; NM = nautical 
miles 

3.3 BOURBON MOA/ATCAA SUMMARY 
If established prior to 2023, the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would have resulted in up to 251 civil flights 
potentially being affected over the course of a 30-day period. That is eight affected flights per day 
during all the hours from Monday–Friday, between 0800–1700 Local. The affected flights could have 
impacts of up to 8 minutes, but often the impact would be 1 minute or less to avoid the active 
MOA/ATCAA. Because the airspace is not proposed to be active for the entire time, the actual number of 
affected flights would be much lower. The Bourbon MOA/ATCAA are expected to be used for only up to 
5 hours per day and up to 240 days per year (not the full 9 hours per day [0800–1700] for 260 days per 
year [all Monday–Friday days]) that are included in the proposed window for use. The proposed total 
hours of activation are only 51 percent of the full window analyzed, meaning that on average, four to five 
flights per day would be affected from activation of the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA.  
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Introduction 

1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

United States (U.S.) Fleet Forces Command, a Command of the U.S. Navy (hereinafter referred to as the 
Navy) proposes to request that the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) establish a new Military 
Operations Area (MOA) and associated Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA), named the 
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA, east of Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans (NAS JRB NOLA) 
adjacent to the existing Snake MOA/ATCAA to accommodate required flight training activities for 
squadrons stationed at the base. The FAA has jurisdictional authority of the National Airspace System 
and is a Cooperating Agency for this action. The proposed Special Use Airspace (SUA) would address 
several training deficiencies by providing a closer contiguous, over-land and over-water airspace with 
appropriate altitudes to allow a more efficient and realistic training environment. 

The existing area is non-scheduled airspace and is used by military aircraft to transit to Snake MOA and 
ATCAA, and Warning Areas (W-) 148 and 453, all of which are collectively referred to as the WHODAT 
airspace complex (Figure 1-1). Proposed Bourbon MOA and ATCAA would provide training airspace that 
is closer to NAS JRB NOLA resulting in more efficient training (Figure 1-2).   

1.2 Proposed Special Use Airspace 

The Proposed Action is to accommodate required flight training activities for squadrons stationed at 
NAS JRB NOLA. Efficiencies are achieved when pilots can train in SUA of sufficient size and proximity to 
the base. Existing SUA is located a considerable distance from NAS JRB NOLA resulting in prolonged 
transit times and reduced training time.   

The FAA, as a cooperating agency, is responsible for making a determination on whether to establish the 
SUA as requested by the Navy. 

The altitude floor and ceiling1 and the published times of use for the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 
are detailed in Table 1-1. 

Table 1-1 Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

Name Floor Ceiling Proposed Published Times of Use 

Bourbon MOA 4,000 feet 
MSL Up to but not including FL180 Monday through Friday 0800–1700, 

other times by NOTAM 

Bourbon 
ATCAA 

18,000 feet 
MSL Up to but not including FL320 

Simultaneously with Bourbon MOA 
Monday through Friday 0800–1700, 
other times by NOTAM 

Legend:  ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; FL = Flight Level; MOA = Military Operations Area; MSL = Mean Sea 
Level; NOTAM = Notice to Air Missions 

 
1 Altitude references for aircraft operations are presented in several units of measure: above ground level (AGL), 
above mean sea level (MSL), and Flight Level (FL): 

• AGL references are usually used at lower altitudes (almost always below 10,000 feet), when clearance from 
terrain is more of a concern for aircraft operation.  

• MSL altitudes are used most across aviation when operating at or below 18,000 feet when clearance from 
terrain is less of a concern for aircraft operation.  

• FL is used to describe the cruising altitudes for aircraft traveling long distances above 18,000 feet. Flight 
Levels are given in hundreds of feet, e.g., FL300 is 30,000 feet. 
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Figure 1-1 Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA and Adjacent SUA 
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Figure 1-2 Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 
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2 Methodology  

2.1 Noise Analysis 

For the purposes of this analysis, three noise metrics are used to describe the noise exposure from the 
Proposed Action: 

• A measure of the greatest sound level generated by single aircraft events: Maximum Sound 
Level (Lmax), 

• A combination of the sound level and duration: Sound Exposure Level (SEL), and 

• A cumulative measure of multiple flight and engine maintenance activity: Day-Night Average 
Sound Level (Ldn, also written as DNL) (Federal Interagency Committee on Noise 1978). 

Human hearing sensitivity to differing sound pitch, measured in cycles per second or hertz (Hz), is not 
constant. To account for this effect, environmental noise measurements usually employ an “A-
weighted” decibel (dB) scale, denoted as dBA, which de-emphasizes very low and very high frequencies 
to better replicate human sensitivity. “C-weighting” is typically applied to impulsive sounds such as a 
sonic boom or ordnance detonation. As is done in many environmental documents, the “A” in dBA is 
dropped for brevity to refer to A-weighted sound levels. All sound levels presented in this document are 
A-weighted unless otherwise denoted as C-weighted or dBC. 

The noise associated with aircraft operations can be subsonic or supersonic. Subsonic noise is generated 
by an aircraft’s engines and airframe. This is the most familiar form of noise. Supersonic noise is the 
noise generated when an aircraft flies faster than the speed of sound and has the potential to create 
sonic booms. A sonic boom is the sound associated with shock waves generated when the aircraft 
travels at supersonic speeds. This Proposed Action includes both subsonic and supersonic activity within 
the proposed MOA/ATCAA.  

Environmental analysis of noise impacts from the Proposed Action often requires prediction of future 
conditions that cannot be easily measured until after implementation. Accordingly, computer software 
is used to simulate future conditions, as detailed in the following sections. 

2.2 Operational Assumptions 

Annual operations would be conducted within the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA up to 240 days per year, which 
is the current operations tempo for the existing SUA. The current airspace proposed for the Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA is used to transition from NAS JRB NOLA to the current SUA (Snake MOA/ATCAA and 
Warning Areas). The number of aircraft using the space would be relatively the same, but instead of 
straight transition flights, the space would be used for training flights. The 240 days are estimated based 
on typical use (5 days/week over 48 weeks/year). Primary users of the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be 
Fighter Squadron Composite Two Zero Four (VFC-204) and the Louisiana Air National Guard (LAANG), 
but other military users may include Navy, Air Force, and other Service aircraft. 

Mission scenarios for aircraft utilizing the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be similar to those occurring in 
the existing SUA and include functional check flights, currency, basic fighter maneuvers, Fleet 
Replacement Squadron (FRS) training/tactical intercepts, familiarization training, and participation in 
large scale exercises that would include multiple aircraft and use the connected SUA. Flight activities 
may occur as either subsonic or supersonic. Within certain zones of the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA, 
supersonic flight would be restricted to certain altitudes. Operations in the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would 
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typically be scheduled for 1- to 1.5-hour blocks. The airspace would be activated 15 minutes prior 
(coordinated with FAA Houston Air Route Traffic Control Center [ARTCC]).  

While the airspace would typically be scheduled for 1- to 1.5-hour blocks, operations generally last less 
than (<) 1 hour. The daily total of scheduled blocks is estimated to be up to 5 hours per day. Over a given 
year, assuming 240 days of use, the total hours of use are estimated to be 1,200 hours. Once training is 
complete, the airspace would be returned to the controlling agency (FAA Houston ARTCC).  

MOAs, unlike Military Training Routes, allow for these types of training scenarios and aircraft activity at 
varying altitudes and trajectories within the designated boundaries of the MOA. For these reasons, 
there are no “normal” or “common” routes or headings aircraft would follow, aircraft activity could 
occur anywhere within the MOA. This allows maximum flexibility in the training scenarios which 
significantly improves the effectiveness of the training. Appendix A provides the specific altitude bands, 
power settings, and type of aircraft used in the modeling assumptions for the proposed MOA/ATCAA 
based on the operations described in the paragraphs above.  

2.3 Noise Modeling and Primary Noise Metrics 

The Department of Defense (DoD) prescribes use of the NOISEMAP suite of computer programs (Wyle 
1998; Wasmer Consulting 2006) containing the core computational programs called “NMAP,” version 
7.3, and “MRNMap,” version 3.0 for environmental analysis of aircraft noise. For this noise study, the 
NOISEMAP suite of programs refers to Base Operations (BASEOPS) as the input module and MRNMap as 
the noise model used to predict noise exposure in the SUA from subsonic aircraft operations (DoD 
2020). Additionally, BooMap version 1.0.0 (Blue Ridge Research Corporation, LLC 2021) is used to 
predict noise levels associated with supersonic aircraft operations (DoD 2020). As indicated in Table 2-1, 
the grid spacing used for calculating noise exposure for each model was 500 feet. 

Table 2-1 Noise Modeling Parameters 

Software Analysis Version 
MR_NMAP Airspace Noise – subsonic 3.0 
BooMap Airspace Noise – supersonic 1.0.0.0 

Parameter Description 
Receiver Grid Spacing 500 ft in x and y  
Metrics DNL and CDNL (primary) 

SEL, Lmax (secondary) 
Basis AAD Operations (NMAP) 

Modeled Weather (Standard Conditions) 
Temperature 59°F 
Relative Humidity 70% 
Barometric Pressure 29.92 in Hg 

Legend:  % = percent; °F = degrees Fahrenheit; AAD = Average Annual Day; CDNL = C-weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level; 
DNL = A-weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level; ft = feet; in Hg = inches Mercury; Leq = Equivalent Sound Level; Lmax 
= maximum sound level; SEL = Sound Exposure Level 

Source:  Cardno 2021a. 

The word “metric” describes a standard of measurement. Researchers developed many different types 
of noise metrics in the attempt to represent the effects of environmental noise. Each metric used in 
environmental noise analysis has a different physical meaning or interpretation. 
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The metrics supporting the assessment of noise from aircraft operations for this Environmental 
Assessment (EA) are the DNL, C-weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level (CDNL), Lmax, and SEL. Each 
metric is briefly discussed below. 

2.3.1 DNL  
The DNL is an A-weighted cumulative noise metric that measures noise based on annual average daily 
aircraft operations. DNL is the DoD standard metric for modeling cumulative noise exposure and 
assessing community noise impacts from subsonic aircraft operations (DoD Instruction 4715.13, 
Operational Noise Program). DNL uses two time periods: daytime (acoustic day) and nighttime (acoustic 
night). Daytime hours are from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., and nighttime hours are from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 
a.m. local time. Based on the higher sensitivity to noise and associated annoyance during nighttime 
hours, a 10 dB penalty is assigned to single event sound levels that occur during acoustical nighttime. 
This study analyzes DNL on an annual average daily basis which means the airspace operations have 
been divided by 365 days per year to reflect an average day. 

2.3.2 CDNL 
CDNL is a C-weighted cumulative noise metric that measures noise based on annual average daily 
aircraft operations. CDNL is used for modeling low frequency cumulative noise exposure, like supersonic 
aircraft operations, using two time periods: daytime (acoustic day) and nighttime (acoustic night). 
Daytime hours are from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., and nighttime hours are from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 
local time. CDNL weights operations occurring during its nighttime period by adding 10 dB to their single 
event sound level. 

2.3.3 Lmax and SEL 
Individual time-varying noise events have two main characteristics—a sound level, which changes 
throughout the event and a period of time during which the event is heard. Lmax is the maximum sound 
level experienced by a receptor during a noise event. The SEL combines Lmax with the total duration in 
which the sound is heard. The SEL takes this sound energy from a single event and compresses it into 1 
second. SEL is always greater in value than Lmax because it compresses all sound energy into a 1-second 
timeframe. 

2.3.4 Noise-Induced Hearing Loss 
Noise-induced hearing loss risk has been extensively studied, with the consensus that populations 
exposed to noise greater than (>) 80 dB DNL are at the greatest risk of potential hearing loss (DoD 2009). 
Because no person or place would be exposed to noise levels >80 dB DNL, noise induced hearing loss is 
not discussed further in this analysis.  

2.4 Noise Impact thresholds 

2.4.1 Primary Regulatory Criteria  
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has identified 55 dB DNL as a level that protects 
public health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety (USEPA 1982). This means that 55 dB DNL is 
a threshold below which adverse noise effects are not expected to occur.  
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According to the Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise, noise exposure greater than 65 dB 
DNL is considered generally incompatible with residential, public use (i.e., schools), or recreational and 
entertainment areas (Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise 1980).  

The U.S. Army Public Health Command defines impulsive noise <62 dB CDNL as Noise Zone 1. Noise Zone 
1 is generally compatible with any residential or noise sensitive uses. Zone 1 (<62 dB CDNL) is the level 
at which one could expect a rise in annoyance similar to that of a DNL level of 65 dB for subsonic noise 
(U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine 2005). 

FAA Order 1050.1F (issued July 16, 2015), Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, provides FAA 
policy and procedures to ensure agency compliance with the requirements set forth in the Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the provisions of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA); Department of Transportation Order 5610.1C, Procedures for Considering Environmental 
Impacts; and other related statutes and directives.  

Per FAA Order 1050.1F, a noise sensitive area is defined as an area where noise interferes with normal 
activities associated with its use. Normally, noise sensitive areas include residential, educational, health, 
and religious structures and sites, and parks, recreational areas, areas with wilderness characteristics, 
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and cultural and historical sites. 

For airspace actions, FAA requires that an action proponent prepare noise exposure tables to identify 
where noise will change by the following specified amounts in noise sensitive areas (FAA Order 
1050.1F):  

• For DNL 65 dB and higher: +/- DNL 1.5 dB (significant)  

• For DNL 60 dB to <65 dB: +/- DNL 3 dB (reportable)  

• For DNL 45 dB to <60 dB: +/- DNL 5 dB (reportable)  
The FAA defines a threshold for significant noise impacts as “[t]he action would increase noise by DNL 
1.5 dB or more for a noise sensitive area that is exposed to noise at or above the DNL 65 dB noise 
exposure level, or that will be exposed at or above the DNL 65 dB level due to a 1.5 dB or greater 
increase, when compared to the No Action Alternative for the same timeframe.” (FAA Order 1050.1F). 

2.4.2 Secondary Criteria 
Annoyance, which is based on perception, represents the primary effect associated with aircraft noise. 
Generally, the louder the noise, the more annoyance it causes. Attitudinal surveys conducted over 
several decades show a consistent relationship between DNL and the percentages of groups of people 
who express various degrees of annoyance. This relationship was originally suggested by Schultz (1978). 
The updated relationship by Finegold et al. (1994) which does not differ substantially from the original, 
is the current federally-accepted and is shown in Table 2-2. The Committee on Hearing, Bioacoustics, 
and Biomechanics (1981) developed the equivalent relationship between annoyance and CDNL from 
sonic booms. The relationship of annoyance to DNL and CDNL is presented in Table 2-2. While not a 
determination of significance, the calculated DNL and CDNL for the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA can be 
compared against Table 2-2 to provide an estimate of the percentage of the population that would be 
“highly annoyed” by the noise. These data provide a perspective on the level of annoyance that might 
occur. The study results summarized in Table 2-2 are based on outdoor noise levels. 
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Table 2-2 Relationship of Annoyance to DNL and CDNL 

DNL (dB) Percent of Population Highly Annoyed CDNL (dB) 
45 0.83 42 
50 1.66 46 
55 3.31 51 
60 6.48 56 
65 12.29 60 
70 22.10 65 

Note: Noise impacts on individuals vary as do individual reactions to noise. This is a general prediction of the 
percentage of the population potentially highly annoyed based on environmental noise surveys conducted 
around the world. 

Legend: CDNL = C-weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level; dB = decibel; DNL = A-weighted Day-Night Average Sound 
Level. 

Sources: Department of Defense Noise Working Group 2009; Committee on Hearing, Bioacoustics, and Biomechanics 
1981; Finegold et al. 1994. 
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3 Existing Conditions 

3.1 Modeling Data 

VFC-204 and other DoD aircraft routinely use the existing non-scheduled airspace to access Snake 
MOA/ATCAA and WHODAT Complex for training operations. For LAANG F-15C aircraft, 98 percent (%) of 
operations occur between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and 2% between the hours of 10:00 p.m. 
to 7:00 a.m. All other aircraft operations are assumed to be daytime operations (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 
p.m.), or prior to 10:00 p.m. local time. No supersonic aircraft operations currently occur within the non-
scheduled airspace. A summary of annual airspace sorties is presented in Table 3-1. A sortie is the 
takeoff, training operation, and arrival of one aircraft.   

Table 3-1 Annual Sorties in Existing Non-Scheduled Airspace 

Aircraft Existing Sorties Time (minutes) 
F-15C 1,553 10 
F-5 1,195 10 
Alpha Jet 396 10 
F-35B/C  360 10 
FA-18 353 10 
C-130J 252 12 
T-38 36 10 
C-17 12 12 
E-2 12 12 
Total 4,169  

3.2 Subsonic Noise Exposure 

MRNMap takes into account aircraft power settings, aircraft speed, and altitude when calculating 
average annual noise for the airspace. The software also spreads the noise out throughout the entire 
airspace evenly. The existing non-scheduled airspace currently experiences 35 dB DNL from annual DoD 
subsonic aircraft operations. Additionally, less than one daily event would exceed 65 SEL and <0.83% 
would be highly annoyed with the existing aircraft activity. A summary of noise exposure under existing 
conditions is presented in Table 3-2. 

Table 3-2 Existing Aircraft Noise Levels within Non-Scheduled Airspace 

Operations Airspace DNL 
(dB) 

Estimated Percentage of 
Population “Highly Annoyed” 

Number of Daily Events >65 
SEL 

Subsonic Existing 35 < 0.83 < 1 
Legend:  > = greater than; < = less than; dB = decibel; DNL = A-weighted day-night average sound level; SEL = Sound 

Exposure Level 
Source:  Stantec 2024a,b. 

Land use under the airspace proposed as the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA consists primarily of uninhabitable 
swamp and marsh lands and intertidal waters. Single- and multi-family residences are present along 
rural areas of State Routes 46 and 624. Additionally, various recreational vehicle parks, marinas, lodging, 
and charter services are located along these highways. Both roadway and waterway vehicle operations 
would be the dominant noise source of the area, with the occasional military and civilian aircraft 
overflight. 
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4 Proposed Action Scenario 
The following section details the modeling data and the resultant noise exposure for the Proposed 
Action. The EA analyzes only the Preferred Alternative.  

4.1 Modeling Data 

Annual aircraft sorties for the various aircraft are summarized in Table 4-1. A sortie is the takeoff, 
training operation, and arrival of one aircraft. As shown, there would be no increase in the number of 
sorties in the airspace under the Proposed Action; however, training time would increase in most cases 
when compared to existing transit time (refer to Table 3-1 for existing sorties and time). While no 
permanent SUA exists in the area of the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA, this area is adjacent to other 
airspace and aircraft may use these areas transiting from NAS JRB NOLA to existing SUA. Similar to 
current conditions, F-15C aircraft would complete 98% of their training operations between the hours of 
7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and 2% between the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. All other aircraft 
operations are assumed to be daytime operations (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.), or prior to 10:00 p.m. local 
time. Detailed tables of specific altitudes and power configurations can be found in Appendix A.  

Approximately 13% of sorties for both VFC-204 F-5 aircraft and LAANG F-15C aircraft would include 
supersonic operations; 3% of the F-5 sorties (approximately 36 sorties) and 10% of the F-15 sorties 
(approximately 155 sorties) would include supersonic speed. Supersonic operations would occur above 
Flight Level (FL) 300 throughout the proposed airspace; additionally, supersonic operations would be 
authorized down to the proposed airspace floor of 4,000 feet mean sea level (MSL) starting at 12 
nautical miles (NM) from the eastern edge of the Harvey Very High Frequency (VHF) Omni-directional 
Radio Range Tactical Air Navigation (VORTAC) 10 NM arc. 

Table 4-1 Annual Sorties in Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

Aircraft Proposed Sorties Time (minutes) 
F-15C 1,553 30 
F-5 1,195 60 
Alpha Jet 396 30 
F-35B/C  180 30 
F-35B/C 1801 10 
FA-18 180 30 
FA-18 1731 10 
C-130J 252 30 
T-38 36 30 
C-17 12 30 
E-2 12 30 
Total 4,169  

Note:  1Operations are transit to Snake MOA/WHODAT Complex. 
Legend: ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; MOA = Military Operations Area 

4.2 Subsonic Noise Exposure 

The subsonic noise level from aircraft operations within the proposed MOA/ATCAA would be 52 dB DNL. 
This level would not exceed 65 dB DNL, the significant threshold defined by FAA. From a land use 
perspective and according to the Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise, the FAA, the USEPA, 
and the Defense Centers for Public Health (formerly the U.S. Army Public Health Command), this level 
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would be compatible with all land use types to include residential, public use (i.e., schools), recreational, 
and entertainment areas. Less than 3.31% of the population would be highly annoyed by the noise 
within the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA (Table 4-2), and less than one daily event would exceed 65 
SEL.  

Table 4-2 Subsonic Noise Levels within Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

Operations Airspace Noise Level 
(dB) 

Estimated Percentage of 
Population “Highly Annoyed” 

Number of Daily 
Events >65 SEL 

Subsonic Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 52 DNL < 3.31 < 1 
Legend:  < = less than; ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; dB = decibel; DNL = A-weighted Day-Night Average 

Noise Level; MOA = Military Operations Areas; SEL = Sound Exposure Level 
Source:  Stantec 2024a,b. 

Proposed subsonic aircraft activity, including military training and transit within the MOA/ATCAA, would 
result in an increase of 17 dB over the No Action Alternative, which would be a reportable increase in 
some noise sensitive areas in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F. As noted previously, the majority of 
the MOA exists over water, swamps, and marshes; however, there are single- and multi-family 
residences, in addition to businesses beneath the proposed MOA/ATCAA and these land uses would 
experience an increase in noise level when compared to existing conditions. 

4.3 Supersonic Noise Exposure 

Estimated supersonic noise generated from aircraft utilizing the proposed MOA/ATCAA would be 34 dB 
CDNL west of the 12 NM arc from NAS JRB NOLA and at a minimum altitude of FL300 and 42 dB CDNL to 
the east of the 12 NM arc and at a minimum altitude of 4,000 feet MSL. Table 4-3 summarizes 
supersonic noise exposure. Supersonic aircraft operations within the proposed MOA/ATCAA would 
operate well below 62 dB CDNL and be compatible with all land use types according to the standards 
published by the U.S. Army Public Health Command. Further, supersonic aircraft operations would not 
directly occur over residences or businesses along State Route 46 or 624 at an altitude below 30,000 
feet MSL and approximately 0.83 percent of the population would be highly annoyed by the noise from 
supersonic operations within the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA. 

Table 4-3 Supersonic Noise Levels within Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

Operations Airspace Noise Level 
(dB) 

Estimated Percentage of Population “Highly 
Annoyed” 

Supersonic Bourbon MOA/ATCAA1 34 CDNL < 0.83 
Supersonic Bourbon MOA/ATCAA2 42 CDNL 0.83 

Notes:  1Operations within Bourbon MOA/ATCAA West (inside) of the 12 NM arc above 30,000 feet MSL  
 2Operations within Bourbon MOA/ATCAA East (outside) of the 12 NM arc above 4,000 feet MSL. 
Legend:  < = less than; ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; dB = decibel; CDNL = C-weighted Day-Night 

Average Noise Level; MOA = Military Operations Areas 
Source:  Stantec 2024a,c. 
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5 Supplemental Metrics 
While DNL is the U.S. Government standard metric for assessing noise impacts, supplemental metrics 
are used to produce more detailed noise exposure information for the decision process and to improve 
communication with the public and stakeholders. Supplemental metrics are not intended to replace the 
DNL metric as the primary descriptor of cumulative noise exposure and anticipated significance of 
impacts, but rather are useful tools to supplement the impact information disclosed by the DNL metric. 
For this Proposed Action, the noise analysis included peak sound exposure as a supplemental metric to 
better describe the loudness of a single overflight event.  

5.1 Single Event Metrics 

Table 5-1 shows the results for single event metrics for the fighter aircraft that would use the proposed 
MOA/ATCAA. For these calculations, each aircraft was modeled for Lmax at the loudest power setting 
(afterburner) and at lowest altitude floor of the proposed MOA/ATCAA (4,000 feet MSL). For this 
analysis, the floor of the proposed MOA was used for the single event noise estimations since this would 
generate the loudest possible scenario. The DNL reported above gives the average noise levels 
throughout the year but does not account for the “loudness” of an individual overflight event. Table 5-1 
shows an estimation of what an observer on the ground would experience if an aircraft flew directly 
overhead at the power configuration and altitude shown below.  

Table 5-1 Lmax Values for Aircraft Overflights at Lowest Bourbon MOA/ATCAA Altitude 

Aircraft Power Configuration Lmax (dBA) at 4,000 feet (MSL) 
F-5E Afterburner 98 

F-15C Afterburner 105 
F-18E/EA-18 Afterburner 105 

F35A Afterburner 105 
Notes:  Speed for all aircraft for all scenarios was 500 knots. 
Legend:  ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; dBA = A-weighted decibel; Lmax = maximum sound level; 

MOA = Military Operations Area; MSL = above mean sea level 
Source:  Stantec 2024a,b. 

Higher power configurations that are lower in altitude produce greater noise levels. As shown, the 
highest sound exposure (Lmax) within proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be 105 dBA. As the altitudes 
increase and power settings decrease, noise levels decrease, as would be expected. At 4,000 feet MSL, a 
direct overflight by any of the fighter aircraft that would be using the airspace would likely be 
noticeable.  

Experiencing such an overflight would be rare given the number of proposed sorties and the fact that 
aircraft would spend very little time at these low altitudes during the training scenarios. For example, in 
the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA, it is estimated that the proposed fighter aircraft would spend 
approximately 5 percent of flying time in the 4,000 to 5,000-foot altitude band and of that time, 1 
percent would be at afterburner power. Additionally, military aircraft observe a 5 NM standoff distance 
from the internal edge of the MOA/ATCAA boundary to ensure they remain within the MOA/ATCAA 
during training.  All single- and multi-family residences and businesses are within the 5 NM standoff 
distance which further reduces the possibility of direct military aircraft overflight.   
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6 Cumulative 
Concurrently with this Proposed Action, the Air National Guard F-15EX Eagle II & F-35A Lightning II 
Operational Beddowns Environmental Impact Statement is in the Draft stage of NEPA process and 
assesses the LAANG replacement of the existing F-15C aircraft with either the F-15EX or F-35A aircraft at 
NAS JRB NOLA. In addition to replacement of the existing F-15C aircraft, additional sorties are also 
included for F-15EX and F-35A aircraft beddown. Proposed cumulative operations are summarized in 
Table 6-1, where all sorties remain as described for the Proposed Action except for F-15EX/F-35A sorties 
which would replace F-15C and are projected to increase to 3,000. 

Table 6-1 Cumulative Sorties in Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

Aircraft Sorties Time (minutes) 
F-15EX/F-35A 3,000 30 
F-5 1,195 60 
Alpha Jet 396 30 
F-35B/C  180 30 
F-35B/C 180 10 
FA-18/EA-18 180 30 
FA-18/EA-18 173 10 
C-130J 252 30 
T-38 36 30 
C-17 12 30 
E-2 12 30 
Total 5,616  

Note:   A sortie is the takeoff, operation, and landing of one aircraft. 
Legend:  ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; MOA = Military Operations Area 

6.1 Subsonic Noise Exposure 

Subsonic aircraft operations under both cumulative scenarios, either implementation of the F-15EX or 
F-35A, and when combined with the Proposed Action but without the F-15C operations, the resulting 
cumulative noise within the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be below the significance level of 65 
dB DNL established by the USEPA, Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise, and FAA (see Section 
2.4.1). Table 6-2 summarizes subsonic noise exposure associated with cumulative actions. The addition 
of F-15EX or F-35A aircraft to the Proposed Action without F-15C aircraft operations would result in 54 
dB DNL and 55 dB DNL, respectively. The DNL increase of 19 dB and 20 dB would fall under the 
“reportable” level according to the FAA as there is a 5 dB increase between 45 dB DNL and 60 dB DNL, 
when compared to the No Action Alternative.  The percentage of the population expected to be highly 
annoyed by the cumulative noise from subsonic aircraft operations would be low (3.31 percent) and less 
than one daily event would exceed 65 SEL. Structural damage or secondary vibration impacts are not 
expected to occur based on the maximum sound exposure. An individual location is not expected to 
experience this scenario on a recurring or routine basis since aircraft operations would be distributed 
over a wide area. (see Section 2.4.1).   
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Table 6-2 Cumulative Subsonic Noise Levels for Annual Aircraft Operations in Proposed 
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

Cumulative 
Scenario Operations Airspace 

Noise 
Level 
(dB) 

Estimated 
Percentage of 

Population “Highly 
Annoyed” 

Number of Daily 
Events >65 SEL 

F-15EX Beddown Subsonic Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA 54 DNL <3.31 < 1 

F-35A Beddown Subsonic Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA 55 DNL 3.31 < 1 

Legend:  < = less than; ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; dB = decibel; DNL = A-weighted Day-Night Average 
Noise Level; MOA = Military Operations Areas; SEL = Sound Exposure Level 

Source:  Stantec 2024a,b. 

6.2 Supersonic Noise Exposure 

Estimated noise generated from supersonic LAANG F-15EX aircraft replacing F-15C aircraft utilizing the 
proposed MOA/ATCAA would be 34 dB CDNL west of the 12 NM arc from NAS JRB NOLA and at a 
minimum altitude of FL300 and 45 dB CDNL to the east of the 12 NM arc and at a minimum altitude of 
4,000 feet MSL. Should LAANG select the F-35A aircraft to replace the F-15C aircraft, supersonic noise 
levels of 34 dB CDNL and 44 dB CDNL would be expected west of the 12 NM arc at FL300 and east of the 
12 NM at 4,000 feet MSL, respectively. Supersonic aircraft operations and resulting cumulative noise 
within Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be below 62 dB CDNL, compatible with all sensitive 
resources when applying U.S. Army Public Health Command criteria, and a low percentage of the 
population (<1.66 percent) would be expected to be highly annoyed. Table 6-3 summarizes supersonic 
noise exposure associated with cumulative actions. The estimated percentage of the population to be 
“highly annoyed” would be the same or slightly higher than the Proposed Action.  

Table 6-3 Cumulative Supersonic Noise Levels for Annual Aircraft Operations in Proposed 
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

Cumulative 
Scenario 
(Sorties) 

Operations Airspace Noise Level 
(dB) 

Estimated Percentage of 
Population “Highly Annoyed” 

F-15EX (3,000) 
Supersonic Bourbon 

MOA/ATCAA1 34 CDNL < 0.83 

Supersonic Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA2 45 CDNL < 1.66 

F-35A (3,000) 
Supersonic Bourbon 

MOA/ATCAA1 34 CDNL < 0.83 

Supersonic Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA2 44 CDNL < 1.66 

Notes:  1Operations within Bourbon MOA/ATCAA West of the 12 NM arc above 30,000 feet MSL. 
 2Operations within Bourbon MOA/ATCAA East of the 12 NM arc above 4,000 feet MSL. 
Legend: < = less than; ATCAA = Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; dB = decibel; CDNL = C-weighted Day-Night Average 

Noise Level; MOA = Military Operations Areas 
Source:  Stantec 2024a,c.

I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I 
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7 Conclusion 
The establishment of a new MOA/ATCAA in eastern Louisiana would present little change in the noise 
environment. The number of aircraft operations and the altitudes that they would utilize would not 
produce significant noise impacts for observers under the proposed airspace. The highest annual 
average noise exposure in the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be 52 dB DNL which does not 
exceed thresholds for determining significant noise impacts. In fact, even if the proposed operations in 
this MOA/ATCAA were quadrupled, the DNL would only be 55 dB DNL which is still below the FAA 
threshold for significance. The cumulative noise exposure under either of the LAANG Beddown scenarios 
would not result in a significant cumulative impact in the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA, as noise 
exposure would be a maximum of 55 dB DNL.  

Noise exposure associated with supersonic aircraft activity would remain low at 42 dB CDNL in the 
eastern portion of the MOA/ATCAA where supersonic operations would be authorized at all altitudes 
(4,000 feet MSL and above). Implementation of either aircraft scenario associated with the LAANG 
Beddown would result in a cumulative level of no more than 45 dB CDNL in the eastern portion of the 
MOA/ATCAA. 

Individual overflights at lower altitudes would likely be noticeable but would be infrequent, end quickly, 
and would be unlikely to disrupt daily activities. The inhabited or developed land beneath the 
MOA/ATCAA is limited, which further reduces the likelihood of experiencing a low-altitude overflight. 
The maximum noise level anyone would experience at the ground level would be 105 dB; however, this 
would be rare (a few times annually) as this noise level is based on aircraft operating at the lowest floor 
of the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA. Therefore, individual overflights would have a negligible noise 
impact.  
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Table A-1 Existing Aircraft Flight Profiles within Non-Scheduled Airspace 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

1,553 

F-15C 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 Power Configuration  
 Afterburner 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 85% RPM 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

1,195 

F-5 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 0% 50% 50% 

 Power Configuration  
 Afterburner 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 85% RPM 0% 0% 100% 100% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

396 
Alpha Jet 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 Power Configuration  
 88% RPM  0% 0% 100% 0% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

360 

F-35B/C 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 0% 50% 50% 

 Power Configuration  
 Afterburner 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 85% ETR 0% 0% 100% 100% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

353 

FA-18 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 0% 50% 50% 

 Power Configuration  
 Afterburner 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 90% NC 0% 0% 100% 100% 
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Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

252 
C-130J 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 Power Configuration  
 2200 HP 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

36 
T-38 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 Power Configuration  
 88% RPM 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

12 
C-17 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 Power Configuration  
 80% NC 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

12 
E-2 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 Power Configuration  
 3000 ISHP 0% 0% 100% 0% 
Legend:  % = percent; %ETR=% Engine Thrust Request; %NC=percent speed of compressor stage; HP=Horsepower; 

ISHP=Indicated Shaft Horsepower; MSL=mean sea level; RPM=Revolutions per Minute. 
 

Table A-2 Proposed Aircraft Flight Profiles within Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

1,553 

F-15C* 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 2% 5% 36% 57% 

 Power Configuration  
 Afterburner 50% 50% 50% 50% 
 85% RPM 50% 50% 50% 50% 
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Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

400 

F-5 (BFM) 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 5% 40% 50% 5% 

 Power Configuration  
 Afterburner 10% 90% 75% 20% 
 85% RPM 90% 10% 25% 80% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

400 

F-5 (CNY) 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 5% 10% 40% 45% 

 Power Configuration  
 Afterburner 5% 5% 5% 5% 
 85% RPM 95% 95% 95% 95% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

360 

F-5 (FRS) 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 2.5% 2.5% 15% 80% 

 Power Configuration  
 Afterburner 5% 10% 10% 10% 
 85% RPM 95% 90% 90% 90% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

25 

F-5 (FCF) 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 5% 20% 75% 

 Power Configuration  
 Afterburner 0% 5% 5% 5% 
 85% RPM 0% 95% 95% 95% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000# 

10 

F-5 (FT) 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 5% 90% 5% 

 Power Configuration  
 Afterburner 0% 5% 5% 5% 
 85% RPM 0% 95% 95% 95% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

396 Alpha Jet Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 0% 100% 0% 
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 Power Configuration  
 88% RPM  0% 0% 100% 0% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

180 

F-35B/C 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 2.5% 2.5% 15% 80% 

 Power Configuration  

 
Afterburner 10% 10% 10% 10% 
85% ETR 90% 90% 90% 90% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

180 

F-35B/C 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 0% 50% 50% 

 Power Configuration  
 Afterburner 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 85% ETR 0% 0% 100% 100% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

180 

FA-18/EA-18 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 2.5% 2.5% 15% 80% 

 Power Configuration  
 Afterburner 10% 10% 10% 10% 
 85% ETR 90% 90% 90% 90% 

 Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

173 

FA-18/EA-18 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 0% 50% 50% 

 Power Configuration  
 Afterburner 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 90% NC 0% 0% 100% 100% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

252 
C-130J 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 Power Configuration  
 2200 HP 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 
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36 
T-38 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 Power Configuration  
 88% RPM 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

12 
C-17 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 Power Configuration  
 80% NC 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

12 
E-2 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 0% 0% 100% 0% 

 Power Configuration  
 3000 ISHP 0% 0% 100% 0% 
Notes:  *=F-15C data taken from Final Noise Study 159th Fighter Wing at NAS JRB New Orleans, Louisiana For the Air National 

Guard F-15EX Eagle II & F-35A Operational Beddowns Environmental Impact Statement; #=includes operations within 
altitude block FL320 to FL500 for no more than 15-minutes 

Legend:  % = percent; %ETR= % Engine Thrust Request; %NC=percent speed of compressor stage; ATCAA = Air Traffic Control 
Assigned Airspace; BFM=Basic Flight Maneuvers; CNY=Currency; FCF=Functional Check; FRS/TI=Fleet Replacement 
Training/Tactical Intercepts Flight; FT=Familiarization Training; HP=Horsepower; ISHP=Indicated Shaft Horsepower; 
MOA = Military Operations Area; MSL=mean sea level; RPM=Revolutions per Minute 
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Table A-3 Proposed F-15EX Flight Profiles within Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA under 
Cumulative Action 1 

 Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

3,000 

F-15EX 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 2% 5% 36% 57% 

 Power Configuration  
 Afterburner 50% 50% 50% 50% 
 85% RPM 50% 50% 50% 50% 
Notes:  F-15EX data taken from Final Noise Study 159th Fighter Wing at NAS JRB New Orleans, Louisiana for the Air National 

Guard F-15EX Eagle II & F-35A Operational Beddowns Environmental Impact Statement 
Legend: % = percent; ATCAA=Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; MOA=Military Operations Area; MSL=mean sea level; 

RPM=Revolutions per Minute 

 

Table A-4 Proposed F-35A Flight Profiles within Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA under 
Cumulative Action 2 

 
Percentage of Relative Time in Altitude Bands 
Altitude Band (MSL) 

Sorties Aircraft  4,000 MSL to 
5,000 

5,000 to 
10,000 

10,000 to 
18,000 

18,000 to 
32,000 

3,000 

F-35A 

Time in Altitude Band 
(%) 2% 5% 24% 69% 

 Power Configuration  
 Afterburner 50% 50% 50% 50% 
 85% ETR 50% 50% 50% 50% 
Notes:  F-35A data taken from Final Noise Study 159th Fighter Wing at NAS JRB New Orleans, Louisiana for the Air National 

Guard F-15EX Eagle II & F-35A Operational Beddowns Environmental Impact Statement 
Legend: % = percent; ATCAA=Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace; %ETR= % Engine Thrust Request; MOA=Military Operations 

Area; MSL=mean sea level 
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Mr. Seth llordelon 

Df-l'ARTMKNT OFTim NAVY 
U.S. t'H~'f FORCES C.'OMM.-.NI> 

1562 MfTS('.ffKf{ AVl\NCJl', tilJl'l'f. lSU 
NORJ.'OLI( V:\ 23~Sl•2481 

U.S. Fish and Wildlifo Service, So11theast Region 
l .ouisiana Ecological Services O11ice 
200 Dulles Dri vc 
J ,afoyette, T .A 70506 

Dear Mr. Hor<lelon: 

5090 
N46/025 
July 24, 2024 

The Departmenl oflhc N.ivy (Navy) is pr<.:paring an Environmen(al Assessment (Ei\) to 
evaluate potential envir.onmental impfil.1s associated with proposed flight training activities 
within .i new Military Operations i\rca (MO/\) and associated Air Traffic Control Assigned 
Airspace (ATCAA), named the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA. The proposed MOJ\/i\TCA/\ is 
locutcd cast orNaval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans (NAS JlU3 NOJ .A) and 
adjacent to existing Special Use Airspace (SUA). The Bourbon MON/\TC/\i\ would be located 
partially over St. Bernard Padsh and pa,tially over the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. The 
purpose ol'this leuer is lo n:qucst informal consullalion under sccrion 7(a)(2) of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) regarding potential impact,; of the Proposed Action on lhr<.:atm,cd and 
cmlangcn:<l species. 

The proposed MOA/i\TC.i\A would provide training ail'space closer to NAS .mB NOLA to 
improve the quality and elliciency of lhe training and make more cllicicnt use of l'ucl resources. 
The Proposed Action would 11ot change the existing types or qum1titie.s of military flight 
activities originating from Ni\S JRB NOL/\ or occurring in U1c region. The Proposed Action is 
needed because existing SlJA is located a co11side1-able distance from NAS JRB NOL/\ resulting 
in prolonged transit times and reduced training time. 

The Navy analyzed potential io1pacts of the Proposed Action using the best scientilic data 
av.tilablc, as n:quirc<l under section 7(c) ol'thc ES/\. Based on the Navy's analyses, the Navy 
determined that the l'r.oposed Action may ofject. hut is not Li/rely to adversely qfject !he following 
species: 

• Rufo red kuot (Ca/idris cantus ru/a)-Threatcncd 
• Piping plover (Charadrius melodus)-Threatened 
• Easlem black rail (Laterollusjamaicensis ssp.jamaicensis) ••• Threatened 
• Tricolored bat (Pcrimyori.s su~flavus)-P.ropose<l Endangered 
• West Tndim, manatee Trichechu.v manalu.v) Threatened 

Enclosed is an inl,mnal consuUation package that provides project details and documents 
our analyses. 



E-2
Appendix E 

Tl1c Navy appreciates consideration by dte U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on the 
J>rnposed Action and requests USFWS's concun-ence with the Navy's <lelerrninalion. The 
.Project Manager at United States Fleet Forces Command is Mr. Greg Thompson, who may be 
reached al: (757) 836-6938 or via email: Gregory.S.Thompson2.civ@us.nuvy.mi l. lf'you have 
any questfons or require additional infomiat.ion, please contact Mt. Matt Martin, NA VVAC 
Southeast al (305) 928-4027 or by email a(: Mallhew.S.Marlin54.civ@.us.navy.mil. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
L. J\GU 

r<.:elor, F 
and Dcput;: 

Tnslalhtlions ,md Environment 
:hief of Staff 

Enclosure: Informal Coosultation I )oc11tl\e1\tatio11 for J/light TtainiJ1g Activities in the Bourbon 
Military Opcrnlions Arca Ollshorc from Naval Air Slalion Joint Res~Tvc Base Ncw 
Orleans, I .ouisiana 

2 



Informal Consultation Documentation  
Draft Environmental Assessment for Flight Training Activities in the Bourbon Military 

Operations Area Offshore from Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans, Louisiana 
(Project Code: 2024-0070356) 

 
The Department of the Navy (Navy) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) to 

evaluate potential environmental impacts associated with proposed flight training activities 
within a new Military Operations Area (MOA) and associated Air Traffic Control Assigned 
Airspace (ATCAA), named the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA. The proposed MOA/ATCAA is located 
east of Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans (NAS JRB NOLA) and adjacent to 
existing Special Use Airspace (SUA) (Attachment 1). The Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be 
located partially over St. Bernard Parish and partially over the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. 
Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 United States Code 
[U.S.C.] sections 1531–1544), the Navy has determined that the proposed flight training within 
the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect federally listed 
species. 

A MOA is a type of SUA designated to contain non-hazardous military flight training 
activities. It has defined vertical and lateral dimensions and designated times of use published on 
sectional aeronautical charts which identifies to other airspace users where these activities occur. 
An ATCAA also has specific vertical and lateral limits for the purpose of providing air traffic 
segregation between military training activities and other airspace users. Most often, as is the 
case in this project, the ATCAA is located above a MOA and has the same lateral limits as the 
MOA below. There is no ground training component associated with a MOA, only flight training 
activities.  

The proposed MOA/ATCAA would provide training airspace closer to NAS JRB NOLA 
to improve the quality and efficiency of the training and make more efficient use of fuel 
resources. The Proposed Action would not change the existing types or quantities of military 
flight activities originating from NAS JRB NOLA or occurring in the region. The Proposed 
Action is needed because existing SUA is located a considerable distance from NAS JRB NOLA 
resulting in prolonged transit times and reduced training time. 

Flight operations within the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be limited to the airspace 
between 4,000 to 32,000 feet above mean sea level (MSL). Operations would occur 
approximately 5 hours per day between 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, which is 
the current operations tempo for the adjacent existing SUA. The airspace proposed for the 
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA is currently used to transit from NAS JRB NOLA to existing SUA. The 
number of military aircraft using the airspace would be the same as current conditions (4,169 
flights annually), but instead of straight transition flights (lasting approximately 10–12 minutes), 
the airspace would be used for training flights (lasting approximately 30–60 minutes). 
Supersonic flight within the MOA/ATCAA would be required for some training events, but 
would be of very short duration, infrequent, and restricted to above 30,000 feet over land. The 
maximum sound level of a single overflight at the lowest possible altitude (4,000 feet MSL) 
within the proposed airspace would be 105 decibels (dB). Aircraft would generally only be at 
this low altitude for a small percentage of the training time and the maximum sound level would 
only last for a few seconds. The cumulative subsonic noise from aircraft operations within the 
proposed MOA/ATCAA would be 52 dB A-weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL). 
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The cumulative supersonic noise level would not exceed 42 dB C-weighted Day-Night Average 
Sound Level (CDNL).  

The Proposed Action consists of airspace changes and flight training activities and does 
not involve any ground- or water-based activities, ground disturbance, or physical interference 
with water resources. The only potential impacts of this sort would result from airborne noise 
and the use of chaff and flares during some training activities, which would entail individual 
chaff fibers and some residual debris reaching the ground or sea floor. Chaff and flares are the 
principal defensive countermeasures dispensed by military aircraft to avoid detection or attack by 
enemy air defense systems and keep aircraft from being successfully targeted by weapons. Chaff 
and flares are used in nearly all military training airspace and ranges.  

A chaff cartridge contains millions of chaff fibers that form an electronic “cloud” when 
dispensed from the aircraft that interferes with a radar signal and temporarily hides the 
maneuvering aircraft from radar detection. The light fibers drift in the prevailing wind and 
ultimately settle on the surface where they readily degrade in soil or water. An individual chaff 
fiber (aluminum-coated silica) is thinner than a fine human hair and ranges in length from 0.3 to 
1 inch. To put a chaff fiber in perspective, if a 1-inch-long strand of chaff were laid on this page, 
most readers would not be able to see it. It is expected that up to 10,000 chaff cartridges would 
be dispensed in the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA annually.  

Flares are made of magnesium that burns at a temperature in excess of 2,000 degrees 
Fahrenheit to simulate jet exhaust as a decoy for heat seeking missiles. The magnesium is fully 
consumed in the training airspace within 3 to 5 seconds during which time it would fall no more 
than 500 feet. The standard minimum release altitude over non-military land for flares is 2,000 
feet above ground level; however, the floor of the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be 4,000 feet 
mean sea level (which is approximately 4,000 feet above ground level in this geographic area) 
and flares would not be released below the floor. The standard minimum release altitude ensures 
a burning flare does not reach the ground or tree canopy, significantly reducing the possibility of 
wildfires. It is expected that up to 10,000 flare cartridges would be dispensed in the Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA annually. 

The individual cartridges that contain chaff or flares remain on the aircraft and only the 
contents are dispensed into the airspace. Each chaff or flare cartridge is also packed with 2–3 
pieces of benign residual materials that fall to the ground as debris. This residual debris includes 
plastic end caps, felt spacers, and plastic pistons (each of which are no larger than 1-inch by 1-
inch). The use of chaff and flares is widely distributed throughout the entire MOA/ATCAA and 
the chaff fibers and residual debris would not collect in any substantial or noticeable quantity in 
any location. These materials land on the ground or float on the water surface for a short period 
before sinking to the bottom where they decompose in sediment.  

Federally listed species with the potential to occur below the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 
that may be impacted by the Proposed Action are presented in Table 1. The table provides the 
listing status, presence of critical habitat beneath proposed airspace, and description of general 
habitat for the species. This list was generated with information provided in the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) tool (provided at 
end of this documentation). Potential impacts on these species are discussed below the table. 
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Table 1: Federally Listed Species with the Potential to be Impacted by the Proposed Action  

Species USFWS 
Status 

Critical 
Habitat Habitat 

Birds 
Rufa Red Knot  
Calidris cantus rufa 

Threatened No The rufa red knot migrates from coastal marine 
environments to the northern Arctic. During the 
nonbreeding season, red knots are found in coastal 
marine environments like coastal Louisiana where 
they forage along sandy beaches, lagoons, 
saltmarshes, eelgrass beds, and mangrove swamps 
(Cornell University, 2024a).  

Piping Plover  
Charadrius melodus 

Threatened No Piping plovers are found on bare shorelines and 
beaches of rivers, lakes, and coasts with little 
vegetation or disturbance and spend the 
nonbreeding season along the Gulf Coast, 
including Louisiana (Cornell University, 2024b). 

Eastern Black Rail 
Laterallus jamaicensis 
ssp. jamaicensis 

Threatened No The eastern black rail may be found year-round 
along the Gulf Coast of Louisiana. This species is 
elusive but may be found in dense marshes 
(Cornell University, 2024c).  

Mammals 
Tricolored Bat 
Perimyotis subflavus 

Proposed 
Endangered 

No The tricolored bat roost in caves, abandoned 
mines, and culverts and forages for insects during 
warm nights. In the spring through fall, this 
species is found in forested habitats, and it 
hibernates during winter in caves and abandoned 
mines (USFWS, 2024c).  

West Indian Manatee 
Trichechus manatus 

Threatened No The West Indian manatee is found along the Gulf 
of Mexico and Atlantic coasts as well as in the 
Caribbean. This species grazes on sea grasses and 
other aquatic plants in warm coastal waters. 
Manatees require access to freshwater habitat to 
stay hydrated and are therefore found near 
freshwater outlets (LDWF, 2024a).  

Invertebrates1 
Monarch Butterfly 
Danaus plexippus 

Candidate No Monarch butterflies migrate from central Mexico 
through Louisiana to the northern U.S. annually. 
Monarchs may pass through the low airspace 
beneath the MOA during migration.  

Note:  1Due to the nature of the Proposed Action, no effects to invertebrates are anticipated. Therefore, the monarch butterfly 
is not carried forward for analysis. 

Legend: MOA = Military Operations Area; LDWF = Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries; USFWS = United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

 
Potential Impacts from Chaff and Flares 

Potential impacts from chaff and flares could occur from the introduction of chaff fibers 
into the environment, distribution of residual materials in the form of debris, and potential for 
wildfire from flare usage. Chaff is made of aluminum coated silica fibers. The chaff 
concentrations that animals could be exposed to following the release of multiple cartridges (e.g., 
following a single day of training) depends on several variable factors. Specific release points are 
not recorded and tend to be random, and chaff dispersion in air depends on prevailing 
atmospheric conditions. Chaff fibers would drift in prevailing winds and ultimately land on the 
ground or water beneath the MOA/ATCAA. Residual materials from chaff and flares include 
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plastic end caps, felt spacers, and plastic pistons. These materials land on the ground or sink to 
the bottom of aquatic environments. Under the Proposed Action, up to 10,000 chaff cartridges 
and 10,000 flare cartridges would be expended annually in the MOA/ATCAA. Based on these 
annual totals, approximately one piece of residual material would occur per 5 acres of area on 
average. This is assuming even distribution of residual materials, and likely there would be some 
grouping of residual material. However, the overall number of chaff and flare residual material 
reaching the ground and ocean would be small and would be scattered in a large area. 

There have been no observed toxicological effects of chaff or residual materials on 
terrestrial or aquatic organisms, even when subject to higher concentrations than would occur 
under this Proposed Action (Department of the Air Force, 1997, 2011, 2023). Terrestrial animals 
have not been observed ingesting chaff or residual materials (Department of Air Force, 1997). 
Birds have not been documented using chaff filaments or residual materials as nesting material 
or food. Chaff does not accumulate to any great degree and the fibers, if found, are often 
mistaken for natural elements such as animal fur or plant material. The fibers generally dissipate 
within a few days due to mechanical breakdown from wind, sediment erosion, and rain or snow. 

The relatively slight force of a small piece of plastic (residual materials) striking any 
animal would not be expected to have any effect (Department of the Air Force, 2011). The wide 
distribution of these materials throughout the MOA/ATCAA would further reduce the likelihood 
that any animal would be struck by residual materials. 

The possibility of a wildfire from flare usage would be extremely remote considering the 
reliability of flares and the amount of surface water beneath the MOA/ATCAA. Flares would not 
be released below the MOA floor (4,000 feet MSL) which is above the standard minimum 
release altitude of 2,000 feet above ground level (AGL), ensuring the flare has substantial time to 
burn out before contacting the ground or treetops. Flares are designed to burn completely.  

Potential Impacts from Noise  

Research on the impacts of noise on the specific ESA-listed species associated with this 
Proposed Action are not available. The impact discussion relies on available scientific studies on 
related bird and bat species. Continuous, intense noise exposure has been shown to cause health 
effects in laboratory experiments, but some research shows that intermittent noise, such as what 
would occur with the Proposed Action, may not, because some animals’ ears can recover 
between the intermittent exposures and intermittent exposures result in lower total noise 
(Bowles, 1995a, b; Pienkowski and Eggermont, 2010). The proposed training is episodic, and 
would not create a consistent, significant noise source in any one location. In addition, the noise 
exposure throughout the MOA/ATCAA from the proposed aircraft operations would be low (52 
dB DNL). While an infrequent event due to size of the MOA/ATCAA and flight altitude and 
annual number of flights, there is the possibility that wildlife could be subjected to a very brief 
direct overflight and experience a peak noise level of up to 105 dB. Exposure to peak noise 
levels would last only a few seconds and the animal would need to be directly beneath the flight 
path to experience this level of noise as the noise reduces the further the animal is from the flight 
path. Even at 105 dB, no harm to hearing capacity is anticipated as damage to hearing only 
occurs at levels over 140 to 150 dB (Bowles, 1995a).  

Bats 
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Tricolored bats use echolocation to forage for insects at night from the spring through the 
fall (USFWS, 2021). Although noise would result from the flights of the Proposed Action, these 
flights are only scheduled to occur from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. and would therefore generally not 
occur during the nocturnal foraging period of the tricolored bat. There may be small instances of 
overlap in dusk hours during the winter when daylight hours are fewer, but tricolored bats mostly 
hibernate during the winter (USFWS, 2021) and would therefore not be foraging during this 
time. Short, intermittent flight noise above foraging or roosting locations would be unlikely to 
cause significant disturbances to this species. A study in Wisconsin analyzed the effect of 
underground mine blasting on nearby bat roosts during hibernation, and the results indicated that 
vibrations from the blasting did not cause significant increases of bat activity (Summers et al., 
2023). Although studies have demonstrated that bats are sensitive to disturbance during 
hibernation (Haarsma and de Hullu, 2012), other studies have demonstrated that bats are not 
sensitive to non-tactile disruptions, such as noise or light (Speakman et al., 1991), which would 
indicate that aircraft noise is unlikely to be significantly disruptive to bat hibernation. While the 
proposed operations within the MOA/ATCAA would create a noise disturbance for bats, this 
disturbance is expected to be intermittent and minor.  

Manatee 

The manatee may be affected in portions of the action area due to airborne noise, but 
these effects would be insignificant. Noise disturbance from the overflights is not expected to 
harass or agitate manatees. Exposure to noise would be brief (a few seconds), and all of the 
flights would occur at altitudes greater than 4,000 feet, thus allowing the sound level to attenuate 
before entering the water. Aircraft overflights are not expected to cause chronic stress as it is 
extremely unlikely that individual manatees would be repeatedly exposed to low altitude 
overflight noise. Noise associated with flights would not cause injury or harassment to marine 
species. Manatees are unlikely to be affected by aircraft noise while at the surface and while 
submerged, due to infrequent exposure. Exposure would be brief (a matter of seconds as aircraft 
passed overhead) and infrequent, given the dispersed nature of flights over such a large area.  

Birds 

Most concerns related to the effects of noise on birds involve the masking of 
communications among members of the same species, reducing the detectability of biologically 
relevant signals including the sounds of predators and prey, and temporarily or permanently 
decreasing hearing sensitivity (Dooling and Popper, 2007; Vincelette et al., 2020). These effects 
range from temporary pauses or elevated noise from birds after an aircraft disturbance 
(Vincelette et al., 2020), to disruptions of bird behavior and mating (Habib et al., 2007). In a 
study of ovenbirds, Habib et al. (2007) found chronic noise exposure near compressor stations 
affected pairing success, attributable to masking and distorting the song of breeding males on 
territories. Noise exposure under the Proposed Action would be intermittent and would not 
represent continuous hours of noise disruptions at a time in one location. Birds could be 
infrequently exposed to a maximum noise level of 105 dB if they are directly beneath a low-level 
overflight but this exposure would last a few seconds.   

In a literature review including bird responses to military aircraft noise, Manci et al. 
(1988) found that most raptors did not show a negative response to overflights. When negative 
responses were observed, they were predominantly associated with rotor-winged aircraft or jet 
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aircraft that were repeatedly passing within 0.5 mile of a nest. Ellis et al. (1991) analyzed the 
effects of low-level military jet aircraft and mid- to high-altitude sonic booms (both actual and 
simulated) on nesting peregrine falcons and seven other raptors (common black hawk, Harris’ 
hawk, zone-tailed hawk, red-tailed hawk, golden eagle, prairie falcon, bald eagle). Re-occupancy 
and productivity rates were within or above expected values for self-sustaining populations (Ellis 
et al., 1991). In a 1997 helicopter overflight study, Mexican spotted owls did not flush from a 
nest or perch unless a helicopter was as close as 330 feet (Delaney et al., 1999). Researchers in 
Colorado found that Mexican spotted owl responses to F-16 overflights were often less 
significant than responses to naturally occurring events such as thunderstorms. Similarly, 
Delaney et al. (1999) found that Mexican spotted owls quickly returned to normal day-roosting 
behavior after being disturbed by helicopters. A 6-year study in the Gila National Forest found 
that low-level aircraft overflight had no effect on occupancy of Mexican spotted owl activity 
centers and found no correlations among measures of aircraft exposure and nesting success (Air 
Combat Command, 2008). 

A study performed on black ducks and wood ducks showed that ducks habituated to both 
visual and auditory aircraft activity over the course of 17 days (Conomy et al., 1998), suggesting 
that waterfowl may initially react to aircraft activity, but the disturbances would be unlikely to 
represent significant harm over time. In a study evaluating the impacts of military and civilian 
overflights on water birds, including least terns, beneath a MOA in North Carolina, no evidence 
was found that visual or acoustic stimuli from military aircraft flying between 2,100 feet AGL 
and 3,500 feet AGL elicited behavioral stress responses that would negatively impact nesting 
colonial waterbird demographic rates (Hillman, 2012). Flights within the Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA would not be below 4,000 feet MSL (which in this area is approximately the 
same as 4,000 feet AGL). 

ESA-listed Species Effects Determinations 

The Proposed Action would result in random, intermittent noise across the area, but 
would not represent long-term continuous high levels of sound in any one area. Minor, 
temporary effects from aircraft noise are possible, but these effects are unlikely to pose long-
term or population-level impacts to any species. Therefore, the aircraft noise and use of chaff and 
flares associated with the Proposed Action may affect, but are not likely to adversely affect rufa 
red knot, piping plover, eastern black rail, tricolored bat, and West Indian manatee.  

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) 

The 2003 National Defense Authorization Act gave the Secretary of the Interior authority 
to prescribe regulations to permit the Armed Forces to incidentally take migratory birds during 
approved military readiness activities without violating the MBTA. The final rule authorizing the 
Department of Defense to take migratory birds in such cases includes a requirement that the 
Armed Forces must confer with the USFWS to develop and implement appropriate conservation 
measures to minimize or mitigate adverse effects of the Proposed Action if the action has a 
significant negative effect on the sustainability of a population of a migratory bird species. 

Bird aircraft strikes associated with migrating birds are a substantial concern due to the 
risk of damage to aircraft, injury, or loss of life to aircrews or the local population in the event of 
an aircraft crash, as well as the risk to the bird species in collisions. Over 90 percent of reported 
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bird strikes occur at or below 3,000 feet AGL. Flights in the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 
would occur above 4,000 feet AGL. 

The Avian Hazard Advisory Safety System (AHAS) is managed by the Department of 
the Air Force and available to all services to detect and assess the risk of a bird strike. AHAS is 
informed by various sources to include data from Next Generation Radar and National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Association (Air Force Safety Center, 2015). AHAS uses multiple risk 
assessment methods to identify the risk for a given flying area that contains biological activity.  

Aircrews operating in the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be required to follow 
applicable procedures outlined in the NAS JRB NOLA Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazard 
(BASH) Reduction Plan (Navy, 2017) as they do currently. When safety procedures identify an 
increased risk, limits are placed on low-altitude flights and some types of training. Special 
briefings are provided to pilots whenever the potential exists for greater bird-strike risks within 
airspace. AHAS, together with specific procedures defined the BASH Reduction Plan, can be 
used to evaluate local and enroute bird strike risks and manage flight operations in training 
airspace. Thus, the Proposed Action would not have significant impacts to migratory birds. 

Based on the discussions described above in “Potential Impacts from Noise, Birds”, the 
Proposed Action would not have significant noise related impacts to migratory birds or bald or 
golden eagles. Migratory birds and eagles may experience brief disruptions from noise when 
flights pass overhead which may elicit startle responses, briefly mask intraspecific vocalizations, 
or result in the individual temporarily leaving the area, as discussed above. However, these 
disturbances would not represent long-term or significant effects on eagles. With the existing 
BASH protection measures already in place and the less than significant impacts associated with 
flight training, the Proposed Action would not result in the take of species protected under 
MBTA or BGEPA. 

Summary 

In conclusion, the Navy has determined the proposed flight training activities within the 
proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA may affect, but are not likely to adversely affect the rufa red 
knot, piping plover, eastern black rail, tricolored bat, and West Indian manatee. The Navy has 
determined the proposed activities would have no effect to the monarch butterfly.  

 
 

 
Attachments:   
1. Map of Proposed Action Area 
2. USFWS Species List (Project Code: 2024-0070356)  
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In Reply Refer To: 03/29/2024 20: 28:22 UTC 
Project Code: 2024-0070356 
Project Name: New Orie ans Airspace EA 

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 
location or may be affected by your proposed project 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The en closed species list identifies threatened, endangered, and can di date species, as well as 
designated and proposed critical habitat that may occur with in the boundary of your proposed 
project and may be affected by your proposed project. The Fish and WI ldlife Service (Service) is 
providing this I ist under section 7 ( c) of the En dangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended 
(16 u.s.c. 1531 et seq.). Changes in this species list may occur due to new information from 
updated sutveys, changes in species habitat, new listed species and other factors. Because of 
these possible changes, feel free to contact our office (337-291-3109) for more information or 
assistance regarding impacts to federally listed species. The Service recommends visiting the 
IPaC site or the Louisiana Ecological Services Field Office website (https://www.fws.gov/ 
southeast/lafayene) at regular intervals during project planning and implementation for updated 
species lists and information. An updated list may be requested through the IPaC system by 
com pl eti ng the same process used to receive the enclosed I ist. 

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and end angered species and 
the habitats upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of 
the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to 
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of Federal trust resources and 
to determine whether projects may affect Federally listed species and/or designated critical 
habitat. 

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects ( or other undertakings having 
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 u.s.c. 4332(2) (c)). 

Bald eagles have recovered and were removed from the Li st of Endangered and Threatened 
Species as of August 8, 2007. Although no longer I isted, please be aware th at bald eagles are 
protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.). 
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The Service developed the National Bald Eagle Management (NBEM) Guidelines to provide 
landowners, land managers, and others with information and recommendations to minimize 
potential project impacts to bald eagles, particularly where such impacts may constitute 
"disturbance", which is prohibited by the BG EPA. A copy of the NBEM Guidelines is available at: 
https://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/ 
nationalbaldeaglenanagementguidelines.pdf 

Those guidelines recommend: (1) maintaining a specified distance between the activity and the 
nest (buffer area); (2) maintaining natural areas (preferably forested) between the activity and 
nest trees (landscape buffers); and (3) avoiding certain activities during the breeding season. 
Onsite personnel should be informed of the possible presence of nesting bald eagles within the 
project boundary, and should identify, avoid, and immediately report any such nests to this 
office. If a bald eagle nest occurs or is discovered within or adjacent to the proposed project 
area, then an evaluation must be performed to determine whether the project is likely to disturb 
nesting bald eagles. That evaluation may be conducted on-line at: https://www.fws.gov/ 
southeast/our-services/eagle-technical-assistance/. Following completion of the evaluation, that 
website will provide a determination of whether additional consultation is necessary. The 
Division of Migratory Birds for the Southeast Region of the Service (phone: 404/679-7051, e
mail: SEmigratorybirds@fws.gov) has the lead role in conducting any necessary consultation. 

Activities that involve State-designated scenic streams and/or wetlands are regulated by the 
Louisiana Department of \Midlife and Fisheries and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
respectively. we, therefore, recommend that you contact those agencies to determine their 
interest in proposed projects in these areas. 

Activities that would be located within a National Wldlife Refuge are regulated by the refuge 
staff. vve, therefore, recommend that you contact them to determine their interest in proposed 
projects in these areas. 

Additional information on Federal trust species in Louisiana can be obtained from the Louisiana 
Ecological Services website at: https://www.fws.gov/southeast/lafayette 

we appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their 
project planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking 
Number in the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about 
your project that you submit to our office . 

Attachment(s): 

• Official Species List 

• USFWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries 

• Bald & Golden Eagles 

• Migratory Birds 

• Marine Mammals 
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OFFICIAL SPECIES LIST 
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action". 

This species list is provided by: 

Louisiana Ecological Services Field Office 
200 Dulles Drive 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
(337) 291-3100 
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PROJECT SUMMARY 
Project Code: 
Project Name: 
Project Type: 
Project Description: 
Project Location: 

2024-0070356 
New Orleans Airspace EA 
Military Operations 
Bourbon MOA 

The approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/@29.8127778.-89.47842704176865.14z 

Gulfpon B1101<1 

Slide ll 

Counties: Plaquemines and St. Bernard counties, Louisiana 
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ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT SPECIES 
There is a total of 11 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list. 

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include 
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species 
list because a project could affect downstream species. 

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA 
Fisheries1, as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the 
Department of Commerce. 

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially 
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office 
if you have questions. 

1. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce. 
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MAMMALS 
NAME 

Tricolored Bat Perimyotis subflavus 
No critical habitat has been designated for this species. 
Species profile: https:/lecos.fws.govlecp/species/10515 

West Indian Manatee Trichechus manatus 
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat. 
This species is also protected by the Marine Mammal Protection Ac4 and mey have additional 
consultation requirements. 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4469 

BIRDS 
NAME 

Eastern Black Rail Lateral/us jamaicensis ssp. j amaicensis 
No critical habitat has been designated for this species. 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/10477 

Piping Plover Charadrius melodus 
Population: [Atlantic Coast and Northern Great Plains populations] - Wherever found, except 
those areas where listed as endangered. 
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat. 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecplspecies/6039 

Rufa Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa 
There is proposed critical habitat for this species. 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecplspecies/1864 

REPTILES 
NA ME 

Hawksbill Sea Turtle Eretmochelys imbricata 
There is final critical habitat fo r this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat . 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecplspecies/3656 

Kemp's Ridley Sea Turtle Lepidochelys kempii 
There is proposed critical habitat for this species. 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecplspecies/5523 

Leatherback Sea Turtle Dermochelys coriacea 
There is final critical habitat fo r this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat. 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1493 

Loggerhead Sea Turtle Caretta caretta 
Population: Northwest Atlantic Ocean DPS 
There is final critical habitat fo r this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat. 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1110 

STATUS 

Proposed 
Endangered 

Threatened 

STATUS 

Threatened 

Threatened 

Threatened 

STATUS 

Endangered 

Endangered 

Endangered 

Threatened 
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FISHES 
NAME 

Gulf Sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus (=oxyrhynchus) desotoi 
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location overlaps the critical habitat. 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecplspecies/651 

INSECTS 
NAME 

Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus 
No critical habitat has been designated for this species. 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.govlecplspecies/9743 

CRITICAL HABITATS 

03/29/2024 20:28:22 UTC 

STATUS 

Threatened 

STATUS 

Candidate 

There is 1 critical habitat wholly or partially within your project area under this office's 
jurisdiction. 

NAME 

Gulf SturgeonAcipenser oxyrinchus (=oxyrhynchus) desotoi 
https :/ /ecos. f ws. gov/ ecp/species/651#crithab 

STATUS 

Final 

USFWS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE LANDS 
AND FISH HATCHERIES 
Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a 
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to 
discuss any questions or concerns. 

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS OR FISH HATCHERIES WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA. 

BALD & GOLDEN EAGLES 
Bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle ProtectionAct1 and the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act2. 

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to bald or 
golden eagles, or their habitats3

, should fo llow appropriate regulations and consider 
implementing appropriate conservation measures, as described in the links below. Specifically, 
please review the "Supplemental Information on Migratory Birds and Eagles". 

1. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940. 

2. The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918. 

3. 50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S .C. Sec. 668(a) 
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There are likely bald eagles present in your project area. For additional information on bald 
eagles, refer to Bald Eagle Nesting and Sensitivity to Human Activity 

For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures 
to reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, see the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE 
SUMMARY below to see when these birds are most likely to be present and breeding in your 
project area. 

NAME 

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus 

BREEDING SEASON 

Breeds Sep 1 to 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention 
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain 
types of development or activities. 
https:/ /ecos. f ws. gov I ecp/species/1626 

PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE SUMMARY 

Jul 31 

The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be 
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project 
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read "Supplemental 
Information on Migratory Birds and Eagles", specifically the FAQ section titled "Proper 
Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report" before using or attempting to interpret 
this report. 

Probability of Presence (■) 

Green bars; the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your project 
overlaps during that week of the year. 

Breeding Season ( ) 
Yellow bars; liberal estimate of the timeframe inside which the bird breeds across its entire 
range. 

Survey Effort ( I) 
Vertical black lines; the number of surveys performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s) 
your project area overlaps. 

No Data(- ) 
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week. 

■ probability of presence breeding season I survey effort - no data 

SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 

Bald Eagle 
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Non-B CC 
Vulnerable 

Additional information can be found using the fo llowing links: 

• Eagle Management https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management 

• Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds https://www.fws.gov/library/ 
co II ecti o ns/ avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds 

• Nationwide conservation measures for birds https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/ 
documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf 

• Supplemental Information for Migratory Birds and Eagles in IPaC https://www.fws.gov/ 
media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur
project-action 

MIGRATORY BIRDS 
Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act1 and the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act2. 

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to 
migratory birds, eagles, and their habitats3 should follow appropriate regulations and consider 
implementing appropriate conservation measures, as described in the links below. Specifically, 
please review the "Supplemental Information on Migratory Birds and Eagles". 

1. The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918. 

2. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940. 

3. 50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a) 

For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures 
to reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, see the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE 
SUMMARY below to see when these birds are most likely to be present and breeding in your 
project area. 

NAME 

American Oystercatcher Haematopus palliatus 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska. 
https :/ /ecos. f ws. gov/ ecp/species/8935 

BREEDING 
SEASON 

Breeds Apr 15 
to Aug 31 
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NAME 

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention 
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types 
of development or activities. 
https:/ /ecos. f ws. gov/ ecp/species/1626 

Black Skimmer Rynchops niger 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska. 
https:/ /ecos. f ws. go vi ecp/species/5234 

Brown Pelican Pelecanus occidentalis 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention 

because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types 
of development or activities. 
https:/ /ecos. f ws. gov/ ecp/species/6034 

Chimney Swift Chaetura pelagica 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska. 

https:/ /ecos. f ws. gov I ecp/species/9406 

Common Loon gavia immer 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention 

because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types 
of development or activities. 
https:/ /ecos. f ws. gov/ ecp/species/4464 

Forster's Tern Sterna forsteri 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions 
(BCRs) in the continental USA 
https:/ /ecos. f ws. go vi ecp/species/11953 

Gull-billed Tern Gelochelidon nilotica 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska. 
https:/ /ecos. f ws. gov/ ecp/species/9501 

King Rail Rallus elegans 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska. 
https :/ /ecos. f ws. gov/ ecp/species/8936 

BREEDING 
SEASON 

Breeds Sep 1 to 
Jul 31 

Breeds May 20 
to Sep 15 

Breeds Jan 15 
to Sep 30 

Breeds Mar 15 
to Aug 25 

Breeds Apr 15 
to Oct 31 

Breeds Mar 1 to 
Aug 15 

Breeds May 1 
to Jul 31 

Breeds May 1 
to Sep 5 

Lesser Yellow legs Tringa f1avipes Breeds 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA elsewhere 
and Alaska. 

https:/ /ecos. f ws. go vi ecp/species/9679 
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NAME 

Magnificent Frigatebird Fregata magnificens 

BREEDING 
SEASON 

Breeds 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions elsewhere 
(BCRs) in the continental USA 
https:/ /ecos. f ws. gov/ ecp/species/9588 

Marbled Godwit Limosa fedoa Breeds 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA elsewhere 
and Alaska. 
https :/ /ecos. f ws. gov/ ecp/species/9481 

Painted Bunting Passerina ciris 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions 

(BCRs) in the continental USA 
https:/ /ecos. f ws. go vi ecp/species/9511 

Prothonotary Warbler Protonotaria citrea 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 

and Alaska. 
https://ecos. f ws. gov/ ecp/species/9439 

Red-breasted Merganser Mergus serrator 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention 
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types 
of development or activities. 
https:/ /ecos. f ws. gov/ ecp/species/10693 

Reddish Egret Egretta rufescens 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska. 
https:/ /ecos. f ws. gov/ ecp/species/7617 

Ring-billed Gull Larus delawarensis 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention 
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types 

of development or activities. 
https:/ /ecos. f ws. go vi ecp/species/10468 

Royal Tern Thalasseus maximus 
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention 
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types 
of development or activities. 
https :/ /ecos. f ws. gov/ ecp/species/104 71 

Ruddy Turnstone Arenaria interpres marine/la 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions 
(BCRs) in the continental USA 

https:/ /ecos. f ws. go vi ecp/species/10633 

Breeds Apr 25 
to Aug 15 

Breeds Apr 1 to 
Jul 31 

Breeds 
elsewhere 

Breeds Mar 1 to 
Sep 15 

Breeds 
elsewhere 

Breeds Apr 15 
to Aug 31 

Breeds 
elsewhere 
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NAME 
BREEDING 
SEASON 

Sandwich Tern Thalasseus sandvicensis Breeds Apr 25 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions to Aug 31 
(BCRs) in the continental USA 
https:/ /ecos. f ws. gov/ ecp/species/9 731 

Short-billed Dowitcher Limnodromus griseus Breeds 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA elsewhere 
and Alaska. 
https :/ /ecos. f ws. gov/ ecp/species/9480 

Swallow-tailed Kite Elanoides forficatus Breeds Mar 10 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA to Jun 30 
and Alaska. 
https:/ /ecos. f ws. go vi ecp/species/8938 

Willet Tringa semipalmata 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 

and Alaska. 

Breeds Apr 20 
to Aug 5 

https://ecos. f ws. gov/ ecpispecies/10669 

Wilson's Plover Charadrius wilsonia 
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska. 

Breeds Apr 1 to 
Aug 20 

https :/ /ecos. f ws. gov/ ecp/species/9 722 

PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE SUMMARY 
The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be 
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project 
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read "Supplemental 
Information on Migratory Birds and Eagles", specifically the FAQ section titled "Proper 
Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report" before using or attempting to interpret 
this report. 

Probability of Presence (■) 

Green bars; the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your project 
overlaps during that week of the year. 

Breeding Season ( ) 
Yellow bars; liberal estimate of the timeframe inside which the bird breeds across its entire 
range. 

Survey Effort ( I) 
Vertical black lines; the number of surveys performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s) 
your project area overlaps . 

No Data(- ) 
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week. 
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SPECIES 
American 
Oystercatcher 
BCC Rangewide 
(CON) 

Bald Eagle 
Non-BCC 
Vulnerable 

Black Skimmer 
BCC Rangewide 
(CON) 

Brown Pelican 
Non-BCC 
Vulnerable 

Chimney Swift 
BCC Rangewide 
(CON) 

Common Loon 
Non-BCC 
Vulnerable 

Forster's Tern 
BCC -BCR 

Gull-billed Tern 
BCC Rangewide 
(CON) 

King Rail 
BCC Rangewide 
(CON) 

Lesser Yellowlegs 
BCC Rangewide 
(CON) 

Magnificent 
Frigate bird 
BCC - BCR 

Matbled Godwit 
BCC Rangewide 
(CON) 

SPECIES 

Painted Bunting 
BCC - BCR 

Prothonotary 

Warbler 

■ probability of presence 

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL 

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL 

03/29/2024 20:28:22 UTC 

breeding season I survey effort - no data 

AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 

1-- .' ,_' 

AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 
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BCC Rangewide 
(CON) 

Red-breasted 
Merganser 
Non-BCC 
Vulnerable 

Reddish Egret 
BCC Rangewide 
(CON) 

Ring-billed Gull 
Non-BCC 
Vulnerable 

, - 1- ' ·I- 1--- ·------- +-------- - -- ·- - -- - ,-,-- •- · . 

Royal Tern 
Non-BCC 
Vulnerable 

Ruddy TI.rrnstone 
BCC-BCR 

Sandwich Tern 
BCC - BCR 

Short-billed 
Dowircher 
BCC Rangewide 
(CON) 

Swallow-tailed Kite 
BCC Rangewide - --1- -.----

(CON) 

Willet 
BCC Rangewide 
(CON) 

Wilson's Plover 
BCC Rangewide 
(CON) 

Additional information can be found using the fo llowing links: 

• Eagle Management https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management 

• Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds https://www.fws.gov/librar:y/ 
collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds 

• Nationwide conservation measures for birds https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/ 
documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf 

• Supplemental Information for Migratory Birds and Eagles in IPaC https://www.fws.gov/ 
media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur
project-action 
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MARINE MAMMALS 
Marine mammals are protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act. Some are also 
protected under the Endangered Species Act1 and the Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora;1_ 

The responsibilities for the protection, conservation, and management of marine mammals are 
shared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [responsible for otters, walruses, polar bears, 
manatees, and dugongs] and NOAA FisheriesJ [responsible for seals, sea lions, whales, dolphins, 
and porpoises]. Marine mammals under the responsibility of NOAA Fisheries are not shown on 
this list; for additional information on those species please visit the Marine Mammals page of the 
NOAA Fisheries website. 

The Marine Mammal Protection Act prohibits the take of marine mammals and further 
coordination may be necessary for project evaluation. Please contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Field Office shown. 

l. The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973. 

2. The Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora 
(CITES) is a treaty to ensure that international trade in plants and animals does not 
threaten their survival in the wild. 

3. NOAA Fisheries. also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce. 

NAME 

West Indian Manatee Trichechus manatus 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4469 
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IPAC USER CONTACT INFORMATION 
Agency: 
Name: 
Address: 
City: 
State: 
Zip: 
Email 
Phone: 

Department of Defense 
Ashley Thompson 
501 Butler Farm Road, Suite H 
Hampton 
VA 
23666 
ashley.thompson@cardno-gs.com 
7576902827 

LEAD AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION 
Lead Agency: Navy 

03/29/2024 20:28:22 UTC 
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Mr. Seth Bordelon 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
U.S. FLEET FORCES COMMAND 

1562 MITSCHER A VENUE SUITE 250 
NORFOLK VA 23551-2487 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Southeast Region 
Louisiana Ecological Services Office 
200 Dulles Drive 
Lafayette, LA 70506 

Dear Mr. Bordelon: 

5090 
N46/025 
July 24, 2024 

The Department of the Navy (Navy) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) to 
evaluate potential environmental impacts associated with proposed flight training activities 
within a new Military Operations Area (MOA) and associated Air Traffic Control Assigned 
Airspace (ATCAA), named the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA. The proposed MOA/ATCAA is 
located east of Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans (NAS JRB NOLA) and 
adjacent to existing Special Use Airspace (SUA). The Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be located 
pa1tially over St. Bernard Parish and pa1tially over the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. The 
purpose of this letter is to request informal consultation under section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) regarding potential impacts of the Proposed Action on threatened and 
endangered species. 

The proposed MOA/ATCAA would provide training airspace closer to NAS JRB NOLA to 
improve the quality and efficiency of the training and make more efficient use of fuel resources. 
The Proposed Action would not change the existing types or quantities of military flight 
activities originating from NAS JRB NOLA or occurring in the region. The Proposed Action is 
needed because existing SUA is located a considerable distance from NAS JRB NOLA resulting 
in prolonged transit times and reduced training time. 

The Navy analyzed potential impacts of the Proposed Action using the best scientific data 
available, as required under section 7(c) of the ESA. Based on the Navy's analyses, the Navy 
determined that the Proposed Action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the following 
species: 

• Rufa red knot (Calidris cantus ru/a)-Threatened 
• Piping plover (Charadrius melodus) - Threatened 
• Eastern black rail (Laterallusjamaicensis ssp.jamaicensis) - Threatened 
• Tricolored bat (Perimyotis su~flavus) - Proposed Endangered 
• West Indian manatee Trichechus manatus) - Threatened 

Enclosed is an informal consultation package that provides project details and documents 
our analyses. 



Deputy Field Supervisor

FOR

10/21/2022

The Navy appreciates consideration by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on the 
Proposed Action and requests USFWS's concurrence with the Navy's determination. The 
Project Manager at United States Fleet Forces Command is Mr. Greg Thompson, who may be 
reached at: (757) 836-6938 or via email: Gregory.S.Thompson2.civ@us.navy.mil. If you have 
any questions or require additional information, please contact Mr. Matt Martin, NA VF AC 
Southeast at (305) 928-4027 or by email at: Matthew.S.Martin54.civ@us.navy.mil. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
L.AGU 
ector, F 

and Deput¼ 
Installations and Environment 

hief of Staff 

Enclosure: Informal Consultation Documentation for Flight Training Activities in the Bourbon 
Military Operations Area Offshore from Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New 
Orleans, Louisiana 

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the infonnation provided and offers the following comments 
in accordance with provisions of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (87 Stat. 884 as amended, 16 U.S.C. 
1531 et seq.). Based on the justification given, we concur with your determination that the proposed action is not 
likely to adversely affect the federally listed and/or proposed species and their critical habitats as described herein. 

We recommend that you contact the Service for additional consultation if: 1) the scope or location of the proposed 
project is changed significantly; 2) new infonnation reveals that the action may affect listed species or designated 
critical habitat; 3) the action is modified in a manner that causes effects to listed species or designated critical 
habitat; or 4) a new species is listed, or critical habitat designated. Additional consultation because of any of the 
above conditions or for changes not covered in this consultation should occur before changes are made and or 
finalized. 

~ tte D. Finnin 
Field Supervisor 
Louisiana Ecological Services Office 
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                                                                                                                             5090 

                                                                                                                             Ser N46/021 

                                                                                                                            February 12, 2025 

 

Mr. David Bernhart 

Assistant Regional Administrator  

NMFS SE Regional Office 

263 13th Avenue South 

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701 

 

Dear Mr. Bernhart:  

 

       The Department of the Navy (Navy) is preparing an Environmental Assessment to evaluate 

potential environmental impacts associated with proposed flight training activities within a new 

Military Operations Area (MOA) and associated Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace 

(ATCAA), named the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA.  The Navy provided the request to initiate 

informal consultation to National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries 

on July 24, 2024.  In response to NOAA Fisheries’ most recent Request for Additional 

Information (RAI) made on February 7, 2025, the Navy is providing a revised informal 

consultation package with this letter.   

 

       The proposed MOA/ATCAA is located east of Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New 

Orleans (NAS JRB NOLA) and adjacent to existing Special Use Airspace (SUA).  The Bourbon 

MOA/ATCAA would be located partially over St. Bernard Parish, Louisiana and partially over 

the waters of the Gulf of Mexico.  The purpose of this letter is to supplement Navy’s request for 

informal consultation under section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) regarding 

potential impacts of the Proposed Action on threatened and endangered species.   

 

       The proposed MOA/ATCAA would provide training airspace closer to NAS JRB NOLA to 

improve the quality and efficiency of the training and make more efficient use of fuel resources.  

The Proposed Action would not change the existing types or quantities of military flight 

activities originating from NAS JRB NOLA or occurring in the region.  The Proposed Action is 

needed because existing SUA is located a considerable distance from NAS JRB NOLA resulting 

in prolonged transit times and reduced training time.   

 

       The Navy analyzed potential impacts of the Proposed Action using the best scientific data 

available, as required under section 7(c) of the ESA.  Based on the Navy’s analyses, the Navy 

determined that the Proposed Action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the 

following species:  

        

• Green turtle (Chelonia mydas), North Atlantic DPS - Threatened  

• Kemp’s ridley turtle (Lepidochelys kempii) - Endangered  

• Leatherback turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) - Endangered  

• Loggerhead turtle (Caretta caretta), Northwest Atlantic DPS - Threatened  

• Hawksbill turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata) - Endangered  

• Gulf sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus desotoi) – Threatened 



• Giant manta ray (Mobula birostris) -Threatened 

5090 
SerN46/021 
February 12, 2025 

Enclosed is the revised informal consultation package that provides project details and 
documents our analyses in response to NOAA Fisheries' RAT. 

The Navy appreciates NOAA Fisheries' consideration of the Proposed Action and requests 
NOAA Fisheri es' concurrence with the Navy's determination. The Project Manager at United 
States Fleet Forces Command is Mr. Greg Thompson, who may be reached at: (757) 836-6938 
or via email: Gregory.S.Thompson2.civ@us.navy.mil. If you have any questions or require 
additional information, please contact Mr. Jeremy Jennings, NA VF AC Southeast at: (256) 631-
9673 or by emai l at: Jeremy.W.Jennings.civ@us.navy.mil. 

Sincerely, 

CUADROS.JORGE. o~ita'Y •~ne• t,y 
RICARDO.1186806 ;~:~~S.JDRGE.RICAADo.,, 

162 Dato, 2025.02.12 16,28,37 •05'00' 

J. R. CUADROS 
Director, Fleet Installations and Environment 
and Deputy Chief of Staff 

Enclosure: Revised Consultation for Flight Training Activities in the Bourbon Military 
Operations Area Offshore from Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans, 
Louisiana 
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Request to NOAA Fisheries Southeast Regional Office 

for Expedited Informal Consultation 

 

Revised February 12, 2025 

 

Mr. David Bernhart 

Assistant Regional Administrator 

NOAA Fisheries SE Regional Office 

263 13th Avenue South 

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701 

Re: SERO-2024-01821, USN  

Request for Expedited Informal Consultation under section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered 

Species Act for Draft Environmental Assessment for Flight Training Activities in the 

Bourbon Military Operations Area Offshore from Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base 

New Orleans, Louisiana 

 

Dear Mr. Bernhart: 

The Department of the Navy (Navy) proposes to carry out the proposed project as described 

below. We request initiation of informal consultation under section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered 

Species Act (ESA) for the Draft Environmental Assessment for Flight Training Activities in the 

Bourbon Military Operations Area Offshore from Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New 

Orleans, Louisiana. We have determined that the proposed activity may affect, but is not likely to 

adversely affect, the ESA-listed species and critical habitat included in the table(s) below. Our 

supporting analysis is provided below. We request your written concurrence with our 

determinations. 

Pursuant to our request for expedited informal consultation, we are providing, enclosing, or 

otherwise identifying the following information: 

 A description of the action to be considered, 

 A description of the action area, 

 A description of the listed species or critical habitat that may be affected by the action, 

and 

 An analysis of the potential routes of effect on any listed species or critical habitat. 

Proposed Action 

This proposed project is intended to establish a new Military Operations Area (MOA) and 

associated Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA), named the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

that would support aircraft training. The MOA/ATCAA would be east of Naval Air Station Joint 

Reserve Base New Orleans (NAS JRB NOLA) and adjacent to existing Special Use Airspace 

(SUA) that is currently used for similar aircraft training. Figure 1 provides an illustration of the 

proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA and its relationship with other existing training airspace over 

the Gulf of Mexico.  
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Figure 1. Location of Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

13-D View I 

Snake MOA 
6,000' MSL - FL180 

Bourbon ATCAA 
FL180 - FL320 

~ 
Bourbon MOA 

4,000' MSL - FL180 

Legend 

0 NAS JRB NOLA 

SnakeATCAA 
FL180 - FL600 

Snake Low MOA 
3,000' MSL - 6,000' MSL 

National Forest 

W-453B 
6,000' MSL - FL600 W-453A (not seen in this view) 

-----~~'""'7,000' MSL 

W-1488 
6,000' MSL - FL600 

W-148A 
Surface - 6,000' MSL 

W-453 A/B 

W-148A/B 

D Existing SUA 

(iulf 
of 

Me.\ico 

o City 

-- Interstate Highway 

11111 National Shoreline/Historical Park 

11111 National Wildlife Refuge 

D Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

Miles 
-- State Boundary 11111 Other Conservation Area 0 25 

N 

N 

Source: ESRI 1023, USAF 2023, USGS 2023 



3 

The purpose of the project is to provide closer training airspace to improve the quality and 

efficiency of the training at NAS JRB NOLA and make more efficient use of fuel resources. We 

expect the flight training activities to commence once the Bourbon MOA is published on 

sectional aeronautical charts and continue as an ongoing training activity. Publication of 

sectional aeronautical charts is the responsibility of the Federal Aviation Administration, a 

cooperating agency on the Environmental Assessment (EA). ATCAAs are not published on 

sectional aeronautical charts but are designated through a Letter of Agreement between the Navy 

and the Federal Aviation Administration. This agreement would occur concurrently with the 

MOA publication. For the purposes of this consultation, it is expected the MOA/ATCAA would 

be available for training activities beginning in approximately March 2025. While there is no 

planned “end date” for training activities, any substantial changes to the training or substantial 

new circumstances or information would require additional analysis in accordance with the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and re-initiation of informal consultation in 

accordance with 50 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 402.16, as appropriate.  

A MOA is a type of SUA designated to contain non-hazardous military flight training activities. 

It has defined vertical and lateral dimensions and designated times of use published on sectional 

aeronautical charts which identifies to other airspace users where these activities occur. An 

ATCAA also has specific vertical and lateral limits for the purpose of providing air traffic 

segregation between military training activities and other airspace users. The ATCAA is located 

above the MOA and has the same lateral limits as the MOA. There is no ground training 

component associated with a MOA/ATCAA, only flight training activities.  

The proposed MOA/ATCAA would provide military training airspace closer to NAS JRB 

NOLA. The Proposed Action would not change the number of flights originating from NAS JRB 

NOLA or occurring in the region. The airspace proposed as the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA is 

currently used to transit from the base to the existing SUA east of the base (see Figure 1). The 

Proposed Action is needed because the prolonged transit time to access existing SUA reduces the 

amount of time the aircrews can train.  

Flight training activities within the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be confined to the airspace 

between 4,000 to 32,000 feet above mean sea level. Flight training would occur approximately 5 

hours per day between 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, which is the current 

operations tempo for the adjacent existing SUA. Flight training would occur at a relatively 

steady tempo throughout the year. The number of aircraft using the airspace would be the same 

as current conditions, but instead of straight transition flights (lasting approximately 10–12 

minutes), the airspace would be used for a variety of flight training activities (lasting 

approximately 30–60 minutes) (Table 1). Flight training within the MOA/ATCAA would be 

randomly distributed throughout the defined dimensions of the space; there are no flight patterns 

or specific flight tracks within this type of training airspace. Flight activity would not occur 

below 4,000 feet mean sea level (the designated “floor” of the MOA/ATCAA) and would not 

occur above 32,000 feet mean sea level (the designated “ceiling” of the MOA/ATCAA).   
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Table 1. Existing and Proposed Annual Sorties1 in Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

Aircraft 

Existing Sorties (Transit) Proposed Sorties (Training) 

Sorties (Number) 
Time per Sortie 

(minutes) 
Sorties (Number) 

Time per Sortie 

(minutes) 

F-5 1,195 10 1,195 60 

F-15 1,553 10 1,553 30 

F-35 360 10 360 10–302 

F-18 353 10 353 10–302 

Other3 708 10-12 708 30 

TOTAL 4,169 718 hours 4,169 2,565 hours 

Notes:  1 A sortie is the takeoff, operation, and landing of one aircraft. 

 2 About half of the F-35 and F-18 sorties are expected to transit through the new Bourbon MOA/ATCAA as they do 

currently to access the existing SUA (10 minutes); the other half would remain in the new MOA/ATCAA for 

training (30 minutes).   
 3 Other aircraft could include various jets, cargo aircraft, helicopters, and unmanned aircraft. 

The Proposed Action consists of airspace changes and flight training activities and does not 

involve any ground- or water-based activities, low-level overflights, ground disturbance, or 

physical interference with water resources. Potential impacts to threatened or endangered species 

could result from airborne noise and the use of chaff and flares during some training activities, 

which would entail individual chaff fibers and some residual debris reaching the ground or sea 

floor. Chaff and flares are the principal defensive countermeasures dispensed by military aircraft 

to avoid detection or attack by enemy air defense systems and keep aircraft from being 

successfully targeted by weapons. Chaff and flares are used in nearly all military training 

airspace and ranges. 

A chaff cartridge contains millions of chaff fibers that form an electronic “cloud” when 

dispensed from the aircraft that interferes with a radar signal and temporarily hides the 

maneuvering aircraft from radar detection. The light fibers drift in the prevailing wind and 

ultimately settle on the surface where they readily degrade in soil or water. An individual chaff 

fiber (aluminum-coated silica) is thinner than a fine human hair and ranges in length from 0.3 to 

1 inch. The release of chaff is dependent on the type of training activity or scenario. Training 

could occur anywhere within the confines of the MOA/ATCAA and the quantity and exact 

location of chaff released per day or week is not predictable. Based on the number of sorties 

proposed to occur in the MOA/ATCAA, it is expected that up to 10,000 chaff cartridges would 

be dispensed in the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA annually.  

Flares are made of magnesium that burns at a temperature in excess of 2,000 degrees Fahrenheit 

to simulate jet exhaust as a decoy for heat seeking missiles. The magnesium is fully consumed in 

the training airspace within 3 to 5 seconds during which time it would fall no more than 500 feet. 

The standard minimum release altitude over non-military land for flares is 2,000 feet above 

ground level; however, the floor of the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be 4,000 feet mean sea 

level (which is approximately 4,000 feet above ground level in this geographic area) and flares 

would not be released below the floor. The standard minimum release altitude ensures a burning 

flare does not reach the ground or tree canopy, significantly reducing the possibility of wildfires. 

Like with chaff, the release of flares is dependent on the type of training activity or scenario. 

Training could occur anywhere within the confines of the MOA/ATCAA and the quantity and 

exact location of flares released per day or week is not predictable. Based on the number of 

sorties proposed to occur in the MOA/ATCAA, it is expected that up to 10,000 flare cartridges 

would be dispensed in the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA annually. 

I I I I I I 
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The individual cartridges containing chaff or flares remain on the aircraft, with only their 

contents being dispensed into the airspace (see photos of each below). Each cartridge also 

contains residual materials, including plastic end caps, felt spacers, and plastic pistons, each no 

larger than 1 inch by 1 inch. The plastic end cap weighs approximately 0.0976 ounces and the 

piston weighs approximately 0.0688 ounces. The felt spacers weigh considerably less than the 

plastic pieces. These residual materials fall to the ground or into surface waters, eventually 

sinking to the bottom. The plastic pieces sink immediately in surface water. The felt spacer 

would float until it is saturated and then sink to the bottom. Some of the residual materials 

released with flares are often consumed with the burning magnesium pellet. However, this 

analysis conservatively assumes that all pieces of residual materials would reach the surface after 

dispensed. Based on annual totals of 10,000 chaff and 10,000 flares, approximately one piece of 

residual material would be dispersed per 5 acres, assuming even distribution. Table 2 provides a 

summary of the residual materials associated with operations in the proposed Bourbon 

MOA/ATCAA.  

Table 2. Residual Material Distribution in Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 

 Total to be 

Released 

Annually 

Total Pieces 

of Residual 

Materials 

Airspace Area 

(acres) 

Pieces of 

Residual 

Material per 

Acre 

Dispersal 

Footprint for 

One Piece 

(acres) 

Chaff1 10,000 30,000 
353,280 0.1981 5.05 

Flare2 10,000 40,000 

Notes: 
1 Each chaff cartridge includes 1 plastic end cap, 1 felt spacer, and 1 plastic piston. 
2 Each flare cartridge includes 1 plastic end cap, 1 or 2 felt spacers, and 1 piston. For conservative purposes, 

this table assumes 2 felt spacers.  

 

Photo of Sample Chaff Cartridge and Components 

/ I chaff cartridge 

Piston I Fell Square I 
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Photo of Sample Flare Cartridge and Components 

While some grouping of residual materials is possible, it is unlikely that they would accumulate 

in significant or noticeable quantities in any one location. The residual materials would be 

unlikely to occur outside of the geographical footprint of the MOA/ATCAA since flight 

operations do not occur along the outer perimeter. However, it should be noted that the eastern 

edge of the proposed MOA/ATCAA would connect to a much larger existing MOA/ATCAA 

where the use of chaff and flares is already occurring. The overall number of residual pieces 

from operations in the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA reaching the ground or ocean would be minimal 

and widely scattered (see Table 2). Previous studies on the effects of chaff, flares, and their 

residual materials (e.g., end caps and felt spacers) concluded that the chemical components of 

these items, as well as the presence of residual materials, do not adversely affect water resources, 

particularly given the insignificant quantities involved (Department of the Air Force, 1997, 2011, 

2023; Air National Guard, 2002).  

In 2009, a similar action described in the EA/Overseas Environmental Assessment (OEA) for 

Atlantic Fleet Training in the Key West Range Complex was issued a concurrence from the 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries on their conclusions that 

the training flights may affect, but were not likely to adversely affect loggerhead, green, 

hawksbill, Kemp’s ridley, and leatherback turtles and sperm whales. The Key West Range 

Complex EA/OEA assessed proposed flight training activities for F-18, F-16, F-15, F-5, and E-2 

aircraft. Flight training activities in the Key West Range Complex involved use of chaff and 

flares and at greater quantities than those proposed in this Proposed Action. NOAA Fisheries 

concurred that the use of chaff and flares was not likely to adversely affect threatened and 

endangered species under their jurisdiction (Department of the Navy, 2009).  

Conservation Measures and BMPs 

The Proposed Action does not consist of ground- or water-based activities. All actions occur in 

the MOA/ATCAA airspace between 4,000 and 32,000 feet above mean sea level. No 

conservation measures or Best Management Practices (BMPs) detailed in the Protected Species 

Construction Conditions are applicable to this action.  

Description of the Action Area 

The action area is all areas to be affected by the Federal action and not merely the immediate 

area involved in the action (50 CFR 402.02). Effects of the action are all consequences to listed 

M206 Countermeasure Flare 
F1are Case - A1uainua 
Reaains with Aircraft 

,, I 

Piston F1are Pe11et - Magnesium/Teflon 
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species or critical habitat that are caused by the Proposed Action, including the consequences of 

other activities that are caused by the Proposed Action. A consequence is caused by the Proposed 

Action if it would not occur but for the Proposed Action and it is reasonably certain to occur. 

Effects of the action may occur later in time and may include consequences occurring outside the 

immediate area involved in the action. The action area is distinct from and can be larger than the 

project footprint because some elements of the project may affect listed species or critical habitat 

some distance from the project footprint. The action area, therefore, extends out to a point where 

no effects from the project are expected to occur. 

For this project, the action area includes the land and water area beneath the proposed Bourbon 

MOA/ATCAA that would be impacted by airborne noise and chaff and flare usage (see Figure 

1). Attachment 1 provides the report generated from the polygon feature of the ESA Section 7 

Mapper. The airspace is partially above the land of St. Bernard Parish outside of New Orleans, 

and partially above the Gulf of Mexico off the coast of St. Bernard Parish. Approximate latitude 

and longitude of the center of the MOA at surface level is 29.876547, -89.302203.  

Potentially Affected NOAA Fisheries ESA-Listed Species and Critical Habitat 

Using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Information for Planning and Consultation tool and the 

NOAA Fisheries ESA Section 7 Mapper, we have identified the listed species that may be 

present in the action area and our determination of the project’s potential effects to them as 

shown in Table 3 below. 

Please note abbreviations used in Table : E = endangered; T = threatened; NLAA = may affect, 

not likely to adversely affect; NE = no effect; N/A = not applicable; DPS = Distinct Population 

Segment; ESA = Endangered Species Act; FR = Federal Register 

Table 3. ESA-listed Species in the Action Area and Effect Determination(s) 

Species 

ESA 

Listing 

Status 

Listing 

Rule/Date 

Most Recent Recovery 

Plan/Outline Date 

Effect 

Determination 

(Species) 

Sea Turtles 

Green (North 

Atlantic distinct 

population segment 

[DPS]) 

(Chelonia mydas) 

T 
81 FR 20057/ 

April 6, 2016 
October 1991 NLAA 

Kemp’s ridley 

(Lepidochelys 

kempii) 

E 

35 FR 18319/ 

December 2, 

1970 

September 2011 NLAA 

Leatherback 

(Dermochelys 

coriacea) 

E 
35 FR 8491/ 

June 2, 1970 
April 1992 NLAA 

Loggerhead 

(Northwest 

Atlantic DPS) 

(Caretta caretta) 

T 

76 FR 58868/ 

September 22, 

2011 

December 2008 NLAA 

Hawksbill 

(Eretmochelys 

imbricata) 

E 
35 FR 8491/ 

June 2, 1970 
December 1993 NLAA 

Fish 

I I I I I I 

-

-

-

-

-
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Species 

ESA 

Listing 

Status 

Listing 

Rule/Date 

Most Recent Recovery 

Plan/Outline Date 

Effect 

Determination 

(Species) 

Gulf sturgeon 

(Atlantic sturgeon, 

Gulf subspecies) 

(Acipenser 

oxyrinchus desotoi) 

T 

56 FR 49653/ 

September 30, 

1991 

September 1995 NLAA 

Giant manta ray 

(Mobula birostris) 
T 

83 FR 2916/ 

January 22, 2018 
2019 NLAA 

Legend:   E = Endangered; ESA = Endangered Species Act; FR = Federal Register; NLAA = Not Likely to Adversely Affect; 

T = Threatened 

We have assessed the critical habitats that overlap with the action area and our determination of 

the project’s potential effects to them as shown in Table 4 below. 

Table 4. Critical Habitat(s) in the Action Area and Effect Determination(s) 

Species 
Critical Habitat in the 

Action Area 

Critical Habitat 

Rule/Date 

Effect Determination 

(Critical Habitat) 

Gulf sturgeon 

(Acipenser oxyrinchus 

desotoi) 

Unit 8 
68 FR 13370/ 

March 19, 2003 
NE 

Legend:   FR = Federal Register; NE = No Effect 

Effects of the Action 

ROUTE(S) OF EFFECT TO ESA-LISTED SPECIES: 

Potential impacts of the Proposed Action on ESA-listed sea turtles and fish species could occur 

from airborne noise and the potential ingestion of chaff fibers or residual debris from the use of 

chaff and flares. Selective ingestion of chaff fibers or residual materials is not likely, but 

inadvertent consumption could occur during normal feeding activities by sea turtles or fish. 

Gulf sturgeons are anadromous fish and migrate from saltwater to large coastal rivers to spawn 

during the warmer months. This species spends most of its life in freshwater rivers (United States 

Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] and Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission, 1995). Gulf 

sturgeons and its critical habitat are located along the estuaries and coast of Louisiana under the 

Bourbon MOA/ATCAA. 

Giant manta rays are considered seasonal visitors to productive coastlines. The species has also 

been observed in estuarine waters near oceanic inlets. They may occur in water depths from less 

than 10 meters to over 1,000 meters. They use sandy bottom habitat and seagrass beds, as well as 

shallow reefs, and the ocean surface both inshore and offshore. NOAA Fisheries determined that 

there are currently no identifiable physical or biological features that are essential to 

conservation of the giant manta ray within areas under United States (U.S.) jurisdiction, and 

therefore there are no areas that meet the definition of critical habitat for the species. 

The ESA-listed sea turtles that may occur under the action area are migratory and occur along 

the gulf coast of Louisiana. Sea turtles rise to the ocean surface to breathe and lay their eggs on 

beaches and coastlines. These species spend various amounts of time in the open ocean during 

migratory periods. In the U.S., the green turtle is primarily found nesting in the Hawaiian 

Islands, the U.S. Pacific Island territories, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Florida. Small 

I I I I I I 

-

-

I - - I 
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nesting areas also occur in Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, and Texas (NOAA 

Fisheries, 2024). In the U.S., hawksbill turtles are found off the coast in the Gulf of Mexico from 

southern Texas to southern Florida. This species nests on sandy beaches globally in the 

subtropics and tropics and migrates among coastal waters (USFWS, 2013). Loggerhead turtles 

occur along the coast of the Gulf of Mexico and the Atlantic coast in the U.S. The population 

that occurs in Louisiana is the Northwest Atlantic Ocean Distinct Population Segment (DPS) 

(USFWS, 2024). Females lay eggs on sandy beaches. The leatherback turtle may be found off 

the coast of most of the continental U.S., including Louisiana. This species nests on beaches and 

shorelines with a variety of substrate (USFWS, 2020). Kemp’s ridley turtles are found along the 

Gulf coast, including Louisiana, as well as the Atlantic coast from Georgia to Maryland. Major 

nesting beaches are mainly found in Mexico, Texas, Alabama, and Florida (USFWS, 2011). 

Effects of Airborne Noise 

Transmission of sound from a moving aircraft to a receptor underwater is influenced by 

numerous factors, but most of the acoustic energy is transmitted into the water directly below the 

aircraft in a narrow cone. Underwater sounds from aircraft are strongest just below the surface 

and directly under the aircraft. Underwater noise levels are highly dependent on the altitude of 

the aircraft, the angle at which the aerial sound encounters the water surface, and the amount of 

wave action and surface roughness. Transmission of sound from a moving, airborne source to a 

receptor underwater has been studied by Young (1973), Urick (1983), Richardson et al. (1995), 

Eller and Cavanagh (2000), Department of the Air Force (2000), and others. Sound is transmitted 

from an airborne source to a receptor underwater by four principal means: (1) a direct path, 

refracted upon passing through the air-water interface; (2) direct-refracted paths reflected from 

the bottom in shallow water; (3) evanescent transmission in which sound travels laterally close to 

the water surface; and (4) scattering from interface roughness due to wave motion.  

The sound that enters the water is refracted due to the difference in sound velocity between air 

and water, as shown in Figure 2. As the angle of the in-air incident wave moves away from 

perpendicular, the direction of travel of the underwater refracted waves becomes closer to 

parallel to the water surface. When the incident angle is reached, the underwater refracted sound 

wave is parallel to the water surface and all the sound is reflected into the air and no sound enters 

the water. This occurs at an angle of about 13 to 14 degrees. As a result, the acoustic energy is 

transmitted into the water through a relatively narrow cone extending vertically downward from 

the in-air source. The width of the footprint would be a function of the source altitude.  

Eller and Cavanagh (2000) modeled estimates of sound pressure level (SPL) as a function of 

time at selected underwater locations (depths of 2, 10, and 50 meters) for F-18 aircraft 

overflights (speed of 250 knots) at various altitudes (300, 1,000, and 3,000 meters). As modeled 

for all deep water scenarios, the SPLs ranged from approximately 120 to 150 decibels (dB) 

(referenced to 1 microPascal). Eller and Cavanagh (2000) concluded that it is difficult to 

construct cases (for any aircraft at any altitude in any propagation environment) for which the 

underwater sound is sufficiently intense and long lasting to cause harassment or injury to any 

form of marine life.  

Fixed-wing aircraft activities are transient in nature and the likelihood that marine animals would 

occur or remain at the surface while an aircraft transits directly overhead would be low. Impacts 

from aircraft training activities would be highly localized and concentrated in space and duration. 

The consensus of all the studies reviewed is that aircraft noise would cause only small temporary 
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changes in the behavior of marine animals. Specifically, sea turtles at or near the surface when an 

aircraft flies overhead may startle, divert their attention to the aircraft, or avoid the immediate 

area by swimming away. No more than short-term reactions are likely. No long-term 

consequences for individuals, species, or stocks would be expected. 

 

Figure 2. Characteristics of Sound Transmission Through the Air–Water Interface 

(Source: Richardson et al., 1995) 

ESA-listed sea turtles, giant manta ray and sturgeon may be affected in portions of the action 

area due to airborne noise, but these effects would be insignificant. Noise disturbance from 

overflights is not expected to harass or agitate the animals. Exposure to noise would be brief (a 

few seconds). Flight training would be distributed randomly throughout the horizontal and 

vertical dimensions of the MOA/ATCAA; thus, limited overflights would occur at the lowest 

possible altitude (4,000 feet) significantly reducing the likelihood of exposure to sea turtles at the 

water’s surface. The approved Department of Defense noise model, known as NOISEMAP 

(Wyle, 1998; Wasmer Consulting, 2006), was used to calculate the potential noise exposure for a 

single overflight event. Individual time-varying noise events have two main characteristics—a 

sound level, which changes throughout the event and a period of time during which the event is 

heard. Lmax is the maximum sound level experienced by a receptor during a noise event. The 

sound exposure level (SEL) combines Lmax with the total duration in which the sound is heard. 

The SEL takes the sound energy from a single event and compresses it into 1 second. SEL is 

always greater in value than Lmax because it compresses all sound energy into a 1-second 

Umill 
R•y 

AJRBOAAE NOISE SOURCE 
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timeframe. Based on the result of the noise model for this action, it is expected that less than 1 

overflight per day would result in airborne noise with an SEL over 65 dB. This is considerably 

low noise exposure.  

Sound from aircraft noise lacks the amplitude or duration to cause any harassment or injury to 

marine animals underwater. Aircraft pass quickly overhead and potential impacts from aircraft 

noise are limited to brief behavioral and physiological response reactions from animals at the 

water’s surface as aircraft pass overhead. Based on the short duration of potential exposure to 

aircraft noise, behavioral and physiological response reactions, if they did occur, are unlikely to 

be significant. Therefore, airborne noise generated during the Proposed Action may affect, but is 

not likely to adversely affect the green turtle, Kemp’s Ridley turtle, leatherback turtle, 

loggerhead turtle, hawksbill turtle, gulf sturgeon, and giant manta ray. 

Effects of Chaff and Flares 

The identified ESA sea turtle species, gulf sturgeon, and giant manta ray may be affected by 

residual materials associated with the use of chaffs and flares; however, any effects on these 

species would be insignificant. ESA-listed sea turtles, giant manta ray and sturgeon could be 

exposed to individual chaff fibers through ingestion. The chaff fiber concentrations that sea 

turtles and fishes could be exposed to following the release of multiple cartridges (e.g., following 

a single day of training) depends on several variable factors. Specific release points are not 

recorded and tend to be random, and chaff fiber dispersion in air depends on prevailing 

atmospheric conditions. Chaff fibers would be dispersed by sea currents as they float and slowly 

sink toward the bottom. The fibers readily degrade in aquatic and terrestrial environments and 

there have been no observed toxicological effects of chaff fibers on terrestrial or aquatic 

organisms, even when subject to higher concentrations than would occur under this Proposed 

Action (Department of the Air Force, 1997, 2011, 2023). Chaff fibers do not accumulate to any 

great degree and, if found, could be mistaken for natural elements such as animal fur or plant 

material. Direct body contact or ingestion of chaff fibers is not expected to impact the health of 

fish or sea turtles.    

As with chaff fibers, the residual materials (e.g., end caps and felt spacers) associated with the 

use of chaff and flares would be widely dispersed. Based on the proposed annual quantities of 

chaff (10,000 cartridges) and flares (10,000 cartridges) to be used, approximately 1 piece of 

residual debris would occur per 5 acres of area. This is assuming even distribution of residual 

debris across the total area of the MOA/ATCAA. This debris would be released over land or into 

the marine environment where it would sink to the bottom, reducing the likelihood of ingestion 

by sea turtles at the surface. Once on the bottom, these materials would be incorporated into 

bottom sediments by natural sedimentation process and would become less available to benthic 

foraging turtles. Like with other marine debris, over time the plastic residual materials would 

likely be broken down into microplastics (synthetic polymer particles less than 5 millimeters in 

diameter) and have the potential to enter the food chain through consumption by smaller bottom-

feeder animals (i.e., crustaceans, amphipods, mussels, etc.). As noted above, these materials 

would be scattered over a large area resulting in a miniscule amount of debris in any given 

location.    

The probability of an animal ingesting residual materials is dependent on their feeding behavior 

and the likelihood of encountering these items in their environment. The relatively rare 



12 

occurrence of these materials combined with natural dispersion would make the interaction of 

sea turtles or fishes and residual debris rare.  

As filter-feeders, manta rays would not attempt to ingest residual materials intentionally. It is 

possible, however unlikely, that a manta ray could ingest these materials while feeding as the 

materials pass though the water column. The potential for this scenario to occur is so remote, 

however, as to be discountable. 

Gulf sturgeons feed on benthic organisms such as crustaceans (e.g., amphipods, shrimps), 

worms, molluscs, and some fish, primarily by sucking prey from the substrate. Therefore, 

residual materials on the bottom or within the substrate could possibly be mistaken for a food 

item or could be incidentally taken along with other food items.  

For sea turtles, the impacts of ingesting residual materials from chaff and flare would be limited 

to cases where an individual sea turtle might encounter and then consume an indigestible item 

too large to be passed through the gut. For the most part, these materials would be incidentally 

ingested by individuals feeding in the precise location and time these items were deposited. 

Based on foraging preferences, it is unlikely that sea turtles would be preferentially attracted to 

residual chaff and flare materials. Therefore, the likelihood that a sea turtle would encounter and 

subsequently ingest residual material from chaff and flares is considered insignificant. Impacts to 

individuals resulting from such ingestion of these materials could cause short-term or long-term 

disruption to feeding behavior, impaired digestion which may result in changes to an individual’s 

behavior, growth, survival, and reproductive success.  

The occurrence of residual debris from chaff and flares and the distributed chaff fibers result in 

very small potential negative impacts to ESA-listed sea turtles and fishes. Therefore, chaff and 

flare use in the Proposed Action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the green turtle, 

Kemp’s Ridley turtle, leatherback turtle, loggerhead turtle, hawksbill turtle, gulf sturgeon, and 

giant manta ray.  

ROUTES OF EFFECT TO CRITICAL HABITAT 

The project is located within the boundary of gulf sturgeon critical habitat. The following 

physical or biological features essential for the conservation of the species (“essential features”) 

are present in Unit 8: juvenile, subadult and adult feeding, resting and passage habitat for gulf 

sturgeon from the Pascagoula and Pearl Rivers subpopulations, and winter habitat (68 Federal 

Register 13370–13495). We do not believe any of the essential features may be affected by the 

Proposed Action, as no ground or surface water quality impacts would occur as part of the 

Proposed Action. Therefore, we believe there are no potential routes of effect to this critical 

habitat. 

Conclusion 

The Navy has reviewed the proposed project for its effects to ESA-listed species and their 

critical habitat. Based on the analysis above, we have determined that establishing the Bourbon 

MOA/ATCAA may affect but is not likely to adversely affect any listed species and will not 

affect critical habitat under NOAA Fisheries’ jurisdiction. We have used the best scientific and 

commercial data available to complete this analysis. We request your concurrence with this 

determination. 
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Attachment 1 – ESA Section 7 Mapper Report

 

Lynker■!s Bourbon MOA Overlapping S7 Consultation Areas 

Bourbon MOA Information 

Area : 427,178.26 acres 

Nov 26 2024 15:21 :03 Eastern Standard nme 
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Consultation Area Overview D Sharks, Rays Sawfish 
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Summary - Count Al'N(ecrw) Lenglh(ml) 

Concha 0 0 N/A 

Corals 0 0 N/A 

Sea Turtles 6 1,701,537.00 N/A 

Sharko, Raya, Sawfiah 28 1,056,133.46 N/A 

Grouper and Sturgeon 6 850,754.11 N/A 

Whales 0 0 N/A 

Critical Habitat (lineer) 0 N/A 0 

Critical Habitat (area) 1 9,365.52 N/A 

Critical Habitat (lin"" ea polygonal 1 9,365.52 N/A 

Miecellaneoua 0 0 N/A 

Sea Turtles 

• Spedw Slllua Ule&tage Behavior Zone 

1 Green Sea Turtle Threatened Adults Migrating & Foraging 
Gulf of Mexico Tidally-lnfluenoad 
Inshore 

2 Green See Turtle Threalened Neritic Juvenile& Migrating & Foraging Gull of Mexico Tkjally-lnfluenoed 
Inshore 

3 Kemp's Ridley Sea Turtle Endangered Adults and Neritic Juveniles Migrating & Foraging Gull of Mexico Tidally-Influenced 
Inshore 

4 Loggemeed Sea Turtle Threatened Adults and Neritic Juveniles Migrating & Foraging 
Gulf of Mexico Tidally-lnfluenoad 
Inshore 

• SUb-ZONE 0.teF,_ Until DaeFrom(2) Until (2) 

1 No Data 01/01 12/31 No Data No Data 

2 No Data 01/01 12/31 No Data No Data 

3 No Data 01/01 12/31 No Data No Data 

4 No Data 01/01 12/31 No Data No Data 

• - FRlurelD Area(-) 

The mapped boundary for inshore arees includes some 
areas (e.g., saltmarah, uplands) that are not habitat for 

1 this species. Pleaae consider various factor& such aa GRN_GTD_ADU_MAF 425,383.93 habitat type, sighting information, and project details 
when determining whether lo consult on this species in 
this area. 

The mapped boundary for inshore areas includes soma 
arees (e.g., aaltma,,.h, ur,anda) that are not habitat for 

2 
this species. Pleaee consider various factonJ such as 

GRN_GTD_NJV_MAF 425,383.93 habitat type, sighting information, and project details 
when detemiini ng whether ID consult on this species in 
thiaarea. 

The mapped boundary for inshore ereea includes some 
area.a (e.g., aa.ltmarah, upland a) that ere not habitat for 

3 this species. Ple88B consider various factor& such aa KMP_GTD_ANJ_MAF 425,384.57 habitat type, sighting information, and project details 
when determining whether ID consult on this species in 
thiaarea. 

The mapped boundary for inshore areea includes some 
arees (e.g., aaltma,,.h, uplands) that are not habitat for 

4 this species. Ple88B consider various factor& such as LOG_GTD_ANJ_MAF 425,384.57 habitat type, sighting information, and project details 
when determining whether ID consult on this species in 
this area. 

Sharks, Rays, Sawfish 

• Spedw Slllua LIie Stage Behavior Zone 

1 Giant Manta Ray Threalened Adults Migrating & Foraging Ray, Giant Manta, Inshore Gull of 
Mexico 

2 Giant Manta Ray Threalened Adults Mating 
Ray, Giant Manta, Inshore Gulf of 
Mexico 

3 Giant Manta Ray Threalened Juveniles Migrating & Foraging Ray, Giant Manta, Inshore Gull of 
Mexico 

4 Giant Manta Ray Threalened YOY Migrating & Foraging 
Ray, Giant Manta, Inshore Gull of 
Mexico 
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' Sub-Zone Date From Until DaCe From (2) Und1(2) 

1 No Data 01/01 12/31 No Data No Data 

2 No Data 01/01 12/31 No Data No Data 

3 NoDafa 01/01 12/31 NoDefa No Data 

4 No Data 01/01 12/31 No Dara No Data 

' - FeaturwlD Arni-I 
The mapped boundary for inshore arees includes some 
areas (e.g., fraahwaler lakes and rivers, tidal and non-
tidal marshes, mangroves, riparian areaa) that are not 

1 habitat for this species. Pleaea consider various factors GMR_RIG_ADU_MAF 264,033.36 
ouch 88 habitat type, Bighting information, and project 
details when detem,ini ng whether to consult on this 
species in this area. 

The mapped boundary for inshore areee includes some 
areas (e.g., freshwater lakes and rivera, tidal and non-
tidal mar&hea, mangroves, riparian areas) that are not 

2 habitat for this species. Pl8888 consider various factor& GMR_RIG_ADU_MAT 264,033.36 
ouch 88 habitat type, Bighting information, and project 
details when determining whether to consult on this 
species in this area. 

The mapped boundary for inshore arees includes some 
areas (e.g., freshwater lakes and rivera, tidal and non-
tidal marshes, mangroves, riparian araaa) that are not 

3 habitat for this species. Pleaae consider various factor& GMR_RIG_JUV_MAF 264,033.36 
ouch 88 habitat type, Bighting information, and project 
details when determining whether to consult on this 
specie& in this area. 

The mapped boundary for inshore arees include& eome 
areas (e.g., freshwater lakes and riven1, tidal and non-
tidal ma.n1hea, mangroves, riparian arees) that are not 

4 habitat for this specie&. Pleaee consider various facton1 GMR_RIG_YOY_MAF 264,033.36 
ouch 88 habitat type, Bighting information, and project 
details when determining whether to consult on this 
species in this area. 

Grouper and Sturgeon 

' ·-- Statua Life Stage Behavior Zone 

Sturgeon, Gulf, Criticel Habitat: 
1 Gulf oturgeon Threatened Adulto and Subodulta Migrating & Foraging Unit 8 Lake Pontchartrain• 

Mississippi Sound 

Sturgeon, Gulf, Criticel Habitat: 
2 Gulf Blurgeon Threatened Adulto and Subodulto Overwintering Unit 8 Lake Pontchartrain -

Mississippi Sound 

3 Gulf Blurgeon Threatened Adulto and Subodulta Overwintering Gulf of Mexico Tidally-Influenced 
Inshore 

4 Gulf oturgeon Threatened Juveniles Overwintering Gulf of Mexico Tidally-lnfluenoad 
Inshore 

' Sub-Z- Dale From UnUI DaCe From (2) Undl (2) 

1 No Data 10/01 04/30 No Data No Data 

2 No Dara 10/01 04/30 No Dara No Data 

3 No Data 10/01 04/30 NoDefa No Data 

4 No Data 10/01 04/30 No Data No Data 
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• - F•tu,.ID Ania(-) 

While the major shipping channels of Gulf Sturgeon 
Critical Habit.st Unit 8 Lake Pontchartrain - Mie&iesippi 
Sound ere excluded from Critical Habitat deeignetion, 
impacts to species in the&e excluded area muat still be 
considered in the conlext of section 7 consultations. Thie 

1 map only includes freshwater areas designated 88 Gulf GLF _G08_ASA_MAF 9,385.52 
sturgeon critical habitat and ia not intended to be an 
accurate representation of ell lTeehweter portions of the 
Gulf sturgeon range. In riverine units, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service will be responsible for all consultations 
regarding Gulf sturgeon and critical habitat. 

While the major shipping channels of Gulf Sturgeon 
Critical Habitat Unit 8 Lake Pontchartrain - Miasiasippi 
Sound are excluded from Critical Habitat designation, 
impacts to species in thesa excluded area must still be 
considered in the conlext of section 7 consultations. Thia 

2 map only includes freshwater areas designated as Gulf GLF _G08_ASA_WIN 9,385.52 
sturgeon critical habitat and is not intended to be an 
accurate representation of all freshwater portions of the 
Gulf sturgeon range. In riverine units, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Servioe will be responsible br all consultations 
regarding Gulf stu~eon and critical habitat. 

NOAA Fisheries and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
divide consultation responsibility for Gulf sturgeon. 
Pleaae request further clarification from NOAA Fisheries 
on the consultation lead in this area. The mapped 

3 
boundary for inshore areas includes aome areas (e.g., GLF _GTD_ASA_WIN 415,991.54 saltmarah, uplands) that are not habitat for th is species. 
Pleaae consider various factor& such 88 habitat type, 
sighting information, and project details when 
determining whether to consult on this species in this 
ares. 

NOAA Fisheries and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
divide consultation n,aponsibility for Gulf sturgeon. 
Pleaae request further clarification from NOAA Fisheries 
on the consultation lead in this area. The mapped 

4 
boundary for inshore areas includes aome areas {e.g., 

GLF _GTD_JUV_WIN 415,991.54 saltmarah, uplands) that are not habitat for th is species. 
Pleaae consider various factor& such 88 habitat type, 
sighting information, and project details when 
determining whether to consult on this species in this 
ares. 

Critical Habitat (area) 

• CHStotua CH Unit Aree(K,...) 

Sturgeon, Atlantic (Gulf subspecies) Final 8 Leka Pontchartrain - Mieeissippi Sound 9,385.52 

Critical Habitat (lines as polygons) 

• Specla 

Sturgeon, Atlantic (Gulf 1 Final 
subspecies) 

CH Statua CH Un~ -Some designated Critical Habitat 
units for Gulf Sturgeon and 
Atlantic Stu~eon are defined aa 
river elome, formally depicted ee 

Unit 8 Leka Pontchartrain - linear features in the CFR. For 
overlay tools in the S7 Mapper to 

MiBBiBBippi Sound work properly, we extrapolated 
Ii_, Critical Habitat unite to the 
corresponding double river bank 
polygon features represented in 
NHD. 

DISCLAIMER: IAe d INsARt doN NOT replace the Endqenld SpedesAct 
(E.SA) Sectlorl 7 COl'IWll:1lll0n pl'CIOeN: It II a Int l1lp .-, dllleffll.-,'1! 
lfaprq:,oMdF«walactori0¥9daPl...tttilltedlp«::IM«Clfllcl!II 

tebnllt~ct. s.eeuNthedlltapn:MCl«l lftl&lglltllllAl)p ... ~Dd 
~-.~ ....... mullll'ICt.lditthedat.~~g......a.d. 
n,•NSIOII C1.11SIUtl 0,,ep/lllblll} CllptrldOl"I t,•opOOl"ls pldeed t,; II• 

UNI', .-,dUd.-,g ll•~end .._Ofll•actlcln .. dMM'I, b layers 
~n......,..«Nlletatlle,.,d1MtM.fferd....,c»~--, 
u_,g h.,,,...YoU'AclCll'I,.,_ Melen.Ar-, ~lellon•~ 

the.._ofovtrtciipb«wMl'I the UNN!n,M'IAIM,.of.-,1-Mt(Mll 
IAi'fer)llftdb'Pfcffleiel87Con""'-IOn._.a,mrreiy1ettterNS 
n,prN1N"1tlll•a1mort,-~g-t,,eectilll9dNgK1.1p. 

Aree(Krw) 

9,385.52 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
Southeast Regional Office 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701-5505 
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/region/southeast 

F/SER31:OR 
SERO-2024-01821 

Jorge Cuadros 
Director (Fleet Installations and Environment and Deputy Chief of Staff) 
U.S. Fleet Forces Command 
Department of the Navy 
1562 Mitscher Avenue Suite 250 
Norfolk, Virginia 23551 

Ref.: USN, The Department of the Navy, US Navy Flight Training Bourbon MOA & ATCAA, 
St. Bernard Parish, Louisiana – EXPEDITED TRACK 

Dear Jorge Cuadros, 

This letter responds to your February 12, 2025, request pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) for consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) on the 
subject action. 

We reviewed the action agency’s consultation request document and related materials. Based on 
our knowledge, expertise, and the action agency’s materials, we concur with the action agency’s 
conclusions that the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect the NMFS ESA-listed 
species and/or designated critical habitat.  

Updates to the regulations governing interagency consultation (50 CFR part 402) were effective 
on May 6, 2024 (89 Fed. Reg. 24268). We are applying the updated regulations to this 
consultation. The 2024 regulatory changes, like those from 2019, were intended to improve and 
clarify the consultation process, and, with one exception from 2024 (offsetting reasonable and 
prudent measures), were not intended to result in changes to the Services’ existing practice in 
implementing section 7(a)(2) of the Act. 84 Fed. Reg. at 45015; 89 Fed. Reg. at 24268. We have 
considered the prior rules and affirm that the substantive analysis and conclusions articulated in 
this letter of concurrence would not have been any different under the 2019 regulations or pre-
2019 regulations. 

This concludes your consultation responsibilities under the ESA for species and/or designated 
critical habitat under NMFS’s purview. Reinitiation of consultation is required and shall be 
requested by the action agency where discretionary Federal action agency involvement or control 
over the action has been retained or is authorized by law and: (a) take occurs; (b) new 
information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a 
manner or to an extent not previously considered in this consultation; (c) the action is 
subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat 
not previously considered in this consultation; or (d) if a new species is listed or critical habitat 
designated that may be affected by the action. 

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/region/southeast


We look forward to further cooperation with you on other projects to ensure the conservation of 
our threatened and endangered marine species and designated critical habitat. If you have any 
questions on this consultation, please contact Omar Rodriguez, Consultation Biologist, by email 
at Omar.Rodriguez@noaa.gov. 

for 

Fi le: 1514-22.g 

Sincerely, 

REECE.KARLA.MIC ~:~t='.Z,cHELLE.1365 

HELLE.1365885962 :::i:025_02_271rn,o1-oo·oo· 

David Bernhart 
Assistant Regional Administrator 

for Protected Resources 

2 
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Appendix F

- . 

Mr. James Bondy 

DP.PAJlTMENT OF THE NAVY 
t:.<;. ~Ll!llT FORCl!.s CO)L\'IAND 

l~l Mrl'SCH>:R AVl.:NU~ SIIITI! lSO 
NO!lf'OLI{ VA 23~1-2487 

Office of Coastal Management···· ln1cmgcncy /\{fairs & field Sel'vices 
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 
J>.O. Box 94:l96 
Baton .Rouge, J .A 70R04-9396 

Dear Mr. Jlondy: 

5090 
N46/026 
July 24, 2024 

United States (l!.S.) Fleet Forces Command, a Command of the U.S. Navy (hereim11ler 
rd,;rrcd to as the Navy) proposes to reque,'I that the Federal Avi.ttion Administration {FAA) 
establish a new Military Operations Arca (MOA) and associated Air Traffic Control Assigned 
Airspace (ATCAA), narned the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA, cast ol'Naval Air Station Joint Reserve 
Base New Orleans (NAS JRB NOL/\) adjacent to the existing Snake MOA/ATCJ\i\ lo 
accommodate required flight tmining activities lur squadrons stationed at the base. fo 
accordance wilh the Coastal Zone Management Ac..1: (16 United Stales Code L U.S.C.J section 
1456{c)) and 15 Code ol'Fedt:rnl Regulations (CFR) Part 930 Subpart C, the Navy has prepared a 
Coastal Consistency J )etermirn1tio11 and is requesting coordination with the Louisiana Coastal 
Resources Program (LCRP) conccm.i.ng the potential effects to coastal resources. 

The proposed projccr would provide traioing ail'space closer to NAS JRB NOLA to improve 
t:hc quality and efficiency of the lrnining and make more efficient use of fuel resources. 
Ellicicncics arc achieved when pilots can train in <1irspace or sullicicul si~c and proximity to the 
base. The new MOA/ATCAA would be used alone and in co1~unctio11 with ex isling a{\jaccnl 
airspace. The action would not change the existing types or quantities of military flight ac..'livities 
originating fmm NAS JRB NOLA or occurring in the tegion. 'f'he Proposed Action is needed 
because existing airspace is localed a considerable distance fr.om NAS Jl{H NOLA resulting in 
prolonged transit times and reduced training time. 

Based on a consistency review of the approved LCRP in accordance with section 307(c) of 
the Federal Coastal Zone Management /\ct of 1~72, the N<1vy has determined that U1c pr~jcct 
wm be consistent to tbe maximum extent practicable with U1c 11::dcrally enforceable policies of 
the LCRP (Enclosure) and requests concurrence with this dete1mi11a{ion. Please provide your 
response within 60 days of receipt of'this corrcspo11dcncc. The Project Manager at U.S. Fleet 
Forces Command is Mr. Greg Thompson, who may be reached at: (757) 836-6938 or via email: 
Gregory.S.Th1,mpson2.civ@us.navv.mil. 
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Tl'you have any atl<litional (lueslions or commenu;, ple,ise contact I .aila Capers Cobb, who 
rnay be 1·eached at: ('J04) 542-6180 or via email: Laila.T.Capers.civ(tv.us.nayy.mil. Thank you -
fcir your Lim~ <1ml consi<lcrntion an<l Hir supporting the military mission in r .,uisiann. 

Sinct:rely, 

'/M,,t,,( 

L.i\GUJ\ 
eclor, Fl • n.stallation.s and Environment 

and Dcpu: C 1icl'ol'Slafl' 

f.lnclosure: Project ))escription and Louisiana. Coast.al Resources Program Consistency Review 

Copy to: Thalas Rattan>1xay, NAS JRII New Udea.11s, Acting 1!1,tallation Environmental 
Progrnm Director; Laila Caper.; Cohh, NJ\ VFAC Southeast 
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Flight Training Activities in the Bourbon Military Operations Area Offshore From Naval 
Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans, Louisiana 

Project Description and 
Louisiana Coastal Resources Program Consistency Review 

 
Introduction 
This document provides the State of Louisiana with the Department of the Navy’s (Navy) 
Consistency Determination under section 307(c) of the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) 
(16 United States Code [U.S.C.] section 1456) and 15 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 
930, for the flight training activities in the Bourbon Military Operations Area (MOA) and 
associated Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA) offshore from Naval Air Station 
Joint Reserve Base New Orleans. The information in this Consistency Review is provided 
pursuant to 15 CFR section 930.39 and the requirements of the Louisiana Coastal Resources 
Program (LCRP). 

A MOA is a type of Special Use Airspace (SUA) designated to contain non-hazardous military 
flight training activities. It has defined vertical and lateral dimensions and designated times of 
use published on sectional aeronautical charts which identifies to other airspace users where 
these activities occur. An ATCAA also has specific vertical and lateral limits for the purpose of 
providing air traffic segregation between military training activities and other airspace users. 
Most often, as is the case in this project, an ATCAA is located above a MOA and has the same 
lateral limits as the MOA below. There is no ground training component associated with a MOA, 
only flight training activities.  

Project Location 
The location of the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA is shown on Figure 1. The Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA would be located partially over St. Bernard Parish and partially over the waters 
of the Gulf of Mexico. The proposed MOA/ATCAA would be directly adjacent to existing SUA 
known as Snake MOA/ATCAA, Warning Area (W-) 453 and W-148. Figure 1 includes a 2-
dimensional and 3-dimensional representation of the airspace. The proposed vertical 
segmentation of the MOA/ATCAA is detailed on the 3-dimensional graphic. Under the proposed 
MOA/ATCAA are the primarily open waters of Breton Sound, Chandeleur Sound, Lake Borgne, 
the bayous and marshes of Biloxi State Wildlife Management Area and other bayous, and 
marshes of St. Bernard Parish. The entirety of the proposed SUA is within Louisiana’s Coastal 
Zone Boundary. Figure 2 shows the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA within the parishes and 
coastal zone of Louisiana. 

Description of the Proposed Action  
The Navy proposes to establish the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA east of Naval Air Station Joint 
Reserve Base New Orleans (NAS JRB NOLA) adjacent to the existing Snake MOA/ATCAA. 
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to accomplish training requirements more efficiently for 
squadrons based at NAS JRB NOLA. Efficiencies are achieved when pilots can train in a SUA 
of sufficient size and proximity to the base. The Proposed Action is needed because the existing 
SUA is located a considerable distance from NAS JRB NOLA resulting in prolonged transit 
times and reduced training time.  
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The action would not change the existing types or quantities of military flight activities 
originating from NAS JRB NOLA or occurring in the region. The airspace proposed for the 
Bourbon MOA/ATCAA is used to transition from NAS JRB NOLA to the current SUA (Snake 
MOA/ATCAA and Warning Areas). Annual operations would be conducted within the Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA up to 240 days per year, which is the current operations tempo for the existing 
space and the adjacent SUA. The number of annual military flights (4,169) would be the same as 
current conditions, but instead of straight transition flights (lasting approximately 10–12 
minutes), the airspace would be used for training flights (lasting approximately 30–60 minutes).  

Training mission scenarios for aircraft utilizing the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be similar to 
those occurring in the existing adjacent SUA and include non-hazardous training activities such 
as functional check flights, currency, basic fighter maneuvers, Fleet Replacement Squadron 
training/tactical intercepts, familiarization training, and participation in large scale exercises that 
would include multiple aircraft and use the connected SUA. Flight activities may occur as either 
subsonic or supersonic. Supersonic speed is expected to be infrequent in the Bourbon 
MOA/ATCAA with approximately 13 percent of the annual flights employing supersonic speed. 
Supersonic speed occurs in one or more short intervals of approximately 30 seconds during a 
training event, it does not occur for the entire training event. Supersonic speed would have 
altitude restrictions within certain zones of the MOA/ATCAA which would limit supersonic 
speed over land areas to an altitude above 30,000 feet.  

Subsonic aircraft operations and the resulting cumulative Day-Night Average Sound Level 
(DNL) within the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA would be below the significance level established by 
the Federal Aviation Administration. The DNL is also below the level defined by U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency to protect public health. The DNL is at a level defined by the 
Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise as compatible with all land uses to include 
residential and recreational uses. Direct overflights at the lowest possible altitude (4,000 feet 
above mean sea level), while noticeable, would be very rare over any coastal land area and last 
for only a few seconds or less. An individual location is not expected to experience this scenario 
on a recurring or routine basis since aircraft operations would be distributed over a wide area. 
Supersonic aircraft operations and the resulting C-weighted DNL (CDNL) would be below the 
threshold defined by U.S. Army Public Health Command as compatible with all sensitive 
resources. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts to coastal zone resources due to 
noise from the Proposed Action flight operations. 

Some training events may include the expenditure of chaff and flares, consistent with the 
adjacent SUA. The deployment of chaff and flares within the proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA 
would have negligible impacts to coastal resources. Flares are designed to burn out within 3–5 
seconds of release and would be consumed within the SUA and very unlikely to impact the land 
or water beneath the MOA. Chaff fibers, which are finer than a human hair, would drift in the 
wind after release and would ultimately settle to the ground or sea. Chaff fibers are non-toxic 
(aluminum silica) and readily break down in water or soil once they reach the earth’s surface and 
would not be noticeable beneath the MOA/ATCAA. Chaff and flares each contain benign 
components used in the packaging that ultimately fall to the ground or sink in the water as debris 
after released from the aircraft. These materials are referred to as “residual materials” and 
include plastic end caps, felt spacers, and pistons. The potential effects of chaff and flares and 
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the residual materials have been studied in previous analyses with the overall conclusion that the 
chemical components of chaff and flares and the presence of residual materials do not impact air, 
water, or biological resources, particularly in the insignificant quantities of these components 
that would occur with the Proposed Action. Furthermore, the low annual usage of chaff and 
flares and the large size of the SUA make any potential impact on coastal resources negligible. 
Flight operations are widely dispersed within the SUA, reducing the likelihood of chaff fibers, 
flare ash, or dud flares accumulating in the coastal zone. 

Federal Consistency Review 
The LCRP is composed of state statutes, which constitute the enforceable policies of the Coastal 
Resources Program. Statutes addressed as part of the LCRP consistency review and considered 
in the analysis of the Proposed Action are discussed in Table 1 below.  

Conclusion 
The Navy has reviewed the LCRP and reviewed its Proposed Action for how and to what degree 
the activities could affect Louisiana’s coastal zone uses and resources. The Navy has determined 
that the Proposed Action is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the applicable 
enforceable policies of the LCRP. 
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Figure 1: Proposed Bourbon MOA/ATCAA and Existing Adjacent SUA 
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Figure 2: Bourbon MOA Location within the Coastal Zone 
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Table 1: Louisiana Enforceable Statutes and Federal Consistency Review 

Louisiana 
Administrative 
Code, Title 43  

Part I 

Legal Scope Consistency Evaluation 

Section 701 (G). 
Guidelines 
Applicable to All 
Uses  
 
 

It is the policy of the coastal resources 
program to avoid the following adverse 
impacts. To this end, all uses and 
activities shall be planned, sited, 
designed, constructed, operated, and 
maintained to avoid to the maximum 
extent practicable significant:  
 
Part 1: reductions in the natural supply 
of sediment and nutrients to the coastal 
system by alterations of freshwater flow;  
Part 2: adverse economic impacts on the 
locality of the use and affected 
governmental bodies; 
Part 3: detrimental discharges of 
inorganic nutrient compounds into 
coastal waters; 
Part 4: alterations in the natural 
concentration of oxygen in coastal 
waters;  
Part 5: destruction or adverse alterations 
of streams, wetland, tidal passes, inshore 
waters and water bottoms, beaches, 
dunes, barrier islands, and other natural 
biologically valuable areas or protective 
coastal features; 
Part 6: adverse disruption of existing 
social patterns;  
Part 7: alterations of the natural 
temperature regime of coastal waters;   
Part 8: detrimental changes in existing 
salinity regimes;  
Part 9: detrimental changes in littoral 
and sediment transport processes. 

Part 1: The Proposed Action does not include 
alterations of freshwater flow in the coastal 
zone. The Proposed Action does not include 
any changes to the existing drainage ditches or 
canals on the military installation.  
Part 2: The Proposed Action does not include 
adverse economic impacts to the locality of the 
use and affected governmental bodies. 
Part 3: The Proposed Action does not include 
discharges of inorganic nutrient compounds. 
Part 4: The Proposed Action does not include 
alterations to oxygen concentrations in coastal 
waters.  
Part 5: The Proposed Action does not include 
destruction or adverse alterations of streams, 
wetland, tidal passes, inshore waters and water 
bottoms, beaches, dunes, barrier islands, and 
other natural biologically valuable areas or 
protective coastal features. 
Part 6: The Proposed Action does not include 
disruptions of existing social patterns.  
Part 7: The Proposed Action does not include 
alterations of coastal waters’ natural 
temperature regime.  
Part 8: The Proposed Action does not include 
alterations in existing salinity regimes. 
Part 9: The Proposed Action does not include 
changes in littoral and sediment transport 
processes. 
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Louisiana 
Administrative 
Code, Title 43  

Part I 

Legal Scope Consistency Evaluation 

Section 701 (G). 
Guidelines 
Applicable to All 
Uses  
(continued) 

Part 10: adverse effects of cumulative 
impacts; 
Part 11: detrimental discharges of 
suspended solids into coastal waters, 
including turbidity resulting from 
dredging;  
Part 12: reductions or blockage of water 
flow or natural circulation patterns 
within or into an estuarine system or a 
wetland forest;  
Part 13: discharges of pathogens or 
toxic substances into coastal waters;   
Part 14: adverse alteration or 
destruction of archaeological, historical, 
or other cultural resources. 
Part 15: fostering of detrimental 
secondary impacts in undisturbed or 
biologically highly productive wetland 
areas;   
Part 16: adverse alteration or 
destruction of unique or valuable 
habitats, critical habitat for endangered 
species, important wildlife or fishery 
breeding or nursery areas, designated 
wildlife management or sanctuary areas, 
or forestlands; 
Part 17: adverse alteration or 
destruction of public parks, shoreline 
access points, public works, designated 
recreation areas, scenic rivers, or other 
areas of public use and concern;   
Part 18: adverse disruptions of coastal 
wildlife and fishery migratory patterns; 
Part 19: land loss, erosion, and 
subsidence;   
Part 20: increases in the potential for 
flood, hurricane, and other storm 
damage, or increases in the likelihood 
that damage will occur from such 
hazards. 
Part 21: reduction in the long term 
biological productivity of the coastal 
ecosystem. 

Part 10: The Proposed Action does not result 
in adverse effects of cumulative impacts. 
Part 11: The Proposed Action does not involve 
dredging. 
Part 12: The Proposed Action does not involve 
reductions or blockage of water flow or natural 
circulation patterns within or into an estuarine 
system or a wetland forest. 
Part 13: Chaff and flares are non-toxic; thus, 
the Proposed Action does not include 
discharges of pathogens or toxic substances. 
Part 14: The Proposed Action does not involve 
adverse alteration or destruction of 
archaeological, historical, or other cultural 
resources. 
Part 15: The Proposed Action does not include 
detrimental secondary impacts in undisturbed or 
biologically highly productive wetland areas.  
Part 16: The Proposed Action does not include 
adverse alteration or destruction of unique or 
valuable habitats, critical habitat for endangered 
species, important wildlife or fishery breeding 
or nursery areas, designated wildlife 
management or sanctuary areas, or forestlands.  
Part 17: The Proposed Action does not include 
adverse alteration of areas of public use and 
concern.   
Part 18: The Proposed Action may cause birds 
within the coastal zone to experience minor, 
temporary disturbance from aircraft noise, but 
these effects are unlikely to pose long-term or 
population-level impacts. No impacts to fishery 
migration patterns. 
Part 19: The Proposed Action does not include 
land loss, erosion, and subsidence.  
Part 20: The Proposed Action does not include 
increases in the potential for flood, hurricane, or 
other storm damage. No impervious surfaces 
would be added as part of the Proposed Action. 
Part 21: The Proposed Action would not 
directly reduce the long-term biological 
productivity of the coastal ecosystem. 

Section 703 Guidelines for Levees The Proposed Action does not include 
construction of levees. 

Section 705 Guidelines for Linear Facilities The Proposed Action does not include 
development of linear facilities. 

Section 707 Guidelines for Dredged Spoil Deposition The Proposed Action does not include dredged 
spoil deposition. 

Section 709 Guidelines for Shoreline Modification The Proposed Action does not include shoreline 
modification. 
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Louisiana 
Administrative 
Code, Title 43 

Part I 

Legal Scope Consistency Evaluation 

Section 711 Guidelines for Surface Alterations 

The Proposed Action does not include surface 
alterations in Louisiana’s Coastal Zone (all 
activities are within the airspace above the 
coastal zone).  

Section 713 Guidelines for Hydrologic and Sediment 
Transport Modifications 

The Proposed Action would not result in 
hydrologic or sediment transport modifications 
through such means as controlled diversions, 
deposition systems, siphons, controlled 
conduits, water control structures, 
impoundments, or surface/groundwater 
withdrawals. 

Section 715 Guidelines for Disposal of Wastes 

The Proposed Action does not include the 
location or operation of waste storage, 
treatment and disposal facilities in the 
Louisiana coastal zone. 

Section 717 
Guidelines for Uses that Result in the 
Alteration of Waters Draining into 
Coastal Waters 

The Proposed Action does not include activities 
that would result in alteration of waters draining 
into coastal waters. No changes are expected to 
the quantity, quality, and rate of flow off the 
installation. 

Section 719 Guidelines for Oil, Gas, and Other 
Mineral Activities 

The Proposed Action does not include oil, gas, 
or other mineral activities. 

F-10
Appendix F



 State of Louisiana
 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
 

OFFICE OF COASTAL MANAGEMENT 

Post Office Box 44487, Baton Rouge, LA 70804-4487 | 617 North Third Street, 10th Floor, Baton Rouge, LA 70802 
PHONE: (225) 342-7591 | www.dnr.louisiana.gov 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 

JEFF LANDRY 
GOVERNOR 

TYLER PATRICK GRAY 
SECRETARY 

KEITH LOVELL 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

 

August 22, 2024 

Gregory Thompson 
U.S. Fleet Forces 
Home Basing/ Homeporting NEPA Program Manager 
200 Dulles Drive 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
Via email:  gregory.s.thompson2.civ@us.navy.mil   

RE: C20240077, Coastal Zone Consistency 
U.S. Navy 
Direct Federal Action 
Flight Training Activities in the Bourbon MOA Offshore From Naval Air Station Joint 
Reserve Base New Orleans 
Plaquemines and St. Bernard Parish, Louisiana 

Dear Mr. Thompson, 

The above referenced project has been reviewed for consistency with the approved Louisiana 
Coastal Resource Program (LCRP) as required by Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management 
Act of 1972, as amended.  The project, as proposed in the application, is consistent with the 
LCRP.  

If you have any questions concerning this determination, please contact Ray Reich of the 
Consistency Section at (225) 342-7949 or ray.reich@la.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

/S/ Charles Reulet 
Administrator 
Interagency Affairs/Field Services Division 

CR/MH/rar 

cc: Dave Butler, LDWF             
Matthew Vincent, CPRA Sediment Management Team 

http://www.dnr.louisiana.gov/
mailto:gregory.s.thompson2.civ@us.navy.mil


From: Ray Reich
To: "Thompson, Gregory S CIV USN (USA)"
Cc: Dave Butler; Matthew Vincent
Subject: CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION ATTACHED- C20240077- Flight Training Activities in the Bourbon MOA Offshore

From Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans
Date: Thursday, August 22, 2024 4:08:02 PM
Attachments: C20240077 Consistency Determination Letter.pdf

Good afternoon, Gregory
 
Please see the attached consistency approval letter for C20240077. Thank you for working with us.
 
Ray Reich
Coastal Resources Scientist
Office of Coastal Management (OCM)
LA Dept. of Energy and Natural Resources
225.342.7949 office
Office Hours: 8 AM - 430 PM, M-F
Telecommute- Mon and Fri
 
 
 
 

mailto:Ray.Reich@LA.GOV
mailto:gregory.s.thompson2.civ@us.navy.mil
mailto:dbutler@wlf.la.gov
mailto:Matthew.Vincent@la.gov
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OFFICE OF COASTAL MANAGEMENT 


Post Office Box 44487, Baton Rouge, LA 70804-4487 | 617 North Third Street, 10th Floor, Baton Rouge, LA 70802 
PHONE: (225) 342-7591 | www.dnr.louisiana.gov 


An Equal Opportunity Employer 


JEFF LANDRY 
GOVERNOR 


TYLER PATRICK GRAY 
SECRETARY 


KEITH LOVELL 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY 


 


August 22, 2024 


Gregory Thompson 
U.S. Fleet Forces 
Home Basing/ Homeporting NEPA Program Manager 
200 Dulles Drive 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
Via email:  gregory.s.thompson2.civ@us.navy.mil   


RE: C20240077, Coastal Zone Consistency 
U.S. Navy 
Direct Federal Action 
Flight Training Activities in the Bourbon MOA Offshore From Naval Air Station Joint 
Reserve Base New Orleans 
Plaquemines and St. Bernard Parish, Louisiana 


Dear Mr. Thompson, 


The above referenced project has been reviewed for consistency with the approved Louisiana 
Coastal Resource Program (LCRP) as required by Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management 
Act of 1972, as amended.  The project, as proposed in the application, is consistent with the 
LCRP.  


If you have any questions concerning this determination, please contact Ray Reich of the 
Consistency Section at (225) 342-7949 or ray.reich@la.gov. 


Sincerely yours, 


/S/ Charles Reulet 
Administrator 
Interagency Affairs/Field Services Division 


CR/MH/rar 


cc: Dave Butler, LDWF             
Matthew Vincent, CPRA Sediment Management Team 



http://www.dnr.louisiana.gov/

mailto:gregory.s.thompson2.civ@us.navy.mil
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From: Charles Reulet
To: Ray Reich
Subject: FW: FOR REVIEW- C20240077- U.S. NAVY FLIGHT TRAINING ACTIVITIES WITHIN THE PROPOSED BOURBON

MILITARY OPERATIONS AREA
Date: Friday, August 23, 2024 8:48:23 AM
Attachments: 77_final let draft.docx

77_recommendation sheet draft.docx

Approved
 
Charles Reulet
Administrator
 
Office of Coastal Management
Louisiana Department of Energy and Natural Resources
225.342.0861 Office
225.937.5688 Cell
 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This email communication may contain confidential information which also may be legally privileged and is intended only for the use of
the intended recipients identified above. If you are not the intended recipient of this communication, you are hereby notified that any
unauthorized review, use, dissemination, distribution, downloading, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not
the intended recipient and have received this communication in error, please immediately notify us by reply email, delete the
communication and destroy all copies.
 

From: Charles Reulet <Charles.Reulet@LA.GOV> 
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2024 2:12 PM
To: Ray Reich <Ray.Reich@LA.GOV>
Subject: Fwd: FOR REVIEW- C20240077- U.S. NAVY FLIGHT TRAINING ACTIVITIES WITHIN THE
PROPOSED BOURBON MILITARY OPERATIONS AREA
 
 
 
 

From: Mark Hogan <Mark.Hogan@LA.GOV>
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2024 1:36:27 PM
To: Charles Reulet <Charles.Reulet@LA.GOV>
Cc: Sara Krupa <Sara.Krupa@LA.GOV>; Ray Reich <Ray.Reich@LA.GOV>
Subject: FW: FOR REVIEW- C20240077- U.S. NAVY FLIGHT TRAINING ACTIVITIES
WITHIN THE PROPOSED BOURBON MILITARY OPERATIONS AREA
 
 
 
Charles, please approve the attached Consistency letter. Thanks.
 
-Mark
 

From: Ray Reich <Ray.Reich@LA.GOV> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2024 3:38 PM
To: Mark Hogan <Mark.Hogan@LA.GOV>
Subject: FOR REVIEW- C20240077- U.S. NAVY FLIGHT TRAINING ACTIVITIES WITHIN THE PROPOSED

mailto:Charles.Reulet@LA.GOV
mailto:Ray.Reich@LA.GOV
mailto:Mark.Hogan@LA.GOV
mailto:Charles.Reulet@LA.GOV
mailto:Sara.Krupa@LA.GOV
mailto:Ray.Reich@LA.GOV
mailto:Ray.Reich@LA.GOV
mailto:Mark.Hogan@LA.GOV
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August 22, 2024



Gregory Thompson

U.S. Fleet Forces

Home Basing/ Homeporting NEPA Program Manager

200 Dulles Drive

Lafayette, LA 70506

Via email:  gregory.s.thompson2.civ@us.navy.mil  



RE:	C20240077, Coastal Zone Consistency

U.S. Navy

Direct Federal Action

Flight Training Activities in the Bourbon MOA Offshore From Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans

Plaquemines and St. Bernard Parish, Louisiana



Dear Mr. Thompson,



The above referenced project has been reviewed for consistency with the approved Louisiana Coastal Resource Program (LCRP) as required by Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended.  The project, as proposed in the application, is consistent with the LCRP. 



If you have any questions concerning this determination, please contact Ray Reich of the Consistency Section at (225) 342-7949 or ray.reich@la.gov.



Sincerely yours,



/S/ Charles Reulet

Administrator

Interagency Affairs/Field Services Division



CR/MH/rar



cc:	Dave Butler, LDWF                   

	Mathew Vincent, CPRA Sediment Management Team   

              

Post Office Box 44487, Baton Rouge, LA 70804-4487 | 617 North Third Street, 10th Floor, Baton Rouge, LA 70802

PHONE: (225) 342-7591 | www.dnr.louisiana.gov

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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Louisiana Department of Energy and Natural Resources

INTERAGENCY AFFAIRS/FIELD SERVICES DIVISION

Federal Consistency Determination Statement and Recommendation Sheet





Consistency Number C20240077

Applicant/Agency   Department of the Navy 

Project Title (If Applicable) Flight Training Activities in the Bourbon MOA Offshore From Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base JRB New Orleans, Louisiana 



Salient Points/Issues: Aircraft training closer to the base is anticipated to improve quality and efficiency of training and fuel resources. 



Objections: No Objections



Recommendation: 	Concurrence		



List and Discuss Pertinent Guidelines if Denial Recommended 	

	

	

	

	

	



Additional Action? 	

	

	





	Recommendation By:                                   		Reviewed By:

								

	__________Ray Reich_______			   Mark Hogan           	                                        	____(Coastal Resources Analyst)___

	         			



	_________08/20/2024____________      	_______8/22/2024______________

		        	(date)					          (date)





G:\Users\CMDPUBL\Interagency\CONSISTENCY\FORMS\ recommendation sheet.doc                                                          Rev 08/25/2010

Doesn't require alt text.



BOURBON MILITARY OPERATIONS AREA
 
Good afternoon, Mark
 
Please see the attached final letter and recommendation sheet drafts for C20240077:
 
Public Access:
file:///F:\Sonris\OCM\OCMPubl\Interagency\Consistency\Consistency%20Files\C20240077
 

C Number: C20240077

Applicant: US NAVY

Report: Report Link

Data Access: Data Link

Document Access: Document Link
 
Thanks,
Ray Reich
Coastal Resources Scientist
Office of Coastal Management (OCM)
LA Dept. of Energy and Natural Resources
225.342.7949 office
Office Hours: 8 AM - 430 PM, M-F
Telecommute- Mon and Fri
 
 
 
 
 

file://dnr_btr.dnrdomain.dnr.state.la.us/VOL1/Sonris/OCM/OCMPubl/Interagency/Consistency/Consistency%20Files/C20240077
http://sonlite.dnr.state.la.us/cart_giso/consistency.report?p_cnumber=C20240077
http://reports.dnr.state.la.us/sundown/cart_prod/cart_cmd_consistency.cart_cons_frame?pcons_num=C20240077
http://ucmwww.dnr.state.la.us/ucmsearch/FindDocuments.aspx?idx=xrefnum&val=C20240077&qtype=eq
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Kristen Sanders 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
U.S. FLEET FORCES COMM.\ND 

IS62 Ml'I-S(:H~ll AYE~OE St'ITE 2SO 
NORFOI.K VA 23551-l;!ll7 

State ITi~'toric J>reservalion Office 
Louisiana omce of Cultural Development 
l'OHox 44247 
Baton Rouge, Li\ 70804-424 l 

Dear Ms. Sanders: 

5090 
N46/028 
July 24, 2024 

The United States (U.S.) l>epartmentoflhe Navy (hereinalkr referred lo as Ute Navy) is 
preparing an Environmental /\sscssmcnt (El\) under the National J ,nvi(omneotal Policy Act lo 

evaluate potential environmental impacts associated with proposed llighl training activities 
wi1hin a new Mililary Operations /\rca (MOA) and associated Air Traffic Contml Assigned 
Airspace (A'l'CAA), named the Bourbon MO/\//\ TC/\/\, cast or Naval i\ir Station Joint Reserve 
Base New Orleans (NAS JRB NOl.A) Q•:nclosvre 1). In accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Ac( and its implementing regulations, 36 Code of l.;ederal 
Regulatio11s (C::l;J{) Part 800, the Navy is providing infomrntion for your review and concurrence 
regarding the above-rcforcnccd p~jcct. 

The proposed undertaking establishes a new MOA and associated A TCAA ,.;ast ol'N/\S 
mB NOLA adjacm,t to the existing Snake MOA//\TCM to accommodate required flight 
training activities for squadrons stntioned at the base (Enclosurn 2). Potential impacts arc 
analyzed in 1hc EA for both U1c No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives. The 1-'.A addresses 
the aitspace utilization. 

The Navy's Area of Potential Effects (APE) for this proposed undcitaking includes areas 
dircctJy or indirectly affected beneath the proposed airspace. For this proposed undertaking, the 
Navy de(em1i11cd that the APE is the land and water uoder the newly proposed airspace where 
flight trnining activities would occur as shown in Enclosure 2. 

The Navy is sending a leller to the Chitimacha Tribe or Louisiana requesting tl1e 
identification of tradition.al cultural properties ,imVor other sacred sites or any other concerns 
with the undertaking. The lcller describes the purpose and need of the project. and includes a 
map showing die A.Pl!, a description of the APB, a description of all hist.oric properties within 
and a,\j.tcent to the APE, ,md a detailed project description. 

/\ search or the National Register database was conducted and one National Regisler of 
I listoric Places (NRHP) strm:turc was idenlilicd under the proposed airspace. The hi,'toric 
property is Fort Proctor located in St. I \eroard Parish, north of Shell Beach 011 Lake Borgnc. The 
fort is constrnct<AI of granite, brick, and cast iron 1-beams. The National ltegiste1· Nomination 
Form, which was submitted in I 97R, noted !hat the land has receded and Lake Borgne has 
partially cngu!fod approximately two-dlirds of the outer earthworks. Cun·ently, Port Proctor is 
surrounded ny water at least one /i)()I deep, mid modern aerial imagery confirms the site is still 
heavily inundated (Enclosure :I). 
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A s,mrch or the Louisiana Shttc Historic Preservation Oflicc (SHPO) database was 
cond11ctcd for all NR1ll'•listed or-eligible districts and individual properties under. or adjacent to 
the proposed airspace. In addition to Fort Proctor, lwo other properties were identified: the 
~amuel l'r.octor l loi1se Q.'.nclosure ~) and an •mnamed residential property (Enclosul'e .'i). A~ of a 
1982 struclurnl .survcy, the Samuel Proctor House was described as an unoccupied, deteriorated 
cottage with remains of a front porch. Cul'rent aerial images from the SI Ji •o dat~hase do not 
show evidence I.hat I.he structure is still standing. The second slructurc was recorded during the 
same 1982 survey and was descrihed as a deteriorated residential stmcture. Current aerial 
images from the SHPO database clearly show this building is no longer ci,.·tant and has been 
replaced hy a lal'ger, more modem structure. 

A search of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Automated Wreck 
and Obstruction .l.11formatio11 ~ystem database noted two shipwrecks under the proposed 
airspHce: the Queen Mary IT, a 36-lool cabin cruiser, and an unknown shipwreck. Both arc in 
shallow water, and neither are noted as significant. 

~ome training eve11ts may include the expenditure of chaff and flares, consistent with the 
a,~jaecnt Snake MON/\ TCM. Flares arc folly consumed within the airspace with.in 
approximately 5 seconds of release. Chafffihers (which are approximately 1 inch or less in 
length and arc liner than a human hair) are widely distributed with prevailing wind conditions 
and ultimately settle to the surface. The libers arc non-toxic and readily degrade in soil or wakr. 
The potential effects of chaff and flares have heen studied in previo1ts analy~es with the overall 
conclusion that their use docs not have significant impacts to air, water, cultural or biologicaJ 
l'esources. No weapons testing or ordnance expenditure would occur within the new 
MONJ\TCM. /1.s such, there would be no direct impacts to ground resources. The subsonic 
noise level from trnining activitit:s in the MO/\/i\TC/\A would he 52 /\-weighted decibels 
(dB/\) Day-Night/\ vcragc Sound Level (J)NJ ,), which would not exceed the LJ.S. Environmental 
Protection Ag.:ncy threshold for protecting public health and welfare (55 dB/\ DNL). Similarly, 
the supersonic noise levels (34-~2 (:.weighted decihels [dllCl l)NL [CDNLl) are well helow the 
level dclincd by U.S. Anny Public Health Command as compatible with residential and noise 
sensitive areas (62 dBC Cl)NL). Previous studies have found it is unlikely that noise ,md 
vibration associated with air operations would cause strucltlm.1 damage to b11Hdi11gs. In fact, 
severnl studies of the effecLs of noise on historic propcrlks located in high aircrnll noise ,oncs 
have found that vibration resultirJg from the activities oftour groups, and even vacuuming, 
generated more structural vibration than that gcncrat.cd by aircmll noise. Subso11ic sound of less 
than 130 dll is highly unlikely to damage strm,1.urnl element,. Noticeable vibration of 
windowpanes and objccls within buildings may occur at sound levels of 110 dB or g.rcater. 
Flight operations within the Bourbon MOA would not exceed I l O dB. 

The proposed undertaking would not impact known or unknown historic properties under 
the proposed airspace, thus the Na:vy recommends a Finding of ''No Adverse Effect'' pursuant to 
36 CPR part 800.S(b). i\Uaehed for your review arc copies of relevant documents supporting our 
findiog. This documentation satisfies requirements set forth ut J6 CFR purl 800:1 l(e). 

2 

l 
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The .P~ject Manager at United States Fled Forces Coinnrnnd is Mr. Oreg Thompson, 
who may be reached via phone (757) 8'.16-6938 or via email at: 
Gregory.S.Thompson2.civ@us.navy.1nil. If you have any additional questions or commenls, 
please contact nr. John Calabrese at NA VFJ\C Soutl1c .. st via phone (904) 657-7447 or via email 
al: Joh.n.A.Calabrese4.civ@us.navy.mil. Thank you for your attention to tl1is matter. 

Sincerely, 

,HQ/ 

. I.. AUlJAY< 
rector, Flee tallations and Environment 

and Deputy , • f of Staff 

Enclosures: 'I. NJ\S m11 NOLA Loca1io11 
2. NAS JR.B NOLA Proposed Air.space 
3. l;ort Pmctor NRll.l' Fonn 
1. Samuel Proctor House 
5. llonamed [louse 

3 

I 
I 



Attachment 1 – NAS JRB NOLA Location 
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- Interstate Highway ~-·-··! NAS JRB NOLA Property Boundary 
··-··-· N 

--- US Highway 

State Highway and Route 

, Parish Boundary 

0 
Miles 

25 1 
Sourc~· ESRI 2013, USAF 2023, USGS 2013 
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Attachment 2 – NAS JRB NOLA Proposed Airspace 
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13-D View I 
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Attachment 3 – Fort Proctor NRHP Form 
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Form No. 10-300 REV, 19 /77) bATA SH EETp 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE. INTER IOR 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

NATIONAL REGISTER OF IDSTORIC PLACES 
INVENTORY -- NOMINATION FORM 

SEE INSTRUCTIONS IN HOW TO COMPLETE NATIONAL REGISTER FORMS 
TYPE ALL ENTRIES -- COMPLETE APPLICABLE SECTIONS 

DNAME 
HISTORIC Fort Proctor 

AND/ OR COMMON 

Fort Beauregard 

LOCATION fY lr(t - ,e. ,(.__ , t..( '/! ', -{ .. _) 
STREET & NUMBER 

Near Old Shell Beach ~n Lake Borgne 

CITY. TOWN 
/" 

'.i;, 1. • VICINITY OF 

STATE 

Louisiana 

CODE 

22 

CLASSIFICATION 

CATEGORY 
_ DISTRICT 

XBUILDING(S) 

_STRUCTURE 

_SITE 

_OBJECT 

OWNERSHIP STATUS 
_PUBLIC -OCCUPIED 

~RIVA TE KuNOCCUPIED 

_ BOTH _WORK IN PROGRESS 

PUBLIC ACQUISITION ACCESSIBLE 
_IN PROCESS _YES: RESTRICTED 

.XSEING CONSIDERED KYES: UNRESTRICTED 

_NO 

OWNER OF PROPERTY 
NAME Shell Beach Properties, Inc. 

STREET& ~~i'oERSouth Carollton Avenue 

CITY. TOWN 
New Orleans VICINITY OF 

LOCATION OF LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
COURTHOUSE. 
REGISTRY OF DEEDS,ETC. St. Bernard Parish Courthouse 

STREET & NUMBER 

CITY. TOWN 
Chalmette 

D REPRESENTATION IN EXISTING SURVEYS 
Tli'LE Louisiana Historic Sites Survey 

DATE 

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 

CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 

1st Robert Livingston 

COUNTY CODE 

St. Bern;;_rd 087 .....-

PRESENT USE 
-AGRICULTURE _MUSEUM 

_ COMMERCIAL _ PARK 

_EDUCATIONAL _PRIVATE RESIDENCE 

_ENTERTAINMENT _RELIGIOUS 

_GOVERNMENT _SCIENTIFIC 

_INDUSTRIAL _TRANSPORTATION 

_MILITARY -..&>THER: 

' J 

STATE 

Louisiana 

STATE 

Louisiana 

1978 _FEDERAL XsTATE _COUNTY __l.OCAL 

DEPOSITORY FOR 

SURVEY RECORDS State Historic Preservation Office 
--- ----- .-- -- ------------------------

CITY, TOWN STATE 

Baton Rouge Louisiana 
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El DESCRIPTION 

_EXCELLENT 

_GOOD 

_ FAIR 

CONDITION 

_!oETERIORATED 

_RUINS 

_UNEXPOSED 

CHECK ONE 

.!UNALTERED 

_ALTERED 

CHECK ONE 

_!ORIGINAL SITE 

_MOVED OATc_ __ _ 

DESCRIBE THE PRESENT AND ORIGINAL (IF KNOWN) PHYSICAL APPEARANCE 

The work (or fort) at Proctor's Landing was built on the southern shore 
of Lake Borgne along a road which ran beside Bayou Terre aux Boeufs. The road and 
the bayou were both major means of access to the city of New Orleans, and thus a 
potential invasion route. Today the setting is open, fla½and marshy, much as 
it was when the fort was built. The only difference is that the land has receded 
and Lake Borgne has partially engulfed approximately two-thirds of the outer 
earthworks. The area is, however, completely free of modern intrusions. 

The fort was designed as a two-story, square plan tower with four main 
guns mounted on a parapeted roof terrace. Although the two lower floors were to 
serve principally as living quarters, eight smaller guns were to be mounted on 
the second floor. These were to be placed in pairs at the corners. The fort 
was only completed to a level of 1\ stories. The first floor has a central 
entrance on the east side which would have been reached by a drawbridge. The 
magazine is in the center, surrounded by soldiers' quarters . The quarters show 
considerable concern for comfort. There are vertical slits in the outside walls, 
which were to be mounted with windows to provide adequate light. Bathrooms were 
to be installed near the outside walls, v.ith a complete plumbing system. Some of 
the pipes were installed, but nothing else. Plans also called for paneled doors, 
fireplaces and other amenities, though these were never installed. 

The fort rests upon a spreading brick base, with cisterns below. Six
teen brick piers rise from the base and terminate about six feet above the second 
floor level. These piers were to support massive groin vaults, which would in 
turn have supported the gun platform on the roof. The outer walls are also of 
Flemish bonded brick, approximately four feet thick. Cast iron beams, which 
resemble modern "I" beams, were installed to support the second floor. They 
were to have segmental brick vaults running between, but these were never built. 
The fenestration features granite lintels and sills. 

Although plans called for a number of decorative features, including 
molded doorways and mantels, the only one which was actually installed was a 
Renaissance Revival doorway at the entrance. 
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II SIGNIFICANCE 

PERIOD 

_PREHISTOHIC 

_ 1400-1499 

_1500-1599 

- 1600- 1699 

_ 1700- 1799 

AREAS OF SIGNIFICANCE -- CHECK AND JUSTIFY BELOW 

!_ 1800- 1899 

_1900-

----ARCHEOLOGY-PREHISTORIC 

----ARCHEOLOGY-HISTORIC 

----AGRICULTURE 

bRCHITECTURE 

----ART 

_COMMERCE 

_COMMUNICATIONS 

_COMMUNITY PLANNING 

_CONSERVATION 

_ ECONOMICS 

_EDUCATION 

~ENGINEERING 

_EXPLORATION/ SETTLEMENT 

_INDUSTRY 

_INVENTION 

_LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE 

_LAW 

_LITERATURE 

_!MILITARY 

_ MUSIC 

_PHILOSOPHY 

_POLITICS/ GOVERNMENT 

_ RELIGION 

_ SCIENCE 

- SCULPTURE 

_SOCIAL/HUMANITARIAN 

_THEATER 

_TRAN SPORT A Tl ON 

_OTHER (SPECIFY) 

SPECIFIC DATES BU I LDER/ ARCHITECT J. G. Totten, H. A. Wright, 
P G T Beauregard 

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Fort Proctor is significant because it was part of the United States' 
coastal fortification system prior to the Civil War and also because of certain 
features of its architecture which were unusual in the design of American forts. 

Although Fort Proctor was never completed, the existing work embodies 
two innovations in fortification design. 1) Full and comfortable living quarters 
for the soldiers, including bathrooms, were incorporated into the design. In 
most other forts, the soldiers' living quarters were very restricted and were 
used only in times of seige . 2) The use of structural iron was unusual in forts 
in the era before the Civil War. When Joseph G. Totten assumed command of the 
Army Corps of Engineers in 1838, he instituted a program to improve the technology 
of fort construction. This program involved in part the use of structural iron, 
and it is Fort Proctor which best represents this aspect of the improvement 
program, since no other fort used structural iron to such a great extent. 

In the years after the War of 1812, Congress authorized the development 
of a permanent national system of forts to defend routes which could be used 
for invasion. (See the attached map, which is page 87 of Willard B. Robinson's 
American Forts.) Regional fortifications for the de·fense of New Orleans were 
conceived as integral links of this extensive national chain. 

The board of engineers, led by Simon Bernard (1779-1838), reconunended 
that a chain of forts and batteries be constructed at strategic locations 
around New Orleans to block potential invasion routes to the city. To protect 
the approach up the Mississippi River, a work (later named Fort Jackson) was 
projected for the Plaquemines, opposite Fort St. Philip, the only colonial 
work to be retained in the system. To defend the northern water communication 
to New Orleans through Lake Borgne and Lake Pontchartrain, works were projected 
respectively for Rigolets Pass (Fort Pike) and Chef Menteur Pass (Fort Wood, 
later renamed Fort Macomb). To defend Barataria Bay, a work was projected 
for Grand Terre Island (Fort Livingston). To defend- the pass used by the English 
in 1814, a work was projected for Bayou Bienvenue (Battery Bienvenue). To defend 
a channel leadinI to New Orleans to the south of Bienvenue, a tower was projected 
for Bayou Dupre. • 

It was not until the mid-1840's that Proctor's Landing began to claim 
attention as a possible invasion route. At that time, the entire system of 
seacoast defense was undergoing reevaluati on in light of new developments in 
naval architecture. Several sites previously considered too shallow for 



6 

G-9  
Appendix G

... 

IIMAJOR BIBLIOGRAPHICAL REFERENCES 
Coastal Environments, Inc. 
"1976 Resource Management: St. Bernard Parish Wetlands," report submitted to the 

St. Bernard Parish Police Jury, Baton Rouge. 
1856 letter to J. G. Totten from General P. G. T. Beauregard, National Archives, 

Army and Navy Branch . 
Senate Documents, Volume 7, #509, Report of J. G. Totten. 

(See continuation sheet) 

D!JGEOGRAPHICAL DATA 
ACREAGEOFNOMINATEDPROPERTY Jess tban one 

QUADRANGLE NAME _____ ~-------- QUADRANGLE SCALE 
UTM REFERENCES 

AI.L.ij 1214,1!219101 l3,3l0,6}9,2,01 
ZONE EASTING NORTHING 

cWII I l I I I 
BLJ 11, I 

ZONE • EASTING 

DI.___._J I I I 
NORTHING 

I I I I 

E W 1'--','--"--'-.....i.....,jl...JI I I FW 11 I I I I I , 

GLLJ l I I I ! HWII I I l 
VERBAL BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION 

The site is bounded by the outer walls of the earthworks of the fort. 

LIST ALL STATES AND COUNTIES FOR PROPERTIES OVERLAPPING STATE OR COUNTY BOUNDARIES 

STATE CODF COUNTY CODE 

STATE CODE COUNTY CODE 

mFORM PREPARED BY Revised by 
NAME / TITLE Eileen K. Burden, Archaeologist John Easterly 

ORGANIZATION 

CaastaJ Eoviraowents, Inc March 1978 
STREET & NUMBER TELEPHONE 

1260 Main Street 
CITY OR TOWN STATE 

Baton Rouge Louisiana 

EfJSTATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER CERTIFICATION 
THE EVALUATED SIGNIFICANCE OF THIS PROPERTY WITHIN THE STATE IS : 

NATIONAL_ STATE+ LOCAL __ 

As the designated State Historic Preservation Officer for the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 89-665) . I 
hereby nominate this property for inclusion in the National 

criteria and procedures set forth by the National Park Servic . 

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER SIGNATURE 
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Form No. 1 0-300a 
l f<ev . 10- 74) 

U NITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

NATIONAL REGISTER OF IDSTORIC PLACES 
INVENTORY -- NOMINATION FORM 

Fort Proctor 

CONTINUATION SHEET 1 

8. Significance (cont'd) 

ITEM NUMBER 8 PAGE 2 

navigation were added to the network to defend against the passage of steam
powered vessels with light draft. Proctor's Landing, along with Ship Island 
(Fort Massachusetts), became part of the revised system for defending New 
Orleans. 

Appropriations for the work at Proctor's Landing were r equested in 
1847, but funds were not made available for nearly a decade due to widespread 
skepticism over the strength of the system. Throughout the late 1840's and 
early 1850's, this skepticism made the forts, including Fort Proctor, low 
priorities for Congressional appropriations. But it was finally decided that 
the internal system should be continued and in 1856 work began on Fort Proctor. 
Satisfactory progress was made in the years irmnediately following, but a 
hurricane in 1860 retarded construction. When the state seized Fort Proctor 
at the beginning of the Civil War, it was still unfinished. 2 

Fort Proctor was a minor lookout post in the Civil War and played 
no significant role. 3 The reason why the fort was not completed after 1865 
was related to the war's impact on ideas about fortification. It seems that 
the skepticism which had made the forts low priorities in the years after the 
Mexican War was justified. "Rifled cannons had virtually made obsolete all 
the forts that had been a part of the permanent system; fortifications based on 
theory that had taken centuries to develop no longer appeared adequate. Since 
walls of masonry could not long withstand the terrific impact of rifled cannons, 
the effect of these weapons on the architecture of forts in North America was 
to be as revolutionary as the invention of smoothbore cannons had been 
centuries earlier in Eurppe. 11 4 
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Form No. 10-300a 
IHev. 10- 74) 

U NITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTER IOR 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES 
INVENTORY -- NOMINATION FORM 

Fort Proctor 

CONTINUATION SHEET 2 ITEM NUMBER 9 

9. Bibliography (cont'd) 

PAGE 2 

American Forts; Architectural Fonn and Function, by Willard B. Robinson. 
Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1977. 

Interviews with Powell Casey and Willard B. Robinson, 19 April 1978. 
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Form No. 10-300a 
{Kev. 10-741 

U NITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTE RIOR 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

NATIONAL REGISTER OF lDSTORIC PLACES 
INVENTORY -- NOMINATION FORM 

Fort Proctor 

CONTINUATION SHEET ITEM NUMBER 

NOTES 

PAGE 

1. Willard B. Robinson, "Maritime Frontier Engineering: The Defense of 
New Orleans," Louisiana History 18 (Winter 1977): 24-31. Hereinafter cited 
as Robinson, ''Maritime Frontier Engineering." 

2. Robinson, ''Maritime Frontier Engineering," 52-55; Interview with 
Powell Gasey, 19 April 1978. Hereinafter cited as "Cas ey Interview." 

3. Casey Interview. 

4 . Willard B. Robinson, American Forts: Architectural Form and 
Function (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1977), 126. In his 
interview, Casey also gave this reason for the fort's abandonment . 
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Attachment 4 – Samuel Proctor House

 

G-14  
Appendix G

44-00561 

STANDING STRUCTURES SURVEY 

Site Nu mber __ __.,l ...,_.""'A'------------
St. Bernard I. PARISH ____________ _ 

MUNICIPALITY _ ___ ______ _ 

USGS QUAD Delacroix 

Township~Range~Section_8_4_ 

TYPE OF PROPERTY Unoccupied 

NAME (common) Samuel Proctor 

NAME (historic) Bartolome Melero 

ADDRESS below box 345 Verret 

Proctor house 

DATE OF CONSTRUCTION circa 1840 

II. 1. Condition_ . Deteriorated 

Islenos Cottage 2. Style ______________ _ 

3. Floor Plan 1~ story creole cottage 

4. Bui 1 ding Material Vertical board 

clapboard with a tin roof 

Ill. Physical description of property and historic significance 

This deteriorated four bay cottage has a gabled roof 
with a center chimney of exposed brick. There are remains of 
a front por ch. Ex cellent mill work and interior details. 

____ Ratin : Red if restored - a blue or ur le 

IV. Recorded by Planning Commission V. Sources consu lte ... d_----'-D-=rc...:•___:C:..:i::..:z=-e::..:k--'-----

Date June 1982 

Fo~ St. Bernard Parish 

DIVISION OF ARCHAEOLOGY ANO HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
P. 0 . Box 44247 Baton Rouge, La. 70804 504 - 342-6682 
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G-15
Appendix G

44-00558 

I. PAR! SH_~S~t~-~B'-"e°"r,...,n'-'--a=r...,,c'------------

M UN ICI PAL/TY ___________ _ 

USGS QUAD Delacroix 

Township~Range~Sec1ion __ l_3_ 

TYPE OF PROPERTY Resi denh al 

NAME (common) ___________ _ 

NAME (historic), _____________ _ 

ADDRESS...n.ext rloor to . ~~an~e 

_ Lagarde' s Fashion ..:Boutiq1;:e 

DATE OF CONSTRUCTION__,c~i .... • r,._,.,_c,.,a ____ _ 

II. 1. Condition Deteriorated 

2. Style _______________ _ 

3. Floor Plan, ______________ _ 

4. Building Material Clapboard in front 

asvhalt siding in rear with a 

tin roof. 

Ill. Physical descript ion of properly and historic significance 

This structure has a gabled tin roof . )t has an interior exposed 
brick chimney . The porch has a hipped roof supported by iron columns 
and a wooden floor . There are two front doors with two long lights 
that are rounded at the top. Over each door there is a three light 
transom. There is a double window with a two over two light configu 
ration. 

Rating: 
------------------------,-----------------------

IV. Recorded by Planning Commission 

Date June, 1982 

For_ St. Be rna_r_d_ P_a_r_ i_s_h _____ _ 

V. Sources consulted __ D_r_ . _ C_i_· z_e_k ___ _ 

DIVISION OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PR E S C RVATION 
P. 0 . Box 4<247 Balon Rouge , La . 70804 504 - 3<2 6 682 



From: Thompson, Gregory S CIV USN (USA)
To: DCRT Section 106
Cc: Calabrese, John A CIV USN NAVFAC SE JAX FL (USA)
Subject: CONSULTATION REQUEST: U.S. Navy Flight Training Activities within the Proposed Bourbon Military Operations

Area
Date: Wednesday, July 31, 2024 10:44:44 AM
Attachments: SHPO LTR AND ENCL-Kristen Sanders.pdf

Please see the attached letter requesting consultation for the U.S. Navy’s flight training
activities within the proposed Bourbon Military Operating Area and Associated Air Traffic
Control Assigned Airspace east of Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base New Orleans, LA.
Please let me know if you need any additional information.
v/r,
Greg

Gregory Thompson
U.S. Fleet Forces
Home Basing/Homeporting NEPA Program Manager
1562 Mitscher Avenue
Bldg NH3N, room 214
Norfolk, VA 23551
work: (757) 836-6938
cell: (757) 270-5850
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The proposed undertaking will have no adverse effect on 
historic properties. Therefore , our office has no objection to 
the implementation of this project. This effect determination 
could change should new information come to our attention. 

Kristin P. Sanders 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

Date !08/12/2024 

mailto:gregory.s.thompson2.civ@us.navy.mil
mailto:section106@crt.la.gov
mailto:john.a.calabrese4.civ@us.navy.mil



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
V.S. FLEET FORCES COMMAND


1562 MITSCHER AVENUE SUITE 250
NORFOLK VA 23551-2487


5090
N46/028
July 24,2024


Kristen Sanders
State Historic Preservation Office
Louisiana Office of Cultural Development
PO Box 44247
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-4241


Dear Ms. Sanders:


The United States (U.S.) Department of the Navy (hereinafter referred to as the Navy) is
preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) under the National Environmental Policy Act to
evaluate potential environmental Impacts associated with proposed flight training activities
within a new Military Operations Area (MOA) and associated Air Traffic Control Assigned
Airspace (ATCAA), named the Bourbon MOA/ATCAA, east of Naval Air Station Joint Reserve
Base New Orleans (NAS JRB NOLA) (Enclosure 1). In accordance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act and Its implementing regulations, 36 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 800, the Navy is providing information for your review and concurrence
regarding the above-referenced project.


The proposed undertaking establishes a new MOA and associated ATCAA east ofNAS
JRB NOLA adjacent to the existing Snake MOA/ATCAA to accommodate required flight
training activities for squadrons stationed at the base (Enclosure 2). Potential impacts are
analyzed in the EA for both the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives. The EA addresses
the airspace utilization.


The Navy's Area of Potential Effects (APE) for this proposed undertaking includes areas
directly or indirectly affected beneath the proposed airspace. For this proposed undertaking, the
Navy determined that the APE is the land and water under the newly proposed airspace where
flight training activities would occur as shown in Enclosure 2.


The Navy is sending a letter to the Chitimacha Tribe of Louisiana requesting the
identification of traditional cultural properties and/or other sacred sites or any other concerns
with the undertaking. The letter describes the purpose and need of the project and includes a
map showing the APE, a description of the APE, a description of all historic properties within
and adjacent to the APE, and a detailed project description.


A search of the National Register database was conducted and one National Register of
Historic Places (NRJHP) structure was identified under the proposed airspace. The historic
property is Fort Proctor located in St. Bernard Parish, north of Shell Beach on Lake Borgne. The
fort is constructed of granite, brick, and cast iron I-beams. The National Register Nomination
Form, which was submitted in 1978, noted that the land has receded and Lake Borgne has
partially engulfed approximately two-thirds of the outer earthworks. Currently, Fort Proctor is
surrounded by water at least one foot deep, and modern aerial imagery confirms the site is still
heavily inundated (Enclosure 3).







A search of the Louisiana State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) database was
conducted for all NRHP-listed or -eligible districts and individual properties under or adjacent to
the proposed airspace. In addition to Fort Proctor, two other properties were identified: the
Samuel Proctor House (Enclosure 4) and an unnamed residential property (Enclosure 5). As of a
1982 structural survey, the Samuel Proctor House was described as an unoccupied, deteriorated
cottage with remains of a front porch. Current aerial images from the SHPO database do not
show evidence that the structure is still standing. The second structure was recorded during the
same 1982 survey and was described as a deteriorated residential structure. Current aerial


images from the SHPO database clearly show this building is no longer extant and has been
replaced by a larger, more modem structure.


A search of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Automated Wreck
and Obstruction Information System database noted two shipwrecks under the proposed
airspace: the Queen Mary II, a 36-foot cabin cruiser, and an unknown shipwreck. Both are in


shallow water, and neither are noted as significant.


Some training events may include the expenditure ofchaffand flares, consistent with the
adjacent Snake MOA/ATCAA. Flares are fully consumed within the airspace within


approximately 5 seconds of release. Chaff fibers (which are approximately 1 inch or less in
length and are finer than a human hair) are widely distributed with prevailing wind conditions
and ultimately settle to the surface. The fibers are non-toxlc and readily degrade in soil or water.
The potential effects ofchaffand flares have been studied in previous analyses with the overall
conclusion that their use does not have significant impacts to air, water, cultural or biological
resources. No weapons testing or ordnance expenditure would occur within the new


MOA/ATCAA. As such, there would be no direct impacts to ground resources. The subsonic
noise level from training activities in the MOA/ATCAA would be 52 A-weighted decibels
(dBA) Day-Nlght Average Sound Level (DNL), which would not exceed the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency threshold for protecting public health and welfare (55 dBA DNL). Similarly,
the supersonic noise levels (34-42 C-weighted decibels [dBC] DNL [CDNL]) are well below the
level defined by U.S. Army Public Health Command as compatible with residential and noise
sensitive areas (62 dBC CDNL). Previous studies have found it is unlikely that noise and
vibration associated with air operations would cause structural damage to buildings. In fact,
several studies of the effects of noise on historic properties located in high aircraft noise zones
have found that vibration resulting from the activities of tour groups, and even vacuuming,
generated more structural vibration than that generated by aircraft noise. Subsonic sound of less
than 130 dB is highly unlikely to damage structural elements. Noticeable vibration of
windowpanes and objects within buildings may occur at sound levels of 110 dB or greater.
Flight operations within the Bourbon MOA would not exceed 1 10 dB.


The proposed undertaking would not impact known or unknown historic properties under
the proposed airspace, thus the Navy recommends a Finding of "No Adverse Effect" pursuant to
36 CFR part 800.5(b). Attached for your review are copies of relevant documents supporting our
finding. This documentation satisfies requirements set forth at 36 CFR part 800.11(e).







The Project Manager at United States Fleet Forces Command is Mr. Grcg Thompson,
who may be reached via phone (757) 836-6938 or via email at:
Gregory.S.Thompson2.civ@us.navy.mil. If you have any additional questions or comments,


please contact Dr. John Calabrese at NAVFAC Southeast via phone (904) 657-7447 or via email
at: John.A.Calabrese4.civ^,us.navY.mil. Thank you for your attention to this matter.


Sincerely,


/
M̂. L. AGUAY(
Director, Flee0^§tallatlons and Environment
and Deputy C^f of Staff


Enclosures: 1. NAS JRB NOLA Location
2. NAS JRB NOLA Proposed Airspace
3. Fort Proctor NRHP Form
4. Samuel Proctor House


5. Unnamed House
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Attachment 2 – NAS JRB NOLA Proposed Airspace 
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Attachment 3 – Fort Proctor NRHP Form 
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Attachment 4 – Samuel Proctor House
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Attachment 5 – Unnamed House
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Mt:lissa Darden 
Cbitimaeha Tribe ofi..ouisiana 
PO Box 661 
l:i:i Chitimacha Loop 
Charcnton, T ,A 70S23 

Dear Chairman Darden: 

DF.l'ARTMllNT OFTHI£ NAVY 
1;.S. Fl .F.~:1• rn.KC"llS C0\1MANO 

1562 .MITSO!F.R A \'~Nl"I surr•. 2.SO 
NOK~OLK V,\ 23!1.Sl-l◄lt7 

5090 
N46/027 
July 24, 2024 

The United States (U.S.) l)epm"lme11t of the Navy (Navy) is preparing an Envirorunental 
Ass,:ssn1cnt ("A) under the Nulional Environmental Policy Acl t.o evaluate potential 
environmental impact~ associated with Bight tr.aining activities within a proposed new Military 
Operntions Areu (MO/\) and associated Air Trame Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA), 
nm.ned the Bourbon MONJ\TCAA_, cast of Naval Air Station Joinl Reserve Rase New Orleans 
(N/\S JIU\ NOL/\). The environmental analysis for the EA is being conducted in accordance 
with the Council on En\'"iromnental Quality guidelines pursuant LO the National Environmental 
Policy Acl of" 1969. "l'he purpose of this letter is to initiate co11sultalion pursuant lo the terms of 
Seclio11 106 of the National Historic Prese1·valion /\ct of 1966, as amended, and its imph,mcnting 
regt1lations 36 Code of Federal Regulations§ ROO, with your office for cffe{,1s on cultural 
n:sourccs localed within the Arca of Potential Effects (Al'E). 

The Bl!urbon MOA//\ TCAA undertaking will improve training clliciencies hy moving 
training activities closer to tlie base. The APE within the Hourhon MOA/A TCM inclutl()s land 
and water areas beneath the proposed airspace that arc directly or indirectly affected by the 
proposed undertaking (Enclosu1'C I). Potential im1,acts have been analyzed in the EA for both 
the No Action Alternative and the Proposed A<-1ion t\ltcmative. 

Some trnining events may iitclude the expenditure or chaff and flares, consistent with the 
a(jjaceJll Srn1k.c MOA/ ATCAJ\. Flares arc l111ly consumed within the airspace within 
approximately 5 seconds of release. Chaff libcrs are widdy distributed with prevailing wind 
conditions and 11ltimately settle to the surface. The fibers are non-toxic and readily deg.-ade in 
soil or water. The use of chaff a11d flares also results in lhc residual materials (plastic end caps, 
felt spacers, plastic pistons, etc.) which arc no more than l -inch by I-inch in size. These 
materials are widdy distributed throughout the MOA/ATCJ\A and hmd on the ground or water 
as dehris after lieing released from the aircrnft. 111e potential elfocts of chaff and flares have 
been studied in previous analyses with Lhe overall conclusion that their 11se does not have 
signilieant impacts to air, water, or biological resources. No weapons testi11g or ordnance 
expenditure would occur within the new MOA/ATCJ\J\. As such, no direct impacts would occur 
Lo ground or waler resource.,. The noise exposure from proposed flight operations is below the 
threshold level for land use incompatibility and would uot resull in any struelliral damugc LO 
propc1ty. 

"fhrt:c historic properties, Forl Proctor, Samual Proctor House, and an Unnamed House in 
St Bernard l'urish, were previously recommended to the Louisiana Stale Historic Pi-cservation 
Office (SHPO) for nominatioti to thc Natio11al Register of Historic Properties {NR1ll'). 
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The Samual Proctor House and the Unnamed TfotL<e have hcncc been demolished, leaving 
only Fort Proctor in existence (Enclosun: 2). Fort Proctor is located Hlong Lhtl western boundary 
of the proposed MOJ\/ATCAJ\ and is within the 5 nuulical mile standoff distJ1nce, significantly 
rc<lucing the likelihood of overllighl an<l potential for noise or visual impacts. As a result, direct 
or indirect impacts would be unlikely to the existing historic prope1ty. 

As part or our consultation efforts, we re.spcctlully request your assistance in identifying 
the following: 

• Traditional Culturnl Properties (TCPs) and/or sacred sites thal may be located 
within the current A l'E; 

• historic pmpertics in !he APE of which we may not he aware; and/or 
• any other concerns with the proposed undertaking. 

If you or your Tribe have any information regarding resources of importance or have an 
interest iu palticipating in lh~ Section 106 process as a consulting parly for the proposed 
undertaking, please let us know. lfyou request additional consult.atioo, the NHvy will work with 
your office to adopt procedures that will meet. your Trihe 's needs and requirements for continued 
consultation. 

The Project Manager at United Stales Fleet forces Cot11nrnnd is Mr. Greg 111ornpson, 
who may he reached via phone {757) $'.l{i-6918 or via email at: 
Grcgorv.S.Thompson2.civ(a')us.navy.mil. If you have any questions or .:ommcnts, plca~e contHcl 
Dr. John Calabrese at. NA VfAC Southeast via phone (904) 657-7447 or email <1l: 
John.A.Ca1abrese4.civ@us.navv.mil. Please respond to this lellt,T within 30 days of receipt. 
Thank you for your assistHnce. 

Enclosures: I. J\PE, Proposed Airspace 
2. Fo1t 1'roL1or NRHP Fonn 

Sincerely, 

"3/ ";'.:'GU 
/ ~fi~ctor., I• 

and Depllt 

2 

t nstallations and Environment 
'ef of Staff 
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13-D View I 
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2 

Attachment 2 – Fort Proctor NRHP Form 

G-20
Appendix G

Form No. 10-300 REV. 19/ 77 ) bATA SHEEli 
U NITED STATES DEPARTM ENT OF THE. I NT ER IOR 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES 
INVENTORY -- NOMINATION FORM 

SEE INSTRUCTIONS IN HOW TO COMPLETE NATIONAL REGISTER FORMS 
TYPE ALL ENTRIES -- COMPLETE APPLICABLE SECTIONS 

DNAME 
HISTORIC Fort Proctor 

AND/ OR COMMON 

Fort Beauregard 

LOCATION . (__ -.. 
. ·---·· 

/ STREET & NUMBER 
Near Old Shell Beach on Lake Borgne 

CITY. TOWN 

/4~ .. .t.. • ..CC ( , . . {.~ 1- .. '· ·C- VICINITY OF 

STATE 

Louisiana 

CODE 

22 

CLASSIFICATION 

CATEGORY 
_ DISTRICT 

ABUILDING(S) 

_STRUCTURE 

_SITE 

_OBJECT 

OWNERSHIP 
_ PUBLIC 

j_(pRIVATE 

STATUS 

- OCCUPIED 

XuNoccuPIED 

_ BOTH _WORK IN PROGRESS 

PUBLIC ACQUISITION ACCESSIBLE 
_IN PROCESS _YES: RESTRICTED 

..XSEING CONSIDERED XYES: UNRESTRICTED 

_NO 

OWNER OF PROPERTY 
NAME Shell Beach Properties, Inc. 

STREET& ~~iif>ERSouth Carollton Avenue 

------· ·- --- -- --- - ------ -· 
CITY. TOWN 

New Orleans VICINITY OF 

LOCATION OF LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
COURTHOUSE. 
REGISTRY OF DEEDS.ETC. St. Bernard Parish Courthouse 

STREET & NUMBER 

CITY.TOWN 
Chalmette 

II REPRESENTATION IN EXISTING SURVEYS . 

Louisiana Historic Sites Survey 

DATE 

_NOT FOR PUBLICATION 
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 

1st Robert Livingston 

COUNTY CODE 

St. Bern:.rd 087 .-

PRESENT USE 
_AGRICULTURE 

_ COMMERCIAL 

_EDUCATIONAL 

_MUSEUM 

_PARK 

-PRIVATE RESIDENCE 

_ENTERTAINMENT _RELIGIOUS 

_GOVERNMENT 

_ INDUSTRIAL 

_MILITARY 

STATE 

STATE 

-SCIENTIFIC 

_ TRANSPORTATION 

__&THER: 

' J 

Louisiana 

Louisiana 

1978 _ FEDERAL ASTATE _COUNTY _l.OCAL 

DEPOSITORY FOR 

SURVEY RECORDS State Historic Preservation Office 
------------------------------- -------- ----------------

CITY, TOWN STATE 

Baton Rouge Louisiana 
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El DESCRIPTION 

_EXCELLENT 

_GOOD 

_ FAIR 

CONDITION 

_!oETERIORATED 

_RUINS 

_UNEXPOSED 

CHECK ONE 

.!UNALTERED 

_ALTERED 

CHECK ONE 

_!ORIGINAL SITE 

_MOVED OATc_ __ _ 

DESCRIBE THE PRESENT AND ORIGINAL (IF KNOWN) PHYSICAL APPEARANCE 

The work (or fort) at Proctor's Landing was built on the southern shore 
of Lake Borgne along a road which ran beside Bayou Terre aux Boeufs. The road and 
the bayou were both major means of access to the city of New Orleans, and thus a 
potential invasion route. Today the setting is open, fla½and marshy, much as 
it was when the fort was built. The only difference is that the land has receded 
and Lake Borgne has partially engulfed approximately two-thirds of the outer 
earthworks. The area is, however, completely free of modern intrusions. 

The fort was designed as a two-story, square plan tower with four main 
guns mounted on a parapeted roof terrace. Although the two lower floors were to 
serve principally as living quarters, eight smaller guns were to be mounted on 
the second floor. These were to be placed in pairs at the corners. The fort 
was only completed to a level of 1\ stories. The first floor has a central 
entrance on the east side which would have been reached by a drawbridge. The 
magazine is in the center, surrounded by soldiers' quarters . The quarters show 
considerable concern for comfort. There are vertical slits in the outside walls, 
which were to be mounted with windows to provide adequate light. Bathrooms were 
to be installed near the outside walls, v.ith a complete plumbing system. Some of 
the pipes were installed, but nothing else. Plans also called for paneled doors, 
fireplaces and other amenities, though these were never installed. 

The fort rests upon a spreading brick base, with cisterns below. Six
teen brick piers rise from the base and terminate about six feet above the second 
floor level. These piers were to support massive groin vaults, which would in 
turn have supported the gun platform on the roof. The outer walls are also of 
Flemish bonded brick, approximately four feet thick. Cast iron beams, which 
resemble modern "I" beams, were installed to support the second floor. They 
were to have segmental brick vaults running between, but these were never built. 
The fenestration features granite lintels and sills. 

Although plans called for a number of decorative features, including 
molded doorways and mantels, the only one which was actually installed was a 
Renaissance Revival doorway at the entrance. 
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II SIGNIFICANCE 

PERIOD 

_PREHISTOHIC 

_ 1400-1499 

_1500-1599 

- 1600- 1699 

_ 1700- 1799 

AREAS OF SIGNIFICANCE -- CHECK AND JUSTIFY BELOW 

!_ 1800- 1899 

_1900-

----ARCHEOLOGY-PREHISTORIC 

----ARCHEOLOGY-HISTORIC 

----AGRICULTURE 

bRCHITECTURE 

----ART 

_COMMERCE 

_COMMUNICATIONS 

_COMMUNITY PLANNING 

_CONSERVATION 

_ ECONOMICS 

_EDUCATION 

~ENGINEERING 

_EXPLORATION/ SETTLEMENT 

_INDUSTRY 

_INVENTION 

_LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE 

_LAW 

_LITERATURE 

_!MILITARY 

_ MUSIC 

_PHILOSOPHY 

_POLITICS/ GOVERNMENT 

_ RELIGION 

_ SCIENCE 

- SCULPTURE 

_SOCIAL/HUMANITARIAN 

_THEATER 

_TRAN SPORT A Tl ON 

_OTHER (SPECIFY) 

SPECIFIC DATES BU I LDER/ ARCHITECT J. G. Totten, H. A. Wright, 
P G T Beauregard 

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Fort Proctor is significant because it was part of the United States' 
coastal fortification system prior to the Civil War and also because of certain 
features of its architecture which were unusual in the design of American forts. 

Although Fort Proctor was never completed, the existing work embodies 
two innovations in fortification design. 1) Full and comfortable living quarters 
for the soldiers, including bathrooms, were incorporated into the design. In 
most other forts, the soldiers' living quarters were very restricted and were 
used only in times of seige . 2) The use of structural iron was unusual in forts 
in the era before the Civil War. When Joseph G. Totten assumed command of the 
Army Corps of Engineers in 1838, he instituted a program to improve the technology 
of fort construction. This program involved in part the use of structural iron, 
and it is Fort Proctor which best represents this aspect of the improvement 
program, since no other fort used structural iron to such a great extent. 

In the years after the War of 1812, Congress authorized the development 
of a permanent national system of forts to defend routes which could be used 
for invasion. (See the attached map, which is page 87 of Willard B. Robinson's 
American Forts.) Regional fortifications for the de·fense of New Orleans were 
conceived as integral links of this extensive national chain. 

The board of engineers, led by Simon Bernard (1779-1838), reconunended 
that a chain of forts and batteries be constructed at strategic locations 
around New Orleans to block potential invasion routes to the city. To protect 
the approach up the Mississippi River, a work (later named Fort Jackson) was 
projected for the Plaquemines, opposite Fort St. Philip, the only colonial 
work to be retained in the system. To defend the northern water communication 
to New Orleans through Lake Borgne and Lake Pontchartrain, works were projected 
respectively for Rigolets Pass (Fort Pike) and Chef Menteur Pass (Fort Wood, 
later renamed Fort Macomb). To defend Barataria Bay, a work was projected 
for Grand Terre Island (Fort Livingston). To defend- the pass used by the English 
in 1814, a work was projected for Bayou Bienvenue (Battery Bienvenue). To defend 
a channel leadinI to New Orleans to the south of Bienvenue, a tower was projected 
for Bayou Dupre. • 

It was not until the mid-1840's that Proctor's Landing began to claim 
attention as a possible invasion route. At that time, the entire system of 
seacoast defense was undergoing reevaluati on in light of new developments in 
naval architecture. Several sites previously considered too shallow for 
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IIMAJOR BIBLIOGRAPHICAL REFERENCES 
Coastal Environments, Inc. 
"1976 Resource Management: St. Bernard Parish Wetlands," report submitted to the 

St. Bernard Parish Police Jury, Baton Rouge. 
1856 letter to J. G. Totten from General P. G. T. Beauregard, National Archives, 

Army and Navy Branch . 
Senate Documents, Volume 7, #509, Report of J. G. Totten. 

(See continuation sheet) 

D!JGEOGRAPHICAL DATA 
ACREAGEOFNOMINATEDPROPERTY Jess tban one 

QUADRANGLE NAME _____ ~-------- QUADRANGLE SCALE 
UTM REFERENCES 

AI.L.ij 1214,1!219101 l3,3l0,6}9,2,01 
ZONE EASTING NORTHING 

cWII I l I I I 
BLJ 11, I 

ZONE • EASTING 

DI.___._J I I I 
NORTHING 

I I I I 

E W 1'--','--"--'-.....i.....,jl...JI I I FW 11 I I I I I , 

GLLJ l I I I ! HWII I I l 
VERBAL BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION 

The site is bounded by the outer walls of the earthworks of the fort. 

LIST ALL STATES AND COUNTIES FOR PROPERTIES OVERLAPPING STATE OR COUNTY BOUNDARIES 

STATE CODF COUNTY CODE 

STATE CODE COUNTY CODE 

mFORM PREPARED BY Revised by 
NAME / TITLE Eileen K. Burden, Archaeologist John Easterly 

ORGANIZATION 

CaastaJ Eoviraowents, Inc March 1978 
STREET & NUMBER TELEPHONE 

1260 Main Street 
CITY OR TOWN STATE 

Baton Rouge Louisiana 

EfJSTATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER CERTIFICATION 
THE EVALUATED SIGNIFICANCE OF THIS PROPERTY WITHIN THE STATE IS : 

NATIONAL_ STATE+ LOCAL __ 

As the designated State Historic Preservation Officer for the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 89-665) . I 
hereby nominate this property for inclusion in the National 

criteria and procedures set forth by the National Park Servic . 

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER SIGNATURE 
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Form No. 1 0-300a 
l f<ev . 10- 74) 

U NITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

NATIONAL REGISTER OF IDSTORIC PLACES 
INVENTORY -- NOMINATION FORM 

Fort Proctor 

CONTINUATION SHEET 1 

8. Significance (cont'd) 

ITEM NUMBER 8 PAGE 2 

navigation were added to the network to defend against the passage of steam
powered vessels with light draft. Proctor's Landing, along with Ship Island 
(Fort Massachusetts), became part of the revised system for defending New 
Orleans. 

Appropriations for the work at Proctor's Landing were r equested in 
1847, but funds were not made available for nearly a decade due to widespread 
skepticism over the strength of the system. Throughout the late 1840's and 
early 1850's, this skepticism made the forts, including Fort Proctor, low 
priorities for Congressional appropriations. But it was finally decided that 
the internal system should be continued and in 1856 work began on Fort Proctor. 
Satisfactory progress was made in the years irmnediately following, but a 
hurricane in 1860 retarded construction. When the state seized Fort Proctor 
at the beginning of the Civil War, it was still unfinished. 2 

Fort Proctor was a minor lookout post in the Civil War and played 
no significant role. 3 The reason why the fort was not completed after 1865 
was related to the war's impact on ideas about fortification. It seems that 
the skepticism which had made the forts low priorities in the years after the 
Mexican War was justified. "Rifled cannons had virtually made obsolete all 
the forts that had been a part of the permanent system; fortifications based on 
theory that had taken centuries to develop no longer appeared adequate. Since 
walls of masonry could not long withstand the terrific impact of rifled cannons, 
the effect of these weapons on the architecture of forts in North America was 
to be as revolutionary as the invention of smoothbore cannons had been 
centuries earlier in Eurppe. 11 4 
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Form No. 10-300a 
IHev. 10- 74) 

U NITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTER IOR 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES 
INVENTORY -- NOMINATION FORM 

Fort Proctor 

CONTINUATION SHEET 2 ITEM NUMBER 9 

9. Bibliography (cont'd) 

PAGE 2 

American Forts; Architectural Fonn and Function, by Willard B. Robinson. 
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1. Willard B. Robinson, "Maritime Frontier Engineering: The Defense of 
New Orleans," Louisiana History 18 (Winter 1977): 24-31. Hereinafter cited 
as Robinson, ''Maritime Frontier Engineering." 

2. Robinson, ''Maritime Frontier Engineering," 52-55; Interview with 
Powell Gasey, 19 April 1978. Hereinafter cited as "Cas ey Interview." 

3. Casey Interview. 

4 . Willard B. Robinson, American Forts: Architectural Form and 
Function (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1977), 126. In his 
interview, Casey also gave this reason for the fort's abandonment . 
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