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CHAPTER 1

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

1.1 Introduction

This volume contains the Air Force’s responses to comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for Alaska Military Operations Areas (Draft EIS). A summary of the public comment process,
including the approach used to analyze the comments, is presented in Chapter 1. Chapter 2 contains
representative substantive comments and the Air Force’s responses to them. To make it easier to differentiate
between them, comments are printed in a different typeface than responses and each comment is separated from
its response by a half-line. Publications cited in the responses can be found in the appropriate bibliography in
Chapter 5, Volume II.  Comment letters and verbatim transcripts from the public hearings are reproduced in
Chapter 3. Three-digit accession numbers appear in the upper right-hand corner of each letter and transcript,
which are arranged sequentially by accession number. The letters and transcripts have been annotated with alpha-
numeric codes along the margins, which correspond to the comments and responses found in Chapter 2. Chapter
4 contains indexes of the letters and transcripts and response codes. The first index lists the name of the
individual or organization commenting and provides the accession number at which the original comment letter
or transcript can be found in Chapter 3. The second index is arranged sequentially by accession number and lists
the comment/response codes assigned to each letter or transcript. To find a specific comment ietter or transeript,
use the name index to determine the accession number assigned to it; then use the comment/response code index
to identify the codes assigned to the letter or transcript, and turn to the corresponding comment/response in

Chapter 2. The third index is organized alpha-numerically by response code and is a key concept directory of
the codes.

It is important to note that individual responses were not prepared for every input received during the public
comment period. For the purposes of this EIS and in accordance with CEQ guidelines, like comments were
grouped and responses were designed in a collective, rather than individual, manner.

1.2 Distribution of the Draft EIS

The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIS was published in the Federal Register on September 2, 1994,
Announcements of the availability of the Draft EIS and plans for public hearings were subsequently published
in Alaska regional and local newspapers. The Air Force distributed 176 copies of the Draft EIS and over 600
copies of the Executive Summary. Copies of the Draft EIS were sent to community libraries throughout the

project area and to the National Technical Information Service (NTIS), a national clearinghouse for federal
documents.

Local media outlets provided coverage of the Draft EIS over the course of the 3-month public comment period.
Several agencies and organizations also sent announcements to their constituents informing them of the Draft EIS
and encouraging them to comment. Air Force staff participated in numerous meetings of business and
professional organizations, advocacy groups, and with various agencies and elected officials. The briefings given

at these meetings helped publicize the nature of the Proposed and Alternative Actions and the availability of the
Draft EIS for review and comment.

The public comment period began September 2, 1994, with publication of the NOA, and closed November 30,
1994, The public review period was originally scheduled to end October 31, 1994, but was extended to
November 30, 1994, for a total of 90 days. Verbal comments were also recorded at 15 public hearings. Some
214 written comments were provided by federal, state, and local governmental agencies; special interest

Yolume [V Introduction 1-1
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organizations; Alaska Native organizations; businesses; and individuals. A statewide toll-free phone number (800-
538-6647) was also established to receive comments, and approximately a dozen were phoned in during the
comment period.

1.3 Summary of Public Comment

Of the written comments received during the 90-day comment period, 3 were from federal agencies, 3 from state
agencies, 5 from local governments and agencies, 15 from special interest groups (predominantly aviation and
recreation), 19 from businesses and business organizations, 2 from Alaska Native organizations, and 151 from
individuals. The majority of comments (111) came from Alaska residents: 35 from Fairbanks, 22 from
Anchorage, 9 from Palmer, 6 from Tok, 1 from Central, 13 from Glennallen, and 25 from other Alaska
communities. Forty comments were received from out of state as well. To put this into some perspective, 214
(the total number of comments received) is approximately 0.1 percent of the combined population of the
communities in which hearings on the Draft EIS were held.

The issues raised in the written comments, in descending order of frequency, were: wildlife, airspace
management and aircraft operations, noise, aviation safety, recreation, subsistence, socioeconomics, land use, and
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. A number of respondents expressed support or
opposition for an alternative or a specific Military Operations Area (MOA). The No Action Alternative received
the most supporting comments (102), while Alternative A was a distant runner-up with 27 respondents supporting
it. The Proposed Action and Alternative B received negligible support. Respondents also suggested 161
mitigation measures or alternatives for the Air Force to consider.

Of the comments received, a substantial number were either form or modified form letters. The remainder were
letters written by individuals or organizations. Sixteen comments postmarked after November 30, 1994, were
received and reviewed. Although they are not reproduced in the EIS, the issues they raised were similar to those
raised by others and are addressed in the responses.

Public hearings were held in 15 communities around Alaska': Anchorage (11), Arctic Village (5), Chalkyitsik
(3), Circle Hot Springs (6), Delta Junction (3), Eagle (4), Fairbanks (49), Fort Yukon (19)%, Glennallen (16),
Lime Village (1), McGrath (0), Sleetmute (11), Talkeetna (0), Tok (11), and Venetie (6).

1.4 Comment Analysis Process

The Air Force took the comments on the Draft EIS very seriously. There were many personal letters and oral
testimonies from residents of Alaska, especially rural residents, and from past and/or future visitors to the state,
They provided a unique and invaluable opportunity to learn from and consider the disparate personal,
professional, and organizational opinions of those affected by the Proposed and Alternative Actions. All comment
letters and hearing transcripts were analyzed for their content and the different perspectives they offered. The
comments can be broadly categorized into four groups: observations pertaining to the content or accuracy of the
Draft EIS; questions or suggestions related to impact analysis methodologles; statements regarding the Air Force’s
NEPA process, including the range of alternatives; and expressions of opinion or preference. Where comments
presented new, substantive information or ideas that warranted changes, the text of the Final EIS was revised
accordingly. Reference to the revised section(s) is made in the responses to specific comments. Comments in

the last group may not require any response in the EIS because the decision process attempts to recognize and
balance diverging views.

"The number of atlendees who registered is shown in parentheses; however, as it is likely that some individnals chose
not to register, attendance may have been slightly higher at some hearings than is indicated.

*A second hearing was held in Fort Yukon to accommodate residents of the community and outlying area who were
unable to attend the first hearing. There were 3 altendees at the first hearing and 16 at the second.
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After analyzing the substantive comments, the Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) grouped related comments and coded
them. Comment letters were coded for basic demographic information and content. The purpose of coding was
to avoid duplication of effort and to ensure the responses provided would be useful to the reader and the decision-
maker. Each comment letter and transcript was read at least twice—the first time to provide context and an
overall sense of the content, then a second time to select and code specific comments relevant to the concerns
expressed. Specific comments in each letter or transcript were marked and numbered. This process resulted in
161 coded comments, which formed the basis for the responses found in Chapter 2.

Public hearings held in smaller communities were recorded by a member of the IDT and later transcribed by a
court reporter. Because of the informal nature of hearings in these smaller communities (i.e., attendees coming
and going, preferring to speak without using a microphone, etc.), transcripts from some these meetings contain
a number of "unintelligibles.” Consequently, a member of the IDT listened to each tape and, where possible,
deciphered the unintelligible remarks. However, some transcripts still contain unintelligible words or phrases.

Volume IV Introduction 1-3
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CHAPTER 2

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS
AND AIR FORCE RESPONSES

Chapter 2 contains representative substantive comments received during the Draft EIS comment period and the
Air Force's responses to them. To make it easier to differentiate between them, comments are printed in a
different typeface than responses and each comment is separated from its response by a half-line. Publications
cited in responses to comments can be found in the appropriate bibliography in Chapter 5, Volume II. Chapter 2
is organized by topic as follows:

AIQ
AIR
ALT
BIO
CUL
CUM
EDT
HAZ
LAN
MIT
NOI
OTH
PAN
PRO
REC
SAF
SoC
SUB

Air Quality

Airspace Management and Aircraft Operations
Alternatives

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Cumulative Impacts

Editorial Comments

Chaff, Flares, and Hazardous Operations
Land Use

Mitigation

Noise

Other Comments

Purpose and Need

NEPA Procedure

Recreation Resources

Aviation Safety

Socioeconomics

Subsistence Resources

Yolume IV
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2.1 Air Quality

AIQ-001 CoMMENT: There will be chemical contamination on the ground, and probably . . . fuel

exhausts will cause ozone depletion. The sensitivity of the polar regions to ozone depletion is well
known.

The Draft EIS fails to consider emission factors for all military aircraft types which will be utilizing the
proposed SUA, not just the aircraft stationed in Alaska, including but not limited to all allied and U.S.
aircraft. The Draft EIS fails to provide information on mitigation measures which could be taken if
aircraft poliutant emission exceed Ambient Air Quality Standards. What are the cumulative impacts
of these proposed operations including highway vehicle, maintenance vehicle, ground equipment, fire
fighting and corrosion control emissions as well as aircraft emissions? What im pacts will aircraft and
vehicle fumes have on the flora of Alaska? What are the cumulative air quality impacts of all military
activities? What are the health impacts to human and wildlife from aircraft pollutant emissions?
What are the health impacts of the exhaust pollutants sulfur dioxide, unburned hydrocarbon, carbon
monoxide, oxides of nitrogen and of particulate matters by emissions from the aircraft? Will gaseous
emissions from jet engines and the photochemical behaviors of the wide range of emission
compounds inciude the major volatile species: Ethane, Ethene, Propane, 2-Methylpropane, n-Butane,
2-Methylbutene-2, Trans-2 Butane, n-Pentane, Cyclohexane, Benzene, Toluene, Dodecane,
Tetradecane, Hexadecane, Naphthalene, Anthracene, Chrysene, Benzopyrene, Formaldehyde,
Acetaldehyde, Acrolain, and Benzaldehyde? Wil flights at these levels be below the mixing height
so these elevated pollutant emission will be dispersed toward the ground? What are these
contaminants and their potential environmental impacts?

The contribution to localized Alaska air quality and global pollution, global warming, and ozone
depletion from jet aircraft flights (emissions and fuel consumption) is greatly downplayed in the Draft
EIS. For example, the findings by the General Accounting Office in the January 1992 report to the
Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigation, Committee on Energy and Commerce,

House of Representatives entitled Air Poflution: Global Pollution from Jet Aircraft Could Increase in
the Future.

RESPONSE: Some commenters have alleged that we have failed to adequately consider or downplayed the effect
of our aircraft operations on Alaska’s air quality and on ozone depletion and global warming. The EIS adequately
examines the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQSs) status of those areas of Alaska affected by our
flights and the allowable emissions in those areas, and accurately states the effect of our aircraft emissions.

NEPA does not generally have extraterritorial effect. Executive Order 12114 (3 CFR 356 [1980]), however,
requires an EIS for "major Federal actions significantly affecting the environment of the global commons outside
the jurisdiction of any nation (e.g., the oceans or Antarctica).* The definition of " global commons" adopted by
EPA defines it as "that area (land, air, and water) outside the jurisdiction of any nation" (40 CFR 6.1003).

Assuming arguendo that an EIS is always required to examine the effects of major Federal actions on the global
commons no matter where the action takes place, airspace, excepting outer space, has not been recognized by
the United States as being part of the global commons (i.e., U.S. refusal to apree to caps on domestic global
warming gasses at the Rio Earth Summit). Although there is no universally accepted definition of where airspace
ends and outer space begins, it is generally accepted that aircraft fly in airspace and orbiting spacecraft are in
outer space (Bosco 1990). The Chicago Convention of 1944 explicitly recognized that "every state has complete
and exclusive sovereignty over the airspace above its territory.” All of the actions covered by this EIS take place
in and affect U.S. territorial airspace and not the U.S. recognized global commons of the outer space.
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Assuming, again for the sake of argument, that the global commons is in some way affected by the flight
activities covered by the EIS, the extent of that impact is not significant. The commenters have cited a General
Accounting Office (GAQ) report entitled Global Pollurion From Jet Aircraft Could Increase in the Future (GAO
1992) for the proposition that jet aircraft adversely affect the U.S. and global environments. Despite its title, and
the use of it made by commenters, the report concludes that “Jet aircraft have a minimal impact on pollution
problems at ground level" (page 1), that "Jet aircraft contribute little to global pollution in the upper atmosphere,
especially compared with contributions from other sources" (page 2), that "Jets currently contribute a relatively
small amount of carbon dioxide emissions to global pollution” (page 6), and that "Emissions of nitrogen oxides
from supersonic jets currently have a small impact on upper-level ozone depletion” (page 6).
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2.2 Airspace Management and Aircraft Operations

AIR-001 COMMENT: What are the coordinates of all airspace associated with the proposed action,
including MTRs? What are the proposed training scenarios on the MTRs?

RESPONSE: Please refer to Volume IT1, Appendix B of the EIS for the exact coordinates of all the airspace
included in the Proposed and Alternative Actions. Specific coordinates for the MTR structure can be located in
the DoD Flight Information Publication (FLIP AP/IB), Area Planning, Military Training Routes, North and Sowh
America. FLIP AP/IB provides text and graphic descriptions plus operating instructions for all MTRs (IR, VR,
and SR) and refueling tracks/anchors. It is revised every 56 days.

AJR-002 COMMENT: What impact will this proposal have on the Military Airspace Management System
{(MAMS}?

RESPONSE: The Military Airspace Management System (MAMS) is a joint DoD program designed to automate
airspace scheduling, utilization, and reporting. It will provided automated service to a variety of personnel,
including airspace requestors, schedulers, airspace managers, database administrators, and communications
administrators. It will be PC-based and is not an airspace de-confliction system. MAMS currently is in the
source selection process and should be fielded by the late 1990s. The proposed modifications and utilization of
the MOAs considered under any of the alternatives in this EIS would not impact MAMS, nor are they dependent
on MAMS development. Alaskan airspace will be integrated into MAMS once the system is fielded.

AIR-003 COMMENT: Has the Air Force submitted annual Restricted Area utilization reports? What has
been the utilization of the restricted areas?

RESPONSE: The Air Force prepares an Annual Utilization Report for the Restricted Areas encompassing the three
air-to-ground weapons ranges in Alaska (Oklahoma/R-2202, Stuart Creek/R-2205, and Blair Lakes/R-2211). The
latest report for fiscal year (FY) 1994 showed a total of 7,794 sorties on these three ranges,

AIR-004 COMMENT: The Draft EIS does not adequately describe air refueling activities associated with
operations in Alaska.

RESPONSE: Air refueling (AR) is one of many skills Air Force pilots must maintain to adequately perform their
mission taskings. Air refueling tracks and anchors are established throughout the state and are used when needed
for training or to extend the range and/or flying time for military aircraft to complete their assigned missions.
All published air refueling areas are located in positive control airspace (above Flight Leve} [FL] 180 and, hence,
above all MOAS/TMOAs). Some of these areas overlie existing or proposed MOAs, while others do not.
Descriptions of the exact locations of the AR tracks and anchors can be found in DoD publication FLIP AP/IB
and the Alaska Supplement. The alternatives addressed in this EIS do not include any new air refueling areas,
nor does the Air Force plan to establish any air refueling areas within the MOA airspaces.
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AIR-005 COMMENT: The Draft EIS fails to provide information on weather minima.

Please pass to the appropriate squadron commander that the people of Stony River ask that your F-
15s and F-16s take care to not fly directly over the village at low altitudes.

Flying 300 feet over residences and wildlife would be disturbing.

RESPONSE: Air Force weather minima for operations under visual flight rules (VFR) are the same as those
required for civil VFR flight operations and are outlined in dir Force Instruction (AFT) 11-206 (formerly AFR
60-16), Visual Flight Rules, and in Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR), Part 91.155, Basic VFR Weather Minima,
Flights within the MOAs could also be conducted under instrument meteorological conditions (IMC) when all
aircraft are under positive radar control by the Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS) or ground-
control radar or if the MOA contains Class G airspace.

AFT 11-206 further defines minimum altitudes for overflight to include:

™ Over congested areas (cities, towns, settlements) or groups of people, at least 1,000 feet
above the highest obstacle with a 2,000-foot radius of the aircraft;

B Over non-congested areas at an altitude of not less than 500 feet above the surface except
over open water, in MTRs, or in sparsely populated areas. Under such circumstances,

pilots must not operate aircraft closer than 500 feet to any person, vessel, vehicle, or
structure,

Inquiries or reports about military aircraft operations can be phoned in to the 11th Air Force’s toll-free
information hotline at (800) 538-6647.

AIR-006 COMMENT: The Draft EIS fails to provide information on the currency of SUA/MTR briefings
and the established procedures for updating the briefings.

Impress on military pilots how busy the civilian aircraft really are in the MOAs.

RESPONSE: The responsibility for maintaining and presenting the required briefings for SUA and MTRs lies with
the units (3 WG or 354 FW) that control the airspace. New pilots assigned to the wings, plus aircrews
participating in exercise activities, receive the appropriate briefings before their first flights in the airspace. In
addition to the briefings, the first fiights in the airspace are usually "familiarization" flights to reinforce the
information briefed. Scheduling agencies throughout the Air Force are required to provide a current SUA
briefing prior to scheduling the SUA. For non-local users of the airspace, telephonic/fax briefings are required
to relay the current information prior to scheduling these non-local users. These briefings include information
on environmental/noise sensitive areas and the type of civilian aircraft that could be encountered in or around the
MOAs and MTRs. Briefings are periodically reviewed for content and accuracy. If an immediate change of
aircrew operations is needed, it can be implemented rapidly through the Flight Crew Information File (FCIF),
which must be signed off by each crew member before each flight.

AIR-007 COMMENT: The Draft EIS fails to provide information on what type of communications
systems, radio frequencies/telephone lines will coordinate/monitor activities?

Designate a CTAF frequency and assure military aircraft monitor it when using MOAs.

26 Comments and Responses Volume IV



Alaska Military Operations Areas Environmental Impact Statement Final

The Air Force should aggressively pursue improvement of their VHF commmunications capability
throughout the proposed MQAs. :

| have never been able to obtain an instrument clearance within a MOA.

We encourage the Air Force to accelerate adoption of technologies that will better enable it to monitor
gircraft in the MOAs.

RESPONSE: Communications associated with flight operations in the state are a part of the infrastructure
associated with existing operations. If additional radio frequencies are needed, then they will be requested
through the appropriate procedures. The EIS did not identify 2 need for additional communications capabilities;
however, the Air Force is investigating the addition of toll-free (800) service for civil access to Air Force
scheduling information, and has also requested an additional VHF frequency for automated broadcast of Air Force
flight information to civil aviators in the vicinity and east of Eielson AFB (see response to Comment OTH-012).
The Air Force is also adding more radio repeaters to cover areas in eastern BUFFALO and FOX MOAs.

AIR-008 COMMENT: The Draft EIS fails to analyze the economic impacts of airspace restrictions on
activities that depend on small aircraft operations. It fails to analyze the conflicts between military
overflights and scientific and air taxi/civilian flights in the MOAs and MTRs.

The EIS must address the conflicts, especially in low-elevation airspace, between military training
flights and aerial surveys. Pilot biologists are alert to other aircraft, but many of them are conducting
counts simultaneously with flying, making it virtually impossible to "see and avoid” aircraft flying as
fast as the speed of sound. They are often out of radio and phone contact for days at a time and are

not able to get updated information on whether military flights are planned for remote areas orin poor
weather conditions.

We are concerned about civil access rights to the airspace if the TMOAs are converted.

RESPONSE: There is no evidence that airspace restrictions on small aircraft operations, scientific, or air
taxi/civilian flights would create adverse economic impacts. MOAs and MTRs do not prohibit non-participating
civil aircraft operations; they are only 2 means of confining certain types of military flight operations. The
existing permanent MOAs have been charted for nearly 20 years, and temporary MOAs used today have been
used in one form or another for at least 10 years under various names and configurations. The Air Force has
continually attempted to mitigate, in a real time fashion, any potential impacts to special civil air activity, such
as wildlife monitoring flights or movement of hazardous materials, when it has been made aware of such
activities. Other mitigation measures are being considered that would enhance access to various areas serviced
by air. These mitigations include a higher floor (2,000 feet AGL) in the southeastern half of the proposed
YUKON 3 MOA (overlying the communities of Eagle, Eagle Village, Boundary, and Chicken); providing civil
flight corridors through the BUFFALO MOA at 500 feet AGL and between 4,000 and 6,000 feet MSL; and
raising the floors of the EIELSON, BIRCH, and FALCON MOAs to 500 feet AGL. The Air Force does not
expect that implementing any alternative in this assessment would cause any adverse economic impacts to the
aviators or communities under or near the proposed airspace.

ATR-009 COMMENT: The Draft EiS fails to provide information and mapping of routes which might be
utilized under the "No Action" Alternative. Just how will aircraft travel to these sites? What MTRs
are utilized by activities at bases described as part of the "No Action” Alternative?
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RESPONSE: Routine training sorties travel to the existing permanent MOAs via whatever. routings they file in
the VER or IFR flight plans. The altitudes flown depend on the distance to the particular airspace and, except
for a very short flight from Eieison AFB to the western reaches of YUKON 1 MOA, approximately 8 NM, the
routes would be expected to be flown at medium- to high-altitudes (10,000 feet MSL up to FL 330/350). Flights
to the MOAS/TMOAs during an MFE do not utilize MTRs and, as in the case of routine training, are at medinm
to higher altitudes for the round trip. In some limited cases, some MFE aircraft could be flying at lower altitudes
when a close air support scenario exercise is ongoing and most of the low-altitude flying is concentrated in the
Stuart Creek and Oklahoma air-to-ground weapons ranges and not in the MOAs. MTRs used for routine training
are described in sections 3.2.2.3, 3.2.3.3, 3.2.4.3, and 3.2.5.3, “Other DoD Aircraft Operations,” along with
maps of the MTR structure in each region.

AIR-010 COMMENT: What does air-to-air surge training involve and what are the effects?

RESPONSE: Surge training is an integral part of measuring the combat capability of various elements of a wing.
Air-to-air surge training, as might be conducted by the 3 WG at Elmendorf AFB, would encompass a period from
one to several days where the wing would generate and fly at higher than normal aircraft sortie rates and simulate
combat conditions. This tests the capabilities of both aircrew and maintenance personnel to sustain this operation,
along with the other infrastructure of the wing from the supply system to the dining facilities. All activities
continue to be carried out under the normal "peacetime” training rules as used day-to-day for routine training,
Because only a finite number of flying hours is budgeted for each wing, any increase in routine training rates
would be met with a corollary reduction in routine training rates in the days either immediately preceding or
following the surge exercise. Surge training would normally not occur more than once each calendar quarter,

AIR-011 COMMENT: A better description of low-altitude air-to-ground training sorties is needed in the
EIS. Also how does this compare to an air-to-air training sortie?

RESPONSE:  Volume IiI, Appendix C of the EIS provides information on the operational missions (real world
responsibilities) assigned to the forces based in Alaska, the tactical flying training program used to prepare for
these operational taskings, and general aircraft and munitions characteristics. Descriptions of the different facets
of air-to-ground and air-to-air training are provided in section C.2.

AIR-012 COMMENT: Many of the proposed areas for low-altitude overfiights occur over wilderness
and other sensitive areas and thus the Air Force is failing to comply with NPS/FAA policy committed
to minimizing flights below 2,000 feet AGL over these areas. '

RESPONSE: The 2,000-foot AGL restriction mentioned above is not mandatory. The FAA requests that pilots
voluntarily observe a 2,000-foot AGL restriction over areas such as national parks, recreation areas, wilderness
and primitive areas, and wild and scenic rivers. The Preferred Alternative would mitigate many such areas within
the Region of Influence by establishing higher MOA floors over sensitive areas, changing MOA boundaries to

exclude sensitive areas, and minimizing operations during high-use times such as the 2 week period around the
4th of July.
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AIR-013 COMMENT: Does this EIS automatically include renewal authority for the waivers to
supersonic operations below 30,000 feet in YUKON 1 and YUKON 27

RESPONSE: The completion of the EIS is only the beginning of the process to renew authority to conduct
supersonic operations below 30,000 feet MSL or to permit these in areas where they are currently prohibited.
Foliowing completion of the EIS and the issuance of a Record of Decision (ROD), Headquarters Air Force will
evaluate the environmental documentation and make a determination on the information presented. Such a
determination is normally permitted for a period of up to 3 years. The current approval authority for MFE
operations in YUKON 1 and YUKON 2 MOAs would require renewal approval by April 1, 1996, regardless of
the decisions being considered under this EIS.

AIR-014 COMMENT: The SUSITNA MOA is particularly noted for conflicts with noise and the effects
on lifestyles, peaceful enjoyment of residence, and on wildlife.

RESPONSE: Under the Preferred Alternative being considered by the Air Force, it is anticipated that operations
in the SUSTTNA MOA would decrease over existing levels. The creation of the FOX MOA, allowing day-to-day
routine training, would reduce needs for the close-in SUSITNA MOA. It is expected that if the FOX MOA is
approved, operations in the SUSITNA MOA would decrease to whatever is required for short-duration Functional
Check Flights (FCFs) and training in the very basic flight maneuvers. Further, the Air Force has already

- instituted a restriction on supersonic operations in the SUSTTNA MOA to an east-west line in the southern haif
of the MOA and away from the Denali area to the north.

AIR-015 COMMENT: At the very least, the FAA should conduct public hearings before deciding on any
course of action.

RESPONSE: The Air Force is preparing an airspace proposal for the Preferred Alternative (Alternative
A—Modified). This proposal will be circularized by FAA throughout the affected communities (as identified by
FAA). Informal airspace meetings will be conducted by the FAA, and written comments will also be accepted.
This process is expected to conclude before the Air Force issues a Record of Decision (ROD), and the
information gathered will be considered by the decision-maker before the ROD is issued.

AIR-016 COMMENT: | have already encountered military aircraft at high speeds and low altitude
outside of the MOAs. | assume that these flights are unauthorized. )

| have observed that total disregard the Air Force had for the 3,000-foot AGL floor that was
supposedly in effect (in the FOX TMOA). Clients and I on the ground confirmed this as being an
almost continuous breach of the rules, occurring up to three times daily with F-15s flying at high
speed/low level along the Susitna River outside the approved low level training routes, well below
3,000 feet above the ground.

Airpianes flying high speed on MTRs below 1,500 feet and crossing airways serving western Alaska
threaten the safety of people living in the western part of the state.
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RESPONSE: Though it is difficult to determine the exact location described by the comments, the Air Force
believes that these comments are describing operations along MTR 937, which underlies the southern half of the
area of the proposed FOX MOA. This being the case, these operations would have been authorized as these
MTRs were charted and opened for use in the summer of 1994, If these operations occurred off these MTRs

where high-speed, low-altitude operations are not permitted, then they indeed would have been a violation of
existing Air Force and command directives.

The location of the MTRs is clearly charted on the civil sectional maps available to all aviators. Route planning
taking these MTRs into account will lessen the potential for midair collisions and enhance the aviation safety for
both military and clvil aviators together.

AIR-017 COMMENT: In the comparison of Alternatives the Air Force says there is no Significant
Adverse Impact on Aircraft Operations and Aviation Safety. It never defines what that might be. It
does admit there would be adverse impact on interaction with civilian aircraft.

RESPONSE: Section 4.2.1.1 of the EIS explains how impacts to airspace management, aircraft operations, and
aviation safety were assessed. Adverse impacts were associated with areas where Air Force activity would occur
below 3,000 feet AGL and where civil aviators might occasionally postpone activities during certain times of the
day to avoid potential conflict with military aircraft operations. Significant adverse impacts were identified when
it was possible that low-altitude flight operations might jeopardize aviation safety and significantly increase midair
collision potential, The Air Force identified one area (the TANANA MOA—Alternative B) as potentially creating
a significant adverse impact on flight operations in that area. Since the Draft EIS was published, the FAA has
asked that assessments of potential impacts to aircraft operations and aviation safety, including increases in midair

collision potential, be deleted from the EIS. The FAA will assess these areas through the circularization process
with the public.

AIR-018 COMMENT: | am concerned that operations in the STONY MOAs will not be reduced, but will
in fact be increased under this proposal.

RESPONSE: It is expected that, if the Preferred Alternative is adopted, operations in the STONY MOAs will
remain the same or decrease. The establishment of the FOX MOA, to the northeast of Eimendorf AFB, will
provide alternative training areas for the F-15Cs from Elmendorf AFB. It is not the intent of the Air Force to
abandon training in the STONY MOAs as they are the site of the Alaska Air Combat Maneuvering
Instrumentation (ACMI) system. This ACMI system records air-to-air training activity in the STONY MOAs
and is used to debrief and evaluate each training mission. :

AIR-019 COMMENT: As a canoeist on rivers within the YUKON MOA we are frequently harassed by
low flying A-10s and other jet aircraft flying at 300-500 feet above the rivers.

On the 22nd of November in the afternoon, two military helicopters "buzzed™ our house flying barely
100 feet above the ground.

There have been several fatal midair collisions in this area (the area surrounding the Blair Lakes
restricted area R-2211), and | have personally had to execute abrupt collision-avoidance maneuvers
below 1,000 ft AGL outside of R-2211 to avoid colliding with A-10 aircraft.
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RESPONSE: Safety records back to 1983 disclose no midair collisions between Air Force and civil aircraft. Also,
Air Force records on near misses indicate that from January 1991 through June 1994, the only reported near
misses occurred in the immediate vicinity of either the Eielson or Elmendorf AFB traffic patterns. No near
misses have been officially recorded in any of the MOAs/TMOAS during routine or MFE operations. The Special
Use Airspace Information Service (SUAIS) provides coverage in the proposed EIELSON, BIRCH, and
BUFFALO MOAs where many civilian pilots transit along the Richardson Highway (see section 3.2.2).

Flight activity around R-2211 is congested for both the Air Force and civil aviators. R-2211 is used extensively
as a scored range to train basic weapons delivery tactics. A-10s could be operating in the vicinity of R-2211 to
transit between the restricted area and Eielson AFB or the YUKON MOAs. Lowe-altitude tactical navigation
(ILATN) training by A-10s (below 250 knots) could be occurring in the area; however, since early 1995, the
commander at Eielson AFB has restricted A-10 LATN training to the areas east of the YUKON MOAs.

Please refer to the response to comment AIR-005 for a description of basic flight altitude restrictions. In addition,
AFT 11-206 stipulates that "Helicopters . . . may operate at lower altitudes than the minimums . . . if they do not
create a hazard to persons or property on the surface.”

ATR-020 COMMENT: The Executive Summary of the Draft EIS states that "use of TMOAs for recurring
MFEs also conflicts with the FAA's intended use of this type of airspace—a procedural concern.™
Explain the intent of TMOAs and the process for their use.

RESPONSE: FAA Handbook 7400.2, Procedures for Handling Airspace Marters, provides guidance on
submission, processing, and approval of proposals to establish Temporary MOAs (TMOAs). It states, "The
provision for Temporary MOAs is in recognition of the military’s need for additional airspace to periodically
conduct readiness exercises that supplement routine training. When it is known that this need will occur on a
regular and continuing basis, the necessary airspace should be considered for establishment as a Permanent MOA
with provisions for its activation by NOTAM/Special Notice disseminated well in advance of the scheduled
activity.” When existing airspace is inadequate to accommodate short-term military training exercises, Temporary
MOAs may be established for a period not to exceed 30 days, Temporary MOA proposals are submitted to FAA
Regional Air Traffic Division (in this case, the Alaska Regional Office) through the appropriate military
representative at least 4 months prior to the desired effective date.

AIR-021 COMMENT: Future airspace revisions will require that a mechanism exist to add airspace

needed for new and relocated public use airports to the description of flight avoidance areas within
the MQOAs.

RESPONSE: The Air Force recognizes that the situations underlying the MOAs is not static. If new or relocated
public use airports open under any of the MOAs, the Air Force will establish appropriate exclusion zones, as
required by FAA regulations, and process the changes to the airspace description in FAA Handbook 7400.8. The
Alr Force has already established the required exclusion area around the newly designated Coal Creek airport.

AIR-022 COMMENT: Several existing MOAs, such as the NAKNEK MOQAs, are proposed in such a
manner that a change to FAA Handbook 7400.8 will be required. The proposed FOX MOA (with its
two different floors) is not described in a manner compatible for inclusion in FAA Handbook 7400.8.

Volume 1V Comments and Responses 2-11



Final Alaska Military Operations Areas Environmental Impact Statement

RESPONSE: All legal descriptions of the MOAs being considered in this EIS will be reviewed by and coordinated
with the Regional FAA Flight Standards Branch to ensure conformity with FAA practices and procedures for
identifying and charting SUA.

AIR-023 COMMENT: Several technical deficiencies were noted in the description of the TMOAs and
air operations {air route traffic control procedures) that need to be corrected in the Final EIS.

RESPONSE: These descriptions were reviewed for accuracy and were corrected.

AIR-024 COMMENT: The FAA Anchorage Air Route Traffic Controi Center (ARTCC) is concerned that
the simultaneous operation of the FOX and SUSITNA MOAs and higher Air Traffic Control Assigned
Airspace (ATCAAs) may interfere with their ability to provide separation along the north-south air
routes between these two MOAs.

RESPONSE: The Air Force understands the FAA’s concern regarding simultaneous activation of the FOX and
SUSITNA MOAs and the potential disruption of IFR corridors for non-participating aircraft. If the FOX MOA
is established, any limits on activation should be identified in the revised Letter of Agreement (Description of
Alaskan Military Airspace) between the Anchorage ARTCC and the 11th Air Force.
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2.3 Alternatives

ALT-001 COMMENT: The EIS should contain an analysis based on a real No Action Alternative. Due
to the fact that the initial aircraft conversion and subseguent related actions such as MEEs and MTRs
were only considered in separate EAs instead of a comprehensive EIS, this new document should
consider the proposed action as starting with the first change in 1991 (or whenever the beddown of
F-15s and F-16s occurred}. A true "No Action" alternative would not include the new temporary
MOAs which have been designated, or any other new training situations {MTRs or MFEs) or facilities
built, since 1991. Evaluation of impacts should refiect changes from the situation prior to the
conversion to F-16s; e.g., for the noise analysis, comparisons of numbers of low-elevation flights and
sonic booms, mapping and acreage of proposed airspace allocations {(MTRs, MOAs, MFEs, etc.) and
other training infrastructure and land use.

RESPONSE: There are two distinct interpretations of "no action." The first situation involves an action where
ongoing programs will continue. In other words, "no action” is "no change” from the stotus quo because 1o
construct an alternative that reverses history would be a pointless academic exercise. Therefore, the "no action”
alternative may be thought of in terms of continuing with the present course of action. The second interpretation
of "no action” involves cases where the proposed activity would simply not take place, and the resulting
environmental effects from taking no action would be compared with the effects of permitting the proposed
activity or an alternative activity to go forward. In either case, analysis of the “no action” alternative provides
a benchmark, enabling decision-makers to compare the magnitude of environmental effects of the action
alternatives. (46 Federal Register 18026) as amended by 51 Federal Register 15618).

A proponent may exercise discretion in defining the range of alternatives to be considered, including the No
Action Alternative. The real key to defining the No Action Alternative is determining what would happen if, at
the conclusion of the EIS process, the Proposed Action and/or Preferred Alternative was not carried forward.
In this case, the No Action Alternative would be to maintain the status quo—i.e., requesting TMOAs from FAA
annually for MFEs as described in the Environmental Assessment: Major Flying Exercises in Alaska (USAF
1993a), and conducting routine training in the existing permanent MOAs and other airspace, including MTRs.
No action does not necessarily mean to reverse history. The No Action Alternative properly consists of what has
been analyzed through previous Environmental Assessments and authorized through the Federal Aviation
Administration’s airspace circularization and charting process. This alternative is fully congruent with the
requirements of NEPA.

ALT-002 COMMENT: | do have one suggestion, which you have probably already considered and
rejected, but which | think might possibly be acceptable. Have you considered MOAs that are entirely
over water, with operations based at Kodiak or Adak? While ground-based radars to control such
operations may not be avaitable or even possible, control by AWACS should be, and such training
might be more realistic, as operations in a "real world” combat situation would probably be under
such control in any event.

Relocate the bombing ranges, environmental problems notwithstanding.

The EIS does not consider the alternative of conducting training in the Gulf of Alaska. This areais
away from land and will not affect as many people.

The EIS should contain a wide range of alternatives. These must address not only the designation
of temporary and permanent MOAs, but also for the integrally related MTRs, MFEs, and other joint
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and U.S. Air Force training airspace, land use, and facilities. There should be an alternative that does
not include any new permanent or temporary MOAs, MTRs, or MEEs over conservation system units
in Alaska.

RESPONSE: Section 2.1 of the EIS summarizes the criteria used to formulate the alternatives. The criteria were
derived from the aircraft operational parameters (such as effective training range), existing facilities and assets,
existing airspace infrastructure (military and civilian), and tactical flying training program and airspace standards.
These criteria and the alternatives narrowing process are explained in greater detail in Appendix N of the Final
EIS (Volume IV of the Draft EIS). This appendix outlines the criteria used to judge possible alternatives in terms
of their ability to meet mission needs. Thirty-three possible alternatives were suggested to the Air Force during
the public scoping process. Each was evaluated to determine whether or not it was reasonable (i.e., would satisfy
the need for the proposed action). This process produced two additional alternatives (Alternatives A and B),
which were anatyzed in the Draft EIS. The remainder, including suggestions to establish MOAs further west of
the existing MOAs, create new bombing ranges and associated airspace, establish MOAs over water, and conduct
routine training and MFEs in existing permanent MOAs only, were evaluated and failed to meet the mandatory
criteria. Section 2.5 of the EIS highlights some of the alternatives that were evaluated, but eliminated from
turther consideration on the basis of failure to satisfy the mandatory criteria.

42 U.S.C. § 4332(c)(iii) requires that EISs and EAs include alternatives to the proposed action. The CEQ
regulations implement NEPA by requiring analysis of all reasonable alternatives to the proposed action including
the alternative of no action. We assume that the commenters believe that there are reasonable alternatives that
the Air Force has not considered.

As noted above, an agency need only consider the reasonable altecnatives to its proposed action, not all possible
alternatives. The Supreme Court has held, "common sense also teaches us that the 'detailed statement of
alternatives’ cannot be found wanting simply because the agency failed to include every device and thought
conceivable by the mind of man" [Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. Natural Resources Defense Council,
435 U.S. 519, 98 §. Ct. 1197, 55 L.Ed.2d 460 (1978); Greenpeace USA v. Stone, 748 F. Supp. 749 [D. Hawaii
1990)]. An alternative is reasonable only if it will bring about the ends of the Federal action [City of Angoon
v. Hodel, 803 F.2d 1016 (9th Cir. 1986) cert. den. 484 U.S. 870, 108 S. Ct. 197, 98 L. Ed. 2d. 148 (1987)].

The proponent of the action bears the burden of deciding which alternatives to consider in an EIS [Citizens
Against Burlington v. Busey, 938 F. 2d 190 (D.C. Cir. 1991)]. Volume IV of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement sets forth the criteria used for the selection of alternatives based upon the Air Force’s need as well as
a comparison of "alternatives" presented during scoping with those criteria. We believe that we have identified
all of the reasonable alternatives to our proposed action.

ALT-003 CoMMENT: The Final EIS should clarify why it is not practical to identify Temporary MOAs
on the aviation charts.

Until we can answer the questions concerning the numerous impacts of the proposed alternative, let’'s
stay with the NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE and see if we can’t find some cost saving measures with
the budgetary and planning procedures, chart the TMOAs and still provide for MFEs and combat
experience without subjecting the rest of us to a "military conflict.”

DNR suggests the Air Force consider establishing tem porary rather than permanent MOAs so that if

the impacts on users of state land, wildlife, and other resources are significant, the Air Force can
terminate the use of these maps.
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RESPONSE:  According to the Federal Aviation Administration’s Procedures for Handling Airspace Marters
(7400.2):

The provision for temporary MOAs is in recognition of the military’s need for additional
airspace to periodically conduct readiness exercises that supplement routine training.
When it is known that this need will occur on a regular and continuing basis, the
necessary airspace should be considered for establishment as a permanent MOA with
provisions for its activation by NOTAM/Special Notice disseminated well in advance of
the scheduled activity.

Retaining the airspace as Temporary MOAs would limit its use to MFEs only, which would not accommodate
the Air Force’s need to use these MOAs for routine training.

Use of a permanent MOA can be terminated or modified by FAA or the Air Force at any time for compelling
reasons. Establishing a permanent MOA merely allows its charting and use. It does not mean the airspace is
designated in perpetuity. The FAA always retains the authority to change physical and operational parameters.
In addition, the Air Force is entering into a Memorandum of Understanding with federal and state resource
management agencies to help identify any impacts to sensitive resources that may occur.

ALT-004 COMMENT: This comment number is not used in the EIS.

ALT-005 COMMENT: We are concerned about the selection of the preferred alternative due to its

potential noise impacts on biological and subsistence resources, as well as its potential human
impacts.

RESPONSE: The Draft EIS purposefully did not identify a Preferred Alternative (see section 2.7 of the Draft
EIS). The Air Force deferred selection of its Preferred Alternative pending the outcome of public review and
comment on the Draft EIS. The Final EIS identifies the Preferred Alternative as Alternative A~—Modified.
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2.4 Biological Resources

BIO-001 COMMENT: In Chapters 2 and 4 there is no discussion of neotropical migratory birds.
Alaska’s interior provides the major nesting habitats for some of these species. Damage to the highly
sensitive hearing required by many of these species to establish breeding territories, to exhibit
successful courtship behavior, and to, as juveniles, learn effective vocalization while in Alaska are of
high concern. Physical hearing loss from jet aircraft could threaten reproductive success and could

cause long-term cumulative declines in breeding populations over large regions of select species’
breeding ranges.

The proposed military training exercises will have an adverse impact on the wild game and fowl. The
"supersonic booms" will create shock waves which may damage the hearing, nervous system, and
heart rate of the wild game, and will create havoc on the migratory patterns and populations of the
wild game.

RESPONSE: The central thrust of this comment is the potential for hearing damage to wildlife, particularly
neotropical migrant birds. The limited research available suggests that such damage is highly unlikely to result
from low-level jet overflights, primarily because of the intermittent nature of the noise peaks generated. Further
literature review undertaken in response to this comment has not suggested any reason to alter this conclusion.
Text on the potential for hearing damage has been revised to document this conclusion (see section 4.5.1.3).
Since the stated concern over the reproductive success and overall population dynamics of neotropical migrants
stems from the potential for hearing damage, background information on these species has not been added to the
document. Please note, too, the 1994 agreement between the Air Force and the NPS to inventory and monitor
neotropical migrant birds in the Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve (see section 4.5.1.3.2).

It is interesting to note that only a single study (Gollop et al. 1972) has indicated impact on song bird breeding
success. Such studies have been criticized as flawed in that they have not adequately accounted for natural
variability in passerine mortality or for the impacts of human intrusion in the course of the studies (USFS 1992).

Therefore, this single study was not viewed as adequate reason to address neotropical migrant birds in the
analysis.

BIO-002 COMMENT: Rare plant species, some of which may occur at arctic steppe sites along the
Yukon River, are of concern. Though no systematic studies have been done, we believe that fire at
such sites could eliminate entire populations and should, therefore, be addressed in the Final EIS.

RESPONSE:  According to the EIS analysis of the potential impacts of flare use (see section 4.4.2.1.2), the
mandated procedures for flare utilization would preclude any increased risk of wildfire. Therefore, this
speculative concern has not been addressed in the Final EIS.

BIO-003 COMMENT: The Draft EIS does not indicate the presence of raptor nests in the northern half
of the SUSITNA MOA. A late season raptor survey was conducted by National Park Service (NPS)
staff in Denali National Park and Preserve under the SUSITNA MOA on August 5, 1989. Three
occupied golden eagle nests and nine unoccupied nests were found. It is suspected that the nine
uncccupied nests had been active and the golden eagles had already migrated out of the area for
warmer climates. Presence of the species should be acknowledged in the Final EIS.

Volume IV Commenls and Responses 2-17



Final Alaska Military Qperations Areas Environmental Impact Statement

RESPONSE: Information pertaining to wildlife range and habitat use areas was obtained through extensive
consultation with state and federal resource managers, including Denali National Park and Preserve (see Chapter
6 for a list of persons and agencies contacted). In the case of raptors, the actual coordinates of nest site locations
were provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
(ADF&G). In order to ensure map consistency, particularly for threatened, endangered, and other special status
species (such as golden eagles), the EIS relied primarily on data provided by these agencies. Regarding raptors
in the Southcentral Region, which includes the SUSITNA MOA, the text at section 3.5.5.2 has been revised to
acknowledge the presence of golden eagles in the area underlying the SUSITNA MOA.

BIO-004 COMMENT: The importance of the Fortymile caribou herd for hunters has been minimized by
the Draft EIS and needs to be reevaluated. The impact level for the herd should be described as Level
Il under the Proposed Action. Virtually the entire herd would reside under the MOAs. The herd is
already of concern to many biologists, land managers and the public because of its lack of growth.
The added stress of the overflights combined with other identified factors may serve to depress the
population. Harvest has been low due to the lack of population status of the herd, not due to
inaccessibility or lack of interest. Should the herd reach the state’s target of 60,000 animals, hunter
use will significantly increase.

The potential for wolf management by the state is closely tied to the health of the Fortymile caribou
herd. Cumulative impacts on the herd could result in intensive management of wolves for longer
periods of time than would otherwise be proposed by the state.

The Fortymile Caribou Herd Working Team recommends that MOA-associated impacts to the
Fortymile caribou herd be listed in the Final EIS as Leve! [l impacts. The EIS finds the Delta caribou
herd to be susceptible to Level |l impacts in part because of its economic importance. The Fortymile
caribou herd is economically important to the residents and communities of eastern Interior Alaska,
perhaps increasingly so because of the recent population declines experienced by the neighboring
Delta and Mentasta herds.

RESPONSE: The Fortymile herd is profiled in section 3.5.3.4., and the population is described as growing since
the mid-1970s, with a slowing of growth since 1988. However, the ADF&G does not identify the Fortymile herd
as a herd "in trouble" as it does the much more precarious Delta and Mentasta herds (the Iatter is generally
outside the MOA structure during critical periods). Therefore, the herd currently does not meet the criteria for
Level III impacts outlined in section 4.5.1.4. Coordination efforts between the Air Force and the natural resource

management agencies would allow appropriate mitigation measures to be implemented should this situation
change.

The potential for increased intensity or duration of the State’s wolf-control program is a speculative impact and,
therefore, not addressed. The coordination program noted above would generate miti gation if the agencies viewed
it as necessary.

BIO-005 CoMMENT: Without mitigation, we suggest that Level Ill impacts are applicable for Dall sheep
within YUKON 1-4 MOAs. This is due to the low quality habitat and a low density population
compared to others in the state. The population also includes the rare Fannin color phase. In
addition, the Draft EiS fails to acknowledge that the Dall sheep populations under the SUSITNA MOA
may be stressed by other human activities (sport hunting) and that overflights may further contribute
to stresses on those populations.
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| am also concerned about young Dall sheep before they are strong enough to move safely with their
mothers. Hunters have reported observing young sheep taking falls in attempts to follow their
mothers who were startled by jets flying low through mountain areas. Why not reduce your activities
in mountainous areas during the times when young sheep are most vulnerable?

Dail sheep inhabit the mountainous terrain throughout the MOAs which overlie the upper Yukon and
Tanana valleys. The escape terrain utilized by sheep to avoid predation is precipitous. Sheep
exhibiting a startle response from low level jet flights near sheep habitat are more likely to accidentally
fail. Expanded fiight operations near sheep habitat willincrease sheep mortality from accidental falis.

RESPONSE: Please refer to Table 2-9 which states that, without mitigation, Dall sheep populations in the northern
Alaska Range and the Tanana hills may experience Level I impacts. These populations could be located under
the YUKON 14, BUFFALO, EIELSON, and FOX MOAs as well as on the Oklahoma air-to-ground Weapons
range. Mitigation being considered consists of restricting overflights to above 5,000 feet AGL over defined use
areas during critical life-cycle phases. Note that military aircraft activity in the SUSTTNA MOA, which has a
minimum floor of 5,000 feet AGL, has been ongoing since the mid-70s and is not proposed to increase. The
ongoing military activity in this MOA is not expected to contribute to the stress experienced by Dall sheep
populations in the area.

BIO-006 COMMENT: The proposed activities are described as potentially impacting Listed Species.
The EIS should include the Biological Assessment and the associated U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

or National Marine Fisheries Service Biological Opinion or formal correspondence regarding these
species.

RESPONSE:  Please refer to section 1.7.3.1, which summarizes the consultation regarding threatened and
endangered species between the Air Force and the USFWS. Briefly, the Air Force completed formal Section 7
consultation with the USFWS on March 31, 1993, at which time the USFWS issued a Biological Opinion
regarding the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. The only species considered in the Biological
Opinion was the American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anaturm). The Biological Opinion stipulated an
authorized level of incidental take, reasonable and prudent measures to minimize the impact of take, and other
terms and conditions related to the authorization of incidental take. These measures, terms, and conditions were
subsequently implemented by the Air Force. On March 30, 1994, the Air Force re-initiated formal consultation
with the USFWS regarding airspace proposed as part of Alternative B. Consultation was completed on April 18,
1994, at which time the USFWS issued a letter to the Air Force authorizing an increased level of take of
American peregrine falcon (from 5 to 6 per year); all other aspects of the March 31, 1993, Biological Opinion
remain in effect. All correspondence pertaining to Section 7 consultation between the Air Force and the USFWS
is reproduced in Appendix I of the EIS.

BIO-007 COMMENT: In discussing the Biological Resources, the Air Force defines Level |l impacts as
"impacts that may help cause or maintain minor reduction or displacement of local, regional, or entire
wildlife populations.™ The Air Force’s use of the word "minor" is interesting. They don’t define what
they mean. It may be minor to the pilots flying the missions, but to those people living off the
animals it is certainly NOT minor. The Porcupine caribou herd is an internationally managed herd of
over 100,000 animals and it provides subsistence food for most of the villages in the upper Yukon
valiey as well as Old Crow Village in the northern Yukon Territory. My experience has shown that
caribou can be very much impacted by high noise levels.
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It has long been understood that loud noises and the repeated frightening of wildlife alters their
behavioral patterns and reproductive cycles. :

Iam concerned about the Delta caribou herd, Dall sheep populations, and peregrine falcon nest sites.

Caribou and peregrine falcon studies have shown that these two species suffer severe impacts from
sonic booms,

The impact analysis categories (i.e., Levels I-1ll) are not based on standard approaches used to
evaluate impacts for conservation system lands. The impact levels fail to adequately account for the
biological and aesthetic effects below the population level. Definitions of impact levels should also
address effects on habitat, sublethal effects, and impaired productivity {decreases in nesting rates
and success). We do not believe that evaluation of impacts should be averaged over huge acreage,
but the zones where sensitive and critical wildlife habitats would be overlain by overflights should be
mapped and better analyzed. We believe the Air Force inappropriately states in the Draft EIS that "no
scientific evidence was found during this review to support the contention of individual or population
harm based on exposure to any level of noise generated by U.S. Air Force aircraft." Due to the
paucity of studies to address this topic, it is more appropriate to say no studies were found to
substantiate that there would be no effect of overflights from disturbance or noise impacts.

RESPONSE: The Air Force believes that the impact levels as defined in section 4.5.1.4 do account for all but one
of the noted impacts (i.e., biological effects below the population level, effects on habitat, sublethal effects and
impaired productivity). Only "aesthetic" effects are not addressed, though these may be dealt with in the
recreation analysis or other sections of the document, depending on the commenter’s intent. The brief and
general impact-level descriptions are merely a means of standardizing and quantifying impacts of these types that
are outlined in section 4.5.1.3. Impacts are not generalized over huge acreage but rather assessed on the basis
of the critical season habitats described, according to the best currently available information, in the affected
environment portion of the document (sections 3.5.3 through 3.5.6).

In regard to the impacts of sonic booms, noise contours including the potential for sonic booms are presented in
the noise analysis (see section 4.3). As noted in section 4.5.3.1, sonic booms are considered throughout the
assessment of aircrafi-noise impacts on biological resources; booms alone could result in a key threshold being
crossed and a Level I or IIl impact. Section 4.5.3.1 also outlines why sonic boom mitigation is not feasible and
why this is not viewed as a significant problem.

Regarding the concern that improved thresholds for noise impact and monitoring efforts be developed before
increased flight activities are undertaken, the Air Force believes that the thresholds used in the EIS, which were
garnered from a thorough review of applicable literature and consultation with numerous researchers and field
biologists, provide an adequate basis for the analysis. However, the Interagency Coordination Teams would
monitor impacts to ensure that this conclusion is correct.

BIO-008 COMMENT: This comment number is not used in the EIS.

BIO-009 COMMENT: No effects on the Nelchina caribou herd are noted for the Proposed Action, while
Level lll impacts are indicated as possible on the Delta herd. We understand that the Nelchina herd
is larger than the Delta herd and that the former’s range/habitat is very definitely under the proposed

FOX MOA. Why would the Delta herd be significantly adversely affected and the Nelchina herd not
at all?
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RESPONSE: Impact levels are defined in section 4.5.1.4. The Delta herd is susceptible to Level TII impacts
primarily because its numbers have declined by more than 60 percent since 1989. The Nelchina herd has been
increasing since 1972, so it cannot be viewed as a population “in trouble,” and therefore susceptible to Level IIT
impact. However, as noted in section 4.5.2.4, supersonic flight, with the potential for sonic booms, would make
the herd susceptible to Level II impacts although the floor of the FOX MOA would be 5,000 foot AGL floor
under the Air Force’s Preferred Alternative (Alternative A—Modified), which would reduce subsonic sound levels
to well below L., 85 dB. In addition, under this alternative the southeastern corner would be shifted westward,
reducing the total area underlying the FOX MOA by approximately 12 percent over the Proposed Action.
Finally, the minimum floor for supersonic operations would be 5,000 feet AGL or 12,000 feet MSL, whichever
Is higher, as compared to 5,000 feet AGL under the Proposed Action. Given the topography of the underlying
terrain, this floor would result in approximately 19 percent of all supersonic operations occurring above 10,000
feet AGL, 68 percent above 8,000 feet AGL, and 32 percent between 5,000 and 8,000 feet AGL (in the northern
reaches of the FOX MOA near the Alaska Range and south of the EIELSON MOA and R-2202—away from the
center of the area where supersonic activities are most likely to occur). The higher supersonic floor further
reduces the potential maximum peak overpressures from a sonic boom.

BIO-010 COMMENT: Disturbances caused by low level jet overflights during the calving season pose
the greatest risk to moose in the YUKON MOAs. The separation of cow and calf due to being startled
could predispose the calf to predation by wolves or bears.

RESPONSE: Potential impacts to moose are described in section 4.5.1.3.6, including the potential for greater
susceptibility to aircraft noise during calving. However, because moose habitat tends to include more abundant
cover, moose may seek such cover or remain still rather than running when disturbed, and are thought to

habituate more to human disturbance than do most other wild ungulates, the magnitude of potential impacts is
probably limited.

BIO-011 COMMENT: A possible side effect is that brown bear have been proven to migrate away from
the areas of air activity and this could cause them to migrate south to the Lake Louise area, which
already has too many brown bear. There they are not only destructive to property, but are a danger
to the people using the area.

RESPONSE:  Possible impacts to brown and black bears are outlined in section 4.5.1.3.8. Military aircraft
overflights could potentially contribute to effects on local populations. However, in consideration of the

abundance and wide distribution of bears in Alaska, significant adverse effects, such as habitat abandonment, are
not considered likely.

BIO-012 COMMENT: What effect will the increased noise level have on eagles and their nesting areas
along the Salcha River?

RESPONSE: The Air Force's Preferred Alternative, Alternative A—Modified, would not include any airspace over
the Salcha River. The CLEAR CREEK MOA is not part of this alternative, and the northwest boundary of the
BIRCH MOA has been shifted several miles away from the Salcha River. In light of this, impacts to eagles in
the area would not oceur.
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BIO-013 COMMENT: What impacts can be expected on wildlife from fires and unexploded ordnance?

RESPONSE:  According to the EIS analysis of the potential impacts of flare use (see section 4.4.2.1.2), the
mandated procedures for flare utilization would preclude any increased risk of wildfire. According to section
4.4.2.3, the current capacity of weapons ranges and their annual clean-up procedures, coupled with current
safeguards on weapons systems, would preclude any new, munitions related impacts.

BIO-014 COMMENT: The EIS recognizes that Level [lI impacts on trumpeter swans under the FOX
MOA are possible. The community expresses concern that trumpeter swan nesting could be
disturbed during the period April 1 through August 31.

Community residents are worried about the effects the use of supersonic fighter planes, engaged in
mock combat, would have on the wildlife habitats in the area. In particular the trumpeter swan
nesting sites.

RESPONSE: The Air Force’s Preferred Alternative, Alternative A—Modified, would include a shift in the FOX
MOA boundary that would largely eliminate any airspace over the trumpeter swan nesting areas along the
Gulkana River, and would raise the floor of the FOX MOA to 5,000 feet AGL. In light of this, no significant
adverse effects to trumpeter swan populations are predicted.
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2.5 Cultural Resources

CUL-001 COMMENT: How is it that a determination of No Adverse Effect on cultural resources has
already been made without analysis of a specific review of those cultural resources within all the
proposed areas and all the proposed overflight activities? How is it possible, given the impacts of
noise from sonic and subsonic flights or flares, to state "there would be no ground disturbance
associated with the Proposal (i.e., no .. . alteration of existing buildings or facilities)"? It is just as
reasonable to conclude that these proposed activities would destroy historic structures and/or alter
the landscape (historical context), irreplaceably destroying our past.

What will be the adverse physical effects to any prehistoric or historic buildings, structures, or
objects? What are the locations of these sites? Will additional surveys be conducted? What are
these sites? How many of these sites are eligible to be placed on the National Register of Historic
Places? Will the proposed improvements to military operations areas in Alaska comply with the
National [Historic] Preservation Act, including, but not limited to, Section 106? We question how the
SHPO could have made a determination that the proposed action would have no adverse effect to
cultural resources prior to the completion of the EIS. Clearly, the cart has been put before the horse.

RESPONSE: The term "adverse effect” has special meaning when used in association with cultural resources.
According to the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), "An undertaking is considered to have an adverse
effect when the effect on a historic property may diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling or association.” Further defined in 36 CFR 800.3(a), an "undertaking shall be
considered to have an effect whenever any condition of the undertaking causes or may cause any change,
beneficial or adverse, in the quality of the historical, architectural, archaeological, or cultural characteristics that
qualify the property to meet the criteria of the National Register.” Adverse effects to cultural resources may
include direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts as the result of intentional and inadvertent damage. Effects in
general are the result of ground-disturbing activities. The risk of impacting sites is directly related to the amount
of ground-disturbing activities conducted in a given area.

Section 106 of the NHPA requires a proponent to determine whether or not an action will affect historic
properties listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register. If the agency concludes that the action will
have an effect, the agency must then determine whether or not that effect will be adverse. This determination
is made in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) using established criteria. Some of
the factors considered in determining whether or not an effect is likely to be adverse include: The duration of
adverse effects; the relationship between local short-term uses of the property and the long-term preservation and
enhancement of the property; and the likelihood of unexpected discoveries of significant resources. As stated in
the EIS, a determination of no adverse effect was made in consultation with the Alaska SHPO, who subsequently
concurred with the finding. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, upon notification of the finding,
responded with no objections and stated that the Air Force had fulfilled the requirements of Section 106 of the
NHPA and the council's implementing regulations. Sections 1.6.2.1 and 1.7.3.4 summarize this process, and
Appendix L contains all pertinent correspondence.
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2.6 Cumulative Impacts

CUM-001 COMMENT: We are concerned that the Air Force seems to be considering only the noise that
will be generated by its aircraft, rather than the noise contributed by its aircraft to the noise of all
aircraft, military and civilian, that fly over this area.

The increased percentages of activity do not include the overflights and associated sonic booms that
were added for MFEs under temporary MOA designations in 1993. The TMOA designations in 1993
associated with MFEs had already increased operations in the permanent YUKON 1 and 2 MOAs from
averages of 24 to approximately 300 per day for 60 days per year, and there was a 50 percent
increase in operations over 1992 levels for TMOAs. What is the maximum number of sorties

{operations) per MOA per day, and the maximum number of aircraft involved in an exercise on a
single day?

The Draft EIS does not contain an adequate cumulative effects analysis. To adequately address
project impacts, the Final EIS must include a detailed cumulative impacts analysis. We recommend
the analysis include the potential for cumulative impacts associated with military operations where
the locations of MOAs and MTRs overlap; slow speed training within MOA and military aircraft
operations in combination with civilian aircraft operations; and activities that occur on the ground
beneath the MOAs and MTRs.

RESPONSE: The Air Force understands the concerns regarding cumulative impact analysis and has included
additional relevant information in the assessment of potential cumulative impacts to certain resources. However,
the analysis in this EIS does integrate routine training and MFE training in the MOAs with MTR and slow-speed,
low-altitude aircraft activities where these operations are co-located with or in the vicinity of a MOA. In
addition, all available data pertaining to civil aviation operations were included. Please refer to sections 3.2.2.3,
3.2.33, 3.2.4.3, and 3.2.5.3 for information on other DoD aircraft operations in the four regions; sections
3.2.2.4,3.2.3.4,3.2.4.4, and 3.2.5.4 for information on civilian aircraft operations in the four regions; sections
3.3.33, 3.3.44, 3.3.5.3, and 3.3.6.4 for an evaluation of the existing cumulative noise from Air Force
operations in the four regions; and section 4.11 for an assessment of cumulative impacts. The Air Force is
unaware of any approved model or methodology for predicting cumulative noise levels due to the combination
of military aircraft operations with civilian aircraft activities and ground operations. In the absence of such a
methodology, the EIS relied on estimates of the types and levels of activities occurring in the Region of Influence
derived from information provided by agencies, organizations, and the public.

The Region of Influence considered in the EIS was initially defined by the MOAs themselves and the lands
underlying them and extending some reasonable distance beyond the MOA boundaries, along with the Air Force’s
two primary bases in Alaska (Eielson and Elmendorf AFBs) and three air-to-ground weapons ranges (Oklahoma,
Stuart Creek, and Blair Lakes). The Region of Influence was ultimately determined by the extent of direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts anticipated for the different resources assessed.

Under the Proposed and all Alternative Actions except the No Action Alternative, the maximum number of
routine and MFE training sorties per MFE day would be 206 (see section 2.4.8 of the EIS and Table ES-1 of the
Executive Summary). The maximum number of sorties transiting any one MOA on an MFE day would range
from 0 in GALENA MOA to 206 in YUKON 1 MOA. The YUKON MOAs could experience between 107 and
206 sorties. The BUFFALO, BIRCH, and EIELSON MOAs could sustain a maximum of between 86 and 145
sorties. FOX MOA would have 80 sorties at most. On non-MFE days, the maximum number of sorties in any
one MOA would be 18. These sortie rates are not in addition to, but inclusive of the sorties assessed in the MFE
EA. In other words, the MFE EA examined a proposal to conduct 6 MFEs per year with as many as 85 aircraft
flying a maximum of 150 sorties per MFE day. The Proposed and Alternative Actions considered in this EIS
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involve as many as 100 aircraft flying a maximum of 200 sorties per MFE day. This comprises a 17 percent

increase in the total number of aircraft that could participate in an MFE and a 33 percent increase in the number
of sorties.

CUM-002 CoMMENT: The Draft EIS does not provide a convenient means to compare overall flight
training activity from 1990 to current and proposed levels of flying. The EIS should contain an
analysis based on a real No Action Alternative. The numbers in the Draft EIS Table ES-1 and
Table 2-6 for the No Action Alternative do not correspond with those shown in the MFE EA.

RESPONSE: This EIS considers the total impact of all the Air Force’s operations within the Region of Influence
of the MOAs being assessed. The total potential impact of the Proposed or Alternative Actions remains
unchanged whether the baseline is the status quo (MFE EA) or pre-beddown of the F-16s and F-15Es.

MOA operations numbers for the No Action Alternative have been corrected in the Final EIS (see Table 2-7).
As a point of clarification, MOA operations numbers were presented in the MFE EA in a slightly different
manner than in the EIS (reference the MFE EA, page 5-27, Table 5.5). For example, in the MFE EA, the
YUKON 1 MOA averaged about 10.65 routine aircraft operations per day with no MFEs, or a total of 2,556
sorties per year with no MFEs. The assessment assumed that some routine training operations would be
committed to the MFE on certain days; hence, the number of routine operations in a MOA would be reduced by
some percentage. For the MFE EA, this resulted in about a 19.5 percent reduction on an MFE flying day.
Reducing the 10.65 sorties per day by this percentage yields about 8.6 routine sorties per day on an MFE day.
So with 60 days of MFEs at 8.6 routine sorties per day and 180 days of routine training at 10.65 sorties per day,
the total routine sorties per year in the YUKON 1 MOA would be about 2,433. This works out to approximately
10.14 routine sorties per day when averaged out over an entire year. The other 2.05 sorties per day, from the
original 10.65, were made part of the 140 sorties per day for an MFE. So, under the Proposed Action in the
MFE EA, on an MFE training day there would be 140 MFE sorties and about 8.6 routine sorties in the YUKON
1 MOA. In the Draft MOA EIS, there are two columns for each alternative in Table ES-1 and Table 2-6 . The
Routine Training Day column shows the number of sorties expected in a MOA on a routine training day. The
MFE column shows the total number of aircraft sorties (MFE and routine) expected in 2 MOA on an MFE day.

Note that in the Draft EIS decimal points were dropped and numbers were rounded up to the nearest whole
number.
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2.7 Editorial Comments

EDT-001 CoMMENT: The document suffers from disorganization. Use of terms that do not relate to
real world experiences challenges the best reader to translate single impacts into everyday events.
Separation of wildlife impacts from subsistence and recreation confuse the reader. Lack of detail
throughout offers little with which to make an informed decision. Maps are confusing, requiring the

reader to put together several maps, along with text, to figure out where supersonic flights will be
over denning bears, for example.

RESPONSE: The Proposed and Alternative Actions are large in geographic scale and complex in terms of issues
and resources potentially affected. Bringing together in one document intended for a wide audience such disparate
topics as military operations and equipment, airspace management and aviation activities, noise modelling and
analysis, and the variety of other resources examined made organizing the EIS quite chalflenging. Although we
tried to refrain from using acronyms and Air Force or military jargon, some use of such terms and phrases is
unavoidable. In many cases, there is no better way to say something than in the standard terminology used by
the proponent. Without question, reviewing and evaluating this EIS (or any EIS) requires persistence and no
small effort by the reader, and we appreciate the active role individuals and organizations have taken in the
review and comment process.

In accordance with CEQ guidelines for the format of an EIS, Chapter 3 describes the existing conditions with
regard to potentially affected resources, while the possible consequences of the Proposed and Alternative Actions
are presented in Chapter 4. It is necessary, in some cases, to compare several maps to obtain all of the
information needed to understand an alternative, operation, or impact. However, most maps contain as much
information as can be depicted with any clarity. Adding further layers of information would have resulted in
maps so dense with data as to be impenetrable by the reader.

EDT-002 COMMENT: The Draft EIS failed to provide topographical data for all proposed airspace.

The maps were inevitably faded copies with 5 to 10 mile-wide boundaries inscribed with a wide feit
tip pen. It was virtually impossible to determine precise boundaries, and therefore impossible to
determine where you planned to do what. Given the technical ca pability demonstrated elsewhere in
the EIS, one wonders why the maps were so indistinct.

RESPONSE: Where important to the evaluation of potential impacts (e.g., effects on aviation safety, wildlife,
etc.), topographic features were considered by the analysts. However, the graphic depiction of topographic
features was not considered necessary for completéness of the EIS as this information is readily available in any
number of government and commercial publications.

The original maps for the Draft EIS were prepared using state-of-the-art graphics software and equipment, but
it is possible that second- and third-generation photocopying degraded the clarity of the originals. Although the
boundaries of most features were plotted very precisely using exact coordinates and other location data, given
the scale of the maps in the EIS, it would be inaccurate to assign the level of precision implied (by the comment)
to any of the boundaries depicted. Moreover, to do so in regard to airspace boundaries would imply an actual
physical barrier, which does not exist.
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2.8 Chaff, Flares, and Hazardous Operations

HAZ-001 COMMENT: What are the expected impacts of the potential increase in munitions
expenditures associated with the proposed action? The increase in training will enhance the potential
for inadvertent releases of ordnance and for aircraft malfunctions associated with ordnance. What
is the potential for an inadvertent release within the State of Alaska? What is the difference in bomb

footprints from aircraft operating at all approved altitudes? At what altitudes will aircraft be firing
ordnance?

RESPONSE: No increase in munitions expenditures is expected for MFE flying operations under the Proposed
or Alternative Actions. With the installation of the Yukon Measurement and Debriefing System (YMDS), the
capability now exists to practice and score weapons deliveries without actually expending ordnance and with no
weapons on board the aircraft. This is accomplished by using the No Drop Weapon Scoring capabilities of the
YMDS. There would be no need to increase munitions expenditures with this capability and, hence, no projected
increase in munitions obtained, transported, stored, or expended. All muaitions are transported and stored in
accordance with Air Force and DoD regulations to ensure utmost security, safety of personnel, and protection
of the environment. The types and numbers of munitions currently being expended or expected to be expended
in the future are all within the current capabilities for range cleanup and maintenance. As stated in section 3.4.4
of the EIS, Air Force safety regulations (4F7 13-212) require safeguards on weapons systems and ordnance to
ensure against an inadvertent release, When carried, munitions are mounted on aircraft with mechanisms
designed to preclude release without activating an electronic circuit. The procedures for delivering munitions on
air-to-ground weapons ranges are found in AFR 50-46. Approval for using varying ordnance delivery parameters
must consider release altitudes, release headings, dive angles, weapon footprint, and aireraft airspeed to determine
any restrictions necessary to ensure an adequate safety margin. Once these parameters are determined, they are
documented in local supplements to AFR 5046 and other aircraft operational handbooks. These operational
procedures are established so that all weapons will impact within the designated range impact areas and all
weapon footprints remain within the range.

HAZ-002 COMMENT: Since the Draft EIS fails to analyze increased activities associated with
hazardous and toxic substances, can we assume that these substances will not be necessary to
conduct the proposed activities? Additionally, these activities will not include the transportation,
storage, or use of petroleum products, etc. NEPA requires a worst case analysis of impacts and the
Eielson Environmental Management and Contingency Plan and the Eielson AFB Operations Plan 93
are not NEPA documents and therefore cannot fulfill NEPA requirements. Clearly, proposed activities
could not proceed without the use of these materials, therefore, analyses must be included.

The Draft EIS fails to fully describe the toxic and hazardous substances associated with all possible
weapons systems. H-6, Tritonal, or Minol |l explosives are discussed on page C-7. However, the
Draft EIS fails to provide data on the following scoping comment: What will be the impacts to
Alaska’s natural resources or human health from the toxic and hazardous substances?

RESPONSE: The Final EIS has been updated with the following information concerning hazardous materials and
wastes (see sections 3.4.5.3 and 4.4.2.4.3) and munitions use and handling (see section 4.4.2.3).

The following hazardous materials are stored on-base at Eielson AFB: hydrazine, sulfuric acid, formaldehyde,
and chlorine; other hazardous materials stored in bulk are motor oil, gas cylinders, and lye (USAF 1993e). At
Elmendorf AFB, ammonia, sulfuric acid, and chlorine are stored: hydrazine is stored only when F-16 aircraft
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are present (USAF 1994a). Other hazardous materials typically stored on-base include fuel, petroleum, oils, and
lubricating (POL) products, paints, and various types of solvent. Eielson and Elmendorf AFBs are classified as
Large Quantity Generators of hazardous wastes under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).
All hazardous materials and wastes are handled in accordance with RCRA, the Comprehensive Environmentat
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know
Act (EPCRA), Air Force Occupational Safety and Health standards; and applicable state requirements. Both
bases have poliution prevention programs in place, such as hazardous material pharmacies, to control ordering
and use of hazardous materials to minimize the amount of hazardous materials used and, consequently, the amount

of hazardous waste generated. Part of this pollution prevention effort is finding and using suitable substitutes for
hazardous materials whenever possible.

The Eielson AFB OPLAN 355-1: Disaster Preparedness (USAF 1993¢) and 3rd Wing OPLAN 355-1: Disaster
Freparedness (USAF 1993f) establish procedures for responding to flight, ground, and weapons mishaps for the
354 FW, 3 WG, and host bases (Eielson and Elmendorf AFBs). These plans contain procedures for preventing
further loss of life and/or property damage, securing the accident site, and making the site safe in the event of
mishaps occurring on- and off-base and at remote locations. Actions outlined include providing emergency
medical care, firefighting, and rescue support; securing the wreckage site; clearing ordnance; preserving
perishable evidence; and notifying appropriate officials. The plans specify that, in the event of a release of a
hazardous material or toxic substance, a decontamination team will respond to the site and take actions that
comply with applicable state and federal regulations (e.g., 18 AAC 75; 29 CFR 1910.129; 29 CFR 194; 40 CFR
300, 40 CFR 112; and 40 CFR 355). The plans establish specific procedures for incidents involving hazardous
materials, including notification, response, containment, and recovery phases.

Since the aircraft generating the additional MFE sorties proposed in this EIS would be transient aircraft, major
maintenance would not occur on these aircraft at either Eielson or Elmendorf AFB except in an emergency.
Therefore, the types of hazardous materials present at the bases would be unchanged while any increase in the
amounts of hazardous materials present and the amounts of hazardous waste generated would be expected to be
negligible. The handling and use of hazardous materials would remain subject to the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), the Emergency Planning and Community
Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA), Air Force Occupational Safety and Health standards, and state requirements,
Additional hazardous waste, regardless of quantity, would continue to be handied in accordance with the
procedures for large quantity generators established by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).

Actual discharges of hazardous materials and hazardous waste are possible and would be reported in accordance
with state and federal law, although the potential for such occurrences is thought to be slight. Releases would

be the subject of immediate response by trained personnel and the potential for damage to human health or the
environment is minimal. “

Both bases currently have pollution prevention programs in place, such as hazardous material pharmacies, to
control ordering and use of hazardous materials to minimize the amount of hazardous materials used and,
consequently, the amount of hazardous waste generated. Part of this pollution prevention effort is finding and
using suitable substitutes for hazardous materials whenever possible.

Only munitions previously authorized for use on the Oklahoma {(R-2202) and Stuart Creek (R-2205) air-to-ground
weapons ranges would be carried (see USAF 1992b for a list of authorized munitions). The only live munitions
authorized for use are the Mk82 bomb, Mk84 bomb, 2.75 FFARs (fold-fin rockets with high explosive
warheads), 7.62/20mm/30mm ammunition, and AGM 65 Maverick missiles. All other munitions are inert.
There would be no change in the types or increase in the quantities used with implementation of any of the
alternatives.  Acquisition, transportation, storage, and use of munitions would continue to be handled in
accordance with all applicable state and federal laws and regulations, as well as Air Force regulations.
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HAZ-003 COMMENT: The prevailing opinion may be that chaff does not present a significant
environmental impact because independent studies have not been performed, particularly in the arctic
environment. How much of these fiberglass monofilaments will litter the landscape? Given the
environmental conditions, how fast will the aluminum oxidize?

The Draft EIS omits discussion of the use of chaff on federal lands. Where the Draft EIS leaves the
impression that chaff dispersal is a minor concern, in fact the use of chaff will be routine and is likely
to have widespread effects on the lands beneath the MOAs, and the wildlife which utilize that habitat.
In Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve, this alone is an unacceptable derogation of the park
resources, which risks rendering the entire park area a wasteland of accumulating debris, and which
will exact a heavy toll on wildlife utilizing the park.

Having been in both broadcast and general communications for 30 years now, | am concerned about
frequency conflicts, interference with civil aviation and 27 Mhz band users. | don’t know if tin foil
strips are still being dropped, but we‘re not interested in chaff being dropped in our region.

We are concerned about the interference of chaff with radios, especially those used in biclogical
radio-collaring studies. Would the chaff interfere with satellite radio-collars?

The Draft EIS fails to provide information on how long it will take chaff to mechanically breakdown.
The Draft EIS notes that chaff casings are “normally retained by the aircraft." How many casings are
expected to hit the ground? Will these casings fall on public or private land? If chaff is dropped on
public lands, will the Air Force be littering on public lands? The Draft EIS fails to consider the
consequences if the animal or human does inhale chaff, but notes on page 4-82 that inhalation
concentrations would be too low to cause effects. The Draft EIS fails to consider other impacts of
chaff and flares to domestic animals and wildlife. The Draft EIS fails to consider events such as
startle effect of chaff on local inhabitants, possible ingestion of the chaff, and the use of chaff by
nesting species and the accompanying skin irritation to impacted species clearly is not explored. The
Draft EIS fails to provide information on whether the use of chaff will be restricted over wilderness,
wildlife refuges, and other sensitive environmental areas.

RESPONSE:  Chaff is a critical component of the Air Force training program and essential to fulfilling overall
readiness requirements. It has two primary applications; both involve confusing radar systems. For scenarios
in which aircraft would be subject to incoming surface-to-air or air-to-air missiles, chaff is used to decoy the
missiles’ radar into firing at the chaff cloud rather than the aircraft. Chaff is also used to confuse enemy radar
by saturating radar signals so the radar cannot distinguish between the aircraft and the dispensed chaff. Chaff
consists of glass fibers, coated with aluminum, with a stearic acid “slip” coating that prevents the fibers from
sticking together. Chaff strands are approximately the thickness of a human hair. Strand lengths vary depending

on the frequencies of the radar signals against which they will be used, but typical lengths are from 0.38 to 2
inches.

‘The Air Force proposes to authorize the use of chaff for routine and MFE training in all permanent MOAs
(existing and proposed) in accordance with 11th Air Force directives (see sections 2.3 and 3.4.2.4). Much of
the chaff dispensed in these MOAs would fall on public lands, predominantly state, federal, and DoD lands:
although some could be deposited on private or Alaska Native corporation lands. A maximum of 90,000 pounds
of chaff is presently allocated for use in Alaskan airspace, and this amount would not increase (Hanson 1995).
Based on this, the deposition rate (assuming a normal distribution) would be about 0.037 ounces of chaff per acre.

Although chaff does not decompose rapidiy, some decomposition would take place. The aluminum component
will eventually oxidize to AL,O,. The time frame in which this oxidation occurs is very dependent on
environmental conditions and the size and shape of the original aluminum. Oxidation may vary from
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instantaneous for micron size particles to several centuries for centimeter size pieces. The Air Force is attempting
to develop an alternative (e.g., biodegradable) type of chaff, which could be fielded as soon as operational. The
chaff casing (a plastic, cardboard, or metal 1 x 1 x 7-inch casing, weighing approximately 4 ounces) is normally
retained in the aircraft (see section 3.4.2.1). It is possible, but rare, for casings to be expelled from the aircraft.

Training chaffs operate on E-J radar/radio frequency bands (2,000 to 18,000 MHz), which are well outside the
frequency range of radio and television stations (5 to 100 MHz and 200 to 600 MHz, respectively) (see section
4.4.2.1.1). Aluminum foil chaff (composed of aluminum, a nitrocellulose-type lacquer, and superfine metalead)
has not been manufactured or shipped to the military services for several years.

According to a radio telemetry specialist with the ADF&G, all resource agencies in the state use frequencies
between 148 and 166 MHz, well below the frequencies of chaff. Interference with radio-collars would not oceur.
The ADF&G representative indicated that he knew of no problems in this regard, nor could he conceive of any.

The EIS addresses potential effects on human health, livestock, wildlife, vegetation, land, water resources, and
air quality (see section 4.4.2.1.1). The Air Force believes the analysis, which is based on scientifically accepted
research, is sufficient. Aluminum foil is not toxic to animals even when consumed in large quantities. Fiberglass
is listed as a nuisance particle by the American Conference of Government Industrial Hygienists, and direct
contact with its fibers has an irritant effect. Stearic acid, which is basically an unstable animal fat, will degrade
after several days of exposure to light and air. Numerous studies of the potential impacts of chaff use support
the following conclusions: 1) Aluminum-coated fiberglass chaff exhibits no characteristics that would be
considered a health hazard; 2) the individual chemical components of chaff (silica oxide, aluminum oxide, and
stearic acid) are not considered a health hazard; and 3) because of the dispersion characteristics of chaff releases
and the size of the land areas over which chaff training would be accomplished, no short- or long-term adverse
environmental impacts would be expected from the use of chaff.

Chaff is not typically visible from the ground due to the high altitudes at which it is usually dispensed, the wide
dispersion pattern, and the small size of chaff dipoles. These factors, combined with the slow rate of descent,
make startle effects improbable.

Under the Proposed Action, Alternative A, Alternative B, and the No Action Alternative, the STONY A MOA
would overlie approximately 2 percent of Lake Clark National Park and Preserve (NPP), most of it designated
wilderness. Under Alternative A—Modified (the Preferred Alternative), the eastern boundary of STONY A MOA
would be shifted west to avoid Lake Clark NPP entirely.

HAZ~004 COMMENT: What toxic and hazardous substances may be part and parcel of an accident,
such as the hazards associated with hydrazine on F-16 aircraft as part of the emergency power unit
(EPU)? Hydrazine in sufficient quantities can cause dizziness, severe burns, damage to the kidneys,
and liver dysfunction. Will adequate emergency response procedures be implemented in the case of

an accident involving hydrazine? Have local emergency response personnel been trained regarding
the hazards of hydrazine?

RESPONSE: The Final EIS has been updated with additional information concerning hydrazine (see section
3.4.5.3). This additional information is presented here as well.

F-16s carry a smali quantity of hydrazine in a sealed (6.6-gallon) container. Hydrazine is a toxic and flammable
hazardous material that is unique to the operational requirements of the aircraft. Hydrazine (N,H,) is a clear,
oily liquid with an ammonia-like odor (3 to 5 parts per million odor threshold) that autodecomposes at 550° F,
has an open-cup flash point of 154° F, and is hygroscopic (readily absorbs moisture from the atmosphere). It
is combustible in solution with water at concentrations of 40 percent or less, and its evaporation at any given
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temperature is slightly slower than that of water. The hydrazine used in F-16 aircraft is a mixture of 30 percent
water and 70 percent hydrazine and is called H-70. The hydrazine is transported on the base in the canisters used
on the aircraft. 1t is transported, stored, and handled in accordance with all appropriate federal, state, local, Air
Force, and Eielson AFB regulations and guidelines. The canisters are installed on and removed from the F-16
aircraft by personnel who have been specially trained in the handling of this material.

The EPA classes hydrazine as a hazardous material because it is flammable and toxic to humans, Pathways of
human exposure are ingestion, inhalation, and rapid absorption through the skin. Health effects from short-term
exposure to high concentrations of hydrazine include burns; dizziness; nausea; and irritation of eyes, nose, throat,
and lungs. Exposure to very high concentrations can result in loss of consciousness and blindness. Long-term
adverse health effects include liver and kidney damage. Hydrazine is also toxic to terrestrial and aquatic
organisms at the parts per million level (Harrah 1982; Hudson 1982; and Kane and Williamson 1982).

Spill prevention and response plans for hydrazine include personnel training and organization of a hydrazine
response team to ensure quick action in the event of accidental H-70 spills, suspected leaks, or F-16 emergency
power unit (EPU) firings. All personnel who perform duties around the F-16 aircraft are thoroughly briefed on
the properties and hazards of hydrazine. The procedures for hydrazine spill neutralization are based on the
chemical reaction of H-70 with ordinary household bleach (5 percent sodium hypochlorite) or high-test
hypochlorite (HTH) (granular calcium hypochlorite), which yields water, nitrogen, and harmless salts.
Procedures for handling hydrazine and responding to spills or leaks are specified in Technical Order (T.0.) 1F-
16CG-2-49GS-00-1 (1992) and Eielson AFB OPLAN 355-1 (USAF 1993e). The basic procedure is to mop up
as much of the hydrazine as possible, neutralizing any remaining damp spots, and flush with water. In locations
where floors and drainage systems have a holding sump, hydrazine may be immediately flushed into the holding
sump with water for subsequent treatment and release. Because hydrazine is highly toxic to aquatic and terrestrial
organisms, spills cannot be flushed directly into a storm or sanitary sewer drain. Where a holding sump is not
available, general cleanup procedures involve containing the spill with polypropylene felt; diluting it with water
(1:1 by volume) to reduce immediate fuming and fire hazards; mopping up as much of the product as possible
with absorbent felt; neutralizing the surface area with bleach (for small spills less than 1 liter) or with a premixed
HTH solution (for larger spills); and flushing the area with large amounts of water. Saturated {waste) fett would
be placed in a container partially filled with water or SO percent methanol/water solution, depending on the
ambient temperature. Leaks would be handled by placing a bucket of water beneath the source, isolating and
containing the leak, and neutralizing the waste solution. Spills on aircraft ramps would be absorbed with felt in
accordance with procedures outlined above. Remaining damp areas would be neutralized with bleach and then
flushed with water. Contaminated aircraft would be wiped with absorbent material, flushed with water, cleaned
with detergent, then flushed again. Runoff would be collected and neutralized as outlined above. Response to
an activated EPU would involve air sampling and surface wipes to test for hydrazine leakage.

Impacts on soils, surface water, and groundwater from accidents on base involving hydrazine would likely be of
minor consequence. H-70 surface contamination would be diluted and neutralized to form harmiess products.
Its movement through natural soils composed of various fractions of sand, clay, and organic matter has been
demonstrated to be slow and limited (Braun and Zirrolli 1983). It is expected that movement of hydrazine
through these soils would be similarly limited due to absorption and chemical decomposition processes. Timely

action by the trained hydrazine response team would be expected to preclude H-70 migration through soil to
groundwater,

During normal hydrazine service and storage operations, potential effects on air quality and base personnel would
be minimized by the provision of adequate ventilation and use of protective clothing and equipment. Mitigation
during spill or leak response actions would adhere to proper procedures, including evacuating areas 100 feet
upwind and farther downwind of the affected site, and use of self-contained breathing apparatus and other
protective gear such as firemen’s boots, rocket fuel handler’s gloves, and hooded suits by response team
members. Impacts on base personnel and the environment would be negligible due to specification and use of
appropriate equipment and procedures for both normal conditions and accident response. Dissemination of
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information on hydrazine to the local emergency response agencies would also help to minimize hydrazine
exposure during hazardous materials spill response.

The Air Force would most likely be the first responder to aircraft accidents occurring in remote areas, which
constitute the majority of the areas underlying MOAs. Crashes of sufficient force to rupture the hydrazine
containers on board the aircraft would probably result in a fire that would consume the hydrazine. The
probability of the hydrazine not being completely consumed is remote. If not completely consumed, impacts to
soil and groundwater would likely be minor as the movement of hydrazine through natural soils composed of
various fractions of sand, clay, and organic matter has been shown to be slow and limited. Movement of
hydrazine through such soils would be limited due to absorption and chemical decomposition processes. If
hydrazine were to reach a surface water body, there would be adverse effects on aquatic life, but the chances of
such an occurrence are exceedingly small. In the case of any accident where a spill of hazardous materials
occurs, the Air Force is ultimately responsible for cleanup.

HAZ-005 COMMENT: Will 30mm ammunition containing depleted uranium {DU) be used as part of the
training scenarios under the proposal? If so, what are the long-term health and environmental impacts

of DU use? Are nuclear materials or weapons involved in any way with the described training
scenarios?

RESPONSE: The A-10 is capable of employing the 30mm ammunition containing depleted uranium (DU);
however, this type of ammunition is only used in actual combat situations or on ranges specifically designated
for employment of these rounds. It is not carried on training missions or expended on ranges in Alaska. The
only types of 30mm ammunition authorized for expenditure on the ranges in Alaska are the 30mm TP (target
practice), 30mm HE (high explosive), and 30mm HEI (high explosive, incendiary). None of the 30mm
ammunition contains nuclear material. Virtually all ammunition expended is 30mm TP. Nuclear materials or
weapons are not used in any of the routine or MFE training scenarios in Alaska.

HAZ-006 COMMENT: Please discuss whether AMRAAMSs will be carried or be used and what are the
impacts of their employment in the proposed airspace?

RESPONSE: The Advanced Medium Range Air-to-Air Missile (AMRAAM) is a radar-guided air intercept missile
certified to be carried on'both F-15 and F-16 aircraft. AMRAAM training missiles (missiles without rocket
motors or warheads) may occasionally be captive carried on air-to-air training missions. AMRAAM missiles are
not test fired in the MOAs or on the ranges in Alaska.

HAZ-007 COMMENT: Any new electronic equipment must entail a complete new EIS stating power
densities, frequencies, location, purposes, etc. What will be the location of additional training devices
such as threat emitters, scoring systems for combat training, radar installations, and other devices
installed for the proposed changes? What measures will be taken to control radiation levels? Will
the devices be shielded and fenced off? How many devices will there be and where will they be
placed? Will residents be warned of potential health hazards? Will radiation monitoring programs be
established? What are the siting, operating conditions per ANSI, AFOSH (Air Force Occupational
Safety and Health [Standard]l} 161-5, and DoD 6055.117

The information provided failed to honestly portray to the residents of Alaska that a major portion of
the proposed improvements to Military Operations Areas in Alaska includes plans for electronic
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combat as described on page 1-2. Historically, the placement of electronic combat equipment has
lead to future land takings. Will there be land grabs in the future, particularly in the next 20 years?

We are concerned that radar wiil be changing dramatically in the near future to be able to detect
stealth-type aircraft. This type of aircraft will create a need to increase the power output of radar ten
times greater than is currently used. Will the electronic warfare equipment become obsolete in the
next ten years because the increased power needs will exceed safe EMR [electromagnetic radiation]
ANSI standards?

What is the radar detection range for all the aircraft which would be allowed to utilize the proposed
special use airspace? What radar types will be used?

The Draft EIS on page 2-3 notes that "early warning and ground control intercept radar systems need
to be provided in appropriate locations simulating enemy defense layouts.” What layouts? Where
will these additional radar devices be located?

While the controversy over health impacts associated with electromagnetic fields has been brewing
for over 40 years, much the same way scientists once debated the dangers of ionizing radiation such
as X-rays and radiation from nuclear explosion, the growing body of scientific knowledge of health
hazards associated with electromagnetic fields provides a clear message that preventive health
policies should be instituted whenever possible. The Draft EIS failed to recognize studies by the
Congressional Office of Technology, Biological Effects of Power Frequency Electric and Magnetic
Fields, which found the following:

® In our view, the emerging evidence no longer allows one to categorically assert there

are no risks,

The EPA has brought to light serious questions regarding health impacts of non-ionizing radiation to
humans and animals. Analysts at the U.S. EPA, reported in An Evaluation of the Potential
Carcinogenicity of Electromagnetic Field, have recommended that extremely low frequency (ELF)
electromagnetic fields (EMF) be classified as "probable human carcinogens.” By classifying ELF EMFs

as a probable human carcinogen, the EPA staff put them in the general class with PCBs, DDT, and
formaldehyde.

RESPONSE: None of the alternatives would entail the acquisition, installation, or use of "new" electronic
equipment. The weapon systems and electronic training systems the Air Force uses are assessed for adverse
effects to human health and the environment as part of the research, development, and testing effort that occurs
during the fielding of these systems, prior to their introduction into the inventory. They are installed, operated,
and used in accordance with applicable Air Force and federal occupational safety and health regulations.

Electronic combat is an operational mission, which is mentioned on page 1-2 and further described in Appendix
C, section C.1.3.2. Electronic combat training is conducted to ensure that U.S. forces can achieve objectives
and successfully complete combat missions. As explained in Volume IV of the Draft EIS, section 2.2.4
(Appendix N of the Final EIS), electronic combat assets consist of ground-based fixed, transportable, and mobile
(i.e., self-transporting) systems, and airborne systems such as the E-3 Airborne Warning and Control System
(AWACS). Electronic combat training is currently conducted by 11th Air Force units and participants in MFEs,
No change in the type of training is proposed, nor do any of the alternatives involve the acquisition or fielding
of new electronic combat assets. Electronic combat targets are limited to the existing air-to-ground weapons
ranges or unobtrusive, portable simulators, which require no permanent installation. An electronic combat
mission involves no use of land.

In the reasonably foreseeable future, electronic combat equipment would not change from what is in place now.
Speculating on future technological advances is beyond the scope of this EIS.
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The specific air-to-air radar detection capabilities of Air Force and allied aircraft are dependent upon the radar
cross-section and the altitude of the aircraft above the underlying terrain. However, airborne radar platforms are
capable of detecting and tracking light aircraft, including canvas-configured aircraft with only the engine as the
primary metallic part, at ranges of approximately 10 miles at nominal operating altitudes. Radar systems used
during military training activities, whether ground-based or airborne, are similar to radars currently used by FAA
and civilian aircraft, none of which have been shown to have adverse effects on human health when used within
established operational parameters. The radar systems used on the various aircraft pose no hazard to the public
due to the energy levels used by the equipment, and the aircraft altitudes and speeds. Given these factors, the
duration of any possible exposure would be exceedingly small, if such exposure were to occur at all. None of
the electromagnetic systems used at permanent threat sites or by portable threat simulators pose a hazard to the

public or the environment. The radar systems are of relatively low power and pose no hazard to the public or
the environment.

The statement referred to on page 2-3 ("early warning and ground control intercept radar systems need to be
provided in appropriate locations simulating enemy defense layouts.”) is not found in the Draft EIS.

Electric charges create electric fields, and electric charges that move (i.e., electric current) create magnetic fields.
An appliance that is plugged in (connected to a source of electricity) has an electric field even when the appliance
is turned off. To produce a magnetic field, however, the appliance must be not only plugged in, but operating.
As it is typically used, the term electromagnetic field (EMF) means electric and magnetic fields at the extremely
low frequency (or ELF) end of the electromagnetic spectrum (in the 60 hertz range). Electric and magnetic fields
from 60 heriz electric power (as well as microwaves and radio waves) are sometimes called non-ionizing
radiation. The term "radiation” simply means energy transmitted by waves. “lonizing" radiation has enough
energy to strip electrons from atoms. Extremely low frequency EMF, non-ionizing radiation, cannot do this.
Most of the recent research suggests that the magnetic, rather than the electric, fields are more likely to produce
significant bealth or biological effects, if such effects occur. People are exposed to sources of electromagnetic
fields every day through their use of electric appliances and equipment and exposure to electric power
transmission lines. Any electric appliance is a potential source of exposure to EMF (for example, hair dryers,
coffee makers, dishwashers, microwave ovens, refrigerators, televisions, washing machines, vacuum cleaners,
digital and analog clocks, baby monitors, electric blankets, copy and teiefacsimile (FAX) machines, computer
monitors, power saws, and power drills). At this point, there is no consensus that exposure to EMFs, such as
those found in the everyday environment, has an adverse effect on human health. There are no national standards
In the United States for exposure to 60 hertz electromagnetic fields; although some states have adopted standards
to limit the permissible magnetic field strength along rights of way of electric transmission lines (EPA 1992).

Electromagnetic radiation associated with the proposed routine and MFE flying training operations is limited to
extremely low amounts from navigation and communications equipment and from electronic combat targets on
the existing air-to-ground weapons ranges or from portable simulators, which require no permanent installation.
Emissions from these sources, consisting of radio frequency or microwave radiation, are lower in energy than
those of ionizing or visible (light) radiation. Systems producing radio frequency or microwave radiation include
radio and television transmitters, microwave ovens, radar systems, microwave communication equipment, medical
equipment sterilization systems, and welding equipment.

The Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) report, which is hereby incorporated by reference, was prepared
for the Subcommittee on Water and Power Resources of the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
in response to a request for a review of the health effects of high-voltage transmission lines. As noted, the report
concluded that “In our view, the emerging evidence no longer allows one to categorically assert that there are
no risks. But it does not provide a basis for asserting that there is a significant risk" [emphasis added] (U.S.
Office of Technology Assessment 1989, 3).

More recently, the Council of the American Physical Society released a statement regarding the potential link
between human health and electromagnetic fields emanating from common power lines and electrical appliances.
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The Society concluded that “[tlhe scientific literature and the reports of reviews by other panels show no
consistent, significant link between cancer and power line fields. . . . Furthermore, the preponderance of the
epidemiological and biophysical/biological research findings have failed to substantiate those studies which have
reported specific adverse health effects from exposure to such fields (American Physical Society 1995).

HAZ-008 CoMMENT: Will ordnance containing white phosphorous be used on the ranges? Include
a description of each ordnance type which could be potentially used by military aircraft or on the
training ranges. What percentage of the inert ordnance will have spotting charges? What types of
spotting charges will be used in the training ordnance? Will Hot or Cold Spot cartridges be used?
Describe in full the chemical make-up of all inert and live ordnance which could be potentially used
in the proposed training scenarios. Include a discussion on plans for range decontamination and
monitoring of all environmental consequences of all proposed activities.

RESPONSE:  The use of white phosphorous munitions on water-soaked areas (wetlands), including all areas
covered by snow, was suspended throughout Army withdrawn lands on September 10, 1991. The Air Force has
replaced white phosphorous rounds with HEI/TP rounds and does not use white phosphorous in Alaska, as stated
in section 4.4.2.1 of the EIS. The types of ordnance authorized for use by the Air Force on the Oklahoma (R-
2202) and Stuart Creek (R-2205) air-to-ground weapons ranges are described and assessed in the Environmental
Assessment of the Upgrade of Target Arrays: Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely, Alaska (USAF 1992b). This
document spells out the types and amounts of ordnance authorized for use under varying climatic conditions and
fire indices, as determined by the U.S. Bureau of Land Management, the U.S. Army, and the Air Force (AFR
50-46, 11 AF Suppl.). There would be no change in the types or amounts of munitions acquired, transported,
stored, or used under any of the alternatives (see section 4.4.2.3 and Appendix C).

The potential environmental impacts of military use (including Air Force activities), mitigations to address any
impacts, and management plans governing the use of the Oklahoma and Stuart Creek air-to-ground weapons
ranges are presented in the following documents:

" U.S. Army. 1980. Final Environmental Impact Statement: Land Withdrawal, 172D Infantry
Brigade (Alaska) at Fort Greely, Alaska. Fort Richardson, Alaska: U.S. Army.

" U.S. Amy. 1980. Final Environmental Impact Statement: Land Withdrawal, 172D Infantry
Brigade (Alaska) at Fort Wainwright, Alaska. Fort Richardson, Alaska: U.S, Army.

w U.S. Air Force. 1992. Environmental Assessment of the Upgrade of Target Arrays: Fort
Wainwright and Fort Greely, Alaska. Elmendorf AFB, Alaska: U.S. Air Force.

®  U.S. Bureau of Land Management and U.S. Army. 1994, Fort Greely: Proposed Resource
Management Plan [and] Final Environmental Impact Statement. Anchorage, Alaska: U.S.
Bureau of Land Management,

®  U.S. Bureau of Land Management and U.S. Army. 1994. Fortr Wainwright Yukon Maneuver
Area: Proposed Resource Management Plan fand] Final Environmental Impact Statement.
Anchorage, Alaska: U.S. Bureau of Land Management.

The annual range cleanup program results in approximately 20 percent of each range being cleaned annually.
This 20 percent annual cleanup would occur over different sections of a range each year so that during any five-
year period, all sections of a range would undergo at least one cleanup. The 172nd Infantry Brigade (Alaska)
Environmental Program, which encompasses Forts Greely, Wainwright, and Richardson, is managed by the
Brigade Environmental Committee. Under this program, each installation establishes internal procedures to
monitor all actions (under way or proposed) that may affect the environment, identifying and reporting to the
committee any actions having potentially adverse consequences. The committee selects the appropriate actions
the installation should take in order to minimize or eliminate any environmental impact (U.S. Army 1980a; U.S.
Army 1980b).
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HAZ-009 CoMMENT: This region of the state [Interior Alaska] is prone to summer fires and, in fact,

one major fire recently was shown to have been started by jettisoned chaff and/or flares from a
military exercise.

The Air Force’s unofficial probability of 1 in 100,000 for the potential of an unburned flare actually
reaching the ground accounted for a costly fire in Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve.

We have personally heard the story of a military aircraft that started a large fire as it overfiew and
dropped flares in the Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve and was only discovered because this
same person reported the situation. Your credibility is not good in this regard and we do not want
to see increased activities on your part.

The Draft EIS proposes no mitigation measures, stating "existing employment procedures are
designed to prevent any increased risk of wildland fires or other environmental degradation {Level |
Impacts)." The intent of this statement and the Air Force plan is unclear. The Draft EIS analysis is
clearly deficient in this regard because its wildfire management policies have not proven effective in
an Alaskan setting. Several years ago, during military training exercises over Yukon-Charley, nearly
35,000 acres of park land were set afire. With a heightened level of military activity, increased
wildfires are a significantly increased threat to the park and all biological resources therein. It is
unacceptable to dismiss the increased risk for Yukon-Charley and elsewhere by stating that standing
mitigation procedures will be sufficient to suppress a fire. Adequate response to the increased risk
requires that the Draft EIS directly address the potential for wildfires resulting {separately) from
increased use of avoidance flares and fuel jettisoning tactics. !n addition, specific mitigation plans
must be proposed and discussed for each of these possible wildfire sources.

Because mistakes happen in the simulated "heat of battle," fuels and fire indices vary widely across
the course of a jet’s training mission and flares are discharged as a reaction to a threat, regardless
of AGL in real life, in addition to current Air Force restrictions on flare usage I'd propose as a further
mitigation measure to all alternatives that flares NOT be loaded on aircraft conducting air-to-air
training during times of HIGH fire danger in the areas their fiight activities are to be conducted, restrict
usage to air-to-ground sorties destined for impact areas and simulated surface-to-air missile threats.

It only takes one flare for someone to experience personal injury or for a fire to start. We are aware
that flare usage has been the culprit in starting several fires in Alaska. The Draft EIS fails to even
briefly mention this reality or provide any analysis of the potential for fires in the future. What are
the potential health risks if a person (child} were to inadvertently light a flare? Will the person be
blinded, burned, etc.? What is the potential for contamination of surface water by chemicals
associated with expended flares and possible hazards of ingestion by wildlife and domestic livestock?

RESPONSE: Please refer to sections 3.4.2.2 and 4.4.2.1.2. The flares used by the Air Force in Alaska are
similar to highway safety or boating signal flares, but burn hotter (maximum temperature of 1,000° F) and burn
out more quickly (within four to five seconds after dispensing/igniting). Although there is a possibility that a
flare could fall to the ground unignited, the Air Force-established unofficial probability rate for this occurring
15 1 in 100,000. Flares used over non-DoD lands are equipped with an ignition device that remains with the flare
dispenser on the aircraft (i.e., it is not attached to or dropped with the flare). Additionally, a very hot flame
(approximately 800° F) is required to ignite a flare. These factors make it improbable that someone finding an
unignited flare on the ground would be able to ignite it, inadvertently or deliberately. If they were to do so,
however, they could sustain burn injuries.
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Flare pellets are designed to burn completely within 4 to S seconds of release. Air Force flight manuals prohibit
use of flares over DoD-owned land where a fire hazard exists at altitudes lower than 700 feet AGL, which is
considered to be a minimum safe employment altitude that allows for burn-out plus three seconds of fall time to
ensure that the flare is extinguished prior to reaching the ground.

As stated in the EIS (see section 3.4.2.4), the use of flares in Alaska is and would continue to be conducted in
accordance with the following restrictions, which are considerably more stringent:
% Overland, from June 1 through September 30, flares may only be employed above 5,000 feet
AGL; and
®  Overland, from October 1 through May 31, minimum altitude for flare use is 2,000 feet AGL.
(This is the period when there is likely to be 100 percent snow cover.) :

The Air Force's multi-fold increase in safety margin for flare burnout is a proactive approach to preventing a
source of ignition from reaching the ground. Using these guidelines provides an adequate margin of safety, and
flare use during both routine training and MFEs would not be expected to result in any adverse impact,
Additionally, in its Report to Congress, the National Park Service (NPS 1994, 10.7) states that “eliminating the
dropping of flares below 2,000 feet elevation eliminated the potential for wildfire and associated impacts to
endangered species on the Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge in Arizona." The operational restrictions for
flare use in Alaska meet or substantially exceed the altitude restriction sanctioned by the NPS.

The primary combustion product of flares is magnesium oxide (MgO). The threshold level of concern for MgO
concentrations in air is 10 milligrams per cubic meter (mg/m®). Concentrations approaching that level would only
occur in the proximity of the burning flare. Potential for contamination of surface water from this source is
negligible. Given the low probability of a flare falling to the ground unignited and its presumably unpalatable
smell, taste, and texture, the probability of ingestion by an animal is remote.

The wildland fire in the Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve, known as the Erickson Creek Fire, was first
reported on June 21, 1991, and eventually covered 34,260 acres. It was given a low priority by the Alaska Fire
Service (AFS) and monitored rather than actively suppressed. It was finally declared out by the AFS on October
31, 1991. Although it is possible that a flare dropped from below the authorized minimum altitude may have
started the fire, this was never positively concluded.

HAZ-010 COMMENT: The Draft EIS fails to provide adequate information to assess the potential
impacts of emergency fuel jettisoning procedures.

RESPONSE: Section 3.4.5.2 of the Draft EIS describes two emergency fuel jettisoning areas identified for Eielson
and Elmendorf AFBs. Of the aircraft based in Alaska, only F-15s and KC-135s are capable of jettisoning fuel.
Air Force command directives specify that, when circumstances permit, fuel jettisoning should be carried out over
unpopulated areas and more than 5,000 feet above the ground. Jettisoning above 5,000 feet AGL is preferred
to allow sufficient time for the fuel to evaporate as much as possible. For larger fuel jettisoning, performed by
larger aircraft such as a KC-135, release altitudes above 20,000 feet are specified. While increasing the release
altitude does not significantly decrease the fraction of fuel reaching the ground, it does allow considerably more
time for atmospheric processes to disperse the fuel. 11th Air Force and other aircraft deployed to Alaska do not
jettison fuel as a matter of convenience. Emergency fuel jettisoning is reserved for critical situations when
jettisoning fuel is necessary to enhance the ability of an aircraft to safely recover during an inflight emergency.

HAZ-011 COMMENT: What types of lasers will be used? Will a heaith monitoring program be
established? What are the potential risks to residents? To wildlife and domestic animals of all
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conceivable laser operations? What are the impacts of lasers aimed above the horizon? Considering
the close proximity of Alaska highways, specular reflections could occur. What are the potential
impacts? What actions will be taken to remove items which may pose a specular reflection hazard
in the paths of lasing aircraft and surrounding areas within the Nominal Ocular Hazard Distances
established by DoD? What are the potential burning hazards to humans, domestic animals, wildlife,
and lands associated with laser use?

What are the laser footprints associated with the proposals to conduct wea pons delivery atall ranges
which aircraft would use? What are the laser footprints on the ground? Will these laser footprints
extend out of the current lands withdrawn?

What actions will be taken to protect people from exploring and observing training activities within
the Nominal Ocular Hazard Distances? Will these Nominal Ocular Hazard Zones be posted on the
ranges? What types of laser systems have been approved for use and what is the Nominal Qcular
Hazard Distance for viewing by the unaided eye?

Will the birds, moose, deer, and other wildlife be given protective goggles as well? Will other state,
federal, emergency response personnel be notified of the potential hazards? Will hunters,
recreationists, and sightseers also be provided with goggles? Are appropriate warning signs posted?

RESPONSE: As stated in the Draft EIS (see section 3.4.3), the F-15E and F-16C can operate with Low Altitude
Navigation and Targeting Infrared for Night (LANTIRN) during air-to-ground training and MFE missions. The
LANTIRN system targeting pod has two operational modes: combat and training. The training mode is "eye-
safe” and is approved for unrestricted use throughout the MOAs [AFR 50-46, 11 AF Suppl. 1, 15 May 1992,
para. 6-1b(11)]. See sections 3.4.3.1 and 3.4.3.2 of the EIS for a detailed description of these modes.

Laser use is subject to the requirements of Air Force Occupational Safety and Health (AFOSH) Standard 161-10,
Health Hazards Control for Laser Radiation. This standard is based on the recommendations of the American
National Standards Institute [ANSI Z136.1-1980 (1986)] and was established to prevent possible harmful effects
to personnel and the public resulting from exposure to laser radiation at all Air Force facilities and ranges.
AFOSH 161-10 includes the following procedures in addition to those prescribed by ANSI Z136.1-1980 (1986):

A laser device is activated only on established laser targets on Department of Defense land;
Special tests or deviations from this procedure require safety analysis and approval;

Two-way communication between the test vehicle and the range controlling agency is required;
Laser operations are not conducted with standing water or ice in the immediate target area to prevent
reflection of the beam outside the cleared range;

Test-crew members, all test personnel, and any visitors who may be at risk use appropriate glasses,
goggles, or visors when lasing a reflective target;

Weapon system operators are trained in the laser hazards of the equipment and the control measures
to prevent injury during training or operational laser tests;

Range access roads are cleared and secured, and signs are displayed at designated checkpoints where
lasing operations are scheduled.

Given these procedures, no effect on public health or safety or the environment is expected to result from the
continued use of lasers in the MOAs and on the air-to-ground weapons ranges.

The Start Creek air-to-ground weapons range is on the Yukon Maneuver Area of Fort Wainwright, which was
withdrawn for military purposes in 1958. The Oklahoma air-to-ground weapons range is located on Fort Greely,
which was withdrawn in 1961. The withdrawn lands have been in continuous use by the military since 1958 and
1961, respectively. Both weapons ranges are closed to the public, and casual or recreational use {e.g., hunting,
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fishing, trapping, etc.) is not permitted. Signs are maintained at all major road and trail entrances to the
withdrawn lands. The eastern boundary of the Oklahoma air-to-ground weapons range and the western boundary
of the Stuart Creek air-to-ground weapons range are at least 10 to 15 miles from the Richardson Highway.
Grazing and other agricultural activities do not occur on Fort Wainwright or Fort Greely.

For additional information, refer to Appendix B.1 of the Environmental Assessment of the Upgrade of Target
Arrays.: Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely, Alaska (USAF 1992b), which contains an "Alaskan Range Study for

Laser Operations” prepared by the Air Force Occupational and Environmental Health Laboratory, Brooks AFB,
Texas.

HAZ-012 COMMENT: The assumption is made [on page 2-3] that "routine and MFE training would
include the use of chaff and flares. . ." This is in conflict with the 11th Air Force policy stated on

page 3-79 that the use of flares is currently prohibited for MFEs. Does the Air Force intend to reverse
its present policy?

RESPONSE: The Air Force proposes to authorize the use of flares for routine and MFE training in all permanent
MOAs (i.e., existing and proposed). This use would be in accordance with 11th Air Force operational procedures
for flare employment spelled out in section 3.4.2.4.

HAZ-013 COMMENT: Summer is fire hazard time. Who will be responsible for controlling forest fires
that might be caused by military planes, by accident or otherwise?

The Air Force starts fires every summer, frequently refusing to acknowledge that they did so, and not
notifying the Bureau of Land Management when they do start fires.

RESPONSE: The Alaska Interagency Fire Coordination Center (AIFCC) coordinates wildland fire suppression
efforts by the U.S. Bureau of Land Management’s Alaska Fire Service (BLM/AFS) and the State of Alaska’s
Division of Forestry. The Alaska Interagency Fire Management Plan, which is approved by various state,
federal, and private land managing agencies, governs wildfire suppression efforts in Alaska. According to the
BLM, lands in Alaska are protected from wildfires under four management options:
™ Critical Protection Areas are areas where humar life and property are at risk, such as around
towns and villages. Fires in these areas take unquestioned priority over all other fires and
receive immediate and aggressive attention.
®  Full Protection Areas are privately owned, uninhabited lands or lands that contain valuable
resources such as commercial timber or historic structures. Aggresswe initial attack and
suppression are used until the fire is declared out.
®  Modified Action Areas are lands that require a higher level of fire protection during critical
burning periods, but a lower level when the risk of large fires is reduced. Managers consider
the value of resources at risk versus the cost of suppression.
® Limited Action Areas are remote lands where the cost of fire-fighting exceeds the value of the
resources present. Close monitoring is the only action taken as long as the fire remains confined
in a limited action area and does not threaten to burn into a higher priority area.

According to the AIFCC, "The threat of large wildfires usually decreases after mid-July as changing weather
patterns bring more moisture and cooler temperatures” (BLM 1993). The conversion date (a traditional milestone
in Alaska’s fire season, when the worst of the fire season is usually over and fire fighting efforts wind down) is
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specified in the Alaska Interagency Fire Management Plan. The date can be changed or cancelled depending on
the severity of the fire season (BLM 1993).

The 11th Air Force coordinates with the BLM/AFS to ensure separation between military and BLM/AFS aircraft
operations, as specified in a Letter of Agreement between 11 AF/DO and BLM/AFS (10 Dec 93).
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2.9 Land Use

LAN-001 CoMMENT: We recommend that the following information be included in the EIS to evaluate
possible mitigation measures for the noise effects of the proposed project and the alternatives: The
existing and anticipated land uses near the proposed training ranges that have a sensitivity to noise
and the number of people living in those areas.

What is the population distribution, size, and age of residents below the proposed airspace? Where
are the population centers, small towns, settlements, schools, hospitals, medical facilities, and
religious institutions? How many children will be impacted? How many of these children are living
at or below poverty level?

RESPONSE: Section 3.8 of the EIS provides information on the location of population centers in the four regions
within the Region of Influence. Towns and settlements are depicted on the figures in section 3.8. The other
information and analyses requested would be appropriate for frequent low-altitude overflights along defined routes -
or around airports. But, given the intermittent and widely dispersed nature of aircraft operations that would occur

in the MOAs, it is neither practical nor useful for determining the potential effects of the Proposed and
Alternative Actions.

Section 4.8.1 focuses on the potential effects of the Proposed and Alternative Actions on land use and aesthetics,
particularly rural/remote residential land uses and residential land uses on and adjacent to Eielson and Elmendorf
AFBs. The analysis relies on the ANSI revised standard on Sound Level Descriptors for Determination of
Compatible Land Use (ANSI S$12.40-1990). Day-Night Average A-Weighted Sound Levels (DNLs) would be
less than 55 dB in all MOAs (existing and proposed) under each of the alternatives. According to ANSI, DNL
less than 55 dB is "likely to be considered compatible” with the following land uses: residential, transient
lodging, school classrooms, libraries, religious facilities, hospitals and other health-related facilities, neighborhood
parks, playgrounds, golf courses, riding stables, water recreation, cemeteries, office buildings, commercial
establishments, agriculture (including livestock rearing), and extensive natural wildlife and recreation areas. In
addition, the Air Force adheres to the operational restrictions outlined in FAR §91.119 and AFR 60-16 that require
a minimum operating altitude of 1,000 feet AGL over towns and settlements and a minimum avoidance distance
of 500 feet for structures in less populous areas.

For Eielson and Elmendorf AFBs, the EIS indicates the land area and number of on- and off-base residents
exposed to DNL greater than 65 dB, as well as the number of on- and off-base residents likely to be highly
annoyed by their exposure (see sections 3.8.3.6, 3.8.4.4, 4.8.3.1, and 4.8.3.2). Under the Proposed Action or
any of the Alternatives, a substantial number of on-base residents at Eielson AFB (689) and off-base residents
at Elmendorf AFB (504) would be newly exposed to DNL = 65 dB. At Eielson AFB an estimated 1,283 on-base
residents in the DNL 65 to 69 dB range would experience a 1 dB increase while some 45 would experience a 2
dB increase. The 280 on-base residents in the DNL 70 to 74 dB range would experience a 1 dB increase. None
of the off-base residents would experience a greater than 1 dB increase. At Eimendorf AFB, 14 on-base residents -
would experience a 1 dB increase in the DNL 70 to 74 dB range, and all other on-base residents would
experience an increase of less than 1 dB. Off-base, 217 residents exposed to DNL = 65 dB would experience
a 1 dB increase; all other off-base residents would experience a less than 1 dB increase.

As stated in the EIS (see sections 4.8.3.1 and 4.8.3.2), the potential adverse effects associated with the Proposed
and Alternative Actions at Eielson and Elmendorf AFBs would be minimized by the following factors:

1) Quiet hours are generally enforced between 11:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
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2) MEFE sorties would normally occur during the daytime (i.e., between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.)
with only a small number of arrivals between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. during twice-yearly
nighttime MFEs.

3) The Air Force limits non-mission essential use of afterburners.

4) The Air Force has an ongoing policy of routing flight tracks to avoid overflying noise sensitive
areas, to the maximum extent possible, within the parameters of runway alignment, wind
direction, and mission requirements.

5) It is Air Force policy to ensure that the proper Noise Level Reduction measures (outdoor to
indoor) are incorporated in the design and construction or modification of all on-base buildings
situated within the DNL = 65 dB contours.

6) As a result of the extreme climate conditions of Eielson and Elmendorf AFBs, energy
conservation practices (e.g., insulation) in both on- and off-base housing contribute to indoor
noise level reductions.

7) Since the mid-1970s, the Air Force has published Air Installation Compatible Use Zone
(AICUZ) studies, which advise local governments to direct noise sensitive development away
from high noise areas near Air Force Bases. The AICUZ program continues in effect at Eielson
and Elmendorf AFBs.

LAN-002 CoMMENT: The Final EIS should ensure that the potential for adverse impact to each of the
conservation system unit values and the Department of Interior’s associated Congressional mandates
for management of these values have been adequately addressed. See, for example, the National
Park Service Report to Congress: Report on Effects of Aircraft Overflights on the National Park
System (September 1994). Although the report excluded Alaska park areas, much of the information
and approach is relevant. For example, according to the Draft EIS, military aircraft use levels in the
SUSITNA MOA would be reduced while those in the nearby FOX MOA [proposed] would increase.
The Final EIS should directly address how the proposed changes would affect the values for which

Denali National Park and Preserve and the Gulkana and Delta National Wild and Scenic Rivers were
established.

Quietude is an essential attribute and resource for recreational enjoyment of such areas. They were
established first; they should be protected in accord with the purposes for their establishment.

The table on recreation resource impact levels implies that the state and federal conservation units
will primarily have recreation uses affected. However, because the impacts of the proposed
overflights will affect the purposes for which these areas were established, which in some cases
include recreation, but primarily the wildlife and other natural values, there should be another chart
in the section on Conservation System Units (CSUs) listing the mandated purposes of the CSUs and
how these would be affected.

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 states that "it is the continuing responsibility of the
Federal Government to use all practicable means . . . to improve and coordinate Federal plans,
functions, programs and resources to the end that the nation may . . . preserve important historic,
cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage, and maintain, wherever possible, an
environment which supports diversity, and variety of individual choice.” In proposing the expansion
of Air Force activity in Alaska with new Alaska Military Operations Areas (MOAs) imposing significant
impacts on Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve and other units of the National Park System and
other conservation units, the Department of the Air Force has clearly violated the intent of NEPA.
The Department of the Air Force’s plans for new Alaska MOAs must be revised in @ manner which
recognizes the special nature of units in the National Park System and honors the higher level of
environmental protection accorded those units by Congress.
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RESPONSE: Military overflight is not incompatible with the uses for which Conservation System Units were set
aside. The most direct evidence that Congress did not intend to restrict military overflights of these units is found
in the legislative history:

The Committee understands that extensive military overflight of Alaska occurs as part
of the role and mission of Alaska Command (subsequently, 11th Air Force). It is not
the intent of the Committee that these overflights be prevented. In general, the
Committee has adopted a policy that the use of airplanes is to be continued, and the
Committee feels that this policy should apply to military overflights as well as civilian
operations (1980 U.S. Code & Cong. Ad. News 5193).

The criteria and methodologies employed in the National Park Service Report to Congress: Report on Effects of
Aircraft Overflights on the National Park System (NPS 1994) are very similar to those used in the EIS (see
response to REC-003 Comment). Briefly, the potential for greatest impact was assigned to high sensitivity (i.e.,
primitive and semi-primitive) areas where mechanical sounds are uncommon. We concur that, aithough the report
excluded Alaska park areas, much of the information and approach is relevant. Information on the ANILCA-
mandated purpose(s) for which the CSUs were established has been added to section 3.8.6 of the EIS. However,
the resources of the various CSUs are described and potential effects on them addressed in the appropriate
sections (e.g., biological resources in sections 3.5 and 4.5, recreation resources in sections 3.6 and 4.6, and land
use in sections 3.8 and 4.8). Proposed mitigation is described in section 4.12.

As a point of clarification, the complete passage from NEPA [42 U.S.C. §4331(®)(4)] states:

. it is the continuing responsibility of the Federal Government to use all practicable
means, consistent with other essential considerations of national policy, to improve and
coordinate Federal plans, functions, programs and resources to the end that the Nation
may — (4) preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national
heritage, and maintain, wherever possible, an environment which supports diversity, and
variety of individual choice."

NEPA is fundamentally a law of disclosure, which requires federal agencies to communicate to decision-makers
and the public what society gains or loses with each decision regarding a major federal action. This disclosure
is the purpose of the EIS. Section 101 of NEPA speaks of the necessity for society and its decision-makers to
balance competing demands.

LAN-003 COMMENT: At the public hearing held in Glennallen on September 28, 1994, the company
responsible for the Environmental Impact Studies acknowledged that they had neither obtained
comprehensive nor conclusive information on private property and cabins within FOX 1, nor are they
familiar with the extent of recreational use by private citizens and commercial operators in this area.

FOX is just north of the recreation area comprised of Lake Louise, Lake Susitna, and Tyone Lake.
There are four lodges, approximately 15 year-round families, another 15 or so families who live here
part of the year, and as many as 200 or so weekenders with increased use on holidays and during
hunting seasons. There are 450 properties on the three lakes and about 250 cabins which are used
at various times. The FOX area includes Clarence and Watana Lakes which are used by the public
throughout the year, especially during the summer. The southern half of FOX includes many lakes
and streams that are used for recreation, hunting, and fishing, again, especially during the summer.
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RESPONSE: The presence of lodges and privately owned cabins on the lakes and rivers throughout the area
underlying the proposed FOX MOA was noted and factored into the analysis of potential effects in the Final EIS
{see sections 3.6.4.2.2 and 3.8.4.2).

LAN-004 CoMMENT: The Cold War is over and the U.S. won it. The Defense Department budget is
declining. | see no reason for the Air Force to designate over 71,000 square miles of airspace in
Alaska as permanent, new MOA.,

| am shocked to learn that the U.S. Air Force has proposed designating 71,650 square miles of
Alaskan airspace for low-level {5,000 feet above ground) supersonic jet training flights.

[ want to protest in the strongest terms the Air Force proposal to upgrade 71,850 square miles of
airspace that will have an impact on 13 million acres in Alaska.

I understand that the United States Air Force wishes to designate 71,650 square miles of airspace
in Alaska for supersonic jet training exercises at 5,000 feet above ground. | strongly urge that this
proposal be dropped.

It should be made clearer how much airspace in the entire state of Alaska and over ANILCA
conservation system units has already been permanently designated as Special Use Airspace and
MTRs by the military. Permanent designation .of 71,650 square miles (45,865,000 acres) of
additional MOA Special Use Airspace is proposed in the EIS. Temporary MOAs were recently
designated for 33,155 square miles, or 21,219,210 acres according to the 1993 MFE EA. Therefore,
this acreage in TMOAs should not be considered as the existing, baseline conditions, but should be
included in determinations of increased noise impact area.

The Draft EIS failed to provide up-front information on the square mileage of the proposed expansions
of SUA and MTRs. This information was not provided in any cumulative fashion till page 3-83.
Finally, we are told that 71,650 square miles of airspace is involved in the proposed expansion. How
many acres of land will be impacted?

RESPONSE: Information on the amount of land (square miles and acres) that would underlie the MOAs has been
added to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS (see section 2.3.6). Land area has been calculated for each alternative,
including Alternative A—Modified (the Preferred Alternative). Some 37,760 square miles underlie existing
permanent MOAs. The Proposed Action would establish new MOAs over an estimated 25,660 square miles, not
71,650; and would result in a total of 63,420 square miles underlying MOAs. Alternative A—Modified would
encompass slightly less in that it would reduce the amount of land under the existing permanent MOAs by 1,130

square miles and add 24,150 square miles of land under new MOAs, for a total of 60,780 square miles underlying
MOAs.

It is important to note that the Proposed and Alternative Actions and the EIS deal with airspace. No land except
the existing air-to-ground weapons ranges, which are the subject of previously completed EISs and EAs, will be
physically affected. Where the EIS predicts that a land use may be adversely affected, mitigation measures to
eliminate or minimize the effect have been identified. The EIS does not assess Military Training Routes (MTRs)
directly except where they are coincident with a MOA.
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LAN-005 COMMENT: Upon implementation of the Record of Decision and the State’s receipt of the
federal consistency determination per 75 CFR 930.34, the Military Operations Areas activity will be
reviewed, according to the time allotted in the federal coastal zone management regulations
16 CFR 903.35 (45 days), for consistency with the standards of the Alaska Coastal Management
Program (ACMP). The State takes this opportunity to address potential ACMP issues to assist the
Department of the Air Force in resolving any outstanding issues prior to the ACMP review. Although
much of the proposed project takes place outside the coastal zone, concerns that could have
significant impact on the coastal zone were raised. Specifically mentioned issues were regarding
noise levels adversely affecting wildlife, decreasing enjoyment of recreation and subsistence

gathering, as well as reducing access to, and therefore use of, state lands because of aircraft safety
concerns,

RESPONSE: The federal determination for consistency with the Coastal Zone Management Act and the standards
of the ACMP is currently being prepared. Coordination with the Alaska Division of Governmental Coordination
will be completed prior to the issuance of a Record of Decision.

LAN-006 COMMENT: A majority of the expanded and proposed permanent MOAS are above state
owned or state selected lands. These lands are used for dispersed recreation, hunting, fishing,
trapping, mining, and in some areas, occupied by remote cabins. Primary access to these state lands
is via small aircraft—both private and charter. At a minimum, extensive overflights will discourage
some pilots from flying in these areas, resulting in reduced use of state lands.

RESPONSE: MOAs do not exclude the public; rather, this special use airspace is designed to confine military
high-speed, maneuvering training operations to specific charted areas. Civil aviation is not precluded from
operating in MOAs, but must be cognizant of potential military flight training activities that may occur in the
airspace. The Air Force has conducted routine flight training operations in its permanent MOAs since 1976, a
variety of exercises for 16 years, and MFEs for the last 3 years. There is no evidence to indicate that use of this
airspace has diminished use of any underlying state lands. Potential impacts to the uses of underlying lands,

regardless of ownership, are addressed in appropriate sections in the EIS (e.g., recreational resources, subsistence
resources, and land use).

LAN-007 CoMMENT: Frequent low-level jet overflights and sonic booms will diminish the value

enjoyment of the users [of state lands]. This can be caused by disruption of wildlife, noise, and visual
intrusion.

RESPONSE: The EIS identifies resources and land uses that may be affected by the Proposed and Alternative
Actions. Mitigation to eliminate or minimize these impacts is also part of the EIS.

LAN-008 COMMENT: Having been "buzzed" by low flying aircraft, | do not look forward to increased

noise in my neighborhood. The Air Force does not address the possibility of diminished property
values either.

RESPONSE: Little research has been done on the effect of aviation on real estate values. In 1985, the FAA
published a report that summarized the effects of aviation noise in many areas, ranging from human annoyance
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to impact on real estate values. The report also synthesized the findings of other federally funded studies that
bad been conducted over the past two decades on the same subject. The purpose of the report was to present the
critical findings and conclusion of pertinent research, providing, when possible, a "bottom line" conclusion,
criterion, or perspective for the reader. The bottom line conclusion in the FAA report regarding the effect of
aviation noise on real estate values near airports is that increased noise has been shown to decrease the value of
property by only a small amount (about 1 percent per decibel increase). The report goes on to point out that this
negative effect may be offset by other socioeconomic factors such as access to air transportation and employment
opportunities. Finally, the report states that the price and desirability of a residence are influenced by a number
of factors (e.g., state of repair; and proximity to shopping, schools, and other amenities), ail of which are subject

to change over time. The annoyance at aircraft noise remains just one of the considerations that affects the
market value of a horne,

Given the fact that the vicinity around Elmendorf AFB has been exposed to nearly equivalent sound levels for

years, the increase in off-base area exposed to DNL = 65 dB would not be expected to appreciably affect the
area’s housing market.

LAN-009 CoMmMENT: Wilderness should be evaluated separately. Wilderness is one of the major
qualities for which Alaska is world famous. The loss of solitude and quiet in great geographic areas
is not adequately analyzed in the Draft EIS. The experience of natural quiet is one of the most rare
resources in the world. The Final EIS must consider the temporary and permanent effects to
wilderness qualities of national and international significance. Wilderness is important for fish and
wildlife, recreational, subsistence, scientific, educational, aesthetic, and spiritual values. Wilderness
clearly requires substantial treatment as a separate topic. Impacts to areas designated in the National
Wilderness Preservation System, as well as areas suitable for future designation according to
wilderness reviews required under ANILCA (section 1317 and other sections), and de facto wilderness
areas of the state and other public lands were not adequately treated in the Draft EIS.

RESPONSE: Opportunities for solitude are an integral part of the wilderness resource, and an absence of man-
made sound contributes to a sense of solitude. While low-altitude military overflights can certainly intrude upon
solitude, the momentary disruption does not destroy the wilderness aspect of an area. Nor do low-altitude
military overflights preclude the designation of a wilderness area by Congress. Impacts to wilderness and
wilderness use attributable to military aircraft overflight are moderate when compared with those associated with
mining, logging, and other consumptive and terrain- and habitat-altering uses that can occur on public lands not
specifically designated as wilderness. These consumptive interests also compete for land that could eventually
be designated as a federally protected wilderness area.

The resources and characteristics inherent in wilderness areas (designated and de facto) have been considered in
the sections on biological, recreation, and subsistence resources, and Iand use. The wilderness qualities of an
area are weighted heavily in the methodology used to determine impacts (see especially sections 3.6.1 and 4.6.2).
Little designated wilderness occurs in the Region of Influence. Designated wilderness in the northern portion of
Lake Clark National Park and Preserve underlies the existing STONY A MOA. Mitigation being considered for
the STONY A MOA would shift the MOA boundary to the west, entirely away from Lake Clark National Park
and Preserve. Designated wilderness in the Innoko National Wildlife Refuge underlies the STONY C TMOA,
which is only considered as part of the No Action Alternative.

LAN-010 CoMMENT: We, the public, will no longer stand idly by and witness the destruction of our
public lands under the guise of military security. I'm certain that existing training areas in Alaska are
more than sufficient to ensure adequate preparation for Air Force pilots. No new training areas are
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warranted, nor will they be accepted by the public. The time has come for the military to become
responsible stewards of our public lands. Dump this plan now, and join the growing effort to save
what little nature we have left on this fragile planet.

1 urge you to find another solution for your "training exercises.” Your proposal is incompatible with
the existing uses of the land.

| am not opposed to keeping our Air Force pilots well trained, but feel that Alaskans are taking the
brunt of a military land grab. Even [the Air Force] stated that they don’t need all this iand now, but
are looking down the road 20 years. As the military gets pushed out of the Lower 48 more and more,
we Alaskans do not want to be living in the center of increasing military training.

RESPONSE: Generally, aircraft overflights are not uses of the underlying land. With the advent of aviation, the
common law rule of ownership of the surface to "the heavens" was voided. Unless and until overflights amount
to a trespass, nuisance, or a taking, there is no "use" of the surface that accompanies aircraft overflights. This
determination is based on the existence of legally enforceable property rights in the surface estate, and the
altitude, frequency, and duration of the overflights.

LAN-011 COMMENT: This comment number is not used in the EIS.

LAN-012 COMMENT: Your plan will impact greatly areas which have been preserved in one form or
another for their natural integrity, inciuding the Tetlin National Wildlife Refuge.

RESPONSE: Tetlin National Wildlife Refuge is not located in the Region of Influence. The northern edge of the
refuge is approximately 100 miles south of the proposed YUKON 3 MOA. It is about 50 miles south of the
TANANA MOA, which is only considered as part of Alternative B.

LAN-013 COMMENT: Our family has a cabin in Talkeetna where we expect to experience peace and
quiet, not sonic booms. The village of Talkeetna is in the proposed expansion as are many other
communities and prime recreation areas.

RESPONSE: Talkeetna does not underlie any MOA. The proposed FOX MOA would be located about 50 miles
northeast of the community, while the existing SUSITNA MOA is located approximately 10 miles west. Both
of these MOAs have, or would have under Alternative A—Modified, floors of 5,000 feet AGL. In addition, use
levels in the SUSITNA MOA would be lower under any alternative except the No Action Alternative.

LAN-014 COMMENT; | have become aware of the possible escalation in training flights over areas in
which | guide canoeing and sea kayaking trips. The purpose of this letter is to let you know where
we lead trips in the hope that you can avoid them. At the present time, we lead trips in the Swan
Lake Canoe System and on the Delta, Gulkana, Kasilof, Kenai, Matanuska, and Nenana rivers. Our
sea kayaking trips are in the Harriman Fjord/Port Wells area of Prince William Sound. We have plans
to expand our canoe trip program to include Birch Creek and the Yukon River.
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RESPONSE: The Kenai Peninsula (including the Swan Lake Canoe System and the Kasilof and Kenai rivers),
Prince William Sound (including Harriman Fjord/ Port Wells), and. the Matanuska River are not part of the
Region of Influence. The Delta and Gulkana rivers underlie the proposed FOX MOA, but mitigation is being
considered that would shift the MOA boundary westward to completely avoid these rivers. The Nenana River
flows beneath the proposed FOX MOA for approximately the first 25 miles, but one of the more popular put-ins
is located just outside (west) of the MOA boundary. Under Alternative A—Modified, the FOX MOA would have
a floor of 5,000 feet AGL.
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2.10  Mitigation

MIT-001 COMMENT: We propose the Air Force limit the number and timing of MFEs per year, limit the
level of routine flying to approximately 1990 levels, and make other spatial and temporal adjustments
to its proposal while agencies monitor and assess impacts over the next five years.

RESPONSE: The Air Force is committed to reaching a balance between the need for national defense and
protection of the valued natural resources Alaska has to offer. With that, a conservative approach has been taken
in the analyses in this EIS. The Air Force cannot return to 1990 levels of flying as the types of aircraft have
changed as well as the type of training that is required. In cooperation with federal and state agency
representatives, adjustments have been made in operational times and locations that reduce the perceived and
actual impacts of aircraft operations. Monitor to determine if aircraft overflights are creating any observable or
measurable impacts on the wildiife and the environment will also continue. The Air Force is considering
measures that will reduce potential impact by, first, restricting the time when MFEs are scheduled, and, second,
establishing seasonal Fiight Avoidance Areas over defined critical habitat of specific “at risk" wildlife populations
(i.e., species and populations considered susceptible to significant adverse impacts or Level III impacts) as well
as sensitive recreation areas. The Air Force is also considering shifting the boundaries of some of the proposed
MOAs to totally avoid overflight of sensitive resources. These measures should satisfy many concerns.

MIT-002 CoMMENT: Allocate one-half percent of the cost of conducting Military Flying Exercises
(MFEs} and routine training in Alaska for monitoring and assessing the effects of overflights.

RESPONSE: The Air Force is developing an interagency program with the regional DOI agencies to pursue noise
monitoring and other research activities.

MIT-003 COMMENT: Trim STONY A and NAKNEK 2 MOAs so they do not overlay Lake Clark National
Park and Preserve. Eliminate the northern half of SUSITNA MOA that overlays Denali National Park
and Preserve. Trim the southeastern corner of FOX MOA so it does not overlay portions of the

Gulkana and Delta National Wild and Scenic Rivers (NWSRs) and associated campgrounds, and high
density swan nesting habitat.

RESPONSE: The Air Force is considering mitigation that shifts the STONY A and NAKNEK 2 MOA boundaries
west of the Lake Clark National Park and Preserve by a minimum of 2 NM. As the SUSITNA MOA is one of
the smaller operating areas in Alaska, reducing its size would severely degrade the training utility of the airspace.
However, under the Preferred Alternative (Alternative A—Modified), supersonic activity would only occur south
of Denali National Park and Preserve. In addition, this MOA already has a floor of 5,000 feet AGL and the
proposed use is less than currently occurs. The Air Force is also considering mitigation that shifts the FOX MOA
eastern boundary approximately west to avoid almost all of the Gulkana and Delta NWSR system and associated
campgrounds and trumpeter swan nesting areas.
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MIT-004 COMMENT: Do not permit routine training in YUKON 4 and YUKON 5 MOAs.

RESPONSE: The Air Force is considering mitigation to restrict routine flying operations in YUKON 5 MOA,
primarily in response to concerns regarding subsistence activities. However, despite the low number of routine
flying operations planned for the YUKON 4 MOA, its value for day-to-day training makes it essential to meeting
training needs. Subsequently, the Air Force is not considering eliminating routine training operations from this
airspace, but is considering extending the existing Flight Avoidance Area (2,000 feet AGL and 2 NM lateral
avoidance) for portions of the Charley National Wild River to mid-September for recreation mitigation.

MIT-005 COMMENT: Allow at least two weeks between the end of one MFE and the beginning of
another.

RESPONSE: The Air Force is considering mitigation that would require a 2-week break between MFEs. This
would include a 2-week period around the 4th of July, a period of high recreation activity. In fact, the Air Force
already abides by this policy.

MIT-006 COMMENT: Conduct no MFEs during the periods Aprit 15 to June 15 {prime lambing, calving

and nesting period) and take specific measures to avoid the fall subsistence and sport hunting
Seasons.

RESPONSE: The Air Force is considering mitigation that would place seasonal altitude restrictions over specified
areas where concentrations of "at risk" wildlife populations are located during critical life-cycle phases. This
mitigation would apply to MFE and routine training activities, alike. Populations for which Leve} Il Impacts
are predicted in the Draft EIS are the initial candidates for such mitigation. Additional species, populations, key
life-cycle periods, and specific use areas would be defined, per a Memorandum of Understanding, in direct
consultation with the appropriate resource managers. As an additional note, the Air Force is considering

mitigation that would preclude scheduling MFEs during September to avoid some fall subsistence and sport
hunting activities.

MIT-007 COMMENT: Conduct no more than three MFEs per year. To limit impacts on recreationists
and wildlife, conduct no more than two MFEs between June 16 and August 31.

RESPONSE:  Air Force training requirements necessitate the capability to exercise up to six times per year.
Although in the recent past only three to four MFEs been funded each year, the requirement to train with up to
six MFEs per year has not been eliminated. As for limiting the schedule to only two MFEs between June 16 and
August 31, the Air Force is already considering mitigation that would place a 2-week break between MFEs and
remove September from the MFE schedule. This equates to roughly a 40 percent reduction of the prime training
periods when weather is optimal. Further reducing the ability to schedule MFEs during this period would result
in lost training opportunities and impact Air Force readiness capability to an unacceptable degree.
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MIT-008 COMMENT: Conduct no training—MFE, routine, Military Training routes, or slow

speed—within five miles (either side) of selected portions of components of the National Wild and
Scenic River System from May 15 to July 15.

RESPONSE: The Air Force is considering seasonal mitigation that would place a 2,000 foot AGL and 2 NM-wide
Flight Avoidance Area either side of the Charley and Nowitna National Wild Rivers. The Air Force is also
considering mitigating those portions of the Fortymile National Wild, Scenic and Recreational River that are of
greatest concern. The Air Force has considered and rejected similar mitigation for the Birch Creek National Wild
River because it is located in the central core area of the YUKON MOA complex and the suggested mitigation
would eliminate training flexibility and usefulness of the airspace to meet Air Force training needs.

MIT-009 CoMMENT: When snow is not on the ground, do not release flares if the relative humidity
is less than 40 percent or if the National-Fire Preparedness Level is at level IV or V.

RESPONSE: Careful review of the current Air Force flare use policy indicates that current procedures are more
conservative than the proposed restrictions and, therefore, more likely to reduce the potential for flare-generated
wildland fire, The Air Force’s current greater than ten-fold altitude increase in safety margin for flare burnout
is a proactive approach to preventing flare-generated fires.

MIT-010 CoMMENT: Do not release chaff over conservation system units.

RESPONSE: Numerous studies of the potential impacts of chaff lead to the following conclusions: 1) Chaff is
distributed widely—for example, a chaff bundle released at 500 feet AGL is estimated to result in deposition of
approximately one dipole per square foot; and 2) the materials in chaff are considered nontoxic. Chaff is a
critical component of the Air Force training program and essential to fulfilling overall readiness requirements.
However, the Air Force is pursuing development of alternative (e.g., biodegradabie) types of chaff to eliminate
public concerns over the potential effects of regular chaff (see section 4.4.2.1.1 of the EIS).

MIT-011 COMMENT: Restrict supersonic operations to altitude levels consistent with such practices
.over comparable DOI lands in the other forty-nine states. Itis our understanding that supersonic flight
is not allowed below 10,000 feet AGL over DOI lands located elsewhere.

RESPONSE: The Air Force is considering mitigation to raise the minimum altitude for supersonic operations to
5,000 feet AGL or 12,000 feet MSL, whichever is higher. This would apply to all MOAs proposed for
supersonic operations except STONY A and B MOAs. Should this mitigation be enacted, much of the land over
which supersonic activity could occur would experience supersonic overflights at altitudes above 7,000 or 8,000
feet AGL. For example, roughly 98 percent of all supersonic activity in YUKON 3 MOA would occur above
7,000 feet AGL, and 87 percent above 8,000 feet AGL. In YUKON 4 MOA, about 98 percent of supersonic
flights would be above 9,000 feet AGL, and 80 percent would be above 10,000 feet AGL.

Volume IV Comments and Responses 2-53



Final Alaska Military Operations Areas Environmental Impact Statement

MIT-012 COMMENT: Do not exceed approximate 1980 levels of routine flight training, with particular
regard to combat aircraft. Do not request higher levels of flight training until five years of the
proposed monitoring program have been completed.

RESPONSE: The EIS takes into account the cumulative level of activities for routine, MFE, and MTR flying
activities where they overlap, and analyzes the cumulative noise impacts where they occur. Returning to the 1990
levels of flight training is not possible due to changed aircraft and increased mission training requirements.
However, the Air Force is committed to monitoring and studying specific areas of high aircraft noise within the
Region of Influence, subject to availability of funds. Should the results of these efforts indicate any ongoing
impact, the Air Force would naturally adjust its flying operations accordingly to balance any impact with Air
Force training needs.

MIT-013 COMMENT: Insert into the Final EIS a “sunsetting” provision. This would state that after a
specified number of years—we suggest 15 years—the Air Force would be able to retain the MOAs
only after completing an amendment to the EIS. This amendment will reexamine whether the MOAs
and the associated mitigation measures are still appropriate.

RESPONSE: It is Air Force policy to revisit supersonic operations authorizations every 3 years. In addition, as
required by law, the findings of the Final EIS would be reevaluated should there be any significant change in the
affected environment or any proposed change in Air Force activities. With these safeguards in place, it is not
necessary to include a Sunset provision in the Final EIS.

MIT-014 COMMENT: Raise the floor of the Galena MOA to 3,000 feet AGL to enhance the protection

of wildlife and recreation values associated with the Nowitna National Wildlife Refuge and Nowitna
National Wild River.

RESPONSE: The Air Force is considering seasonal (May 15 to July 15) mitigation consisting of 22,000 foot AGL
and 2 NM Flight Avoidance Area either side of higher use portions of the Nowitna National Wild River.

MIT-015 COMMENT: Recommended mitigation {page 2-66 of the Draft EIS) for Level il impacts on

swans are not adequate. A floor of 5,000 feet AGL is needed to significantly reduce noise levels and
associated impacts.

RESPONSE: The Air Force is considering mitigation that would minimize noise effects on trumpeter swans by

raising the floor of FOX MOA and the western portion of TANANA MOA (Alternative B only) to 5,000 feet
AGL year-round.

MIT-016 COMMENT: it should be possible to make provisions in the MOA restructuring proposal for
continuance of the existing IFR route along V-444. The existing V-444 airway corridor connecting
Fairbanks, Delta Junction, Northway and extending onto Whitehorse must remain intact and protected
to ensure IFR routing between Fairbanks and points east.
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RESPONSE: The Air Force concurs with the objective of keeping V-444 free for air traffic. Under the Air
Force's Preferred Alternative, the existing V-444 route and minimum enroute altitudes (MEAS) all cross over the

top of the BUFFALO and BIRCH MOAs with 1,000 feet of altitude separation between the top of the MOAS and
the MEAs for the airway.

MIT-017 COMMENT: The FAA and the Air Force should develop an airway route from Fairbanks direct

to Eagle. This route should be established as a no fly corridor for military aircraft, except those using
the route.

RESPONSE: Establishing a direct airway between Faitbanks and Eagle/Dawson would degrade the training utility
of the YUKON 1 and YUKON 3 MOAs. The Air Force proposes to enhance the capabilities of the SUAIS (see
response t0 Comment OTH-012) to inform civilian users of Air Force operations in the MOAs in a near-
contemporaneous manner. If an IFR clearance under Instrument Meteorological Conditions (IMC) is requested,
in most cases it would be granted by the FAA. Only or very rare conditions would operations in the YUKON
1 or YUKON 3 MOAs be occurring under IMC conditions and under radar control such as could be provided
by AWACS. FAA procedures allow for either VFR or IFR clearances through uncontrolled airspace regardiess

of other traffic; however, the policy of the Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC) is to not issue
such clearances in uncontrolled airspace.

MIT-018 CoMMENT: The prospect of future GPS approaches to other airports in the area is a
significant development. The impact of the MOAs on future IFR operations should be carefully
considered to avoid precluding access to these areas.

RESPONSE:  As the procedures for GPS approaches are developed and published for public-use airports
throughout the state, the Air Force will work with the FAA to expand the areas protected around these public-use
airports (lying within the SUA) to whatever the existing FAA criteria dictate. Such needed exclusion areas could
be implemented with very short notice, even before revisions to FAA Handbook 7400.8 can be incorporated.

MIT-019 COMMENT: A low-altitude VFR corridor should be established along the Richardson and
Alaska Highways to allow safe VFR transit of civilian aircraft, especially during times of low cloud
cover and reduced visibility, The corridor should extend from Fairbanks to Delta and Northway and
from Delta through the Alaska Range to the south. The corridor should be five miles wide with the
Richardson Highway as its north and east boundary and should extend from the surface to 2,000 feet
above ground. Military aircraft should not be permitted in this corridor.

RESPONSE: Although the Air Force concurs with the requirement to enhance VFR transit along the Alaska and
Richardson Highways, corridors of this size are problematic for potential Air Force operations. In the proposed
BIRCH MOA, a corridor only as high as 1,500 feet AGL would protrude through the top of the MOA at
approximately the middle of the MOA and 5 miles north of the Richardson Highway. This would create areas
in the MOA where the Air Force could not fly over the top of the civil flight corridor without exiting the MOA
at the ceiling. In the case of BIRCH and FALCON MOAs, the Air Force proposes raising the MOA floors from
100 feet AGL to 500 feet AGL. This would allow unlimited flight activity (not just along a highway corridor)
beneath the MOAs. In the BUFFALO MOA (with its 300 foot AGL floor), the Air Force proposes two civil
flight corridors. The first would extend from Delta Junction southeast along the Alaska Highway, from the
surface to 500 feet AGL, 2 NM either side of the highway. Above that corridor, with the same lateral

Yolume IV Comments and Responses 2-55



Final Alaska Military Operations Areas Environmeatal Impact Statement

boundaries, the Air Force proposes a second civil flight corridor extending from 4,000 feet MSL to 6,000 feet
MSL. This corridor would permit uninhibited access through the center of BUFFALO MOA with hemispheric
flight at 4,500 feet MSL. and 5,500 feet MSL, and still have 500 feet of buffer between Air Force operations
either above or below the corridor. South of Delta Junction, along the Richardson Highway, the Air Force
proposes a smaller corridor than that described above to the southeast. The Air Force proposes establishing a
civil flight corridor 2 NM either side of the Richardson Highway, from the surface to 500 feet AGL, and a
similar corridor between 4,000 and 6,000 feet MSL for higher altitude travel at VFR hemispheric altitudes of

4,500 and 5,500 feet MSL. Any further expansion of the corridor west is essentially precluded by the R-2202
restricted area.

MIT-020 COMMENT: To protect VFR operations, additional routes from Fairbanks to Central and Circle
City along the Steese Highway, from Circle City to Eagle and Dawson, along the Yukon River, and
from Northway to Chisana (south) and Chicken, Eagle and Boundary {north) should be established.

RESPONSE: A Flight Avoidance Area already exists from the surface to 2,000 feet AGL along the Steese
Highway, encompassing the communities of Central, Circle Hot Springs, and Circle City. Several other flight
avenues are available in the vicinity of the Yukon and Charley rivers as the Air Force has established Flight
Avoidance Areas over portions of the rivers (2 NM either side of the rivers, up to 2,000 feet AGL). These areas
were originally established in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the protection of the
peregrine falcons nesting along the rivers. As described in the response to Comment MIT-017, establishing other
VER direct routings that bisect the YUKON MOAs would further degrade the training utility of the individual
MOAs and the YUKON complex as a whole. For flights into the southeastern portion of YUKON 3 MOA, civil
access is enhanced by the division of YUKON 3 under the Preferred Alternative into two low MOAs (YUKON
3A Low and 3B Low), with different floors. YUKON 3B Low would have a floor of 2,000 feet AGL and
include the communities of Chicken, Eagle, Eagle Village, and Boundary. North and west of YUKON 3B, the
floor of YUKON 3A Low would be 100 feet AGL.

MIT-021 COMMENT: The trans-Alaska oil pipeline should be protected by a low-altitude VFR corridor
three miles wide, centered on the pipeline, and extending to 1,500 feet above the surface. Military
aircraft should be exciuded from this corridor.

RESPONSE:  As discussed in the response to Comment MIT-019, the Air Force has also evaluated corridors
through MOAs overlying the trans-Alaska oil pipeline. A corridor of up to 2,000 fest AGL would exceed the
vertical limits of the BIRCH MOA and essentially close off portions of the MOA. In the lower terrain areas of
the MOA, less than 1,500 feet of vertical clearance over the top of the proposed exclusion area would exist.
Discussions with commercial helicopter operators have suggested that they routinely fly below 500 feet AGL.
Raising the floors of the FALCON and BIRCH MOAs provides the space needed to transit the pipeline. In the
BUFFALQ MOA, where the pipeline paraliels the Richardson Highway, most of the route would be within the
2 NM civil corridor proposed along the highway. The only area not covered would be where the pipeline leaves
the highway and passes west of Donnelly Dome.

MIT-022 COMMENT: During certain times of the year, general aviation traffic increases across large
portions of the Interior. Corridors aren’t appropriate due to the dispersed nature of these operations.
These timesinclude hunting seasons, fish and game surveys and recreational flying. No MFEs should
be scheduled between August 8 and September 30 annually to protect general aviation during hunting
season. During this time, the Air Force should restrict all routine flying to no lower than 3,000 feet
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above ground level during hunting season. Also, the Air Force should not conduct any MFEs during
the time period one week before and one week after the July 4th holiday.

RESPONSE: Under the Preferred Alternative, the Air Force proposes to not conduct MFEs during the month of
September, to provide a 2-week minimum break period between MFEs, and to provide a 2-week period around
the 4th of July when MFEs would not be conducted.

MIT-023 COMMENT: The Air Force must improve their VHF communications capability throughout the
proposed MOAs. This should include Remote Comrmunications Outlets (RCOs), coordinated Range
Control capability to provide real time notification of military activity, and ATIS-type messages
broadcast on separate frequencies alerting pilots to military traffic. The FAA should also examine its
procedures to dispense more detailed information about military traffic to civilian users.

RESPONSE: The Air Force is pursuing improvements to VHF communications equipment, operations, and
procedures in an effort to make the dissemination of near real time information as effective as possible. These
changes are embodied in improvements being proposed for the SUAIS and are detailed in the response to
Comment OTH-012. ATIS is scheduled to be operational in this area by October 1995.

MIT-024 COMMENT: The military should explore the use of AWACS aircraft to provide both enhanced
radar coverage and VHF communications during MFEs.

RESPONSE: The Air Force has reviewed the potential for using AWACS to provide civil aviation traffic advisory
service via VHF/AM radio frequencies. Several reasons make this suggestion infeasible. Unfortunately, AWACS
has only four VHF radios (three in the AM band and one in the FM band), only two of which are available for
use by AWACS surveillance and weapons control personnel. The other two are dedicated to use by the flight
deck crew or for internal flight/mission crew/Guard 2 coordination. Even if the other two radios were available,
a sufficient number of controllers are not routinely carried on the missions to perform these advisory services,
nor are they trained to provide such services. In addition, AWACS only participates in about 50 percent of the
exercises. This would create an inconsistency for civil aviators who would enter a3 MOA during an MFE with
the expectation of advisory service that may or may not be available.

MIT-025 COMMENT: The Air Force should immediately establish and facilitate an aviation advisory
committee to provide coordination and communication hetween the general aviation and military
aviation communities. This committee should meet periodically to assess aviation safety issues and
to make recommendations to both the Air Force and the FAA which are intended to improve aviation
safety within military airspace.

RESPONSE: The Air Force has formed the Alaska Civil/Military Aviation Advisory Council (ACMAAC). The
first biannual meeting of the council was hosted by the Air Force on April 21, 1995, at Eielson AFB. This initial
meeting established the charter for the group, and the council undertook discussions of contemporary aviation
issues facing Alaskans today. The Air Force hopes that this forum will provide the needed interchange of
problems and solutions concerning all aviation interests in the state.
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MIT-026 COMMENT: A toll-free number should be made available to civilian pilots so they can obtain

up-to-date information about military activity schedules. The phone lines would be direct to the
Range Control personnel.

RESPONSE: As part of the enhancements to the SUAIS, the Air Force is pursuing the establishment of a toll-free
(800) number to disseminate information on Air Force flying activities and to make available future scheduling
information. See the response to Comment OTH-012 for further information.

MIT-027 COMMENT: An additional mitigation measure the Air Force should consider is to balance its
desire to expand MOAs with a simultaneous closing of other military lands that are currently off lirnits
to public recreation use.

RESPONSE: 40 CFR 1508.20 lists five generic methods of mitigating significant adverse environmental impacts,
one of which is "compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments”
or mitigation by replacement. The use of mitigation by replacement is appropriate where an actual resource
wouid be physically destroyed or altered by a proposal (e.g., building replacement wetlands). Since overflights
do not constitute a use or taking of land, mitigation by replacement is not relevant to this proposal.

MIT-028 COMMENT: Clarify which mitigation measures will be included in the Final EIS, address
whether these mitigation measures were assumed to be part of the alternatives when assessing

environmental impacts, and explain how we can know which of the mitigation measures the Air Force
will actually implement.

RESPONSE: Some of the mitigations described in the Draft EIS were carried forward to the Final EIS. Many
other mitigation measures came about from suggestions received during the public comment period on the Draft
EIS. In Chapter 4 of the Final EIS, the environmental effects of the unmitigated Proposed and Alternative
Actions are described. Chapter 4 has been revised to conclude with a section in which potential mitigation
measures are described. In its Record of Decision (ROD), the Air Force will identify which mitigation measures
will be adopted. The ROD will also include a mitigation implementation and monitoring plan.

MIT-029 COMMENT: Lowe-altitude VFR flight by military aircraft outside of MOA boundaries also
occurs. The multitude of Special Use Airspace (SUA), including MTRs, MOAs, RAs, LATNSs, and SRs
available to military pilots should preclude VFR activity in general aviation areas. The ADF&G
recommends restriction of military flights to IFR activity outside the MOAs as mitigation for the
proposed increase in military flight activity in Alaska. This would reduce military aircraft impacts to
wildlife outside of designated training areas, reduce potential hazards to ADF&G biologists during
aerial surveys, and reduce conflicts with general aviation flights.

RESPONSE: The Air Force cannot completely curtail VFR operations outside the SUA mentioned above. For
the most part, however, aircraft do transit via IFR flight plans to these areas, except when the ARTCC cannot
provide IFR services or when the flight times are so short and the weather is adequate enough to not warrant an
IFR flight plan. This sometimes occurs in the areas around Eielson AFB (during routine training only) when
aircraft are proceeding directly to the YUKON MOAs or to the restricted areas immediately after departure.
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MIT-030 COMMENT: What is the logic behind the mitigation outlined for wildlife? For subsistence?

RESPONSE: The Draft EIS identified spatial and temporal avoidance measures for numerous species of concern
(see section 4.5.3). The spatial avoidance measures were based on noise sensitivity (startle) thresholds, which
vary from species to species. Temporal avoidance measures were based on the type, timing, duration, and
location of sensitive life-cycle periods, which also vary among species. For the three species for which potential

significant adverse impacts were identified, the startle thresholds, minimum overflight altitudes, and key life-cycle
phases are:

Trumnpeter swans 82-98 dB 2,000 feet AGL during breeding and staging
Caribou 85 dB 3,000 feet AGL during calving and post-calving
Dall sheep 75 dB 5,000 feet AGL during lambing, spring mineral lick use, and

rutting (winter habitat)

The general approach to mitigation is to avoid overflights of areas where species of interest concentrate during
key life-cycle phases. The mitigations outlined in the Final EIS (see section 4.12) focus primarily on potentially
significant adverse impacts, which have been identified for "at risk” populations. In addition, three Interagency
Coordination Teams comprised of representatives from the DOI (NPS, USFWS, and BLM), the State of Alaska
(ADF&G and ADNR), and the Air Force have been established. One of the purposes of the Resource
Protection/Mitigation Team is to facilitate information exchange with the goal of reducing potential impacts of
Air Force operations on wildlife. In the future, DOI staff and ADF&G biologists will continue to help the Air
Force identify critical species, populations, life-cycle phases, and locations so that timely, accurate mitigation
measures can be enacted when needed. A second team, the Research and Monitoring Team, has also been set
up and will concentrate on collecting wildlife data. This data will be used to make decisions regarding the
efficacy of mitigation measures and the need for additional mitigation for newly identified “at risk" populations.

Impacts to specified "at risk” populations will be mitigated during critical life-cycle periods in areas mutually
agreed to by the Air Force and the wildlife management agency having jurisdiction over the species in question.
The description of the area, the length of the mitigation period, and the parameters of the mitigation are to be
established by consultation with management agencies. In general, wildlife habitat areas are to be avoided by
2,000 feet AGL and 2 NM. The smallest practicable area will be listed as the location of the mitigation.

The Draft EIS examined the potential for implementation of any of the alternatives to significantly restrict
subsistence use or result in a substantial reduction in the opportunity to continue subsistence uses of renewable
resources (see sections 4.7.1 through 4.7.3). Such restrictions are generally caused by: 1) reductions in
abundance of, or major redistribution of, resources; 2) substantial interference with access (to resources); or 3)
major increases in the use of those resources by non-rural residents. The Proposed and Alternative Actions would
not restrict access by air or ground transportation to subsistence resources. Nor would any increased use of
resources by non-rural residents be likely to occur due to implementation of any of the alternatives. Given this,
measures to mitigate potential impacts to subsistence were based primarily on the analysis of potential impacts
of aircraft overflights on wildlife and mitigation measures identified to reduce these impacts. The assumption
was that impacts to wildlife resources could increase the level of effort required to harvest these resources.
Therefore, mitigation to reduce the probability of individual behavioral responses or population level effects
would also minimize the likelihood of adverse effects to subsistence use.

MIT-031 COMMENT: Replace the AGL values with geographic MSL values so that there is no
confusion on what the “floor” is for military activity in a given area.
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RESPONSE: Descriptions of the MOASs in terms of MSL altitudes versus AGL altitudes is-not practical for the
airspaces being assessed. The MOAs being considered have large terrain variations, and establishing an MSL
floor providing adequate terrain clearance would render the airspace unusable for low-altitude flight. Low-altitude
flight operations involve terrain following and terrain masking; establishing MSL floors in MOAs would require
an adequate safety margin above the highest terrain in or near any piece of airspace and render it equivalent to
flying over open water (no terrain).

MIT-032 CoMMENT: The following general mitigations for recreation, subsistence, and general land
use are suggested.

®m  Adopt MSL floors over conservation areas (say 4,000 MSL);

®m  Avoid recreation concentrations during their busy times (hunting seasons, fish
harvests, subsistence activities);

®  Adopt MSL floors over town/villages {say 10,000 MSL) and no supersonic flight
below 30,000 MSL;

®  Keep supersonic flights as few and as high as possible in those areas where it is
not critical to the training mission.

RESPONSE: Higher altitude floors for certain operations over towns/villages and conservation/recreation areas
have been adopted by the Air Force in the past, and some additional mitigations are proposed under the Preferred
Alternative identified by the Air Force. See response to Comment MIT-028 for more information on the
expanded mitigation measures being considered by the Air Force.

MIT-033 COMMENT: The Air Force should maintain an "open door" policy with the aviation
community. The toll-free number to receive input from civilians is a good step for civilian involvement
and should be made permanent with documented input, serious consideration of suggestions and
timely responses. Ensure that there is a written response indicating the outcome/action taken as a
result of complaints voiced by the public through the toll-free number.

RESPONSE: For nearly a year the Air Force has had in place a toll-free number (1-800-538-6647) to receive
complaints about Air Force flying operations. This number is manned during normal Air Force duty hours, and
a recorder is available during non-duty hours. Complaints received on Air Force flight operations are usually
handled by the Public Relations Office at each wing. They serve as the focal point for routing complaints through
the proper operational channels so that they can be investigated and responses prepared. It is Air Force policy
to respond either verbally or in writing to all complaints logged on this 800 service or received through other

channels. In cases where a caller fails to identify himself, the complaint can be investigated, but a response is
not possible.
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MIT-034 COMMENT: Several of the MOAs proposed in the Draft EIS have received significant public
concern regarding Air Force flight in proximity to civil aviation operating under VFR conditions. We
suggest that these areas receive attention to provide as much latitude for the public to operate.

RESPONSE: The Air Force recognizes the concerns voiced by the civil aviation community and has attempted
to provide access for civil aircraft and de-confliction from proposed military operations, where these mitigations

did not appreciably degrade use of the airspace for training purposes. These mitigations are defined in section
4.12 of the Final EIS.
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2.11 Noise

NOI-001 COMMENT: When discussing noise effects, averages are used, but the noise is experienced
at the time and not as an average. Joint and combined training is discussed throughout the EIS but
data is not provided for foreign aircraft. The noise analyses are only provided for single planes. The
Draft EIS makes clear that sorties will be flown in formation or in groups with muitiple or dozens of
aircraft. Similarly, noise level calculations are useless when averaged over a year, or any period
which is similarly designed to mask the impact of the "dose" received at a specific time, from a
specific event. The average daily aircraft activity numbers, based on a 240-day average, mask peaks
for certain days, and make it impossible to tell what the full brunt of noise impacts from low and
higher elevation flights will be. The DNL measurement seems to be better suited to areas around
airports, although it still does not adequately reflect all kinds of impacts there. The Draft EIS presents
the reader with a new unofficial MOAMAP noise model. Since the model is not officially approved
we question any authority to utilize these new calculations with independent peer review. The Draft
E!S does not present noise calculations as set forth in the Air Force’s Generic Environmental Impact

Statement (GEIS) for Air Force Low Altitude Flying Operations, Preliminary Draft, January 1990,
Volume 1.

RESPONSE: The subsonic noise analysis was performed in accordance with widely accepted, standard professional
methodologies. The MOAMAP model for computing the Onset Rate Adjusted Monthly Day-Night Average A-
Weighted Sound Level (L,,,,) from military flight operations in a MOA represents the best available technology
at the time the Draft EIS was prepared. The MOAMAP model uses Air Force noise files and uses the same
algorithms as the ROUTEMAP model to estimate L, levels in a particular operations area. The ROUTEMAP
program would not be sufficient for predicting these noise levels, as it does not have the capability to model the
random nature of operations as would occur in a MOA and over a much larger area as compared to a low-altitude
military training route. The MOAMAP differs from earlier attempts at modeling L, levels in a MOA in that
previous models basically treated flights as being uniformly distributed throughout a MOA. MOAMATP provides
the opportunity to define areas in the MOAs where operations are likely to occur, and then a stochastic method
is used to determine the probability of any particular area being overflown. Once the probability of overflight
is determined, the actual noise calculation is made using the ROUTEMAP algorithms. Each noise event in a
MOA is then summed together to form L., contours in each MOA. MOAMAP accounts for all aircraft sorties
predicted to use a particular MOA during monthly periods of routine training and when MFE training is ongoing.
The results presented in the Draft EIS represent the highest estimated noise levels anywhere in a MOA.

In the case of two aircraft flying very close together there is an effective doubling of the sound energy at that
point. However, this does not mean that one can simply add two sound levels together to get the associated noise
level of this event. Because decibels are logarithmic, they are not arithmetically additive. If two similar sound
sources produce the same amount of sound, (for example 100 dB each), the total sound level will be 103 dB, not
200 dB. The greater the difference between two sound levels, the less impact the smaller number will have on
the larger (and subsequently the total sound level). As an example, if 70 dB and 50 dB are logarithmically added,
the result is a fess than 0.05 dB increase, to 70.04 dB. Likewise, when summing multiple events of the same
magnitude, the heaviest penalty is paid for the first two or three events, with each successive event having a lesser
impact. For example, if five 100 dB events are added, the result is approximately 107 dB. More information
on the properties of sound can be found in Appendix F of the FEIS.

The Air Force’s Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) is still in a preliminary draft phase. Its
methodologies and assessments have not been fully validated and have not, therefore, been adopted as the Air
Force's standard for assessing impacts of noise generated by low-altitude aircraft operations.

Volume IV Commenls and Responses 263



Final Alaska Military Operations Areas Environmental Impact Statement

The Air Force considers long-term annoyance produced by exposure to aircraft noise the most important effect
of low-altitude, subsonic overflights of residential populations. Methods for predicting long-term annoyance for
assessing the effects of aircraft noise over the range of exposure conditions near military airfields are available.
Methods for predicting short-term annoyance due single overflights; long-term annoyance due to sonic booms,
such as might be heard in a MOA; and long-term annoyance due to sporadic, low-altitude, high-speed overflights
are less developed. The best available guidelines for predicting noise effects are those of the Federal Interagency
Committee on Noise (FICON 1992) and the American National Standards Institute’s Sound Level Descriptors for
Determination of Compatible Land Use (ANSY 1990b). Acceptable and unacceptable noise levels are based in
large part on the expected effects of noise exposure on communities. ANSI suggests that land uses in "extensive
natural wildlife and recreational areas” are likely to be considered compatible with a Day-Night Average A-
Weighted Sound Level (DNL) of 60 dB or less. There is no clear evidence to suggest that DNL and the
methodology for predicting the percentage of a population likely to be highly annoyed by noise exposure is
inappropriate, nor is there a more suitable methodology available.

The analysis of noise levels in the MOAs and around the airfields included foreign aircraft such as the Royal Air
Force (RAF) Tornado. Appendix E of the EIS has been revised to include the maximum sound levels (L__) and
sound exposure levels (SEL) associated with the Tornado. The sound levels of the various aircraft that may use
the MOAs (L., and SEL) have also been added to section 4.3.1.1 (Tables 4-3 and 4-4).

NOI-002 COMMENT: There is a statement in the Executive Summary that says a sonic boom is like
thunder. My personal opinion is that Alaska is too beautiful to be exposed to 19,500 supersonic
fiights. This proposed activity is precedent setting. The proposed areas are too large, the flight levels
too low, and the number of sonic booms is too many.

RESPONSE: Two noise metrics are used to describe the potential impacts of supersonic operations in a MOA.
The C-Weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level (symbolized L) is used to assess the temporal nature of sound
events by averaging the total energy of multiple events over some prescribed period of time (1 month in the EIS).
L, values for supersonic operations are computed using the White Sands Missile Range {(WSMR) modei
developed by Plotkin et al. (1989). This model was developed using data gathered over a 6-month period of air-
to-air training activity at the WSMR. Some of the key elements of the test are:

® 4,600 ACM sorties were flown, 72 percent of which were F-15s.

B Measured data showed there were approximately 0.11 sonic booms recorded per sortie
somewhere on the range.

" Near the middle of the training airspace, the average sonic boom had a peak overpressure
of slightly under 1 pound per square foot (psf).

W  Approximately 0.5 sonic booms per day occurred in the center of the airspace and
decreased exponentially as one got farther from the center. '

™ 99 percent of all sonic booms were below 4 psf, and none exceeded 7 psf.

From these measurements, Plotkin et al. (1989) developed what is known as the WSMR model for predicting
potential sonic boom impacts from air combat operations. It replaces earlier work done at Navy Oceana, which
resulted in the "Oceana Model.” That model was based on a very limited number of F-15 sorties (21}, combined
with a simplified carpet boom model. Predictions from the Oceana Model appeared to be at least 10 dB too high
when compared to the measured data gathered at WSMR. The WSMR methodology has been adopted to predict
the maximum L.,, expected at the center of the supersonic operating areas (i.e., the center of the ellipses in
Figures 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-27, and 4-28 of section 4.3), the expected number of booms per day at the center
of the supersonic operating areas, and the range of peak overpressures expected.
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NOI-003 COMMENT: Please expand on the human health effects of subsonic noise and sonic booms.
People cannot tolerate sonic booms. Long-term effects of sonic booms are undocumented as
scientists feel it is unethical to expose unwilling people to the types of impacts proposed that
Alaskans receive. Studies do indicate that people will not tolerate long-term exposure to sonic booms
generated by air combat training below 30,000 feet. The upper limit of tolerance for people is 2 PSF.

RESPONSE: While no absolute standards define the threshold of "significant adverse impact” for the noise
environment, there are common precepts, based on empirical studies, regarding what constitutes adverse
acoustical impacts in certain settings. The impact of a noise environment on people regularly experiencing that
environment stems from the degree to which the noise interferes with activities such as speech, sleep, and
listening to radio and television, and the degree to which human health may be impaired (e.g., hearing loss).
The total impact of a particular noise environment is a function of the sound level and the size of the population
experiencing it. A DNL < 55 dB in a residential area will have negligible impact on public health and welfare,
Adverse effects remain fairly low in the DNL 55 to 64 dB range and increase rapidly above DNL 65 dB. Noise
can have both physiological and psychological impacts. Long-term, continuous exposure (e.g.,40 years) to DNL
or Ly, 70 dB or greater, minus a 5 dB margin of safety, could induce hearing damage. This would be typical
in an industrial setting where noise levels are continuous throughout the day. Average noise levels due to aircraft
operations do not fit this profile as they are more transient in nature. The Proposed and Alternative Actions
would not result in average noise levels even approaching those that might cause physiological damage (e.g.,
hearing loss). ‘The real impact from the transient nature of aircraft-generated noise is psychological and is
characterized as annoyance. The degree of change between existing conditions and what the noise environment
would be under the Proposed or Alternative Actions determines the severity of potential impact.

There is no conclusive evidence that exposure to a sonic boom in the range of peak overpressures expected from
air combat training activities has any adverse physiological effect on people. Sonic booms may be an irritant to
outdoor recreationists, particularly those engaged in hunting, camping, and hiking, but the degree of personal
irritation is difficult to predict. The attention given to a sonic boom immediately after its occurrence (e.g.,
conversation and comments about it or disruption of a group activity such as a classroom or a clinical activity)
are actually extended interruptions either with or without 2 startle effect. Sonic booms in the 2 to 3 psf range
are most common and are similar to noises such as metal-beating, detonating toy caps and firecrackers, and firing
handguns. While these impact noises may irritate, startle, or awaken people, 2 high degree of behavioral
habituation normally occurs when exposure is repeated.

One of the most comprehensive studies on sonic boom exposure of a large community was conducted over a 6-
month period in Oklzhoma City in 1964. The community was exposed to 8 sonic booms per day over the 6-
month period at a median peak overpressure of 1.2 psf. Using the results of this study, the U.S. Environmeantal
Protection Agency (EPA) concluded that at 8 sonic booms per day the median peak overpressure must be well
below 1 psf if no annoyance is to be reported (EPA 1974). A more difficult problem noted by EPA was how
to interpret the effects on public heaith and welfare of more frequent sonic booms. ‘The EPA ultimately
determined that little or no annoyance would occur with one sonic boom per day below the level of 0.75 psf.
Above that peak overpressure, some level of annoyance could occur.

Startle response was investigated by exposing groups of volunteers to 5 to 12 booms per day ranging from 1.2
to 12.8 psf. The results showed that a startle reaction could be measured by an increase in gross muscular
movements and a slight increase in heartbeat frequency (about 2 beats per minute). Changes were momentary
and disappeared within a few seconds. When test subjects were exposed to the noise of a pistol shot, the
heartbeat frequency increased approximately 9 beats per minute.

According to the EPA, a number of factors must be considered in predicting the auditory effect of impulse noise
on people: Duration and rise time of the event, the number of and time interval between events, the audiometric
frequency, and the peak sound pressure level. Other considerations include an individual’s susceptibility to inner
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ear damage, orientation of the ear with respect to the noise, and additive conditions of other continuous noises.
The energy of a sonic boom is primarily in the frequency range of 25 to 100 hertz (considerably below that of
gunfire and most industrial noise).

Future research may provide a better understanding of the relationship between noise and physiological ili-health;
however, in the interim, decisions must be based on data supported by the scientific community. The Air Force

concludes that, except for potential annoyance or startle, no other long-term effects associated with sonic boom
exposure are likely.

NOI-004 COMMENT: What is the risk of supersonic operations triggering avalanches within the Mount
McKinley area? Can measures be taken to minimize their occurrence?

RESPONSE: Avalanche potential depends on numerous factors, and an avalanche may or may not occur in an
avalanche-prone location with or without a sonic boom (see section 3.1). With regard to avalanche potential in
the Mount McKinley area in particular, the Proposed and Alternative Actions represent a substantial decrease in
Air Force activity in the SUSITNA MOA, which overlies a portion of Denali National Park and Preserve
(although not the Mount McKinley massif itself). The Air Force is also considering limiting supersonic
operations in the SUSITNA MOA to Functional Check Flights (FCFs) only, and only along an east-west line in
the southern portions of the MOA, to avoid Denali National Park and Preserve. These procedures should
minimize any potential for an avalanche to be caused by a sonic boom in the SUSITNA MOA.

NOI-005 COMMENT: The analysis of potential sleep disturbance neglects the fact that people camping
in tents or otherwise exposed to aircraft operations will not be inside buildings.

RESPONSE: The analysis of potential sleep disturbance was performed around Eielson and Elmendorf AFBs to
account for late-evening MFE sorties that could arrive after 10:00 p.m. The Air Force does not intend to
routinely conduct operations in the MOAs after 10:00 p.m.. Therefore, no sleep disturbance analysis was
performed for the MOAs. If someone is exposed to a low-altitude overflight without any attenuation due to a
surrounding structure, it is quite likely that the sound level would be high enough to cause sleep disturbance.

2-66 Comments and Responses Volume IV



Alaska Military Operations Areas Environmental Impact Statement Final

2.12 Other Comments

OTH-001 COMMENT: Property damage from chronic exposure to sonic booms remains an unaccounted
for cost associated with supersonic training. Procedures through the Federal Tort Act are arduous
and difficult. And, despite the adverse effects of sonic booms on human health, no medical claim
for damages has yet been honored. Will the Air Force honor tort claims for property damage as well

as impacts to human health? If the proposed activities are approved, what is the expected rise in
complaints?

The noise generated even by present daily activities is barely tolerable and has resuited in property
damage and numerous complaints to the Air Force.

Once the Air Force gets permanent MOA status, there is little incentive to pay much attention to
complaints,

Flights below 1,500 feet above the terrain are especially risky in fast planes: in case of accident, who
is liable?

Who would be responsible for any property damage, human injury, or potential deaths from an
accident involving military aircraft?

RESPONSE: A new appendix (Appendix O) has been added to the Final EIS to document Air Force noise
complaint and damage claim history and procedures in Alaska. Noise complaints are handled by the Public
Affairs offices at Eielson and Elmendorf AFBs. At Eielson AFB, the 354 FW Public Affairs staff can be reached
at (907) 377-2116; at Elmendorf AFB, the 3 WG Public Affairs staff can be contacted at (907) 552-8151.
Inquiries or reports about military aircraft operations can also be phoned in to the 11th Air Force’s toll-free
information hotline at (800) 538-6647. The number of noise complaints increases somewhat during MFEs or

other types of exercises and in the summer when people tend to have their windows open and spend more time
outside.

The more complete information a caller is able to provide, the better equipped Public Affairs is to determine
which unit or aircraft may have been the source of the incident, and thus ensure a satisfactory response or
resolution. At Eielson AFB, once the complaint has been recorded, it is given a sequential reference number and
logged in Public Affairs’ noise complaint file book. A copy of the complaint is hand-carried to the 354th
Operations Group Current Operations office for research. A copy is also forwarded to Cope Thunder Operations
if a Cope Thunder exercise is in progress. The 354th Operations Group Current Operations office checks their
schedule to determine if aircraft stationed at Eielson AFB and/or aircraft flying out of Eielson AFB have been
in the area of concern during the time period of the event. If an aircraft flying out of Eielson AFB is determined
to have been in the area, the Current Operations office requests a review of the Heads Up Display (HUD) video
tape from the aircraft. The HUD tape is reviewed by the appropriate fighter squadron commander. Results of
this review are forwarded to the Current Operations office, which sends a written response to the Public Affairs
office. If a HUD tape is not available or an aircraft does not have HUD capability, the pilot is interviewed by
the appropriate fighter squadron commander. Once again, the results of the interview are forwarded to the
Current Operations office, which provides a written report to the Public Affairs office. If the review or interview
determine that airspace policies have been violated, appropriate actions are taken against the pilot. If the event
cannot be attributed to Eielson AFB aircraft, the Public Affairs office checks with the following agencies to
determine if one of their aircraft could have caused the complaint: Elmendorf AFB, 168th Air Refueling Group,
Kulis Air National Guard, Fort Wainwright, and U.S. Bureau of Land Management. Once the Public Affairs
office has received a response, the caller is notified of the findings of the investigation either by a phone call or
letter. As a reference tool, first-time callers are also sent ar dircraft Identification Guide. The outcome of the
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complaint is recorded on the complaint form and filed for future reference. Equivalent procedures for handling
noise complaints are followed at Elmendorf AFB.

In an effort to reduce repeat events and complaints, Eielson AFB formed a Noise Complaint Review Panel
(NCRP) in 1993. The NCRP is chaired by the 354th Fighter Wing vice commander and consists of
tepresentatives from the following base organizations: 354th Operations Group, Current Operations, 18th Fighter
Squadron, 355th Fighter Squadron, Cope Thunder Operations, and Public Affairs. The purpose of the NCRP
is to review complaints received at Eielson AFB and find ways to improve community feedback. The panel
studies the affected areas for current flight restrictions and determines what actions can be taken to help eliminate
or, at feast, minimize the negative effects of flying on the civilian populace. One recent example of the NCRP’s

efforts is the increase in the minimum flying altitude over the Lower Salcha River from 1,500 feet AGL. to 8,000
feet AGL.

Legal culpability and associated liability are addressed through the legal system on a case by case basis. The
outcome of any particular case is entirely dependent on the specific factors of the situation or incident. It is
inappropriate to attempt to predetermine potential liability for alleged damages from sonic booms. Air Force
records for damage claims in Alaska show that, since 1988, five claims for damages have been made for military
aircraft operations in various regions of the state. Of these five claims, three were paid and two denied. One

claim from the Stony River area is now pending, and will be assessed when it is filed. No claims have been filed
alleging adverse health effects.

OTH-002 CoMMENT: Explain the expected hours of operation in the proposed MOA structure. The
Draft EIS states that flying would..."normally occur, but not be limited to, Monday through Friday,
B:00 am to 6:00 pm." This means the Air Force could fly anytirne they so choose.

RESPONSE: MOA hours. of operation are based on their locations relative to Eielson and Elmendorf AFBs and
their primary uses. Under the Preferred Alternative, the STONY and FOX MOAs would form the core areas
of Elmendorf-based air-to-air training operations, while YUKON 1, 2 and 6 MOAs, along with BIRCH,
BUFFALOQ, and EIELSON MOAs, would be the primary air-to-ground training areas for Eielson- and Eimendorf-
based aircraft. These MOAs would be open for the longest periods, even though military aircraft would not be
in the MOAs continuously. Actual aircraft operations in the MOAs would vary on a daily or weekly basis
depending on scheduled training requirements, aircraft maintenance status, and weather factors.

The minimum core hours of availability for a MOA are determined by the minimum daylight hours during the
winter months. More centrally located MOAs or those that provide better capabilities have expanded hours of
operation above the core hours (e.g., YUKON I and 2, STONY A and B). Sometimes it may be necessary for
the Air Force to train outside the published hours. This would require that a special Notice to Airman (NOTAM)
advisory be approved and issued by the FAA. However, the Air Force would plan MOA operations to begin
after 7:00 a.m. local time and cease before 10:00 p.m. local time except in extreme circumstances.

OTH-003 COMMENT: We are disturbed that the second training and feedback system, planned for the
Eielson AFBarea, isin the construction phase now. "The Yukon Measurement and Debriefing System
{Yukon MDS) is expected to be complete in June 1995." This shows evidence of piecemealing.
What MOAs are these systems dependent upon? If YUKON 3-5 MOAs were cancelled, would the
system still be effective, efficient, and basically located in the right place?

The Draft EIS states on page ES-2 that MFE airspace must also provide access to air-to-ground
weapons ranges and use of ground-based threat radar and weapon system simulators. Again, these

2-68 Comments and Responses Volume IV



Alaska Military Operations Areas Environmental Impact Statement Final

actions are clearly connected with other DoD activities. For example, the Yukon Measurement and
Debriefing System is clearly a connected action since this system will be utilized as part and parcel
of the proposed activities. These cumulative impacts cannot be ignored. By installing the Yukon
Measurement and Debriefing System . . . the Air Force has violated 40 CFR 1506.7(a){2}. NEPA

requires that federal agencies must not take actions which would limit their choices for selecting
reasonable alternatives.

RESPONSE: ‘The Yukon Measurement and Debriefing System (YMDS) covers the YUKON | MOA and part of
the YUKON 2 MOA, which are existing permanent MOAs. The YMDS provides no coverage in the TMOAs
proposed for conversion to permanent MOAs, including the proposed YUKON 3, 4, and 5 MOAs. YMDS was
designed for use with the YUKON 1 and 2 MOAs, and its components are located in the correct locations to
provide coverage of these two permanent MOAs. If DoD had planned all along to expand the MOAs, YMDS
would have been planned to cover more airspace.

OTH-004 CoMMENT: Will the F-15 aircraft be operating at the extreme of their operational envelope
{as high as 60,000 feet} and if so what are the environmental consequences?

RESPONSE: Even though the F-15 is certified for flight above 50,000 feet MSL, Air Force regulations preclude
aircraft flight above this altitude without a full-pressure suit worn by the pilot. There is no current operational

or training need for F-15 sorties above 50,000 feet MSL, and none is anticipated in the reasonably foreseeable
future.

OTH-005 COMMENT: This comment number is not used in the EIS.

OTH-006 COMMENT: What measures will the DoD take to implement new and proposed regulations
under the Federal Facilities Compliance Act, RCRA, and CERCLA?

RESPONSE: This information is not germane to understanding the Proposed or Alternative Actions, nor is it
necessary to adequately assess the potential environmental consequences of the alternatives.

OTH-007 COMMENT: What is the status of lands inside the restricted areas? Are adequate safety
measures taken with respect to public/private lands? Is the land area with all Restricted Airspace
Areas congested, sparsely populated, or uninhabited? Does the SUA allow for aerial access to public
and private lands? Does actual activity justify the type of airspace as designated?

RESPONSE: The lands underlying the Restricted Areas (i.e., the air-to-ground weapons ranges) are owned and
controlled by the U.S. Army. The Air Force and Army have joint use of the Oklahoma (R-2202) and Stuart
Creek (R-2205) ranges; the Air Force has exclusive use of the Blair Lakes (R-221 1) range. The lands underlying
the Restricted Areas (RAs) are uninhabited, and the current and proposed use is consistent with the purpose for
which they were originally withdrawn. On the average, one-fifth of each range is cleaned every year (for
unexploded ordnance and other weapons debris) on a rotating basis, ensuring that each range is cleaned entirely
every 5 years in accordance with Air Force regulations/instructions. Air Force operations, management, and
safety of weapons ranges are dictated by Air Force Instruction (AFI) 12-212 (formerly AFR 50-46) as
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supplemented by the major commands (in this case, the Pacific Air Forces [PACAF]) and the using commands
(the 11th Air Force). There would be no planned increase in munitions acquired, transported, stored, or
expended on the air-to-ground weapons ranges under any of the alternatives (see response to Comment HAZ-001).
Other types of Special Use Airspace (SUA) do not exclude the public; rather, SUA confines military high-speed,
maneuvering training and operations to specific charted areas. Civil aviation is not precluded from operating in
these types of SUA, but must be cognizant of potential military operations that may be occurring. Access to the

lands underlying the MOAs is controlled according to the individual ownership (e.g., private, state, federal,
Alaska Native, etc.).

OTH-008 COMMENT: The text states that the Noise/Flight Sensitive Area List maintained by the
Eleventh Air Force is voluntary and is updated as required. The Final EIS should clarify what is
required for an area to be added or deleted from the list.

RESPONSE: As stated in Appendix B (see section B.2), the Noise/Flight Sensitive Area List is reviewed annually
by 611 AOG/DOQU and approved by 611 AOG/CC to ensure all entries are still valid. Potential additions or
deletions to the list that are brought to the attention of 611 AOG/DOOU are considered to determine their
mitigating effect and the degree to which they would affect training. Revisions may be initiated by federal, state,
or public concerns. Revisions identified outside of the annual review cycle are resolved as they occur.

OTH-009 COMMENT: The Final EIS distribution list should be expanded, as necessary, to include
federal subsistence management organizations, such as: The Federal Subsistence Board, Southcentral
Regional Council, Bristol Bay Regional Council, Western Interior Regional Council, Eastern interior
Regional Council, Denali National Park Subsistence Resource Commission, and Lake Clark National
Park Subsistence Resource Commission.

RESPONSE: These organizations have been added to the Final EIS distribution list.

OTH-010 COMMENT: Although the Draft EIS says, "No ground activities or ground disturbances are
proposed,” this is contradicted by the earlier statement on p. 1-3 which states "another requirement

is that the airspace provides access to air-to-ground weapons ranges and use of ground-based threat
radar and weapon system simulators.”

RESPONSE: The EIS addresses changes and improvements in airspace, which do not include direct, on-the-ground
activities. Although use of the air-to-ground weapons ranges is an intrinsic component of many training activities,
the levels of ordnance expenditures contemplated by the Proposed and Alternative Actions were assessed in the
Environmental Assessment of the Upgrade of Target Arrays. Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely, Alaska (USAF
1992d). No increase in the quantity or change in the type of ordnance used is proposed. Ground-based threat
radar and weapon system simulators are either already in place or are relatively unobtrusive portable or mobile
transmitters requiring no special site preparation or permanent installation.

OTH-011 COMMENT: The MOAs are needlessly given different numbers in the descriptions of the No
Action Alternative and the Proposed Action.
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RESPONSE: In all of the alternatives except the No Action Alternative, the airspace designations are the same
and reflect the airspace nomenclature that would be used in the airspace proposal process. Tables 2-2 through
2-5 were intended to cross reference between the previously utilized TMOASs in the No Action Alternative and
the proposed MOAs in the action alternatives. FAA will further differentiate for MOAs with split floors. For
example, the mitigation proposed for YUKON 3 MOA would split the MOA, with a floor of 100 feet AGL to
the northwest and a floor of 2,000 feet AGL to the southeast. If approved, FAA would chart this MOA as
YUKON 3A Low (100 foot AGL floor) and YUKON 3B Low (2,000 foot AGL floor).

OTH-012 COMMENT: The closure and reduction of operating hours for the Flight Service Stations
(FSSs) operated by the FAA make it unlikely that reasonable communication of advisories on MQA
operations would occur. The lack of communications is causing a dangerous situation for both
military and civil users of the airspace.

Fourteen FSSs in Alaska have been permanently closed. Another fourteen are being operated on a
part time or seasonal basis. Remote Communications Qutlets {RCQ) are supposed to relay
communication from users to three Automated FSSs and replace communications from the closed
FSSs. In order to reduce workioad at the Automated FSSs and the part time FSSs, the FAA is
reducing communications opportunities with users by changing RCO frequencies so they are different
than the Common Traffic Advisory Frequencies.

The civilian flying activity is continuing to occur without these normal safety communications with
the FAA. Many civilian pilots continue to fly without NOTAM and weather information.

RESPONSE: The Air Force is extremely sensitive to the need to make Air Force scheduling and near real time
information available to all aviation concerns in the state. The first step in this direction was establishing the
Special Use Alrspace Information Service (SUAIS) that is designed to provide information advisories in the areas
east of Eielson AFB. At the time the Draft EIS was published, the SUAIS was undergoing a 3-month test
program. It was established as a permanent system in mid-October 1994. Since its implementation, discussions
with individuals using the system, the FAA, and civil aviation groups have yielded a positive reaction to the
overall system, with some suggestions to improve it. Use of the system will be an evolutionary process; from
the feedback received, the Air Force is implementing further expansion to the SUAIS and establishing other lines
of communications for obtaining information on Air Force flying operations. Hours of operation for the SUAIS
are being expanded to cover the entire flying periods when military aircraft would be using the MOAs and RAs
(the current system only covers the periods when the RAs are active). This expansion will more closely provide
real time information on activities within the areas serviced by the SUAIS. The Air Force has requested the
release of another VHF frequency from the FAA that will be used to provide continuous recorded information
on Air Force planned and scheduled flying activity. This information will be updated periodically during the day
as the situation dictates. Planning information for the following day will also be provided and will be similar to
the ATIS-type broadcasts available at airports. Further enhancements to the SUAIS under consideration include
the placement of additional remote antennas and/or transmitters to expand the VHF coverage associated with
SUAIS capabilities. To accommodate aviation interests that are not within radio range of the SUAIS, the Air
Force is exploring the establishment of an additional toll-free (800 number) for obtaining information on Air
Force flying operations. The Air Force is committed to enhancing aviation safety for all pilots in the state and
making information available in an expeditious and concise format. The Air Force will also continue to solicit
feedback from users of the systems.

For those aviators not within range of the SUAIS, information on MOA activations is available through the
remaining 14 full- or part-time FSSs still operating in the state and, at any time of the day, through the three
automated FSSs (available by toll-free phone line).
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OTH-013 COMMENT: What impact do the activities of the Air Force and the Army’s 6th Infantry
Division have on the environment of Alaska? Where are the Alaskan and Canadian Distant Early
Warning stations located? Where are the long-range radar sites located? What are the special
assignment airlift missions?

RESPONSE: Please refer to section 1.6 for an explanation of the scope of the environmental analysis in this EIS.
The 517th Airlift Squadron (517 ALS) provides airborme/airlift training support to the Army’s 6th Infantry
Division, resupply of remote long-range radar sites, and airlift for Alaskan and Canadian Early Warning stations.
Where the 517 ALS activities occur coincident with a MOA (i.e., in the region of influence), they are assessed
as part of the cumulative impacts.

OTH-014 COMMENT: We support the presence of the military in Interior Alaska. While the positive
economic impact of such a presence is obvious and appreciated, the cultural and quality of life impact
is much more subtle, yet nonetheless important. The temporary minor inconvenience of the increased
air activity, as proposed in the MOA changes and additions, is a small price to pay for having good
neighbors such as our military friends.

t am absolutely opposed to giving the Air Farce more "air space” to play in since they evince no real
concern for what damage they do to the land below that airspace and the inhabitants who have to
live with the short and long term effects of turning more and more of America’s wilderness into a
playground for the technocrats.

Alaska is a very special place. t's special because there are still vast open spaces, wilderness,
sparse human populations, and sizeable wildlife populations. The opportunities provided for solitude,
quiet, wildlife viewing, enjoying scenic beauty, and wilderness recreation are what attract residents
and visitors alike. Primarily because of the noise, especially from increased low level and supersonic
flights, these increasingly scarce resources and uses would be seriously degraded, if not destroyed,
if the activities proposed in the Draft EIS were to be implemented. Residents of bush areas, remote
cabin owners, wilderness recreationists, tourists, recreational hunters, trappers, fishers, subsistence
users, pilots, and others would be adversely affected.

RESPONSE: Over 200 written comments and dozens of verbal remarks were received on the Draft EIS. Included
in those comments were over 160 suggested forms of mitigation, ultimately resulting in the development of a new
alternative (Alternative A—Modified) that incorporates elements of some of the suggested mitigations (for
example, the boundaries of several MOAs have been shifted, floors raised, etc.). The Air Force took all of the
comments on the Draft EIS very seriously. The input provided a unique opportunity to benefit from the personal,
professional, and organizational opinions of those affected by the Proposed and Alternative Actions. A diverse
cross section of opinion regarding a wide range of issues was presented, and each one was analyzed for factual
additions to the EIS as well as the valuable perspectives they contained. These comments helped improve the
EIS, which was revised to incorporate new information and/or analyses in order to provide the information
necessary to make an informed decision regarding the proposed actions and mitigation measures. The Air Force
has identified Alternative A—Modified, which is described in sections 2.3.5 and 2.4.6 of the Final EIS, as its
Preferred Alternative.
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2.13  Purpose and Need

PAN-001 COMMENT: | want to know why the Air Force is so big on permanent status for these MOAs.

There was described the need for F-15 vs, F-16 maneuvers for the sake of combat realism. These
two aircraft are fairly similar to one another and are piloted by personnel trained in the same Air
Force. Consequently, this argument is flawed. We were told at the hearing that one reason the
permanent MOAs are needed is for International Joint Forces Exercises. Since when is it a
requirement for the U.S. to provide additional training areas for foreign pitots?

Alaska should not be a national sacrifice area. Additional documentation is needed to try to justify
these training activities.

With the end of the Cold War and no real, competent enemies, why do we need to expand training
areas? lItis time the military gives back to America much of the land previously usurped. The Air
Force has not explained the need for this expansion.

Closure of Clark Air Base in the Philippines is given as the reason for expanding military flight training
in Alaska. However, in the Philippines the training was primarily over the ocean. The question still
remains: With no national needs assessment, is this expansion warranted?

According to the Air Force, "It is an inherent assumption of the EIS process that a proponent has
need for the action proposed . . ." [pages ES-4 and 1-7 of the Draft EIS]. This is not an adeguate
tdentification of need. We believe this statement is inappropriate and insulting to the reader. It also
clarifies the Air Forces’ "Decide, Announce and Defend" attitude. We believe that a national needs
assessment of all military airspace needs should be conducted as a first step in justifying post-Cold
War requirements, and that more specific requirements for the Alaska needs should be in the Final
EIS. Why were alternatives outside the state not fully examined? Why, at a time when the Cold War
is over and our nation is experiencing a massive scale down in military budgets, is such a huge
expansion being pursued? The failure to examine other alternatives clearly points out that this is a
case of "empire building" by individuals in the Air Force. These training activities do not stem from
any national needs assessment! We note that Alaska is not the only area or state facing massive
military airspace or land takings. In the Northeast, North Carolina, Florida, Nevada, New Mexico,
Arizona, Idaho, and Colorado also face massive withdrawals for military use. Why when the DoD
currently control approximately 50 percent of the airspace over the U.S. is there a need for more?
Why is it that joint use of existing areas was not considered an alternative? Why is it that each
branch of the DoD must have their own sandbox to train in?

The Draft EIS inadequately demonstrates a need for such a drastic enlargement of military airspace.
Furthermore, considering the fact that there is absolutely no basis for low level operations, there is
clearly no reason to conduct such training maneuvers!

Why is there a need for low-level fiight training when it has been proven {as recently as the Gulf War)
that your aircraft are placed at an unreasonably greater risk from enemy attack or accident than from
other forms of maneuvers? Isn’t there a less expensive areain which to operate than Interior Alaska?
As a fiscal conservative, | find it hard to believe that the taxpayer does not underwrite some of the
most costly flight training possible when they are conducted up here.
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RESPONSE: The Air Force mission is directed by the National Command Authority (i.e., the President and the
Secretary of Defense). The directives of the National Command Authority are translated into regulations and
instructions issued in ever-increasing detail by successive Department of Defense (DoD) commanders. As part
of PACAF, the 11th Air Force mission is first defined in the Commander-in-Chief, United States Pacific
Command Instruction S3050.6 (Pacific Command Strategy):

"...to maintain the security of and defend the United States against attack throughout the Pacific
Theater; to support and advance the national policies and interests of the United States; ...and to
prepare plans, conduct operations, and coordinate activities of PACAF forces in consonance with
higher authorities [sic] directives.”

The Commander, PACAF, then specifically defines the mission of each Numbered Air Force under his command,
which includes 11th Air Force, in PACAF regulation 23-5, as follows:

"Ensure assigned combat units are organized, trained and equipped to maintain operational readiness
following USAF directives and procedures.”

"Be prepared to conduct air combat operations . . ."

"Conduct both unilateral and bilateral planning, training, exercises and operations for defense
cooperation with friendly forces, as directed.”

"Develop tactics/techniques of aerial warfare, determine requirements for new weapons/weapons
systems and improve the use of current weapons systems. "

These functions and responsibilities are subsequently translated into specific missions, roles, tasks, and
requirements for each type of aircraft and aircrew. From these, the training requirements and proficiency levels
to be attained are determined and promulgated in the multi-command 51-series regulations. The specific missions,
roles, and tasks in turn determine airspace requirements.

The specific missions assigned to the 11th Air Force are offensive and defensive counter air, air interdiction,
close air support and forward air control, suppression of enemy defenses, electronic combat, air refueling, and
tactical airlift. This variety of missions, coupled with the number and types of aircraft and their related weapons
systems, requires large and varied airspace, approved for both subsonic and supersonic operations. The
characteristics of these missions are detailed in Appendix C.

The airspace adjustments are needed to ensure that military aircrews are able to receive comprehensive and
realistic tactical flying training in as safe an airspace as possible. This specific need stems from the larger need
to secure the continued fighting efficiency and effectiveness of U.S. and allied air forces by providing airspace
that allows these forces to train to U.S. Air Force (USAF) standards. The existing MOA structure imposes
significant restrictions and inefficiencies on training opportunities, training realism, and the full use of all
capabilities of the sophisticated aircraft/weapons systems presently based in Alaska. These restrictions
significantly limit 11th Air Force (11 AF) units’ abilities to more fully develop their combat capability in order
to meet more demanding and complex wartime requirements.

The end of the Cold War and the subsequent downsizing of U.S. military forces has required a restructuring of
the Air Force. This restructure has forced remaining units, many of which were previously specialized and tasked
with a single role, to take on additional and more complex readiness taskings. Alaska-based units are perfect
examples of this readiness tasking upgrading. During the Cold War, Alaska-based Air Force units were tasked
to ensure Alaskan air sovereignty and to support ground forces defending the state. The scope and complexity
of Alaska-based unit tasking in the post-Cold War era has increased considerably with the focus of air operations
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now including support for more complicated, worldwide contingency air operations. Alaska-based units have
been assigned critical readiness taskings due to Alaska's strategic position and access to potential hotspots around
the world. Alaska basing and readiness tasking decisions reflect a commitment by the Air Force to obtain the
maximum combat capability for limited defense tax dollars.

Given the additional readiness taskings, the existing MOA structure imposes significant restrictions and
inefficiencies on training opportunities, training realism, and the full use of all the capabilities of the sophisticated
aircraft/weapons systems presently based in Alaska. These restrictions severely limit the ability of Alaska-based

units to fully develop their combat capability in order to meet more demanding and complex wartime
requirements,

The existing Alaska MOA structure lacks day-to-day, mutually accessible MOA airspace between Eielson and
Elmendorf AFBs, and precludes the accomplishment of critical routine training—in particularly Dissimilar Air
Combat Training (DACT) and Composite Force Training (CFT). DACT and CFT are important components
of air combat training that are readily available to other military aviation units throughout the continental U.S.
The F-15 and F-16 are very different aircraft, possessing unique physical characteristics and performance
capabilities. Aircrews must train against other types of aircraft to learn, preferably in a dynamic air combat
training environment, how to enhance an aircraft’s advantages while simultaneously minimizing the aircraft’s
disadvantages relative to the adversary aircraft. CFT allows aircrews to train as formed teams under very
controlled conditions to learn the strengths and weaknesses of other military aircraft. CFT also stresses the
importance of thorough planning, close coordination, and clear communications to maximize mission results.
The lack of airspace that is mutually accessible to Eielson and Eimendorf AFBs in which to conduct this critical
training unduly hampers Alaska-based units ability to achieve and maintain assigned combat readiness levels.

The existing Alaska MOA structure also lacks direct linkage to the Oklahoma (R-2202) and Blair Lakes (R-2211)
air-to-ground weapons ranges and their associated ground-based thread radar weapons system simulators. The
1solation of these ranges from the MOA structure prevents the design of realistic aircrew routine training scenarios
that integrate the most basic phases of a ground attack mission (i.e., ingress, attack, and egress). This lack of
realism seriously restricts the efficient development of combat capability.

The airspace array in the Philippines was over both land and water. This combination of airspace over land and
water was possible due to the close proximity of the Crow Valley air-to-ground weapons range to Clark Air Base
and the airspace. The location of the three air-to-ground weapons ranges in the interior of Alaska severely limits
the options for placement of MOAs in the state that are accessible to the air bases and the ranges. Selection of
airspace over the waters surrounding Alaska would prevent the use of these ranges, which would prevent
accomplishing required air-to-ground readiness training. Airspace over land is also a critical training asset
because it permits low-altitude training that cannot be replicated over water. Despite the fact that the target attack
phase of most DESERT STORM bombing missions was flown at medium-altitude to escape groundfire, the high-
speed, low-altitude penetration mission is still the most likely attack profile for future conflicts. In fact, the use
of medium-altitude attacks in DESERT STORM was made possible by the initial application of more classical
low-altitude tactics. Quickly achieving total air supremacy as well as thoroughly suppressing Iraqi surface-to-air
missile (SAM) defenses made near exclusive use of medium-altitude attacks possible. With no Iraqi aircraft or
SAM threat, only groundfire remained as a threat to the coalition air force. Abandoning or even altering the
basic application of low-altitude tactics based on a limited portion of the conflict that was made possible by these
time-proven low-altitude tactics would be illogical.

MOAs are not created by separate services for their exclusive use. In fact, each service jointly uses the existing
airspace system and only when that existing structure cannot meet its readiness training requirements are changes
to the system proposed. The existing permanent MOA structure in Alaska is used by the Navy, Marines, and
allied services for training with the Air Force. Use of the existing permanent MOA structure in Alaska was
considered as an alternative, but was rejected since it could not fulfill the mandatory criteria to be designated a
reasonable alternative (see section 1.3 and Appendix N).
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PAN-002 COMMENT: Trans-sonic [supersonic] maneuvers are only used when a pilot has made a
mistake. Hence, there is no training value for a pilot to go trans-sonic at a low altitude. If a pilot
blew it, fess up, break contact, and start over. The victory goes to who holds the skies (altitude),
if they got you down to the deck, you were wrong.

There are no clear reasons given for the proposed 5,000 feet AGL floor for supersonic operations.
The rationale should be included in the Final EIS. On page 2-43, there is an apparent conflict
regarding the normal ceiling for supersonic flying. Itis stated that MOA restrictions mandate a ceiling
of 17,999 feet Mean Sea Level {MSL}, but the paragraph goes on to state that operations usually
occur at higher elevations (e.g., above 20,000 feet MSL). This entire discussion needs clarification.

"Although most training events require only subsonic airspeed operations, some must be
accomplished at supersonic airspeed to be effective.” What criteria for which training requires
supersonic?

RESPONSE: Proficient application of supersonic operations is a critical skill that demands routine practice to
survive in the modemn day air combat arena. Gains in air-to-air missile capabilities further stress the importance
of aircrews being adept in separation/escape skills. Aircrews who are prevented from practicing these critical
skills correctly will be ill-prepared for the dynamic and demanding air combat arena.

Most supersonic flight activity is completed at altitudes above 25,000 to 30,000 feet Mean Sea Level MSL).
This is the altitude where the greatest tactical advantage can be acquired over a potential adversary. For example,
the higher you fly at fast (supersonic) speeds, the farther an air-to-air missile will travel. Maneuvering close-in
to an adversary is normally most effectively conducted at subsonic speeds in the medium altitude band (5,000 to
25,000 feet Above Ground Level [AGL]). This altitude and airspeed region maximizes aircraft maneuvering
abilities in order to gain or maintain offensive advantage. To be fully combat ready, aircrews must also be
proficient in recognizing the need to safely separate and escape when placed at a disadvantage. Separation
sometimes demands an acceleration to supersonic airspeed in order to escape and survive. The ability to
accelerate quickly in this altitude band is enhanced by descending in altitude. These variables periodically require
supersonic separation between 5,000 and 10,000 feet AGL. In reality, the variety of combat readiness training
missions and the multitude of training objectives on any given mission Jimit the frequency of supersonic
operations. Additionally, supersonic operations are quickly terminated due to high fuel consumption rates. Fuel
consciousness is an important aspect of mission planning and a survival skill for all aircrews. Given the high
costs of supersonic training, aircrews selectively integrate supersonic operations only when they are absolutely
necessary to achieve core readiness training objectives.

Supersonic operations above 17,999 feet MSL would occur in overlying Atr Traffic Control Assigned Airspace
(ATCAA). As mentioned in the Draft EIS, ATCAAS are established, in accordance with FAA Handbook 7610.4,
by a Letter of Agreement with the air traffic control facility in charge of the airspace. They are commonly
associated with MOA airspace to allow increased vertical maneuvering. ATCAAs are not published on
aeronautical charts, but non-participating aircraft are separated from military activity in the ATCAA by air traffic
control (see Appendix D, section D.4.2.4).

PAN-003 CoMMENT: Clarify if all the airspace considered under this EIS has to possess the

characteristics of size, vertical limits, availability, and location described for MFE airspace on page
2-3 of the Draft EIS.
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RESPONSE: The airspace description provided on page 2-3 of the Draft EIS describes the "suitably sized” area
for conducting an MFE such as the Cope Thunder exercises. This area is made up of discrete MOAs, each
having its own individual characteristics in terms of size, floor, ceiling, and hours of availability. For example
the YUKON MOAs form a large parcel where exercise participants would gather forces after launch and prepare
for the attack phase. The majority of the attack would progress through the larger YUKON 1 and 2 MOAs where
a large volume of airspace (area and vertical dimensions) is used by nearly all participants in the exercise. South
of the YUKON MOAs is the Oklahoma air-to-ground weapons range. Although ideally, exercise participants
would like to have the freedom to enter the range from any aspect and altitude, other constraints such as civil
flight routes and the location of the Delta Junction area preclude this flexibility. Thus the transition MOAs,
Buffalo and Birch, are designed to be much smaller laterally and vertically to provide the needed corridors into
the range. Conversely, the FOX MOA, south of this complex, has its primary use as a higher altitude air-to-air
training area. Hence, its large size but higher floor.

During an MFE, it would be necessary to activate all MOAs in the Northern Interior, Southern Interior, and
Southcentral Regions simultaneously for at least a 2-hour block, twice a day. For routine training operations,
smaller portions of airspace could require simultaneous activation. The exact regions that would be used at any
particular time would be dependent on the number of sorties being flown, the type of training (air-to-air and/or

air-to-ground), and the weather conditions. These determinations would be made on a daily basis by the
appropriate schedulers for each wing.

PAN-004 COMMENT: The expected increase in the number of MFE participants needs to be explained
in an up front manner as to the numbers involved as compared to past {current) MFE activities.

RESPONSE: Sections 2.3.1 through 2.3.5 of the EIS provide an overview of each action and state the maximum
number of aircraft/sorties involved in MFE training under each alternative. Table 2-7 of the Final EIS also
summarizes this information across all the regions. Additional text has been added to section 2.2.2 stating that
MFE training could involve as many as 100 aircraft per day, each flying up to 2 sorties per day, for a total of
up to 200 MFE sorties per day (except under the No Action Alternative).
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2.14  National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Procedure

PRO-001 COMMENT: The Department of Defense has misled the public by piecemealing analysis of
the connected and cumulative actions associated with military activities in Alaska. The piecemealed
NEPA process violates NEPA regulations by hindering meaningful analysis and therefore discourages
public participation. CEQ [Council on Environmental Quality] regulations clearly state that connected
actions should be discussed in the same environmental impact statement [40 CFR 71508.25(a)(1)].
These regulations describe connected actions as those that ". . . are interdependent parts of a farger
action and depend on the larger action for their justification.” The piecemeal process should be
dropped like a hot potato and the impacts and alternatives be considered in one Programmatic EIS.
The 30 Aug 94 Memorandum for Distribution states "This Draft EIS assesses our proposal to upgrade
the MOA structure in Alaska to improve Air Force readiness through routine, joint service, and multi-
national combat training and to support Major Flying Exercises.” The Draft EIS failed to describe in
full the connection between Air Force activities as described in the Environmental Assessment (EA)
entitled Major Flying Exercises in Alaska and Expansion and Upgrade of Military Training Routes in
Alaska. Since the same aircraft could be utilizing the Proposed Improvements to Military Operations
Areas in Alaska, explain why the regional impacts of these proposed Department of Defense activities
are being piecemealed. These actions are obviousiy connected, but are not being addressed in any
cumulative fashion prior to a decision to approve the activities. This is being done despite the CEQ
regulations for comprehensive analysis which requires that agencies should consider . . . connected
actions, which means that they are closely related and therefore should be discussed in the same
impact statement. Actions are connected if they trigger other actions which have required
environmental impact statements. The EAs titled Major Flying Exercises in Alaska and Expansion and
Upgrade of Military Training Routes in Alaska and the entire list of "Relevant NEPA Documents” found
on page 1-9 clearly point out that the proposed improvements to Military Operations Areas cannot
or would not proceed unless these actions taken previously were interdependent parts of this larger
action and depend on the larger action for their continued justification.

When is the military going to clean up its existing messes throughout Alaska? No further damage
should be inflicted upon our state just because there exists the perception that few peopls live here.

The EIS document is flawed in the fact that it does not address all of the military training
exercises— Air Force flight training, bombing exercises, and Air Force support of Army land-based
exercises—that will be performed in the MOAs, as well as on leased public lands in the state.

The Draft EIS continues the Air Force's recent practice of piecemealing connected actions with
cumulative impacts in Alaska into separate projects with discrete NEPA analyses, rather than
preparing a single EIS as required by 40 CFR 7508.25. In 1992 the Air Force published an EA for
expanding Military Training Routes in Alaska, and in 1993 it published an EA for expansion of Major
Flying Exercises in Alaska, in both cases finding no significant impact. These actions, along with the
present proposal to expand Military Operations Areas, are interdependent parts of the larger Air Force
action of providing what the Air Force believes is appropriate flying training routes and Major Flying
Exercises. This series of proposals continues connected actions for which a single EIS is required.
Thomas v. Peterson, 753 F.2d 755, 758-59 (9th Cir. 1985); Shoshone-Paiute Tribe v. United States,
No. 92-188-S-HLR (D. Idaho, filed October 7, 1994, Magistrate’s Recommendation and Order).

There has been no review of how much other airspace in Alaska is being used by the Air Force,
Army, Navy, and National Guard as air corridors or training. Review of the Joint Military Training
Exercises Environmental Impact Statement shows many other areas where there will be aerial support
of combat forces {i.e., low level flights).
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Our organizations have major concerns about the continued failure of the Air Force to satisfy the
requirements of NEPA and to ensure that proposed activities are compatibie with the conservation
goais of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act {ANILCA) and the requirements of the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act {FLPMA). The NEPA process has been fundamentally
flawed, there is no true "no action™ alternative nor basis for impact analysis, and an adequate range
of alternatives has not been proposed. in order to comply with NEPA and other laws, and to address
our concerns about the impacts to wildlife, wilderness, and the federal and state conservation
systems in Alaska, substantial changes will have to be made in the Final EIS.

The 11th Air Force has chosen to rely on six "stand alone™ environmental assessments that, when

viewed separately, resulted in findings of no significant impact {Volume | of the Draft EIS, p. 1-9,
para. 1.7.4).

RESPONSE: Some commenters have alleged that the Air Force has piecemealed what is essentially a single major
federal action by analyzing past actions (e.g., E-15E beddown, F-16 beddown, Major Flying Exercises [MFEs],
and Military Training Routes [MTRs]) by the use of EAs. The commenters argue that these past actions were
connected to the proposed MOA improvements and should have been the subject of a single EIS. They maintain
that the Air Force actions that were the subject of EAs since 1990 were in reality a single federal action consisting
of a "group of connected actions to implement a specific . . . plan" [see 40 CFR 1508.18(b)(3)]. Connected
actions are defined as actions that: "(i) Automatically trigger other actions which may require envirormental
impact statements; (ii) Cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously or simultaneously;

(iii) Are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification” {40 CFR
1508.25()(1)].

The allegations concerning connected actions are not substantiated and are untimely. Cases dealing with
connected actions apply the "independent utility" test to proposed actions to determine connectivity and the
requirement for a comprehensive EIS [Town of Huntington v. Marsh, 859 F.2d 1134 (2nd Cir. 1988)]. The 9th
Circuit has defined independent utility to mean “utility such that the agency might reasonably consider
constructing only the segment in question” [Thomas v. Peterson, 753 F.2d. 754, 760 (1985)]. If the proposed
actions are so dependent upon each other that it would be irrational or unwise to undertake the first action, then
they are connected [Trour Unlimited v. Morton, 509 F.2d. 1276, 1285 (9th Cir. 1974)].

Each of the previous EAs dealt with actions that had utility in and of themselves. The beddown EAs considered
the impact of basing new types of aircraft in Alaska. The beddown of new aircraft types clearly had the requisite
independent utility and was rational notwithstanding the current proposal. The beddown was not dependent on
the subsequent development of MTRs or improvements to airspace, nor did it automatically trigger new MTRs
or improvements to airspace. MTRs have a distinct training function in facilitating low-altitude navigational
training, whereas MOA training develops air combat maneuvering. Redesignating the MTRs in Alaska in order
to improve their utility was not necessarily required in order to accommodate the new types of aircraft, it was
not connected to MFEs since MTRs are not used for MFEs, nor was it required to facilitate the MOA
improvements that are the subject of this EIS. The MTRs have a utility that is not dependent upon any of the
actions taken or contemplated to be taken. The decision to move Cope Thunder to Alaska was triggered by the
unexpected destruction and closure of Clark Air Base, not by new MTRs or new aircraft types in Alaska, And
while the proposed improvements to Alaska’s MOA structure will benefit the Cope Thunder exercises, they are
not required for the conduct of the exercises. With each of the actions that the commenters allege to be

connected, the Air Force could have reasonably considered to do only that action and none of the others and the
action taken would still have had utility.

The commenters who now allege that these actions are connected did not challenge any of the EAs at the time.
The CEQ regulations and the case law make clear that the issue of connected actions arises in two contexts: 1)
When making the decision whether an EIS is required (40 CFR 1508.18, 1508.27) and 2) when determining the
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scope of that EIS (40 CFR 1508.25). The proper time to raise the issue of connected actions, therefore, was
when an EA and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) were first decided upon in the face of existing
proposals that were connected to the action FONSI'd. NEPA applies only to proposed actions, not contemplated
actions [Kleppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390 (1976)]. Challenging past actions as being connected to the
proposed improvements to MOAs is a misinterpretation of the concept of connected actions. The definitions in
the CEQ regulations and the case law all point to connected actions as being proposals for future actions that
necessarily arise out of or are dependent upon the challenged proposal. Connected actions do not include
completed past actions. To determine otherwise would prevent an agency from ever formulating new proposals
to improve or build upon a past action without beginning the NEPA process anew each time. Additionally,
analyzing a past, completed action as a connected action serves no purpose since undoing the past is often not
possible and would lead to the analysis of alternatives that could not be implemented.

The CEQ regulations also require the consideration of cumulative and similar actions when determining whether
an EIS shouid be accomplished [40 CFR 1508.25(a)(2) and (3)). Again, the definitions of cumnulative and similar
actions refer to "proposed” or "reasonably foresesable,” not past, actions. In determining the scope of the EIS,
the past actions the commenters allege should now be analyzed retroactively in a comprehensive EIS were
correctly not considered as cumulative or similar actions.

This is not to say that past actions are never relevant to a decision on whether or not to accomplish an EIS and
the scope of that EIS. 40 CFR 1508.27(b)(7) requires that an agency consider cumulative impacts when deciding
whether an EIS is required. A cumulative impact is defined as "the impact on the environment which resuits
from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions . . . Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking
place over a period of time" (40 CFR 1508.7). The scope of any subsequent EIS must then necessarily include
consideration of cumulative impact [40 CFR 1508.25(c)). This is exactly what was done in determining whether
an EIS needed to be accomplished for the proposed MOA improvements. In that decision and in the scope of

the subsequent EIS, the impacts identified in the MTR EA and the MFE EA were considered as cumulative
impacts.

The commenters’ desire for a comprehensive EIS including all military training in Alaska ignores the fact that
while proposals for Army, Air Force, and joint training may meet the CEQ definition for reasonably foreseeable
cumulative impacts, they are not necessarily connected, similar, or cumulative actions simply because they may
all involve some sort of military training.

PRO-002 COMMENT: Throughout the EIS you list massive changes to your TMOAs and MOAs which
are our airspace, homes, wilderness and wildlife areas, and subsistence and recreation areas. Most
of these changes are detrimental and in many cases dangerous. The EIS states that many of these
actions are under way with no EIS or public input having been done. Basing much of the justification
for the current EIS on this fact discredits the whole statement. '

The United States Air Force and by concurrence the Federal Aviation Administration have failed to
abide by the requirements of NEPA., There were no public hearings or Environmental Impact
Statements prepared for the basing of F-15Es and F-16C/Ds at Elmendorf and Eielson Air Force Bases,
clearly a major federal action. Likewise, no public hearings or Environmental Impact Statements were
prepared for Cope Thunder activities.

We are very much disturbed by reports that the Draft Environmental Impact Staterment for Alaska
Military Operations Areas includes a Military Training Route that goes from near Stony River,
northwest toward Galena, and then turns south to again parallel the river. The eastern leg of this
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route crosses several airways serving western Alaska from Fairbanks, and, with fast planes flying
below 1,500 feet, threatens the safety of people living in western Alaska.

RESPONSE: NEPA requires federal agencies to assess the environmental impacts of major federal actions. How
this is accomplished—through an Environmental Assessment or an Environmental Impact Statement—is up to the
agency. An EIS is only required if significant adverse impacts are expected or revealed through an EA. An EA
is a concise public document that an agency prepares when a project is not covered by a categorical exclusion,
and the agency does not know whether the impacts will be significant [40 CFR 1508.9(a)]. The EA has three
purposes: 1) to provide sufficient evidence and analysis to determine whether an EIS is required; 2) to support

an agency’s compliance with NEPA when no EIS is required; and 3) to facilitate preparation of an EIS when one
is required.

In accordance with NEPA and Air Force regulations (AFR 19-2), the EAs completed for the Major Flying
Exercises in Alaska and the Expansion and Upgrade of Military Training Routes in Alaska, which resulted in
FONSIs, were announced through appropriate media channels and made available to the public in March 1993.
Following completion of the EAs, the proposals to establish the airspace were circularized by the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) in accordance with its regulations outlined in Procedures for Handling Airspace Matters
(7400.2) (FAA 1993). The circularization process is used by the FAA to solicit input from the pubic regarding
proposals to establish or modify airspace. Circularization notices contain a complete, detailed description of the
airspace proposal including charts, if appropriate, to assist interested persons in preparing comments. At a
minimum, the FAA sends circularization notices to all known aviation-interested persons and groups such as
national and local offices of aviation organizations, local flight schools, local airport owners, managers, and fixed-
base operators, and local air taxi and charter flight offices. Input received during circularization is used by the
FAA to help determine the final parameters of an airspace proposal (e.g., floors, ceilings, corridor widths, etc.).

PRO-003 COMMENT: My first comment concerns the availability of the complete Draft EIS. It is not
available in the public library; the University of Alaska library could not find their copy, which left one
copy at the BLM library for 250,000 people in the Anchorage area, half the population of the state.

At the very least, | suggest you hold public hearings and extend your comment period so you can see
how many people really are affected by your proposal.

While a reasonable effort was made to "permit the widest participation by the people of Alaska {p.
1-4 of the Draft EIS),” what about those not currently residing here but still taxpayers, voters, and
possible residents and visitors? These proposed operations are a major federal action; stakeholders
are more than those living nearby. What efforts were made to allow for broad public participation?

Although we appreciate the efforts of the Air Force to hold additional public meetings in Alaskan
communities, we were very disappointed that the public did not have adequate time to review the
Draft EIS prior to public hearings. The time period between release of the EiS and the hearings was
extremely short, especially in light of the fact that the EIS was virtually only available in the public
libraries prior to the hearings. This problem of lack of availability of the EIS made it difficuit for the
public to adequately address the issues in the EIS at the hearing.

| insist that the Air Force extend the public comment period, . . . and that the FAA hold public
hearings on the issue.

The public comment period was too short and ill-chosen due to the state and iocal elections in early
Novemnber and the beginning of the holiday season last week. To be fair to the residents of Alaska,
the period for public comment must be extended until at least January 31, 1995.
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RESPONSE: As part of the scoping process for the EIS, the Air Force invited agency and public participation in
defining the issues to be analyzed. The Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS was published in the Federal
Register on July 9, 1993. Public scoping meetings were announced in regional and local newspapers following
publication of the NOI and again at least 2 weeks prior to each meeting. The formal scoping comment period
extended through October 31, 1993 (approximately 4 months). However, comments received as late as November
23, 1993, were integrated into the scoping report, which is part of the Administrative Record for the EIS. As
indicated in section 1.5.1.1 of the EIS, an effort was made to ensure the widest participation possible by the
people of Alaska in the scoping process. The Air Force delayed public scoping meetings until September 1993
to allow Alaskans to complete seasonal subsistence and recreation activities. Scoping meetings were held between
September 20 and November 15 at 14 locations in the Region of Influence (see section 1.5 .[.1). An additional
meeting was held in February 1994 in Tok, Alaska, to gather input regarding Alternative B. Numerous scoping
meetings were also held with federal, state, and local agencies and special interest groups such as environmental
organizations, civil aviation associations, etc. (see Chapter 6).

The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIS was published in the Federal Register on September 2, 1994.
Announcements of the availability of the Draft EIS and plans for public hearings were subsequently published
in regional and local newspapers. Formal public hearings were held in the same 15 communities where scoping
meetings had been held. Again, numerous meetings with federal, state, and local agencies and other interested
groups were held. The initial public review period was scheduled to end October 31, 1994, but was later
extended to November 30, 1994 (a total of 90 days, twice the public comment period required by NEPA).

The Air Force distributed 176 copies of the Draft EIS and over 600 copies of the Executive Summary (see
Chapter 8). Copies of the Draft EIS were sent to community libraries throughout the Region of Influence and
to the National Technical Information Service (NTIS), a national clearinghouse for federal documents. In
Anchorage, the University of Alaska Anchorage’s Consortium Library and the Bureau of Land Management’s
Alaska Resources Library function as repositories for public review documents released by the Air Force. A
copy of the Draft EIS was also provided to the Anchorage Municipal Library, but may not have been immediately
cataloged and made available. The Air Force has no control over documents supplied to libraries, and the ability
or failure to locate and retrieve documents is a library matter. The Final EIS will be distributed to two additional

libraries in Anchorage and to libraries in Aniak, Bethel, Dillingham, Palmer, Wasilla, and Denali National Park
and Preserve.

Two weeks elapsed between the announcement of release of the Draft EIS on September 2, 1994, and the first
public hearing on September 19, 1994. Although this may have been somewhat short, the public hearings were
only one forum for submitting comments. Individuals who attended the public hearings were encouraged to ask
questions and voice concerns, but were also assured that they could submit comments at any time during the
comment period. The timing of the hearings, like the scoping meetings, was chosen in response to requests from
members of the public and agencies to avoid busy recreation, subsistence, and hunting seasons.

Paid advertisements announcing availability of the Draft EIS, the public hearings, and the extension of the public
comment period were placed in regional and local newspapers. Over the 3-month public comment period, a
number of articles appeared through local media outlets (newspapers, radio, and television). Several agencies
and organizations also sent announcements to their memberships nationwide encouraging input on the Draft EIS.

Once the Air Force has issued the Final EIS for public review, the FAA will hold informal, informational
airspace meetings as part of its circularization (public review) process for airspace proposals. Upon receipt of
the FAA comments, the Air Force will issue its Record of Decision on the EIS.

PRO-004 ComMENT: Without exception the Draft EIS conducts what could best be described as "best
case” analyses in clear violation of CEQ regulations. Those regulations require that, particularly in
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cases where potential effects are unknown or substantially hypothetical, "worst case" analyses of
the potential impacts be conducted. This point is demonstrated by an early statement in the Draft
EIS, "Deployed aircraft may include all types in the DoD inventory, as well as similar allied aircraft”
{p. 1-3 of the Draft EIS). However, although the totality of the DoD inventory may have noise and
other impacts of substantially higher magnitude, the noise impacts throughout the Draft EIS are
calculated using the specifications of the F-15 and F-16 type aircraft only. The worst case analysis
must be applied to all of the sections and potential impacts within the EIS.

CEQ regulations for the implementing NEPA require a "worst case™ analysis. The Draft £IS does not
provide a worst cases scenario as required by NEPA. For example, throughout the Draft EIS noise
analysis is calculated for the F-16/F-15 aircraft, yet on page C-5 there is a listing of over a dozen
different military aircraft. Even this list is inadequate in describing the proposed activities when on
page 1-3 the Draft EIS states that "Deployed aircraft may include all types in the DoD inventory, as
well as similar allied aircraft." Many of these aircraft are much louder than the F-16/F-15. For
example, the F-4 is most likely the loudest aircraft in the DoD inventory. Additionally, there is no
noise calculation or data presented for additional NATO or multi-national combat training aircraft.

Throughout the Draft EIS, the reader is presented with conclusions that supersonic activities would
be authorized to 5,000 feet AGL, but would occur at 20,000 feet AGL. This is not a worst case
analysis as required by NEPA. If the Air Force does not expect to conduct supersonic activities at
the 5,000 foot altitude, then the floor of all supersonic activities must be 20,000 feet AGL. This

analysis reminds me of the following line from the movie Field of Dreams, "If you build it, they will
come."

RESPONSE: In 1986, the CEQ amended its regulations to delete the "worst case” analysis previously required
in an EIS (51 Federal Register 15625, April 25, 1986). Despite this, some courts continued to require a worst
case analysis when scientific information was unknown or unobtainable. The Supreme Court finally ended the
confusion by noting that NEPA did not require a worst case analysis and, since it was a creature of the CEQ,
CEQ’s abolition of it was entitled to great deference [Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332
(1989)]. The Air Force has complied with 40 CFR 1502.22 regarding the handling of “reasonably foreseeable
significant adverse impacts” in the absence of incomplete or unavailable information.

PRO-005 COMMENT: How is it possible that the Air Force need not comply with Section 810 of the
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act that addresses subsistence? How is that the Air
Force need not consult with the Alaska Board of Game? How is it that the Air Force need not address
the Migratory Bird Treaty and the Migratory Salmon Treaty? With the Canadian border as one of the
training boundaries, how is that the Air Force need not consult with the U.S. State Department and
Canadian national and provincial governments? In other states, the Bureau of Land Management has
not approved low level training flights, nor the use of chaff and flares over BLM-administered lands.
How is it that allowing Level ill or Il impacts to the BLM recreation areas {page 2-77 of the Draft EIS)
fits with BLM's mission "to sustain the health, diversity and productivity of the public lands for the
use and enjoyment of present and future generations"?

The National Park Service formally recognizes the difference between military and non-military use
of park resources (and implicitly the degradation which results from military use) in Special Directive
83-4, recommending: "Military activities, in general, should not be allowed in park areas with the
exception of those that relate to usual and normal park activities, such as search and rescue, outdoor
survival, and events not simulating conditions encountered in combat situations.™ Specific to Yukon-
Charley, contained in portions of the YUKON 1, 2, 3, and 4 MOAs, the Draft EIS states that the
operations willhave, by DoD’s own criteria, "significant adverse impacts” on the recreation resources
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in 54 percent of the park, and "adverse impacts" on the remaining 46 percerit. Clearly, the proposed
mititary use of this park unit would cause disruption of the resources and values in 100 percent of
the park, in clear contravention to the purpose for which the park unit was established.

The authority of the National Park Service to safeguard the values and resources for which the
National Park System was created is clear in both the Organic Act and NPS regulations, and must be
reconciled by the Air Force proposal. The specific authorities provided to the National Park Service
by a variety of additional statues, however, bear repeating:

The National Park Serve Organic Act and Regulatory Interpretations'. The National Park
Service Organic Act and subsequent regulations provide the National Park Service with the primary
and overarching direction to protect park resources. Regulations and policies promulgated by NPS
demonstrate a consistent interpretation of the Organic Act’s mandate to first protect the resources
and then to provide for public use. Authors of the Vail Agenda confirmed this direction,
recommending that the "primary responsibility of the National Park Service must be the protection
of park resources."? This philosophical direction is confirmed by NPS management policies and
extended to provide direction to park managers to protect park resources from potential threats as
well.3

The Wilderness Act. The Wilderness Act prohibits development of any kind and severely
limits human intrusion on lands designated as wilderness for the specific purpose of preserving the
“primeval nature” of land "where the imprint of man’s work is unnoticed.” In accordance with
National Park Service recommendations pursuant to Section 1317 of P.L. 96-847, Yukon-Charley
Rivers National Preserve’s over 2.2 million acres is actively managed as wilderness, awaiting formal
designation. Of all the legislative authorities, the intent of the Wilderness Act and the philosgphical
underpinnings of the Act are most clear. NPS cannot physically be in compliance with the Wilderness
Actifit allows uses of the land that degrade its primeval character. Military overflights of wilderness
degrade the primeval character of the land, leaving the imprint of human work obvious to all creatures
on the ground. The Department of the Air Force must reconcile its proposal for the use of Yukon-
Chariey with the requirements of the Wilderness Act.

The Endangered Species Act. The ESA prohibits federal agencies from authorizing,
funding, or carrying out actions that would jeopardize the existence of endangered species.* The
courts have interpreted this mandate to mean that agencies must pursue a policy of institutional
caution where endangered species are concerned. National parks are repositories of endangered
species. The Park Service has documented that populations of endangered peregrine falcons rely on
Yukon-Charley for their primary habitat. The Department of the Air Force proposal for YUKON 1, 2,
3, and 4 MOAs would very clearly violate both the letter and the intent of the protections provided
by the Endangered Species Act.

FAA Authorities. In addition to the legal protections described above, substantial legal
basis for the protection of park values and resources from overflights is also established by Section
4{f) of the Transportation Act, specific to the FAA. Though the FAA is not the agency proposing the
action, it does have formal review and approval responsibilities for military airspace designations and
withdrawal plans. The regulatory structure imposed by Section 4{f) should therefore apply. Section
4(f) specifies that the Secretary "may approve a transportation plan or project requiring use of publicly
owned land or a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfront refuge of national, state, or
local significance . . . only if 1) there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land, and 2)

'National Park Organic Act of 1916, 16 USC §l.
*National Parks for the 21st Century, ("The Vail Agenda”), National Park Service Document D-726, p. 3.

Management Policies, U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service (1988), p. 1:4.

‘16 USC § 1551 et seq.
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the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park, recreation area,
wildlife and waterfront refuge, or historic site resulting from the use.™

Atleast 10 conservation system units and 5 Wild and Scenic Rivers will be affected by the permanent
MOAs and MTRs. Based on the information available to us, we believe that the proposed low-level
overflights, sonic booms, military helicopter landings, ground troop exercises, and other training
exercises are incompatible with the conservation purposes of ANILCA conservation units and that
these proposals should be re-evaluated so that such areas are not used. The Draft EIS also fails to
provide a comprehensive analysis of the impairment and degradation of wildlife, wilderness,
subsistence, and other Congressionally-mandated purposes forconservation system units established
by ANILCA. For example, the Draft EIS separately discusses harm to wildlife and recreation values
within each conservation unit. Furthermore, it completely neglects to conduct an analysis of impacts
to subsistence uses on federal lands as required under Title 8 of ANILCA. The Air Force must make
a findings under Section 810 of ANILCA, and has failed to adequately comply with this requirement
in the prior EAs on MTRs and MFEs.

On page 1-8, the Draft EIS notes the applicable regulatory requirements which apply to the proposed
action. This section failed to recognize the following applicable regulatery requirements:

" Minimum Safe Altitude: General, FAR 871.7119
Careless or Reckless Operation, FAR 97.73
FAA Advisory Circular 91-36C
National Park Service Creation and Purpose, 76 U.S.C. 1
Wilderness Act, 76 U.S.C. 7131
Wildlife Protection, 36 CFR 2.2
Audio Disturbance, 36 CFR 2.12
Memorandum of Understanding between National Park Service (NPS) and FAA,
September 1994

B Military Operations in the National Park System (Special Directive 83-4)

®  American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978, 42 U.S.C. 1996

®  Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, 76 U.S5.C. 470
Other regulatory actions demand attention in association with the proposed action. How will the
regulations established in the Ciean Air Act, Noise Control Act of 1972, National Park Organic Act
of 1964, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, the Administration of the National Park Service Act
of 1870, Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974, Farmland Protection Policy Act, and
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act be abided by?

RESPONSE: These comments raise the issue of compliance with various Acts and regulations. The following
response addresses each individually,

The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act of 1980 {ANILCA).

Several commenters on the Draft EIS have alleged that ANILCA (Pub. L. 96487, 16 U.S.C. 3101 er. seq.)

potentially impacts the MOA EIS in two areas: 1) Subsistence impacts and 2) overflights of established
conservation units.

Section 810 (16 U.S.C. 3120) of the statute establishes procedures, including public hearings, for the protection
of subsistence uses in land use decisions. The text of this section reads in part:

149 USC §303 (c).
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In determining whether to withdraw, reserve, lease, or otherwise permit the use,
occupancy, or disposition of public lands under any provision of law authorizing such
actions, the head of the Federal agency having primary jurisdiction over such lands or
his designee shall evaluate the effect of such use, occupancy, or disposition on
subsistence uses and needs, the availability of other lands for the purposes sought to be
achieved, and other alternatives which would reduce or eliminate the use, occupancy,
or disposition of public lands needed for subsistence purposes. No such withdrawal,
reservation, lease, permit, or other use, occupancy or disposition of such lands which

would significantly restrict subsistence uses shall be effected until the head of such
Federal agency . . .

Section 810 contains language which must be examined before the question of its applicability to military
overflights can be answered. It applies to decisions by "the head of the Federal agency having primary
Jurisdiction over such lands" concerning whether he or she should "withdraw, reserve, lease, or otherwise permit
the use, occupancy, or disposition of public lands." It is readily apparent that establishing MOAs does not
involve a withdrawal, reservation, lease, occupancy, or disposition of public lands. The only possible argument

for Section 810’s applicability to the establishment of MOAs is that the consequent overflights constitute a "use"
for which a "permit” is required.

Generally, aircraft overflights are not uses of the underlying surface. With the advent of aviation, the common
law rule of ownership of the surface to "the heavens” has been abrogated (U.S. v. Causby, 328 U.S. 256, 90 L.
Ed. 1206, 66 S. Ct. 1062). Unless and until the overflights amount to a trespass, nuisance, or a taking, there
is no use of the surface that accompanies aircraft overflights. This determination is based on the existence of
legally enforceable property rights in the surface estate, and the altitude, frequency, and duration of the
overflights (see generally 8 Am Jur 2d. 340 4). The reported cases on zircraft overflight interference with
property rights deal with private property not public property, but may provide the standards upon which a court
might review aircraft overflights to determine whether there is a use of public lands. It is worth noting that,
although not dispositive of the question at hand, research has disclosed no reported cases applying Section 810
procedures to aircraft overflights. That Congress was aware of the extensive use of Alaska for military aircraft
training and did not intend to end or restrict it is evident from the legislative history of ANILCA (see below).

Section 810 refers to determinations to withdraw, reserve, etc. or permit the use of public lands made under "any
provision of law authorizing such actions.” Nowhere in ANILCA or in any other applicable provision of law,
is the Secretary of the Interior given authority to permit or prohibit military aircraft overflights of any public
lands subject to Section 810. Therefore, Section 810 and its hearing procedure 1) is not applicable to the DoD
as it is not the "Federal agency having primary jurisdiction over such lands"; 2) is not applicable because military
overflights of public lands do not per se constitute "use” of those lands, and; 3) even if overflights do constitute
"use,” the Secretary of the Interior has promulgated no procedures to "permit” such use and by not issuing
permission therefore prohibit it. Please note that despite the inapplicability of Section 810, the EIS analyzes
potential impacts to the environment and in Alaska, subsistence cannot be separated from the environment.
Consequently, the analysis in the EIS serves the same purpose as Section 810—that is to analyze and avoid or
mitigate the impacts of proposed actions on subsistence.

Another issue under ANILCA is whether the Air Force can be prohibited from or are obligated to avoid
overflights of conservation units, including but not limited to the Yukon-Charley wilderness unit. In its comments
on the Military Training Routes Environmental Assessment (letter of 7 April 1993), the Sierra Club Legal
Defense Fund argued that establishing MTRs over conservation units required consultation with the Secretary of
the Interior in accordance with Section 1310(b) [16 U.S.C. 3199(b)]. This provision of ANILCA applies to the
“establishment, operation, and maintenance within any conservation system unit of new air and water navigation
aids and related facilities, facilities for national defense purposes, and related air and water navigation aids...”
The clear language of this provision makes it applicable to "facilities” within conservation units. Although
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“facilities™ is not defined in the statute, the examples cited in Section 1310 are all man-made structures occupying
space on the ground. The legislative history indicates that Congress contemplated "facilities™ to mean structures
by indicating that the section was meant to allow the facilities listed "to remain in place and be operated and
maintained” (1980 U.S. Code & Cong. Ad. News 5250). The most direct evidence that Congress did not intend
to restrict military overflights of conservation units is also in the legislative history:

The Committee understands that extensive military overflights of Alaska occur as part
of the role and mission of Alaska Command. It is not the intent of the Committee that
these overflights be prevented. In general, the Committee has adopted a policy that the
use of airplanes is to be continued, and the Committee feels that this policy should apply
to military overflights as well as civilian operations (1980 U.S. Code & Cong. Ad.
News 5193).

Therefore, Section 1310(b) does not apply to the establishment of military operations areas over conservation
system units.

The Wilderness Act, The National Park Service Organic Act, and The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Some commenters have cited the purpose language or individual sections of various statutes or their implementing
regulations to allege that the Air Force is engaging in conduct either prohibited or incompatible with the purpose
of these statutes or the mandates of the agencies charged with administering these laws.

First, it must be noted that most of these acts impose duties on the federal agencies charged with administering
thern, not upon all federal agencies. Second, it is well established that one federal agency’s mandate does not
supersede that of another and generally provides no authority to regulate the activities of other federal agencies
unless Congress specifically so provides. For example, even commenters who believe that military overflights
are incompatible with the purposes of wildlife refuges recognize that they "involve congressionally sanctioned
activities of other federal agencies and require individualized legislative attention" (Fink 1994). Therefore, in
order to regulate the activity of other federal agencies, an agency must have Congressional authority.

There is no direct authority under any of the statutes or regulations previously listed that allows the Department
of the Interior (DOI) to regulate or prohibit military overflights of wilderness, parks, wild and scenic rivers, or
wildlife refuges. This fact is recognized by the DOI and FAA interagency agreement, which encourages a
minimum 2,000 foot overflight altitude above lands deemed to be sensitive by the DOL.  Without authority to
regulate the activities of other federal agencies, an agency must rely on voluntary restrictions on those activities
agreed to by those agencies. The Final EIS reflects the outcome of this process, which resulted in numerous
voluntary changes in the proposed action and voluntary restrictions on Air Force activities in an effort to balance
the mandates of the various federal agencies involved. -

The Farmland Protection Policy Act.

The primary purpose of the Farmland Protection Policy Act [7 U.S.C. 4201(b)] is "to minimize the extent to
which federal programs contribute to the unnecessary and irreversible conversion of farmland to nonagricultural
uses . . ." The applicability of the Farmland Protection Policy Act is very narrow. Section 4201(c)(4) defines
a federal program as “those activities or responsibilities of a department, agency, independent commission, or
other unit of the Federal Government that involve (A) undertaking, financing, or assisting construction or
improvement projects; or (B) acquiring, managing, or disposing of Federal lands and facilities.” It is readily

apparent that the improvements to Alaskan MOAs are not the types of federal programs covered by the Farmland
Protection Policy Act.
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The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.

The Air Force has met the requirements of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S. C. 661) by consulting
with DOI and USFWS on issues affecting wildlife as well as by conducting Section 7 consultation under the
Endangered Species Act.

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) (42 U.S.C. 1996) establishes a policy of federal protection
and preservation of the traditional religions of American Indians, Eskimos, Aleuts, and Native Hawaiians. The
only substantive requirement of AIRFA is that federal agencies must evaluate their policies and procedures with
the aim of protecting Indian religious freedom and to consult with Indian organizations in regard to proposed

actions (Havasupai Tribe v. U.S., 752 F.Supp. 1471 (D. Ariz. 1990) affind. 943 F.2d 32 cert. den. 112 §. Ct.
1559].

During the course of the EIS, scoping meetings and public hearings were held in the following rural and Alaska
Native villages: Arctic Village, Lime Village, Chalkyitsik, Dot Lake, Fort Yukon, Eagle, Sleetmute, Venetie,
and McGrath. Alaska Native groups were also consulted, and copies of the Draft EIS Executive Summary were
provided to the following organizations:

®  Ahtna, Inc. u Eagle Village Council

®  Alaska Federation of Natives " Fort Yukon Native Village

R Alaska Native Foundation u Gulkana Village Council

®  Arctic Village Traditional Council u Gakona Village Council

®  Baan o yeel kon Corporation n Healy Lake Village Council

®  Beaver Native Viliage Council n Hiamna Natives Limited

B Birch Creek Native Village Council L] Iliamna Village Council

= Bristol Bay Native Association L] Koliganek Village Council

= Calista Corporation L Kuskokwim Corporation

= Community of Cantwell L | Kuskokwim Native Association

W  Chalkyitsik Native Corporation x Lime Village Company

B Chatkyitsik Village Council L Lime Village Traditional Council

®  Chickaloon/Moose Creek Native L] Mandas Cha-ag Native Corporation
Association L] McGrath Native Village

B Chickaloon Traditional Council N Mentasta Lake Village Traditional

& Chistochina Village Council Council

¥ Circle Village u Mentasta Village Council

®  Cook Inlet Region, Inc. n Red Devil Corporation

®  Cook Inlet Tribal Council n Sleetmute Traditional Village Council

®  Copper River Native Association = Stony River Village Council

W Crooked Creek Village Council u Tanacross Village Council

B Danzhit Hanlaii Corporation n Tanacross, Inc.

®  Dillingham Native Village u Tanana Chiefs Conference

® Dot Lake Native Corporation n Tihteet’ Aii, Inc.

B Dot Lake Village Councit N Venetie Traditional Council

= Doyon, Lid.
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No concerns were raised regarding impacts on native religious practices or cultural and religious sites except in
the context of subsistence, which was extensively analyzed under its own section. Subsistence has been described
by the president of the Tanana Chiefs Council as "the very foundation of Native religious belief systems . . ."

(Anchorage Daily News, February 19, 1995, p. D10). Consequently, the provisions of AIRFA have been
followed.

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA)(43 U.S.C. 1701-1784)

Section 302 of FLPMA directs the Secretary of the Interior to "regulate . . . the use, occupancy, and development
of the public lands . . ." This and other language in the law, as well as the legislative history of FLPMA,
indicate that Congress sought to regulate intrusions onto the public lands that change the physical characteristics
of the land (i.e. use, occupancy, and development). Pre-FPLMA, the Secretary granted special use permits to
the Army for the conduct of exercises on public lands. After FLPMA, the Secretary determined that Section 302
did not allow him to continue to grant such permits for military training. To remedy this problem, the Army
introduced legislation to allow the Secretary to grant "nonrenewable general authorizations” for the temporary
use of public lands in Alaska [P.L. 100-586, codified at 43 U.S.C. 1732(d)] [FLPMA 302(d)].

That Congress and the Executive branch contemplated actual physical intrusions is again clear from the legislative
history (1988 U.S. Code Cong. Ad. News 3973) and the statutory language. Nowhere is there any indication
that Congress felt that military overflights constituted use, occupancy, or development of the public lands. The
legislation also set forth procedures for closure of lands used for military training to the public; hardly a concern
with military overflights since Section 302(d) explicitly prohibits permitting military training involving "aerial
or other gunnery” on public lands administered by BLM, The requirements of Section 302 do not apply to
overflights, be they military or civilian, of public lands.

Some commenters seem to base their FLPMA objections on 43 U.5.C. 1701(a)(8) [FLPMA 102(a)(8)], which
sets forth one of Congress® policies as being the management of public lands "in a manner that will protect the
quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, and
archeological values..." However, Congress is quick to temper this policy statement by noting that "[T]he
policies of this Act shall become effective only as specific statutory authority for their implementation is enacted
by this Act or by subsequent legislation..."[FLPMA 102(b)]. In other words, the policy statement of FLPMA
is not substantive law in and of itself and is not made enforceable except through additional specific statutory
authority. As discussed above, there are no FLPMA provisions or other subsequent legislation, that prohibit or
otherwise restrict military overflights of public lands in furtherance of this policy statement have been found.

Interagency Agreement on Minimum Flight Altitudes Over Sensitive Lands

In December 1992, the FAA, BLM, USFWS, and the NPS renewed an Interagency Agreement (IAG) whereby

FAA agrees to encourage voluntary compliance with a2 minimum 2,000 foot AGL requested minimum altitude
over lands administered by NPS, USFWS, and BLM.

As discussed above, one federal agency cannot restrict the actions of other federal agencies without Congressional
authorization or voluntary agreement. While the Federal Aviation Regulations (FARs) are generally applicable
to military flights, those reguiations do not provide for a minimum 2,000 foot AGL in MOAs whether or not over
lands subject to this IAG. DoD is not a signatory to this IAG and it is therefore not binding upon Air Force

overflights and cannot be cited to impose restrictions hampering efficient and effective military training over
public lands.

Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(F)

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act prohibits the use of public parkland and wildlife refuges by
“transportation projects” unless no feasible and prudent alternative exists.
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Although the only case found that addresses Section 4(f) in the context of Special Use Airspace (SUA) did not
question 4(f)’s applicability except to note that no parklands or refuges were affected [Stare of North Carolina
v. F.A.A., 957 F.2d 1125 (4th Cir. 1992)] challenge to establishment of an RA for a Navy bombing range), the
Air Force believes that the establishment of SUA is not a transportation project and Section 4(f) is therefore not
applicable. Even if Section 4(f) were applicable, overflights of parklands are not so intrusive as to constitute a
"constructive use" (see response to comment PRO-007), and that Appendix N indicates that there is no feasible
and prudent alternative to overflights of parks and wildlife refuges.

PRO-006 COMMENT: Why was the Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) not
made available for public review?

RESPONSE: Neither CEQ nor Air Force regulations for implementing NEPA require that a DOPAA be made
available for public review. However, the purpose of scoping is to solicit input on the Proposed and Alternative
Actions. During the extensive scoping conducted for the Draft EIS, the contents of the DOPAA were presented
at each public and agency meeting, in the scoping brochure, and in the EIS newsletter.

PRO-007 COMMENT: We are concerned that the changes proposed by the Air Force will increase the
noise levels around Harding Lake and seriously affect . . . our property value. Since the [Fairbanks]
North Star Borough has determined that property values along the Salcha River have declined by
about 15 percent because of noise pollution, what effect will increased flight operations have on
property values on Harding Lake? And will the federal government compensate property owners for
property value loss because of the willful actions of the Air Force?

Not only are the daily lives and pastimes of people affected, so are their pocketbooks affected by
property values decreased as a result of overflight noise. In May 1993, the [Fairbanks] North Star
Borough Board of Equalization {a tax appeal body} found that Salcha River property had declined in
value approximately 15 percent as a result of jet aircraft overflight noise.

| consider the Military Operations Areas proposed by the Air Force for jet fighter training over
substantial areas of Alaska to be a very significant "taking." It should be more than obvious to the
Air Force that private land owners and tourist operations in remote areas are going to lose some of
the peace and tranquility that they seek for themselves or their clients. If the Air Force continues
with this proposal, it should be prepared to offer these private land owners and privately owned
tourist operations with long-term compensation. Since the Air Force would be taking a public
resource, it should also be prepared to offer compensation to the public-at-large for depriving it of the
opportunity to enjoy these wilderness areas for recreational purposes. The Exxon Valdez settlement
legally established the use of contingent valuation methodology to determine costs to the public for
nonmarket values. In order to have an adequate EIS, the Air Force should undertake a contingent
valuation study regarding the impact of the MOAs.

Historically, the placement of Electronic Combat equipment has led to future land takings. Will there
be land grabs in the future, particularly the next 20 years?

RESPONSE: This comment raised concerns that property values at Harding Lake would be diminished because
of increased noise levels as a result of the Air Force’s proposal. It also raised a concern that enjoyment of the
peace and tranquility of the recreation and wilderness areas throughout the state would be impaired. This
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comment requested compensation for the diminishment of private or public property values., Additional concerns
regarding aircraft noise impacts on wildlife are addressed in responses BIO-001 to BIO-(14.

Harding Lake is a state-owned public recreation area, Certain parcels are privately owned, Overflights of
residences in the Salcha River and Harding Lake areas will not rise to the level of a taking if the Air Force selects
the Preferred Alternative (Alternative A—Modified), which moves the western boundary of the BIRCH MOA
to avoid these areas.

Overflights by military aircraft may constitute a compensable taking of private property for an easement of the
overhead airspace under the 5th Amendment to the United States Constitution if such flights are so low and so
frequent as to be a direct and immediate interference with the use and enjoyment of the land. In takings cases
involving overflights, "low" has generally been defined to be flights below 500 feet above ground level (AGL)
[Matson v. United States, 171 F. Supp. 283 (Cl. Ct. 1959); Davis et al. v. United States, 164 Cl. Ct. 612 (1964);
Adams v. United States, 680 F.2d 88 (Cl. Ct. 1981)]. A direct and immediate interference with the use and
enjoyment of the land must occur to rise to the level of a taking. Generally, physical damage to the property or
the owner of the property must occur. A diminution of the remoteness or tranquility of the land or area does not
rise to the level of a taking. Takings law applies to private property and is not applicable to publicly owned
property. These issues will be addressed in detail in the takings implication assessment required by Executive
Order 12630 of March 15, 1988 (Governmental Actions and Interference with Constitutionally Protected Property
Rights).

Neither the establishment of permanent MOAs nor any of the other proposed actions would significantly increase
the frequency of flights at altitudes below 500 feet AGL. Under the Proposed Action and other action
alternatives, military aircraft would be permitted to fly below 500 feet in some MOAs. In some circumstances,
the Air Force would permit flights down to 100 feet AGL. However, flights below 500 feet AGL would not be
conducted on a routine basis or so frequently as to constitute a taking. Routine military flight training at these
altitudes would be less than 2 percent of all military flying activity that would occur in the MOAs (see Appendix
E, p. E-16 to E-28). As explained in response PAN-001, flights are made at low altitudes to practice use of
terrain to avoid detection by airborne and ground-based detection systems. Only the most experienced flight
leaders and instructor pilots are eligible for training at altitudes below 500 feet AGL. Such training is conducted
by a limited number of aircraft and only for a limited portion of the overall mission. Flights down to 100 feet
AGL would be conducted over sparsely populated areas. In addition, upon receipt of complaints, the Air Force,
as a matter of policy, considers whether it is practicable to relocate training flights to minimize potential noise
impacts.

As to the claim that peace and tranquility will be diminished and the public at large should be compensated for
deprivation of the opportunity to enjoy wilderness areas for recreational purposes, takings law only applies to
private property. However, the Secretary of Transportation has certain responsibilities to protect publicly-owned
land under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act. Section 4(f) applies to approval by the
Secretary of Transportation of any transportation program or project that requires the use of any publicly-owned
land from a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance
or land of an historic site of national, state, or local significance as determined by the officials having jurisdiction.
The FAA has considered the applicability of Section 4(f) in a separate document distributed with the Final EIS.

There are currently no proposals pending before the DoD that would result in the withdrawal of public lands for
any purposes connected with the Alaska MOAs.
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PRO-008 COMMENT: Please provide coordination with the Army, Navy, FAA, and affected states.
Provide an Air Force airspace plan that defines, validates, and supports the proposed improvements
to Military Operations Areas in Alaska. Does such a document exist? Can a copy be part of the EIS?

RESPONSE: The Army has reviewed and commented on the Draft EIS, and these comments will be addressed
and incorporated in the Final EIS. The Navy has no installations in the Region of Influence. The FAA is a
cooperating agency and has been and will continue to be closely involved, providing input to and oversight of
the airspace proposal. The Alaska State Legislature passed a resolution in support of the Air Force’s Proposed
Action, which is part of the Administrative Record of the EIS.

DoD Directive 5030.19, DoD Responsibilities on Federal Aviarion and National Airspace System Matters, tasked
each of the military services to develop an airspace master plan to analyze current and projected airspace
requirements, current airspace availability and adequacy, and external factors that influence DoD access to
airspace. The U.S. Air Force Airspoce Master Plan, initiated by the Air Force Flight Standards Agency,
addresses Air Force airspace requirements in every area of the country and for every Major Command mission
that has airspace needs (USAF 1993b). The standards it contains were used to formulate some of the criteria for
evaluating alternatives considered in the EIS (see section 2.1.4 and Appendix N).

PRO-009 COMMENT: "Over the next decade, the Air Force must channel its resources to areas where
the training environment is efficient, flexible, and cost effective {p. ES-1 of the Draft EIS)." Does this
EIS explain all operations for Alaska during the next ten years? Are these code words for shifting
more training to Alaska from the Lower 48?7

What are the noise projections for the next 20 years? What is the expected future population for the

next 20 years? Since there is no time limit on the proposed actions, this information must be
analyzed.

RESPONSE: NEPA requires an agency to consider reasonably foreseeable actions and their outcomes. The EIS
does so by addressing reasonably foreseeable training activities and airspace use. It analyzes the noise
environment predicted on the basis of known and forecasted events, and identifies areas that might experience
population increases based on applicable land use plans (e.g., the Fairbanks North Star Borough). Therefore,
the noise analysis adequately captures the environmental impacts for the reasonably foreseeable future. The EIS
also establishes sortie limits for the various MOAs by virtue of the number of sorties assessed. If Air Force
needs should dictate significant changes (in number of sorties, type of aircraft, etc.), a supplemental EIS would
be required by CEQ regulations, Specifically, a federal agency must prepare a supplement to an EIS if the
agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to the environmental effects, or if there
are significant new circumstances or information relevant to the environmental concerns that bear on the proposed
action or its impacts {40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)]. A supplemental EIS must be prepared, circulated, and filed in the
same fashion as the original EIS, but the scoping process need not be repeated [40 CFR 1502.9(c)(4)]. Although
CEQ informally advises agencies to carefully evaluate any EIS over five years old, the mere passage of time does
not trigger the need for a supplemental EIS.

PRO-010 COMMENT: The Final EIS shouid address the extent to which the proposed action may
disproportionately adversely affect human health and the environment among minority populations
and low income populations, as directed by Executive Order 12898, dated February 11, 1994.
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The EIS should address the extent to which the proposed action may disproportionately affect human
health and the environment among minority and low income populations as directed by Executive
Order 12898. In particular, the EIS should provide more detail on how the proposed project will

impact subsistence activities and how these impacts will be addressed pursuant to the Executive
Order.

Regarding subsistence, you are talking about people’s livelihood. Level li and Ill impacts are predicted
for the prime hunting season of August and September in Eagle Village, Dot Lake, Healy Lake, Circle,
Eagle City, Chicken, and Lime Village. In previous talks with the Air Force, the people of Dot and
Healy Lake were told low level flights would not occur over these areas. These are also all native
villages, which raises possible discrimination issues.

RESPONSE: Executive Order 12898 (Federal Actions To Address Environmental Justice In Minority and Low-
Income Populations) directs federal executive branch agencies to analyze, as part of the environmental impact
analysis process required by NEPA, "disproportionately high adverse human health or environmental effects .
. . Oon minority populations and low-income populations . . . ." An additional goal of Executive Order 12898
is to encourage and facilitate minority and low-income population participation in the formation of policies and
the making of decisions affecting them.

From the early days of the EIS, Alaska Native organizations and Alaska Native and rural communities were
briefed on the Proposed Action and Alternatives and actively consulted on issues of concern to Alaska Natives.
The EIS identified potential significantly adverse impacts in two areas that might disproportionately affect the
identified minority and low-income populations because of the geographic area potentially impacted and because
of the importance of the resource to minority and/or low-income populations. Those areas are subsistence and
recreation. The Preferred Alternative implements a combination of mitigations that result in a general decrease
in the potential impacts upon subsistence and recreation. Any possible disproportionate effects upon minority and
low-income individuals are, therefore, either eliminated or reduced from significantly adverse. (See section
1.7.3.5 and Appendix P.)

PRO-011 CoMMENT: The purpose and need do not adequately address the military and civilian
airspace needs together in terms of their overlap and conflicts which compromise air safety.

RESPONSE: Chapter 1 of the EIS (Purpose of and Need for Proposed Action) specifies the underlying purpose
and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives, including the Proposed Action
(40 CFR 1502.13). Guidelines for preparing NEPA documents suggest this chapter explain who wants to do
what, where, how, and when; and why they want to do it. Chapters 2 and 4 explore the potential environmental
consequences of implementing the Proposed and Alternative Actions.

PRO-012 COMMENT: This comment number is not used in the EIS.

PRO-013 COMMENT: Mitigation measures are not directly tied to these proposals but are to be left
until after the Record of Decision is issued. This is bad policy and should be changed.

A specific discussion on the staffing requirements and other resources needed to implement the
mitigation measures and monitoring proposed for each alternative should be presented.
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RESPONSE: An agency need not present a detailed mitigation plan in the EIS itself or commit to implementing
the mitigation measures discussed in the EIS [Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332
(1989)]. Rather, CEQ regulations stipulate that an agency identify in its Record of Decision (ROD) the mitigation
measures it will adopt as part of implementing its Preferred Alternative. The mitigations outlined in the ROD
must be described in sufficient detail to constitute an enforceable commitment; or, alternatively, the ROD can
incorporate by reference the portions of the EIS that do so. The ROD must also include a monitoring and
enforcement program for each mitigation measure, if applicable [40 CFR 1505.2(c)]. An agency’s ROD can be
used to compel compliance with or execution of the mitigation measures committed to. Finally, the ROD must
indicate whether all practicable mitigation measures have been adopted, and if not, why not [40 CFR 1505.2(c)].
Accordingly, the Air Force’s ROD will clearly delineate the mitigation measures selected and adopted as part of
the Preferred Alternative, and include a mitigation and monitoring plan.

PRO-014 CoMMENT: The Draft EIS is very clear that there is not enough information available to make
conclusive statements about wildlife. In Vol. II, p. 4-88, it states that "Insufficient evidence exists
to make conclusive statements regarding the effects of aircraft noise and sonic boomns on populations
of wild animals . .." and on p. 4-89 it says that "Aircraft noise impacts on many of the topical areas
of concern in this analysis have not been sufficiently studied . . . Effects on moose, black bears,

wolves, and furbearers have only been hypothesized.” There is no research on the effect of aircraft
noise on subsistence.

More information is needed to show what impacts these training exercises will have on tourism,
recreation, hunting, subsistence, and just lifestyle. More studies also need to be made on the

environmental impacts of sonic booms; loud, low-flying jets; fuel jettisoning; and other jettisoned
debris.

More research studies are needed to clarify impacts to the fowls, wild game, subsistence and human
activities of the people within the Copper River Basin Region. Copper River Native Association would
want to participate in the research studies, through either receiving funds to conduct aresearch study
or to assist in the environmental impact study.

Since the impacts are cumulative, as stated in your EIS, it stands to reason that field studies to
establish baseline data should have been undertaken during the previous four years and that the Air
Force should be contributing to an ongoing monitoring effort.

RESPONSE: CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22) stipulate that when an agency prepares an EIS and there is
incomplete or unavailable information, the agency must make clear that such information is Jacking and indicate
the relevance of the incomplete or unavailable information to evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse
impacts. The EIS must also provide a summary of existing eredible scientific evidence relevant to evaluating such
impacts. Finally, the EIS should evaluate reasonably foreseeable impacts using theoretical approaches or research
methods generally accepted in the scientific community.

Predictions of effects were made with the most current and complete information available. The impact analysis
tends toward the conservative side (e.g., noise analyses were run using maximum loading; any overflight of high-
sensitivity recreation resources areas was predicted to have an adverse effect; etc.) to compensate for the
unavailable or incomplete information noted in the EIS.

The Air Force supports, through a variety of programs and funding mechanisms, research on the effects of
aircraft overflights, noise, and sonic booms on various natural and cultural resources. In Alaska, the Air Force
has sponsored studies on the behavioral response and energy expenditures of caribou exposed to low-flying
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military jet aircraft (Murphy et al. 1993; White et al. 1993). In the summer of 1995, the Air Force, in
conjunction with the University of Alaska, the Institute of Arctic Biology, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
conducted studies on peregrine falcons and other birds of prey in Interior Alaska. These studies focused on the
possible effects of overflights on the birds’ nesting and reproductive cycles. In addition, three Interagency
Coordination Teams comprised of representatives from the DOI (NPS, USFWS, and BLM), the State of Alaska
(ADF&G and ADNR), and the Air Force have been established. The Research and Monitoring Team will
concentrate on collecting data regarding potential effects of aircraft noise on wildlife, recreation, and subsistence.
This data will be used to make decisions regarding the efficacy of mitigation measures and the need for additional
mitigation,

The DoD also sponsors the Legacy Resource Management Program, which gives priority to identifying,
conserving, and restoring natural and cultural resources. The program evaluates natural and cultural resources
for their significance to such values as biodiversity and historic interpretation, and seeks projects to demonstrate
more effective conservation techniques. The Legacy Program works through partnerships with federal, state, and
local agencies and private groups.
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2.15 Recreation Resources

REC-001 COMMENT: | help lead commercial wilderness trips in Alaska. What will be the effect of
training on backcountry tourism? The EIS should include information on the number of commercial
providers in the area, their activities, number of clients, and their fees. The economic analysis needs
to include negative impacts on commercial recreation.

The Draft EIS fails to provide data on the economic impacts associated with lost revenue from tourists
who may decide to go elsewhere to recreate. The Draft EIS ignores the probable financial loss to the
State of Alaska from the loss of game hunter revenues. Including losses incurred by game guides,

air taxi operators, hunting lodges, sporting good suppliers, and the associated service industries
supporting these activities.

The adventure travel segment of the tourism industry is the fastest growing, at about 20 percent
annually. Among the State’s basic industries, tourism is the second largest employer in the private
sector, and third largest in terms of payroll. As a legitimate commercial activity, recreation
businesses have commodity interests that exist on Alaska’s wildlands. The Draft EIS fails to
recognize the importance of commercial recreation in local economies by limiting the economic
analysis to Eielson and Elmendorf Air Force Bases.

RESPONSE: The EIS contains information regarding the locations of major commercial recreation attractions,
types of commercial recreation activities, use levels, and seasons of operation (including peak periods by activity)
in the Region of Influence (see section 3.6.7). Tourism and commercial outdoor recreation, including natural
resource-dependent wilderness-based concerns, are clearly important to Alaska’s economy, while the viability of
individual operations is of obvious consequence to owners and staff. Visitors and residents alike pay several
hundred to several thousand dollars for guided wilderness trips, depending on type, length, and location of trip;
likewise, guided fishing trips can cost up to $2,000 or more, and guided big game hunts can run upwards of
$12,000 and probably average $6,000 to $7,000. However, there is no evidence (empirical or theoretical) that
recreationists, including tourists and other consumers of commercial recreation services, would decide to go
elsewhere to recreate on the basis of implementation of the Proposed or Alternative Actions. In fact, in response
to Public Law (P.L.) 100-91 (the National Park Overflights Act of 1987), the U.S. Forest Service (USFS 1992,
2-18) reported to Congress that "No statistically reliable relationships were found between annoyance due to the
sight or sound of [aircraft] overflights and respondents’ reported intent to revisit.” Although visitors "“judged low-
flying jets and helicopters more annoying to hear than high-altitude jets and small private aircraft,
fwlilderness visit enjoyment showed little relationship with annoyance due to the sound or sight of aircraft.”
Almost all respondents questioned in short- and intermediate-term studies reported their intent to return to the
area, and no visitor, out of 2,020 interviewed, cited aircraft overflights or other aircraft issues as reasons for not
returning. Other studies conducted for the U.S. Forest Service and the National Park Service (NPS) reaffirm
these findings. For example, in a study of the intermediate term effects of aircraft overflights on Outdoor
recreationists in twelve wildernesses, Tabachnick et al. (1994, 30) found "no statistically significant association
. between intention to revisit and aircraft-induced annoyance.”

The NPS, in its Report to Congress . . .on Effects of Aircraft Overflights on the National Park System (1994,
6.6), concluded that only “[a]bout 2 to 3 percent of all visitors . . . can be expected to report impact from hearing
or seeing aircraft overflights.” However, "A higher percentage of backcountry than frontcountry visitors report
hearing aircraft and are more likely to experience impact from these aircraft.”

Volume IV Comments and Responses 297



Final Alaska Military Operations Areas Environmental Impact Statement

The NPS’ recommendations for identifying sites for impact analysis and potential mitigation cite three important
criteria:

1) Frequency of Overflights—How many overflights per hour occur regularly during periods of
visitation?

2) Visitation Rates—How many visitors per hour or per day pass through the candidate site?

3) Recreational Opportunity—What are the important dimensions of the intended opportunity:
unobstructed views, solitude, remote location, transportation access, etc.?

These criteria are very similar to the criteria used in the EIS to determine potential impacts to recreation
resources. The EIS used: 1) a "sensitivity to impact” ranking, which was based on the degree to which noise
resulting from aircraft overflight of any kind would be considered inconsistent with the recreation opportunity
setting of an area, visitor use levels, and the percentage of the area located beneath a MOAC(S); 2) the use and
configuration of any existing overlying MOA(s); 3) the proposed use and configuration of any new MOA(s); and
4) the presence and effectiveness of any existing Flight Avoidance Area (see section 4.6.2 of the EIS).

Although wildernesses in Alaska were not considered in the studies undertaken for P.L. 100-91, as the most
recent and comprehensive research available on the issue of potential impacts of aircraft overflights on wilderness

areas, these studies are very applicable to the issues examined in the EIS and comprise the best information
available on the subject.

All of the major commercial recreation resources identified in the Region of Influence fall into one or more of
the following categories:

1) The Proposed and Alternative Actions represent either no change from existing conditions or a
reduction in flying activity (e.g., Birch Creek National Wild River, Wood-Tikchik State Park);

2) There is an existing Flight Avoidance Area in place (e.g., Yukon River, Chena River State
Recreation Area); or

3) The Preferred Alternative (Alternative A—Modified) would reduce or eliminate potential adverse

impacts (e.g., Gulkana National Wild River; Fortymile National Wild, Scenic, and Recreational
River).

Additional information has been added to the Final EIS to describe the scope and importance of commercial
recreation in Alaska’s economy. However, in light of the analysis and mitigation in the EIS and the fact that
there is no evidence that recreationists would choose to go elsewhere to recreate on the basis of exposure to or
knowledge of aircraft overflights, prediction of potential revenue losses is not warranted and would be highly
speculative. Information gathered through the Interagency Coordination Teams for MOAs will also be used in
the future to address the issue of potential impacts to recreation, including commercial recreation.

REC-002 COMMENT: The Draft EIS ignores recreational resources located in the urban areas which

will be impacted by the proposed activities. These impacts cannot be ignored and must be addressed
in the Final EIS.

RESPONSE:  The Alaska Department of Labor defines "urban" as a place of 2,500 persons or more (ADL 1991).
The only community with a population greater than 2,500 that would be located beneath a MOA is Eielson AFB
(1990 population estimated at 5,251). Thus, by definition, the only "urban" area located beneath proposed or
existing MOAs is Eielson AFB itself. The base cantonment area has a bowling center; recreation, sports and
fitness, and youth centers; and arts and crafts, wood craft, and auto craft shops. Outdoor recreational facilities
include three tennis courts, five ballfields, a one-half mile track, and six athletic fields. Implementation of the
Proposed or Alternative Actions would subject these resources to slightly higher noise levels. Enjoyment of
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outdoor recreational facilities would potentially be diminished, but the incremental increase in noise over existing
conditions is not predicted to result in a significant adverse effect on recreation resources on Eielson AFB. Any
potential impacts to indoor recreation resources would be mitigated by the Air Force policy of ensuring proper
Noise Level Reduction measures in the design and construction or modification of all on-base buildings situated
within the DNL = 65 dB contours and by the energy conservation practices (e.g., insulation) employed to
compensate for the extreme climate conditions of the region. Based on this, the EIS does not disclose any impacts
to urban recreational resources from the proposed activities.

In other (i.e., non-urban) areas, FAA regulations (FAR 91.119) and AFR 60-16 require a minimum operating
altitude of 1,000 feet AGL over all towns and seftlements. There are also existing Flight Avoidance Areas over
many of the popular recreation resources and additional ones under consideration. Thus, recreational resources
located in urban, semi-urban, rural, and wilderness areas have been considered in the EIS analysis.

REC-003 COMMENT: The evidence presented in the Draft EIS from very recent National Park Service
and U.S. Forest Service studies indicates that most recreationists in wilderness areas in the Lower
48 are not annoyed by aircraft and that the noisiest aircraft {which include low-flying military jet
aircraft) were the most annoying. But relatively few of the recreationists in these non-Alaska studies
experienced low-flying military aircraft overflights, and the published studies do not directly address
the question of how annoying low-flying military aircraft really are. Moreover, the studies do not
address wilderness in Alaska which, in at least some cases, may be substantially different than those
the NPS and USFS studied (degree of remoteness, wildness, and level of use). This may be important
because, as Fidell et al. stated in Short Term Effects of Aircraft Overflights on Outdoor Recreationists
in Three Wildernesses (1992, 49), their practice of "interviewing in wildernesses with relatively high
visitor use might have lead to underestimation of overflight impacts.™ As a consequence, it is very
uncertain what relevance the summaries of the Lower 48 studies have to the Alaskan situation. All

characterization of the percent of people who would be annoyed based on this inadequate data should
be deleted from the Final EIS.

What you are using as a Sensitivity Rating does not seem very fair. Areas you have rated as low or
medium effects get significantly more recreational and tourist use than the rating would suggest. You
need to develop better Sensitivity Ratings.

The Level lil and Level Il impacts on the recreational areas are apparently felt to be acceptable by the
AlIr Force.

RESPONSE: The NPS, in its Report to Congress ". . .on Effects of Aircraft Overflights on the National Park
System (NPS 1994, 6.6), concluded that only "[a]bout 2 to 3 percent of all visitors . . . can be expected to report
impact from hearing or seeing aircraft overflights.” However, "A higher percentage of backcountry than
frontcountry visitors report hearing aircraft and are more likely to experience impact from these aircraft.” The
NPS’ recommendations for identifying sites for impact analysis and potential mitigation suggest three criteria:

1) Frequency of Overflights—How many overflights per hour occur regularly during periods of
visitor use?

2) Visitation Rates—How many visitors per hour or per day pass through the site?

3) Recreational Opportunity—What are the important dimensions of the intended opportunity:
unobstructed views, solitude, remote location, transportation access, etc.?
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These are very similar to the criteria used in the EIS to determine potential effects on recreation resources (see
section 4.6.2). In the EIS, potential impacts were predicted based on the following:

1} A recreation area’s sensitivity ranking, which was based on the degree to which noise resulting
from aircraft overflight of any kind would be considered inconsistent with the recreation opportunity
setting of an area, visitor use levels, and the percentage of the area located beneath a MOA(s);

2} The use and configuration of any existing overlying MOA(s);

3) The proposed use and configuration of any new MOA(s); and

4) The presence and effectiveness of any existing Flight Avoidance Area.

Impacts were generally defined as:

1) Level I (Negligible Impact): Level I impacts would be expected for any area subject to only
occasional, short-term exposure to aircraft noise levels inconsistent with the area’s recreation
opportunity setting, which would not result in any alteration of the setting. Level I impacts were
typically found for areas with a low sensitivity ranking and areas with a medium sensitivity ranking
for which implementation of the Proposed or Alternative Actions would result in no change in
frequency of overtlight, type of aircraft, or single or average noise levels.

2) Level II (Adverse, but Not Significant Impact): Level 11 impacts would be expected for areas
subject to frequent, but irregular short-term exposure to aircraft noise levels inconsistent with the
area’s recreation opportunity setting that would temporarily alter the setting. Level II impacts were
most often found for areas with a medium sensitivity ranking and areas with a high sensitivity
ranking for which implementation of the Proposed or Alternative Actions would result in no change
in frequency of overflight, type of aircraft, or single or average noise levels.

3) Level 1II (Significant Adverse Impact): Level III impacts would be anticipated for any areas
subject to regular, repeated, or continuous exposure to noise levels inconsistent with the area’s
recreation opportunity setting, which would permanently alter the setting. Level III impacts were
found for areas with a high sensitivity ranking and no existing overlying permanent MOA.

The methodology used in the EIS assigns the greatest impact to high sensitivity (i.e., primitive and semi-
primitive) recreation resources where mechanical sounds are not common. This approach is congruent with the
findings and recommendations of the NPS report. Although wildernesses in Alaska were not considered in the
NP3 and USFS studies cited in the EIS, these studies have stood the test of rigorous agency and peer review and
are the most recent and comprehensive research available on the issue of potential impacts of aircraft overflights
on wilderness areas. As such, they comprise the best information available on the subject and are very relevant
to the issues examined in the EIS. We are aware of no studies that have investigated potential impacts of aircraft
overflights on wilderness or other recreation resources in Alaska.

The EIS predicted potential significant adverse impacts (Level II) for several recreation resources. The extent
of area affected varied somewhat between alternatives, but in general, Level III impacts were assessed for the
Fortymile National Wild, Scenic, and Recreational River system; portions of the Yukon-Charley National
Preserve and the Charley National Wild River; the Gulkana and Delta National Wild Rivers; the proposed West
Fork Area of Critical Environmental Concern; and trails along the Denali and Richardson Highways. Adverse
effects (Level II) were also predicted for the Steese National Conservation Area, Birch Creek National Wild
River, Walker Fork Campground, Taylor Highway, and portions of the Yukon-Charley National Preserve and
the Charley National Wild River. The Air Force has identified and analyzed mitigation to address predicted
adverse impacts, and these are described in the Final EIS (see section 4.12).

As a point of clarification, the information on percent of people who would be annoyed by aircraft overflights,
presented in section 4.6.1 of the EIS, is a summary of the findings of the U.S. Forest Service report to Congress,
Potential Impacts of Aircraft Overflights of National Forest System Wildernesses (1992). This information is not
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intended to be extrapolated to characterize or predict the percent of peopie who would be annoyed by military
aircraft activities under the Proposed or Alternative Actions.

REC-004 COMMENT: The analyses of potential impacts on recreational resources did not seem to note
the importance of the Lake Louise/Tyone/Susitna vicinity as a recreational area. Besides the Lake
Louise State Recreation Area, there are four commercially operated lodges and some 297 cabins or
residences around the lakes (mostly around Lake Louise} that are predominantly used for recreational
purposes. There is also a permanent population of 50 persons in the area. The lakes and upland
areas in their vicinity are used recreationally year-round—with fishing, hunting, boating, and
snowmachining being significant activities.

As the owner of the Maclaren River Lodge, | want to go on record as opposing the proposed change.
The Denali Highway is one of the last pristine or near pristine areas in the state that is accessible to
the general public and the pollution of such an area is unacceptable at best.

RESPONSE: The EIS identified numerous recreation resources under the proposed FOX MOA, including the
Gulkana and Delta National Wild Rivers, the Denali Highway and associated trails and campgrounds, the
Nelchina Public Use Area, and other areas used for recreation purposes such as the Tangle Lakes National
Register Archaeological District and extensive BLM-administered lands (see Figures 3-50, 3-51, Table 3-6, and
section 3.6.4.2). The EIS also recognized that general state lands under the proposed MOA “. . . support a wide
array of recreational activities, including hunting and fishing, hiking, camping, skiing, mountain climbing, and
snowmachining” (see section 3.6.4.2.2). Also noted were the lodges and/or recreation outfitters located along
the Denali Highway as well as the lodges and recreation cabins located on lakes and rivers throughout the area
under the proposed FOX MOA (again, see section 3.6.4.2.2).

Using a conservative methodology, the EIS predicted adverse impacts to a number of the resources that would
be located beneath the FOX MOA. However, with a floor of 3,000 feet AGL for the Proposed Action,
Alternatives A and B, and the No Action Alternative, neither the maximum single event noise levels (< 85 dB)
nor the average noise levels (< DNL 55 dB) would automatically trigger a finding of significant adverse effect
to recreational resources or land uses. Under Alternative A—Modified, the floor of the MOA would be 5,000
feet AGL, further reducing the maximum single event and average noise levels.

Under the Proposed Action, Alternatives A and B, and the No Action Alternative, Tyone Lake would be located
at the extreme southern boundary of the FOX MOA (FOX 1 TMOA). Under Alternative A—Modified, Tyone
Lake would be located at the edge of the southeast corner of the FOX MOA. Given the dynamics of high-speed
flight, 1t is unlikely that military aircraft using the FOX MOA would be operating this close to the edge of the
MOA. Lake Louise, Susitna Lake, and the Lake Louise State Recreation Area would be south and outside of
the MOA boundary under all alternatives. Note, however, that Military Training Route (MTR) 937 traverses
the southeastern section of the FOX MOA (see Figure 3-18). Although located 20 miles west and north of the
lakes and communities mentioned, it is possible that residents of or visitors to areas west or north of Lake Louise
may see or hear aircraft operating on this route.

REC-005 COMMENT: Knik Canoers and Kayakers finds the Draft EIS deficient in the scope of rivers
and lakes addressed. Only those rivers designated wild, scenic, or recreational and those in federal
and state preserves are considered. Waterways in eastern Alaska, such as Beaver Creek and the
Chatanika, Nenana, and Susitna rivers are not discussed.
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RESPONSE: Beaver Creek and the Chatanika River do not underlie any existing or proposed MOAs. The Nenana
River, which heads at Nenana Glacier in the Alaska Range, flows beneath the proposed FOX MOA for
approximately the first 25 miles. A popular put in is at a point 18 miles east of Cantwell where the Denali
Highway closely parallels the Nenana River. This put in is just outside (west) of the MOA boundary. The upper
portion of the Susitna (approximately 130 river miles) would underlie the proposed FOX MOA. Information
describing this river and its recreation use has been added to the EIS. However, under Alternative A~Modified,
the floor of FOX MOA would be 5,000 feet AGL, and adverse effects to this river or its use would be unlikely.
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2.16  Aviation Safety

SAF-001 COMMENT: The F-16 aircraft is an aircraft whose record for safety is questionable. Please
use it in unpopulated areas. The Final EIS should address the potential impacts and mitigation
associated with a military aircraft that has crashed on Department of Interior {DOI) lands. The Draft
EIS failed to provide accident potentials for all aircraft potentially utilizing the airspace. What is the
probability of a mishap or crash occurring for the deployment of all types of aircraft in the DoD
inventory, as well as similar allied aircraft? The F-16 and other aircraft are equipped with
computerized weapons defivery systems. Have these systems played a role in the rash of F-16
crashes? Have the systems experienced problems that lead to increased accident potentials? What
about F-16 accidents due to cracked wings? What is the increased accident potential for an F-16
when the wiring blows up? What precautions will be taken to assure no accidents threaten residents?
Please expand the discussion of aircraft mishaps to include the potential mishap rates of all aircraft
that could potentially be utilizing the proposed airspace structures.

RESPONSE: The potential mishap rates (based on 100,000 hours of flying per aircraft) for all aircraft currently
using the airspace or expected to use it in the future have been incorporated in sections 3.2 and 4.2 of the EIS
(see also Table 3-1). These statistics are based on all aircraft accidents, regardless of cause. Estimates of
predicted Class A mishaps have been made based on nominal flying hours expected for aircraft based in Alaska
and those deploying to the state for training exercises.

The impacts associated with military aircraft accidents could include: ground disturbance/displacement; localized
fire; fuel release if fuel is not burned; hazardous material release, particularly hydrazine from F-16s; and loss
of habitat, wildlife, and other resources in the immediate area. The maximum area affected by a mishap (crash)
is estimated to be 8 acres, which is approximately the size of the area affected by the crash of a heavy bomber
(USAF, U.S. Navy, and U.S. Army 1991).

The analysis conducted for the EIS indicates that aircraft mishaps affecting people, structures, or the environment
would be extremely rare due to the infrequency of such accidents and, in the case of potential impacts to people
or structures, the sparse development of most of the lands in the Region of Influence. In the event of an aircraft
mishap, the Air Force would assist in any firefighting efforts as requested and per the Memorandum of
Understanding between the Bureau of Land Management/Alaska Fire Service and the Air Force. Hazardous
material in concentrations that could adversely affect human health or the environment would be removed or

otherwise remediated in accordance with applicable Air Force accident response plans and state and federal
regulations.

SAF-002 COMMENT: Please explain the safety impacts of aircraft using "minimum spacing arrival
procedures,”

RESPONSE: Minimum spacing arrival procedures are developed to expedite the recovery of large numbers of
aircraft by utilizing predesignated arrival procedures (tracks, airspeeds, and altitudes). Minimum spacing arrivals
allow the controlling agencies to direct flights of aircraft to intercept the routes at specific gates and continue with
recovery of the aircraft with minimum instructions from the controlling agency and at reduced lateral spacing,

if weather conditions permit. The use of minimum spacing arrival procedures does not adversely affect aircraft
or aviation safety.
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SAF-003 COMMENT: Has emergency response equipment and personnel been proven adequate for any
potential accident?

Since "statistics show that 70 to 75 percent of all major accidents occur on or within 5 miles of a
runway" {page 3-60 of the Draft EIS), the Air Force needs to address emergency response and
preparedness measures and their costs with all appropriate surrounding governmental and other

agencies. Itis not clear if similar measures and associated costs are addressed for Eielson AFB and
its neighbors.

RESPONSE: Mishap and disaster response plans (USAF 1994b; USAF 1993e; USAF 1993f) are in effect for
Eielson and Elmendorf AFBs. The plans define and assign responsibilities for responding to mishaps on or in
the vicinities of the bases. They provide guidelines to base organizations for responding to flight, ground, and
weapons mishaps. In the event of an aircraft accident off-base, but in the vicinity of the base, local emergency
response agencies may be the first agencies on the scene. Included in the base mishap response plans are

provisions for coordinating with local emergency response agencies. These plans are reviewed annually and
updated as appropriate.

SAF-004 COMMENT: What is the potential for "startle” related accidents on Alaska transportation
systems? What is the location of these transportation systems, including, but not limited to, roads,
airfields, and rail lines? What are the expected economic impacts to the State of Alaska if the state
were held responsible for an incident involving military airspace use, such as recently occurred in
Nevada? What is the potential that the startle effect of sudden noise can temporarily impair one’s
ability to function and reason? Depending on when and where this happens, the risk of accidents can
increase drarnatically. How many accidents are expected to occur?

RESPONSE: The main transportation systems underlying the MOAs would be portions of the Richardson and
Alaska Highways (under BUFFALQ and BIRCH MOAs). Overflights of these highways would occur at altitudes
no lower than 500 feet AGL and at subsonic speeds. Lesser used highways include the Denali Highway (under
the FOX MOA) and the Taylor Highway (under the YUKON 3 MOA). Mitigation being considered would raise
the floor of FOX MOA to 5,000 feet AGL and the floor of the southeast portion of YUKON 3 MOA (overlying
the Taylor Highway) to 2,000 feet AGL. No railroads would be located beneath existing or proposed MOAs.
FAA policy provides that MOAs exclude the airspace up to 1,500 feet within a 3-nautical mile radius of any
airport available for public use (FAA 1993).

Given the limited nature of Alaska’s ground transportation system and the mitigation proposed for the Final EIS,
our analysis indicates no significant adverse effect due to startle-related accidents. To attempt to estimate
potential economic impacts to the State of Alaska would be unfounded speculation and would involve a worst case
analysis, which is no longer required under CEQ regulations. Legal culpability and liability are matters
adjudicated by our legal system based on the specific factors of an incident. Predetermination of [iability is not
only inappropriate, it is impossible. There is no evidence to suggest that startle effect, which may occur with
the rapid onset rate of aircraft noise, would result in the type of impairment described.

SAF-005 COMMENT: A major concern also is the danger of military-civilian aircraft coliisions. Many
of us use the Harding Lake and Salcha River corridor to fly to and from Fairbanks and North Pole.
Also, what about along the rest of the Alaska and Richardson Highways?
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How is the "see and avoid” concept going to work in this airspace when aircrait are traveling at near
the speed of sound?

In my opinion the FOX 1 MOA is a hazard to aviation safety and as such should not be allowed. The
Air Force has not shown that it is able to handle itself in this airspace in a manner that allows those
of us who work here to continue to fly safely.

How many near misses have there been back to 19832

RESPONSE: The Air Force shares the same concerns about the potential for military-civil aircraft collision
potential. To reduce potential conflict areas, the Air Force is considering several mitigations along the Alaska
and Richardson Highways to provide corridors for VFR civil operations. One mitigation being considered is
raising the floors of the BIRCH and FALCON MOAs to 500 feet AGL. The Air Force is also considering
establishing civilian flight corridors in the proposed BUFFALO MOA and also, under Alternative B, the
TANANA MOA. The first corridor would extend up to 500 feet AGL, 2 NM either side of the Alaska Highway
and Y2 NM either side of the Richardson Highway; the second corridor would be at 4,000 feet MSL to 6,000 feet
MSL to protect the VFR hemispheric altitudes of 4,500 feet MSL and 5,500 feet MSL, 2 NM either side of the
Alaska Highway and 2 NM either side of the Richardson Highway. By opening up these corridors for civil
aviation, enhancing the effectiveness of the Special Use Airspace Information Service (SUAIS) to provide
improved situational awareness along the highway corridor, and using the on-board radar capabilities of aircraft
such as the F-16 and F-15, which are capable of detecting and tracking light aircraft at up to 10 miles (at nominal
altitudes), flight risks can be minimized, although not completely eliminated. The Air Force is also considering

setting the minimum altitude (floor) of the proposed FOX and YUKON 5 MOAs at 5,000 feet AGL rather than
3,000 feet AGL.

Examination of Air Force records on near misses, as far back as available, documents four near misses between
Air Force and civil aircrafi—two in 1991 and two in 1993, All of these incidents occurred in the traffic pattern
at Elmendorf AFB. Anecdotal information received at scoping meetings and public hearings alluded to "close
calls” between Air Force and civil aviators; however, none were filed with the Air Force.

SAF-006 CoMMENT: The DOI is concerned about the increased midair collision potential in the vicinity

of Denali National Park and Preserve due to increased civil air activity during the May through August
time frame.

RESPONSE: The floor of the SUSITNA MOA is already 5,000 feet AGL or 10,000 feet MSL, whichever is
higher, and would not be lowered under any alternative. Consultation with flightseeing and air taxi operators
indicates that their operations generally occur well below that altitude. Additionally, the Air Force has recently
directed the slow-speed (less than 250 knots) training operations of the A-10s within the existing MOA structure

to the east of the YUKON 1 and 2 MOAs, which should further enhance aviation safety within the vicinity of
Denali National Park and Preserve.

SAF-007 COMMENT: We do not understand how bird strike hazards could be adequately evaluated
with considering specific flight paths within the MOAs. Increases in bird strikes with waterfowl are
imminent with increases in the number of sorties operating at low levels.

RESPONSE: The assessment of potential bird aircraft strike hazards was performed using a statistical computation.
Actual bird distribution data relative to bird types, location in the area, time of the year, and time of the day form
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the initial information needed to determine probable bird locations. Next, the actual MOA boundaries are input,
and the probability of an aircraft flying in a MOA at various altitudes is predicted; subsequently the probability
of a bird aircraft collision is computed. These raw determinations were then categorized according to their bird
strike hazard intensities in the form of a warning, caution, or note, as described in the Final EIS, Volume III,
Appendix H, for each airspace parcel considered in the EIS. Bird aircraft strike hazard potential can be found
for each MOA/TMOA discussed in the Final EIS in the tables in Appendix H.

SAF-008 COMMENT: This comment number is not used in the EIS.

SAF-009 COMMENT: The Draft EIS failed to address the following scoping comments: Describe the
F-16s and all military equipment vulnerability to Hazard of Electromagnetic Radiation to Ordnance
(HERQ). In fly-by-wire incidents, unexpected glectromagnetic interference {(EMI), either from the
aircraft’s own electronics such as radio or radar systems or from civilian or military external sources,
will overpower the electronic flight control systems, thus causing the pilot to lose control and crash.
What other military external sources exist? Electronic warfare, radar, and other equipment must be
mapped to assess impacts. What other equipment is in the State of Alaska that could potentiaily
cause a HERO accident? What is the potential for a HERQ accident to occur in the proposed
airspace? Will there be additional land needed? If so, where? Is "Kapton" wiring used inthe F-16
which is proposed to be flown in the proposed airspace? What is the increased accident potential
for the F-16 and the associated HERO accidents?

RESPONSE: There are no documented incidents of externally induced electromagnetic interference (EMI) being
a primary cause of a major mishap involving the F-16. In fact, there is little evidence that EMI has any effect
at all. Due to the sensitivity of some of the electrical circuits, false indications of a failure occurring in one of
the flight control systems can occur. This possibility is dealt with in Air Force Technical Order (T.0.) 1F-16A4-1,
which explains that flight in the vicinity of some high-frequency transmitters may cause a false indication of a
Flight Control malfunction (illumination of the P, R, and/or Y malfunction indicators). However, the indication
should reset after the aircraft departs the EMI area.

Kapton insulation on some of the wiring used in the F-16 has the potential to degrade with use and excessive
exposure to harsh environments. When the insulation degrades, and two or more wires are exposed, arcing can
take place. Damage and impact to the aircraft would depend on what wiring bundle was affected and how
extensive the damage from the arcing. All wiring bundles are inspected regularly to detect any possible damage
from chafing and/or degradation. Those areas of the aircraft where Kapton-insulated wiring is most vulnerable
to harsh environmental effects are examined frequently for possible replacement of the wiring with wiring less
susceptible to environmental degradation.

In assessing the safety risks associated with the F-16 aircraft, the mishap rate used in the EIS accounts for all
mishaps involving the aircraft, regardless of the cause. If there are any risks associated with Kapton-insulated
wiring, they are reflected in the safety analysis.
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2.17 Socioeconomics

SOC-001 CoMMENT: The Socioeconomic Section is also inadequate. These extra personnel will
generate public service costs as local experiences with training exercises such as Brim Frost have
demonstrated. These personnel will be unattached with no community ties and no supervision
beyond the bases. Damages to apartments have been costly; rowdiness with resulting increases in
assaults has required increased public health and safety measures.

What will be the economic costs of current and potentially necessary increases of police, fire,
hospital, and other services? Additionally, the Draft EIS claims that transient personnel will spend
an average of $60 per day in the local communities. This claim seems excessively high and quite
unbelievable. We suggest that you go back to the drawing board and substantiate this claim with
some hard facts since these claims are not substantiated. Do military personnel have this kind of
money to spend?

RESPONSE: Most deployed personnel are housed on-base; when this is not possible, they stay in local hotels
rather than apartments due to the short duration of their deployment. Medical needs of deployed personnel are
handled by medical facilities on-base. There is no indication that personnel deployed to Eielson and Elmendorf
AFB increase public service costs or present an economic or social burden to the communities they visit. Nor
have the local governments, service agencies, and businesses in Fairbanks and Anchorage expressed any concerns
to the Air Force regarding the presence of deployed personnel.

According to the Travel Pay department of the 354 FW Comptroller Squadron, per diem rates for Air Force
personnel deployed to Eielson AFB (the base to which the majority of MFE participants deploy) are $165.00 per
day during the summer (May 15 to September 15)—$59.00 for meals and $106.00 for lodging; and $123.00 per
day during the winter (September 16 to May 14)—$55.00 for meals and $68.00 for lodging. We have revised
the text in section 4.10 of the EIS to use the most conservative $55.00 figure for MFE personnel meal and sundry
expenditures,

SOC-002 ComMMEeNT: The Draft EIS fails to consider the potential economic impacts of the proposal
to the future growth of commercial airlines.

RESPONSE: The FAA, a cooperating agency, has made clear its concerns regarding commercial aviation of ali
types within the Region of Influence. Additionally, the Air Force consulted extensively with various civil and
commercial aviation organizations in Alaska during preparation of the EIS. The comments and concerns of the
FAA, the Alaska Department of Transportation (ADOT), and aviation groups were taken-into consideration in

the impact analysis in the EIS and influenced the development of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative
A—Modified).
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2.18 Subsistence Resources

SUB-001 COMMENT: Associated costs and impacts to subsistence are not quantified. Mitigation
measures address only hunting, not trapping and gathering activities, nor community and spiritual
values. What studies did the Air Force review to conclude "there are no foreseen or conceivable
impacts resulting from aircraft overflights that would adversely affect fish resources"?

| also used to live in Tok from 1990 through 1992. | know how scarce the game available to local
subsistence hunters is, and feel sonic booms in these areas can adversely affect caribou herds and
the moose population. The affected game represents an indispensable cultural resource to the
Athabascans in these regions. The cash economy is so marginal in the upper Tanana and Yukon
basins that much of the populace simply cannot live healthy lives without available wildlife resources.

The text should clarify the distinction between the Level Il and Level [l impacts to
subsistence/resources located under the YUKON 1-5 MOAs. For example, the Draft EIS states that
there are Level Ill impacts only in the YUKON 3 MOA and during MFEs. It should be clarified why
the YUKON 1, 2, 4 and 5 MOAs would not be similarly affected and why there would be Level il
impacts only during MFEs. Itis not clear that the subsistence users of the YUKON 1-3 MOAs outside
Eagle, including the people on the rivers, have been adequately considered, or that heavy subsistence
use along the Black River has been assessed. Itis our opinion that Level 1ll impacts would apply to
Eagle City, Eagle Village, and the Black River drainage. The Air Force should strive to reduce the
tmpact level to | for all subsistence users, including those living along the river (who are not affiliated
with a community, but are probably the most sensitive of all}. Denali National Park and Preserve is
mandated under ANILCA (1980) Sections 202(3Ha} and 801(4) to "provide the opportunity for
continued subsistence uses on the public lands. . . by rural residents” on those lands added to the
former Mount McKinley National Park. Page 4-132 [section 4.7.6.1 of the Draft EIS ] indicates that
a Level impact is anticipated for subsistence hunters who utilize moose and caribou under portions
of the SUSITNA MOA between the Tokositna and Yentna drainages from August 10-October 31 and
December 1-February 28 of each year. Aircraft travelling at subsonic and supersonic airspeeds can
frighten or startle wildlife, making the subsistence hunters’ opportunities for harvesting wildlife more
difficult. The Final EIS should address: 1) whether subsistence hunters are likely to move to areas
unaffected by military overflight and thus increase competition there for subsistence resources, and
2) whether Air Force activities would impact customary and traditional harvest periods {seasons) or
means and methods for taking subsistence resources.

Itis hard to believe that the analysis of impacts to subsistence fails to consider fishing and trapping
activities. These are the lifeblood of rural residents along the Yukon River and throughout the Interior
region. Harm to subsistence has socioeconomic costs, as well as cultural impacts.

The authors assumed that "80 percent of the subsistence use for a given community occurred within
a 30-mile radius of that community,” yet fail to explain how they arrived at this determination, We
are unaware of the authors having consulted with Division of Subsistence staff before arriving at this
conclusion. While the 80 percent/30-mile radius may be a valid assumption in quantitative terms, it
is potentially deficient in other respects. For example, certain use areas located outside the 30-mile
limit may be the primary locations used by particular individuals or family groups and may be the
principal areas used for harvesting particular resources.

Volume IV Comments and Responses 2-109



Final Alaska Military Operations Areas Environmental Impact Statement

RESPONSE: As explained in the Draft EIS (see section 4.7.2), impacts to subsistence were determined by:

1) the degree to which resource availability (identified wildlife populations) would be diminished as a
result of implementing the Proposed or Alternative Actions;

2) the level and type of subsistence use in the affected region; and

3) the presumed degree of sensitivity of the subsistence user (identified in section 3.7.

The primary effect of military aircraft overflight would be noise/visual intrusion potentially causing wildlife to
react, and thereby possibly affecting subsistence hunting success and level of effort. Assessment of potential
impacts to wildlife was based on the analyses of noise effects on wildlife presented in sections 3.5 and 4.5 of the
EIS. It was assumed that an alternative would have the same impact on all cornmunities that use a given area
for subsistence. Therefore, the sensitivity of a community to impacts ultimately determined the significance of
the potential impact. Impacts in the EIS are described in terms of: primary subsistence use area; species of
primary importance; the anticipated change in availability of species of primary importance; the timing of
anticipated impacts relative to critical hunting periods; and the level of anticipated impacts in relation to the
sensitivity ranking of communities.

There is no standard methodology available for determining the potential effects of aircraft overflights on
subsistence. In light of this, the EIS ranked the communities likely to be affected by the Proposed or Alternative
Actions according to their present sensitivity to any potential impacts to their subsistence resources or activities.
This ranking was developed using the following factors:

1) Is the majority of a community’s subsistence use area under 2 given MOA (i.e., is it within the area
that would be affected by noise from aircraft overflights)? It was assumed that the more subsistence
use area under a MOAC(s), the greater potential impacts could be.?

2) Is the community predominantly Alaska Native? Alaska Native communities are likely to have
higher sensitivity to any impact due to reduced employment opportunities and increased importance
of harvest, and due to Kinship and other forms of sharing and economic/social dependence that
increase impact. This also considers social/cultural effects due to potential disruption to subsistence.

3) What employment opportunities are available to offset disruption and the cost of food replacement?

Answers to these questions resulted in community rankings of high, medium, or low sensitivity. For more
information, see section 3.7.2.

Using this methodology, potentially significant adverse effects (Level III) to some communities were identified
and adverse (Level II) or negligibie effects (Level I) to others under the same or adjacent MOAs. This occurred
for several reasons: 1) different communities under the same MOA could be assigned different sensitivity
rankings, 2) the floors of some proposed MOAs are higher (3,000 feet AGL for YUKON 5), or 3} some
comumunities or their majority use areas are located under existing permanent MOAs for which no change is
proposed {e.g., sortie numbers would not change or would decrease, floors would not change or would increase,

%As an initial visual aid for identifying probable majority use areas, 30-mile radiuses were drawn around each community
located beneath or near a MOA. The 30-mile figure was based on information in the fiterature (including mapped subsistence
use areas), consultalion with agencies and subsistence users, and federal and state criteria for determining customary and
traditional use—all of which suggest that subsistence users do not harvest resources outside their traditional harvesting areas,
which for practical purposes are usually as near as possible to (heir residence. While subsistence users may travel long
distances to harvest certain resources, the average distance travelled, given available time and transportalion methods, was
estimated to be 30 miles. However, the primary means for determining a community’s majority use area was the information
obtained from ADF&G Division of Subsistence technical papers and Regional Habitat Guides; the ADCRA Community
Database; ADL population and demographic reports; management plans from state and federal agencies; and the communiiies
lhemse]ves (see Appendix J.)
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etc.). MFEs were singled out because it would be during an MFE that repetitive overflights would be more likely
to occur, possibly disturbing wildlife and thus increasing the level of effort required to harvest subsistence
resources (see section 4.7.3). The methodology presumes that rural, and to an even larger degree Alaska Native,
residents have greater dependence on subsistence resources and activities. The EIS addresses potential impacts
at the community level as there is inadequate data and no methodology to enable impact assessment at the
individual level (such as for individuals living along the Black River drainage). The Air Force is considering,
however, mitigation that would raise the floor of the YUKON 5 MOA to 5 ,000 feet AGL and restrict its use to
MFEs only—actions that would have a mitigating effect for subsistence along the Black River. As stated in the
EIS (see section 4.7.6.1), the floor of the existing SUSITNA MOA is already at 5,000 feet AGL, and the
proposed use of this airspace is less than current use levels.

The Air Force believes the methodology addresses whether subsistence hunters are likely to move to areas
unaffected by military overflight and whether Air Force activities would impact customary and traditional harvest
periods or means and methods for taking subsistence resources. Note that consultation with village residents, the
Tanana Chiefs Conference, and the Council of Athabascan Tribal Governments has not revealed any evidence
or indication that subsistence harvest areas or traditional harvest methods have been altered to date due to the
presence or use of the permanent MOAs or temporary MOAs (TMOAs).

The EIS looked only at potential impacts to subsistence hunting. Fishing and trapping activities were not
considered for the following reasons:

1) adverse impacts to furbearers (trapping resources) or fish were not anticipated under any of the
alternatives (see sections 3.5 and 4.5); and
2) access to subsistence use areas (by ground or air) would not be restricted under any of the

alternatives (see section 4.2).

The EIS noted that a variety of furbearers are distributed throughout Alaska. Lynx, beaver, river otter, marten,
mink, and wolverine were included in the analysis because of their 